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rear Mr. Wagoner:

subject: HANFORD 100-KR-2, 200-BP-1 AND 300 AREA PROCESS TRENCHES;
CCMMENTS ON REMEDIAL ACTIONS BEING PLANNED BY DOE/RL--

We have previously commented on remedial plans for all areas at
Hanford. Comments concerning design criteria for these remediation
activities are contained in these previcus comments. They include
proposed actions tc address the following issue:

ISSUE: The standards for remediatior. and for waste disposal
facilities at Hanford, including the subject facilities, do not
explicitly include the regquirement of providing for general
(unrestricted) usage of the land and groundwater at 100 years (or
sooner) from the decommissioning of waste management facilities and
closure of waste disposal areas or completion of remediation
activities. The Yakama Nation considers such a criteria, being
consistent with the commercial standard for low-level radioactive
waste, is the standard that should be invoked at Hanford.

BACKGROUND: Planning to make Hanford's Central Plateau in the
vicinity of the 200 Area a sacrifice zone, permanently contaminated
with radicactive and hazardous materials, has long been a defacto
criteria driving waste management and remediation decisions of
Government and Contractor managers. However, this demise for the
natural resources and cultural resources in this area has not been
agreed to by many entities having an interest in Hanford. In
particular the Yakama Indian Nat:on that retains reserved rights to
the area, as guaranteed by the Treaty cf 1855, considers planning
that would condemn the land permanently does not take into account
Treaty provisions. These Treaty rights pertain to hunting,
gathering foods and medicires and pasturing stock on open
unclaimed porticns of ceded lands, which include the 200 Areas and

other areas at Hanford
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In addition the costs assoc.ated with long term management,
assuming the existence ot institutional controls, constitute an
unwarranted burden on future generations. Actions by future
generations to provide tax dollars for effective management should
not be assumed.

Rules for disposal of low-level radivactive wastes, for example
those that apply to the commercial disposai facility on State
leased land near the 200 Areas, i1 properly observed, are intended
to assure that the conditior described in the ISSUE above, i.e.,
the general "unrestricted" use of the land and resources by people
in the future. The concept of 3 permanent "sacrifice zone" is not
embodied in these rules.

Requirements specified by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in 10
CFR 61.51 (a)(l) provide that "Site design features must be
directed toward long-term isoletion and avoidance of the need for

continuing active maintenance after site closure." At 10 CFR 61.42
it is required that "Design cperation and closure of the land
disposal facility must ersure protection of any individual

inadvertently intruding into the disposal site and coccupying the
site or contracting the waste at any time after active
institutional controls over ~he disposal site are removed.”

In addition, at 10 CFE 61.59 (b} the rules state that, "The period
of institutional controls wi_l be determined by the Commission, but
institutional controls mayvy 0ot be relied upon for more than 100
years following transfer of control ¢f the digsposal site to the
owner . "

Finally, another rule at 10 (iR 61.7 (B (5) provides for the use of
special engineered barriers to avolid exposure to an "intruder'."
This rule specifies, "The effective life of these 'intruder
barriers' should be 500 vears. 2 maximum concentration of
radionuclides is specified for a4ll wastes so that at the end of the
500 year period, remainince radisactivity will be at a level that
does rnot pose an unacceptable hazard to an intruder (emphasis
added) or public health and safety. Waste with concentrations
above Uthese limits i©s cenerally unacceptable for near surface
disposal.”

'"Tntruder in thise context overs any intruder into the waste.
It extends beyond the term "inadvertent intruder" which is a
defined term in the rules. That definition 1is, "Inadvertent
intruder means a person who miaht occupy the disposal site after
closure and engage :1n rnormal activities, such as agriculture,
dwelling construction, or other pursuits in which the person might
be unknowingly exposed to radiation from the waste." Yakama Nation
pecple would fall into either categorv as "inadvertent intruders”
in pursuing rights under the TIreaty 2f 1855 or as "intruders"
intent on scavenging materials ieit in disposal facilities.
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However, these rules do nol address the integrity of the ecological
system in the 200 Area and other aspec:s of the environment that do
not. directly affect the health of human intruders, including
"inadvertent intruders."”

The Department of Energy shou.d invoke the rules applicable to
commercial disposal of low-level radicactive wastes equally to
disposal of defense low-level radioactive wastes. 1In addition, an
equivalent standard for disposal of hazardous wastes and mixed
wastes is required. The supericr standard addressing the long-term
effects of the disposal of radicactive wastes would be of only
limited benefit to future res:dents of the site, if chemically
hazardous wastes, including mixed wastes were disposed in
facilities without equivalent lona-term design standards. 1In this
regard the current planning ret_.ecting the need for institutional
controls far into the future tc protect people and resources from
hazardous wastes is probiematic and unacceptable to the Yakama
Nation.

The Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group considered the long-term
impacts associated with disposal facilities and residual
contamination left over trom remediation efforts. They stated:

"following completion of waste management activities, the
Working Group desires that the Central Plateau be suitable for
other general uses 100 years from decommissioning of waste
management facilities and closure of waste disposal areas."

The Working Group went on to say that they believed, "...that both
cleanup and future development decisions should be guided by the
principle, that actions taken to remediate or to accomplish waste
management do no harm."

With resgpect to ground water the Wworking Group stated that
"However, as technology advances, and cver time, the Working Group
expects groundwater to ultimately be returned to "unrestricted"
status.”

YAKAMA NATION POSITION ON (OMPLIANCE/REGULATION AT HANFORD
CONSIDERING THE SUBJECT FACILITIES:

1. Modify pertinent DOE orders -0 specify design requirements for
all disposal facilities and remediaticon areas that shall allow
unrestricted access by "inadvertent intruders" to the disgposal
facilities or areas to be remediated, inciuding those 100, 200 AND
300 Areas at Hanford, at 190 vears past the closure of the
respect.ive disposal facilities or remediated area.

2. Establish the reqguirement that :nstisuticnal controls shall not
be utilized to protect public health and safety and the environment
beyond 100 years of waste disposai site -losure or remediated area.
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3. Establish the design requirement that an engineered barrier
shall not be relied upcn to protect public health and safety or the
environment, considering possible actions of intruders or natural
events, beyond 500 years from the construction of the barrier for
waste disposal facilities or areas to be remediated.

4. Establish requirements to bhase dispcsal and remediation actions
on performance analyses that incluade scenarios reflecting actions
of future generations who may us2 the site, including scenarios
approved by the Yakama Nation, reflecting Indian usage in the
future.

Additional detailed comments coicerning the subject facilities are
contained in the Attachment to this letter.

Sincerely,

E) ﬂuk' T La, r\"\ [’Lt"’\-/t’h.f. ; ‘\

Russell Jim, Manager
Envircnmental Restoration/Waste Management Program
Yakama Indian Nation

ATTACHMENT A: Detailed comments onn HANFORD 100-KR-2, 200-BP-1 AND
300 AREA PROCESS TRENCHES

Clarke, DOE/RL

McClain, DOE/RL
Riveland, WA Ecol.
Clarke, U.S. EPA Reg. 10
Grumbly, DOE/EM

. 0'Toole, DOE/EH
Washington Gov. M. ILowry

U. 5. Senator P. Murray
DNESB

D. Sherwood, EPA, Richland

cC.
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RECORD PAGE FOR LETTER

May 9, 1995
Mr. John Wagoner, Manager
Richland Field Office
Department of Enerqgy
P.0O. Box 550 A7-50
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Wagoner:

Subject : HANFORD 100-KR-2, 200-28P-1 AN 300 AREA PROCESS TRENCHES:
COMMENTS ON REMEDTAL ACTIONS BEINS PLANNED BY DOE/RL--

YIN-CC:

M. Dick Squeochs, YIN
Carroll Palmer, YIN
F. Cook

B. Barry

Augustine Howard, YIN
Frviros

CONCURRENCE :
1. This letter was prepared by F. Cook.

2. This letter contains comments from ENVIROS forwarded to ER/WM
Richland on February 16. 1995.



ATTACHMENT A4: Detalled comments on HANFORD 100-KR-2, 200-BP-1 AND

300

AREA PROCESS TRENCHES

A. Review of the Approach and Plan for Cleanup Actions in the 100-
KR-2 Operable Unit of the Hanford Site. DOE/RL-94-151. Decisional
Draft.

The Focus Package is insufrficlent i1in that it does not include
any discussion of existing site data or identified data gaps.
Therefore, as written, there is insufficient information to
assess whether proposed investigatory actions, such as ground
penetrating radar, are appropriate or sufficient to adequately
characterize the areas to ultimately determine cleanup
actions. The entire exped.ted schedule leading to an Interim
Action Record of Decision then becomes questionable (see
comment number 1).

The Focus Package does nol take into consideration the
systems-engineering approach to effectively and efficiently
utilize available resources 1.0 remediate the Hanford Site in
a manner that will result it the leng-term protection of human
health and the envirconmert and the release of land in a timely
manner for unrestricted bereficial use bv Native Americans.,

For example, it is not zgrsed that locw-priority sites should
be deferred until final digposition of the entire 100-K Area.
Many low-priority sites such as 130-KW-1 could be cleaned up
as part of remediation o proximal higher-priority areas.
Other combined cleanups of low- and high-priority areas within
the 100-KR-2 Operable Urit may a.so be feasible and should

therefore be identifiesd. Incder ithe Hanford Federal Facility
Agreement and Consent Oraer Action Plan (Sections 3.3, 5.5 and
Appendix C), su~h integration is required to ensure that

activities remain pnys.cally consistent and to ensure that
unit contamination -s mcst economically and efficiently
addressed by preventing overlap and duplication of work (see
comment numbers 2 and 3,

Page 1: The purpose of tlis Focug Package is to describe a
new approach and activities needed To reach a decision on
cleanup actions for waste sites in the 100-KR-2 Operable Unit.

Comment: The purpocse cf a Work Flan 1is to present existing
data and identify data gaps neediag to be filled as part of
characterization of the site. "he Work Plan should also
describe where and how these data points will be collected.
The Limited Field Investigal ion then becomes an implementation
of the Work Plan whose resu_ts are uged in the preparation of
the risk assessment and feasilbility study documents and in the
preparation of a proposed plan for cleanup of the area.

Although this Focus Fackage 1s i1rtended to be a summary of
information typicall- 1ncluded in a Work Plan, it 1is
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insufficient in that it does not include any discussion of
existing site data or ident:fied data gaps. Therefore, as
written, there is insuftficient information to assess whether
proposed investigatory acticns, such as ground penetrating
radar, are appropriate or sufficient to adequately
characterize the areas to ultimately determine cleanup
actions. The entire exped:.ted schedule leading to an Interim
Action Record of Decision then becomes questionable.

Page 2: Cleanup of the KE and KW 1eactors within the 100-KR-2
Operable Unit are being addressed under the separate reactor
decommissioning program. This includes the K-Basins (Table 1,
page 9 and Table 2, page 1%)

Comment: It 1s not ajreed that activities needed to reach a
decision on cleanup actiors can Le adequately identified or
proposed without considering inclusion of the K-Basins. 1In
accordance with rhe cystems-engineering approach to
effectively and efficientiy util ze available resources to
remediate the Hanford Site :n a marnaer that will result in the
long-term protection of human hea th and the environment and
the release of land in o timel, manner for unrestricted
beneficial use by Native Americans, proximate source operable
areas should be considered —oncurrently in the overall cleanup
strategy for any area of the Hanford Site. Under the Hanford
Federal Facility Agreement and ~onsent Order Action Plan
(Sections 3.3, ©.5 and Zppendix C), such integration is
required to ensure tha- actisities remain physically
consistent and to ensure that urlt contamination is most
economically and efficientiy addrossed by preventing overlap
and duplication of work.

Page 3: Table 1 iiste low-priority sites for which action is
deferred to the final stage of cieanup actions for the 100-K
Area.

Comment: It is not agreed that low-priority sites should be
deterred until final disposition ot the entire 100-K Area. As
stated above in Comment 2, in order to effectively and
efficiently utilize existine rescurces under the systems-
engineering approach, many low-priority sites can be cleaned
up as part ot remediation «f higher-priority areas. For
example, because or their proximity and likelihood for
intermixing of contaminants, it is possible that cleanup of
the 130-KW-1 area (low-pr ority) could be conducted during
remediation of the 116-KW-1 and 5.38 areas (high-priority).
Other combined cleanups of _ow- and high-priority areas within
the 100-KR-2 Operable Unit may aiso be feasible and should
therefore be identified. Such integration is required under
the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
Action Plan (Sectlcns 3.3, 5.5 and Appendix ().



Table 1. Pages 9-13: 2n investigation approach is listed as
not being required for several areas within the 100-KR-2
Operable Unit.

Comment: It should e clar:fied whether sufficient
information already exists for characterization of these areas
or if additional data should be collected under the subsequent
Limited Field Investigaticn,



B: Review of the Hanford 200-BF-1 Operable Unit Proposed Plan.

The concentration of radiouctive contaminants beneath the 200-BP-1
Area lincreases with depth. Highly-mobile radioactive and non-
radicactive contaminants have already reached the underlying
groundwater system and have nmigrated more than a mile north of the
200-BP-1 Area. Groundwater is approximately 230 feet below ground

surface.

Groundwater contaminatl.icn is being addressed in the 200-

BP-5 Operable Unit. The following comments are pertinent.

Identification and corsideration of surface barriers, on-
site land filling, instituticonal controls and use of
materials from the basalt outcroppings or McGee Ranch as
part of long-term interim or final remedial measures for
cleanup of the 200-£P-1 Dperable Unit place unacceptable
restrictions oa futire beneficial use of the land,
provide 1little coneideration of the cultural and
religious values placed on areas by the Native Americans,
require an unacceptable irreversible and irretrievable
commitment of 1ressurces, are inconsistent with and
preclude implementaticn of the expected solution for
cleanup of the Hanford Site and therefore violate section
40 CFR300.430 (a)(ii}(B) of CERCLA regulations, and do
not recognize systems-engineering as a viable means of
effectively and efficiently utilizing available resources
(see comment numders 2, 6, 7 and &) .

Information pres=nt=d in the document indicates that a
plume of contamination exists between 15 and 50 feet
below ground surtfacs end that highly mobile contaminants
are still present in the soil column below 50 feet.
While current grcurdwezter contaminant concentrations may
not be as elevated as historical levels, this plume as
well as the deeper contaminants will continue to act as
a future source cf groundwater contamination. Depending
on tuture use of the lanc, such as a potential worst-case
irrigaticon-use scenario, this source could result in
increasing grouniwarer r~ontarinant concentrations (see
comment number 3..

Although this summary document does not detail the
scenario by which e<posure to subsurface soils and
groundwater could occur, it i3 assumed the scenarios are
similar to those ssed ir the Hanford Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study Report for the
Environmental Restorsztion Jisposal Facility  (ERDF)
(DOE/RL-93-499, Ravision 1). As a result, risk from
exposure to soi.¢ from the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit should
be higher than what is reported in this summary document.
Also, the groundwater scenar.o should have resulted in
higher groundwatzr contaminant concentrations, faster
travel times to <hs site boundary and, therefore, more
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contaminants of potential ooncern being retained for
further consideration in the risk assessment.
Groundwater use for irrigation and livestock should also
have been evaluated with this data incorporated into an
inter-related ecological /human health risk assessment.

Also, as with the ERDF document, it is likely the risk
assessment for the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit is short-
sighted and incomplete in that it 1) assesses only the
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic effects from exposure
to the contaminants cn a single most-exposed individual
and ignores effects on the overall population; 2) focuses
only on the effects »f 2ontaminant exposure on an
individual of this generation and ignores other effects,
such as bilo-accumulation and mutagenesis, that may affect
future generations; 3, igrores bio-accumulation and
mutagenic effecis within and upward through the food
chain; 4 assumes human hea.th screening values are also
appropriate for ecological receptors and; 5) does not
consider additive risks from contaminants already in the
underlying groundwater system.

Comments such as —hese. related to the usefulness of
applied risk assessment meihodologies, will continue
until appropriate land use and exposure scenarios have
been negotiated and agreed to with representatives from
Native American Nations (see comment number 4).

The proposed plan tor the 200 -BP-1 Operable Unit does not
meet any of its remedial action objectives. Risk due to
exposure from =oils could ex:eed specified ranges under
more-appropriate exposure sconarios. Limiting biotic
intrusion places unacceptable restrictions on future use
of the land b Native Americans and their future
generations. CGroundwater woald continue te be impacted
under more-appropriate fat: and transport modeling
scenarios and would result in unacceptable human health
and ecological risk (see comment number 5).

The preferred alternative (A_ternative D: Modified RCRA
Barrier) may not be in compliance with all identified
ARARS. Tnis alternative «oes nothing to remediate
existing soil contamination  This soil will continue to
be a source of groundwater contamination and therefore
pose continual, unacceptable risks to future generations
of Native Americans a: well as the tood-chain resources
on which they 1ely. Furthermore, selection of this
alternative is incongister =  with, and precludes,
implementation of the expect:sd solution for cleanup of
the Hanford Site and is therefore in violation of 40 CFR
300.430 fa)(11;(B) or CERCL{ regulations (see comment
number 16).



Justification tor the preferred alternative is based on
the statement *hat it will not create additional waste
site(s). It is unclear how DOE can then justify the
Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility as it would
result in the contamination ¢f the underlying clean soil
column and vadose zone (see comment number 17).

Justification for the preferred alternative is based on
the statement that since the contaminated soils must
remain on the Hanford Site for the foreseeable future
regardless of +the alternative chosen, and the most
significant contamination 1s located from 15 to 50 feet
below the ground surface, L. makes sense to leave the
waste in place at fhis operalb.ie unit. This statement is
very short-sighted and inhibits recycliing efforts and the
identification and development of sgystems-engineered
technologies within DOE and its contractors for cleanup
of the Hanford Site. Thig statement alsc ignores the
Native American's expected tinal remedy of the Hanford
Site and the return «f the land for unrestricted and
beneficial traditional and cultural use (see comment
number 18).

. The proposed plan talls to integrate potential closure
and remedial acrtivities with other adjacent units such as
the BY Tank Farm. It accordance with the systems-

engineering approach, simila:r and/or adjacent facilities
should be considered jointly when possible in order to
effectively and efficiently utilize available resources
for cleanup of the entire Hanford Site and the expedited
release of current and future areas tor other beneficial

use. Under the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and
Consent Order Action Flaz (Sections 3.3, 5.5 and Appendix
C). such integreticn 1is required to ensure that

activities remain phvsically consistent and to ensure
that unit contamination is most economically and
efficiently adaressed by preventing overlap and
duplication of work (see commant numbers 5 and 19).

Early Site Work: Conrtaminated surface scils associated with
unplanned releases in the 203-BP-1 Area have been moved and
consgol idated over the top of the cribs where they have been
covered with approximately I fes" ©0f clean soil to reduce
contaminant migration and oxposure .

Comment: It is not agreed “hat 2 teet of clean soil cover can
be so pointedly stated &s a means by which contaminant
migration and exposure 13 reduced The addition of a cover
can actually increase cortaminant mobility because it may have
resulted in the elimination of site vegetation that originally
aided in reducing water nfiltraticn through the soil column.

6



Frese

Also, unless this cover 1s composed of a highly impermeable
material, it is unlikely to have any significant impact on
reducing contaminant mobility and therefore exposure through
the groundwater pathway. Two feet of soil cover is also not
likely to provide noticeable protection from surface or
airborne exposure because it is not thick enough to prevent
bare spots from arising due to erosion (water and air). Tt
may be more correct, and therefore it is recommended here, to
eliminate any reference of this minimal soil cover with the
protection of human health and the ervironment.

Early sSite work: A prototype surface barrier (Hanford

Barrier) is being constructed over the 216-B-57 crib and will

be the first full-scale model. FEfforts to design a barrier
that will last for over 1,00( years has been ongoing over the
last 1C vyears. This test 1s peing performed to gather

construction and perfosrmance data so that these barriers can
be used more extensively on the Banford Site as well as other
semi-arid environments.

Comment: Use of surface barriers as long-term interim or
final remedial measures is nol consistent with, and precludes,
implementation of the Native American's expected solution for
cleanup of the Hanford Sits and expedited return of the land
for unrestricted and beneficial traditional and cultural use.
These barriers, as well as other proposed activities that do
nct consider Native American wvalues, are therefore 1in
violation of 40 CFR 300.43( (a)(ii)(B) of CERCLA regulations.

Extent of Contamination: Below the 2 feet of clean soil

cover, the near-surface scils (. to 15 feet) contain low
levels of radionuclides. Contaminated soils between 15 and 50
feet below ground surface contain much higher levels of
radionuclides than the vpper and .ower soils. Contaminants of
concern present in soils below 50 feet include Nitrate,
Cobalt-60, Technetium-99 and Uranium. Nitrate, Cobalt-60 and
Technetium-99 are highly mibile and reached groundwater very
soon after being discharged to the cribs. Contaminant
concentrations currently entering groundwater from soils at
200-BP-1 are declininy and are generally near or below EPA's
drinking water standards.

Comment: It s not agreec that an overall statement can be
made that contaminant concentraticns entering the groundwater
from the 200-BP-1 Operable Uanit are declining. Information
presented 1in the document indicates that a plume of
contamination exlists betweer 15 and 30 feet below ground
surface and that highly mot ile contaminants are still present
in the soil column be.ow 5} teet. While current groundwater
contaminant concentration: may not be as elevated as
historical levels, this plume as well as the deeper
contaminants will coatiau: to act as a4 future source of



groundwater contamination Depending on future use of the
land, such as a potential worst-case irrigation-use scenario,
this source could result in increasing groundwater contaminant
concentrations.

State and federal guidelines for
acceptable cancer risks normally range from 1x107* to 1x10™°
due to exposure to a carainogen. Under the baseline risk
asgessment, the total lifetime cancer risk associated with
exposure to solls located from 2 to 15 feet below the ground
surface, if expcsed to the surfacs, is 9x10". If the higher
contaminated soils (frcm 15 to 5C feet below ground surface)
become exposed at the ground suarface, they will pose an
unacceptable risk (greater than 1x10°%),

Uranium is relatively molile and extremely long-lived and
poses the most signiticant future risk through the groundwater
pathway. Modeling indicates that 1f no action was taken to
remediate the contaminated scils, natural precipitation (rain
and snow) will transport Uranium intce the underlying ground-
water system. Uraniam cconcentrations will exceed drinking
water standards in about 700 vears.

Comment: Although this summary document does not detail the
scenario by which exposure to subsurface soils and groundwater
could occur, it is assumed the scenarios are similar to those
used 1in the Hanford Remedial Investigation and Feasibility
Study Report for the Environmental Restoration Disposal
Facility (ERDF) (DOE/RL-93-9%, Revision 1). For the ERDF: a)
contaminated soils would be brought to the surface as a result
of drilling (500-year dril . ing scenario). Risk from exposure
to the contaminated goils was determined assuming the soils
are diluted 1,000-fold as a result of being spread out over
the site (mixed with cleaner soils); b) for the groundwater
scenarico, infiltration rates were assumed to be approximately
an order of magn:ilude higher than vhat would be expected under
current climatic conditions; ¢) use of contaminated ground-
water was only evaluatec for human receptors. Use of contami-
nated groundwater for crops or livestock was assumed not to
occur; and d) it was assume: that the contaminants of greatest
concern from an ecologlica! perspective would be identified
with a human health risk-bised scoreening process.

As stated in comments to tle SRDF and other Hanford documents
and as re-stated below., risk assessment calculations using
these scenarics and assumpiicons are not reasonable.

a) The highest exposure tc so0.! contaminants would occur
during handling as the soil is remsved from the ground. This
is before it could bhe sgpread out over the land and
subsequently diluted. Risk from =sxposure to soils from the
200-BP-1 Operable Unit should therefore be higher than what is
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reported in this summary cocument.. The ecological impact of
this scenario and its intzr relaticonship with human effects
should also assume exposure to the drill cuttings prior to any
d:lution.

b: The base condition model for the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit
appears from the summary document to assume natural
precipitation as the driver of contaminants through the soil
column into the underlying groundwater system. In addition to
the problem of DOE's incconsistent use of standard fate and
transport models amcnyg difierent operable units at the Hanford
Site, or at least betweesn —he ERDF site and 200-BP-1 Operabile
Unit, the base condition mcdel should assume an irrigation-use
scenario as a possible worst-case situation. Such a future
scenaric is possible as part of traditional and cultural
Netive American use cf the land (anrestricted use). For the
200-BF-1 Operable Unit, as with the ERDF site, this scenario
would result in higher groundwater contaminant concentrations,
faster travel times to —he site boundary and, therefore, more
contaminants of potential concern beilng retained for further
consideration in the risk assessment.

¢) Assuming groundwater will nct be used for irrigation or
livestock places unreascnable restrictions on future use of
the land by Native Americans and therefore presents an
incomplete assesgsment of risk from exposure to the groundwater
contaminants. Grounawater use for irrigation and livestock
should be evaluated and incorporated into an inter-related
erological /human health risk assessment.

d) Without supporting facts, it 1is not agreed that human
health screening values are also appropriate for ecological
receptors. In additicon, cumulative effects of exposure on the
food chain cyale should be considered as well as how these
exposures may ult:mately effect human health and the
religious, cultural and socioeconomic values placed on the
land and its resources by Native American people and their
future generations.

Finally, as with the ERDE document, it 1is likely the risk
assessment for the 200-BP-1 Operab:.e Unit is short-sighted and
incomplete in that it I} assesses only the carcinogenic and
non-carcinogenic effects from exposure to the contaminants on
a single most-exposed individual and ignores effects on the

overall population; 2) 1ocuses only on the effects of
contaminant exposure o>n an individaal of this generation and
ignores other effects. sach as bilo-accumulation and

mutagenesis, that may affect future generations; 3) ignores
bio-accumulation and mutagenic effects within and upward
through the food chain and: 4) does not consider additive
risks from contaminants already in the underlying groundwater
svstem.



Comments such as these, related t:- the usefulness of applied
risk assessment methodologies, will continue until appropriate
exposure scenarios have beern agreed to with representatives
from Native American Naticns.

Scope and Role of Action: Remedial action objectives for the

2006-BP-1 Operable Unit include limiting risk from exposure to
soils at 1x10° to 1x10" or tess; limiting bictic (plant and
animal) intrusion that could result in exposing contaminants
toe the surface; limiting “uture impacts to the groundwater:;
and accounting for the proximity of the 241-BY Tank Farm when
evaluating the remedial alternatives and selecting a preferred
remedy .

Comment: The proposed plan for the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit
does not meet any of these remedial action objectives. Risk
due to exposure from soils could exceed specified ranges under
more-appropriate exposure scenarics {see Comment 4). Limiting
biotic intrusion places unacceptable restrictions on future
use of the land by Naitive Americans and their future
generations. Groundwater would continue to be impacted under
more-appropriate fate and transport modeling scenarios and
would result in unacceptable humar health and ecological risk
(see Comments 3 and 4).

Also, the proximity of th= BY Tank Farm, or other adjacent
facilities, should not be considered a deterrent to
implementation of the appropriate remedial measure at the 200-
BP-1 Operable Unit. In accordance with the systems-
engineering approach. similar and/or adjacent facilities
should be considered jointly, as possible, in order to
effectively and efficiently utilize available resources for
cleanup of the entire Hanford Site and the expedited release
of current and future areas for other beneficial use. Under
the Hanford Federa: Facility Agreement and Consent Order
Action Plan (Sections 3.3 5 5 and Appendix <), such
integration is required o ensure that activities remain
physically consistent and to ensure that unit contamination is
mest  economically and efticiently addressed by preventing
overlap and duplication of work (see also Comment 19).

Summary of Alterpatives: 211 wasic removed from this operable

unit would be placed in a permanent landfill on the Hanford
Site. This landfill iz presentl’ in the conceptual design
stage. All waste disposed at the landfill must meet a waste
acceptance criteria.

Comment: It is not agreed that. on-site land filling of
excavated waste from the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit should be
considered as the only disposal option. Most treatment
scenarios currently being proposed by DOE are not considered
to be long-term approaches te reducing the toxicity, mobility
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or volume of the contamination nor a means of providing for
the long-term protection of human health and the environment.
On-site land-filling therefore becomes an unacceptable
scenario of relocating the problem and/or potentially delaying
the impact of the contamination on future generations and
food-chain resources.

Other means of waste disposal siuch as treatment with deep
geologic disposal should be considered as they would result in
greater long-term protection of human health and the
environment and prevent yet another area of the Hanford Site
from being contaminated as a result of improper or short-
sighted waste disposal practices.

Although significant volume»s of waste material may be
generated as part of remediation of source and groundwater
operable units at the Hanford Site, the driving force would be
to identify and implement recveling and treatment technologies
to minimize the final waste volime requiring disposal and
reduce or eliminate its toxicity and mobility to render it
safe for handling and crf-sice transportation. Treatment to
achieve this disposal aoal can incorporate best available
technologies that can be implemented in a timely manner. The
melter/slagger process being evaluated at Oak Ridge is an
example of a technology t"hat coild be used to reduce the
vilume and mobility of radicactive wastes. Calcining or super
critical CO, application are examples of technologies that
could reduce the toxicizy. wobility and voiume of chemical
wistes.

Systems-engineered treatment facilities such as these would
not only result in lower short-term risks by rendering the
waste safer tc handle and transport, but also satisfy the much
larger goal of providing effective long-term protection and
permanence. Alsc, given sound engineering practices, public
opposition to off-site disposal would be minimized. Systems-
engineering is a viable means of effectively and efficiently
using available resources tc remediate the Hanford Site in a
manner that will result in the loag-term protection of human
health and the enviironment and the expedited release of land
ter unrestricted beneficial use.

Alternative B: Institutional Controls: Instituticnal
controls consist of f2ncinz, warning markers and signs, site
use restrictions and groundwater use restrictions. These

controls are consistent with current plans for dedication of
the 200 East Area as 1 wasze manadgement area.

Comment: Actions suclk as “hese place unacceptable
restrictions on future as: of the land by Native American
people. The long-term piczure of Hanford and the expedited

11



10.

release of land tor unrestrictec beneficial use is not being
considered by the Department of Energy.

-intrusion Barriexr: The barrier's primary
functional layer is crushed basalt., which provides a physical
barrier to burrowing animals and plant roots.

Comment: Although the summary report does not identify the
source of this borrow material, as stated in the Hanford
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study Report for the
Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility (ERDF) (DOE/RL-93-
99, Revision 1), this source is likaly the basalt outcroppings
or McGee Ranch. However, little congideration is given of the
cultural and religious values placed on these areas by the
Native Americans. 2s with the ERDF site, construction of
barriers with mater.al from these areas will reguire an
unacceptable, irreversible and Jrretrievable commitment of
resources.

Alterpative F: Excavation and Soil Washing: The wash water

used would be treated Lo meet waste acceptance criteria and
disposed accordingly.

Comment: Supporting facil:ties such as these should be
discussed in the summarv report as they may have a significant
impact on the long-term performance of the alternative as it
relates to protection of human health and the environment.
Significant volumes of wash water could be generated during
operation of this alternative. Depending on the type of
ccllection, treatment ard disposa. proposed, the volumetric
flow rate of this stream has the potential to significantly
impact long-term contaminant availability to human and
ecological receptors and thus the subsequent evaluation of the
facility.

Ooverall Protection: A&ll alternatives, with the exception of

the "No Action", "Institutional TControls" and possibly the
"Bio-intrusion Barrier" alternatives, will provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment by reducing or
ccntrolling the risk through engineering and institutional
controls. A1l remalnina alternatives provide long-term
protection from direct contact exposure, plant and animal
intrusion, and reduce water movement through the contaminated
solls, thereby decreasing “he potential for the contaminants
to migrate to the groandwater.

Comment: It 1s not agreed that the remalning alternatives
provide for the long-term orotection of human health and the
environment. Modellag and exposure scenarios as discussed in
Comments 3 and 4 wili ogreat.y moidify risk calculations and
resulting risk values. Fur-hermore, these alternatives do not
address existing soil contaminants which will continue to be
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12,

a source of groundwater contamination and unacceptable risk to
human health and the environment.

Systems-engineering is a viable means of effectively and
efflclently using available resources to remediate the Hanford
Site in a manner that will result in the long-term protection
ot human health and the environment and the expedited release
ot land for unrestricted beneficial use. DOE's continued
consideration of non-systems-engineered approaches will likely
b= inconsistent with, and preciude, implementation of the
Native American's expected solution for cleanup of the Hanford
Site and will therefore fte in v olation of 40 CFR 300.430
(2)(1i1)(B) of CERCLA regulat.ons.

Compliance with the ARARs: All the remaining alternatives
will comply with all appl.cable and appropriate federal and

state environmental laws.

Comment: It is not agreed that the remaining alternatives
will comply with all applicable and appropriate requirements.
As stated above in Comment 5 the proposed plan for the 200-
Br-1 COperable Unit dces not meet any of its remedial action
cbjectives. Risk dusz to exposure from soils could exceed
specified ranges under more-appropriate exposure scenarios.
Also, groundwater would continue to be impacted under more-
appropriate fate and transport modeling scenarios and would
result in unacceptable human health and ecological risk under
more-appropriate future-use scenarios.,

Furthermore, Alternative II- Excavation and Fixation, would
result 1n an increas2 in tctal wvaste volume and therefore
violate Chapters I1 and 1I. cf DOE Order 5820.2A. Relocation
ot the waste to an on-site landfill (Alternatives F, G and I)
would result in the contamination of yet another area of the
Hanford Site due to lmproper and short-sighted waste disposal
practices and prevent the releasc of land for unrestricted
beneficial use. These alternative:s are inconsistent with, and
preclude, implementation oY the expected solution for cleanup
oI the Hanford Site and ar: fhereitore in violation of 40 CFR
300.430 (a)(1ii)(B) of CERCLA reguiations.

Long-Texrm Effectiveness and Permanence: All remaining
alternatives will provice adequate long term protection of the
groundwater, contact exposure, anid piant and animal for the
200 to 1,000-year perios of concern. This is accomplished
through isolation ol the -—ontaminated soils and preventing
m.gration of the contamipat on by reducing or eliminating
infiltration of precipitation tbyough the use of a barrier
and/or vitrification or !ication

Comment: It is not agreed that the remaining alternatives
provide for the effective anc permanent long-term protection
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14.

15.

of human health and fthe eavironment. Modeling and exposure
scenarios as stated abcve in Comments 3 and 4 will greatly
modify risk calculations and resulting risk values.
Furthermore, treatment technologies considered within this
document are not considered long-term approaches. Systems-
engineering is a viable means of =ffectively and efficiently
using available resources to remediate the Hanford Site in a
manner that will result in the long-term protection of human
health and the environment and the expedited release of land
for unrestricted beneficia. nuse.

! . c icity. ) ]
: None of the alternatives under

consideration reduces the =oxicity of the contaminated soils,
since radionuclides cinrot be destroyed or transformed into a
less hazardous substance. Only alternatives with soil washing
are capable of reducing ~he volume of contaminated soils. All
remaining alterpatives will reduce the mobility of the
contaminants in the scils, to varving degrees, through the use
of a barrier to reduce or eliminate infiltration due to
precipitation and/or vitrificatioa or fixation.

Comment; It is not agrzed that radionuclides cannot be
transformed into a less hazardous substance. Oak Ridge's
melter/slagger process has the potential for separating
transuranic from low level wastes and would also render the
waste form less mobile and therefore less toxic. Other
technologies. such as calcining and super critical Co,
application, can reduce the volume, toxicity and mobility of
the contaminated waste. Alternatives considered for the 200-
BP-1 Operable Uni.t are not corsidered long-term approaches for
cleanup of the gite.

Short-Term Effectiveness: A4All excavation alternatives result
in a very high risk to the workers due to the high levels of
radiocactivity

Comment: While worker satety is critical, it should not be
the means by which alternat.ves are dismissed from further
consideration. Technologies are available and in use to
protect workers from radiation exposure.

The: parrlier alternatives use materials
located on the Hanfcrd Site and is constructed with standard
earth-moving egquipmen:..

Comment: As d:iscussed above ir Comment 8, although the
summary report does not identify the source of the borrow
material, as stated i1 tne Hanford Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study Report for the Environmental Restoration
Disposal Facilitv (ERDF) (DDE/RL-93-98, Revision 1y, this
gource 1is likely the basalt outcroppings or McGee Ranch.
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17.

18.

However, little consideration 1s given of the cultural and
religious values placed on these areas by the Native
Americans. As with the ERDF site, construction of barriers
with materials from these areas wiil require an unacceptable,
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources. The
implementability of these types of alternatives should be
considered "low"

3 jve: The preferred
alternative for the 200-BF-1 Operable Unit is Alternative D:
"Modified RCRA Barrier". This alternative complies with all

identified ARARs.

Comment: It is not agreed that this alternative may be in
compliance with all identified ARARs. This alternative does
nothing to remediate existing soil contamination. This soil
will continue to be a source of groundwater contamination and
therefore pose continual, unac-eptable risks to future
generations of Native Americans as well as the food chain
resources on which the2y rely. Furihermore, selection of this
alternative is inconsistent with, and precludes,
implementation of the expected solution for cleanup of the
Hanford Site and is therefore in viclation of 40 CFR 300.430
(a)y(11)(B) of CERCLA regulations.

: e ive: Alternative D will
utilize a final solution without further spreading
contamination or creating additional waste site(s) or

increasing risks due tc implementation of the alternative.

Comment: It 1s not agreed that this alternative should be
considered a final solution for remediation of the 200-BpP-1
Operable Unit. nor should it be considered a means to prevent
further spreading oif contamination from the site as it does
nothing to remediate existing contaminants in the soil column.

Furthermore, it 1s interesting to note here that justification
fecr this alternative is based o the statement that it will
not create additional waste site{s). How, then, can DOE
Justify the Environmenta. Restorat.ion Disposal Facility as it
would result in the contamination of the underlying clean soil
celumn and vadose zone?

e : ive: Since the contaminated
soils must remain cn the Hanford Site for the foreseeable
future regardless of the alternative chosen, and the most
significant contaminazion (s located from 15 to 50 feet below
the ground surface, it makes sense to leave the waste in place
at this operable unit.

Commepnt: This statement is very short-sighted and inhibits
recycling efforts and the identification and development of
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systems-engineered technologies within DOE and its contractors
for cleanup of the Hanford Site. This statement also ignores
the Native American's expected final remedy of the Hanford
Site and the return of the land fcor unrestricted and
beneficial traditional and cultural use.

Summary of the Preferred Alterpative: EPA, Ecology and DOE

recognize the risk associated with pilacement of a barrier at
the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit due to future remediation of the
adjacent BY Tank Farm. However. all parties have agreed to
work closely in the future to ersure remediation of the BY
Tank Farm does not adversely affect remediation activities for
the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit.

Comment; As discussed above in Comment 5, the proximity of
the BY Tank Farm, or other acjacent facilities, should not be
considered a deterrent to implementation of the appropriate
remedial measure at the L0(-BP-1 Operable Unit. 1In accordance
with the systems-engineering approach, similar and/or adjacent
tacilities should be considered jointly, as possible, in order
to effectively and efficiently utilize available resources for
cieanup of the entire Eanford Sits and the expedited release
ol current and future areas for other beneficial use. Under
the Hanford Federal Faziii'y Agreement and Consent Order
Action Plan (Secticns >.3. 5.7 and Appendix C), such
integration is required to ensure that activities remain
physically consistent and to ensurs that unit contamination is
most economically and efrficient.]v addressed by preventing
overlap and duplication ot work.
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C. Review of the Hanford 300 Area Pro-ess Trenches Closure Plan.
DOE/RL-93-73, Revisian 0.

This document to which the following comments apply consists of a
RCRA Part A Dangerous Waste Permit Application (Form 3), a RCRA TSD
closure plan and a SEPA environmental checklist.

The 300 Area Process Trenches FCRA TSD unit is located within the
boundaries of the 300-FF-1 CERCLA oOperable Unit. As such,
preparation cf the Hanford 300 Area Process Trenches Closure Plan,
which relies heavily on data and documentation produced from
previous CERCLA work in the 300-FF-1 Operable Unit as well as data
from previous characterization work as part of an interim removal
action in the process trenches. is unique in that it has been
coordinated with preparation cf the Fhase IIJ] Feasibility Study
Report for the 300-FF-1 Operabie Init.

This integration between RCRA and CERCLA is necessary to ensure
that activities at the two units remain physically consistent in
accordance with the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent
Order Action Plan (Sections 3.3. 5.5 and Appendix C) so that unit
contamination 1is most economically and efficiently addressed by
prevent ing overlap and duplicat on of work. The Record of Decision
for the 300-FF-1 Operable Unit will therefore reflect regulator
decisions regarding remediation methodology and cleanup levels for
the CERCLA operable unit and the RCRA ISD unit..

The: 300 Area Process Trenches are located approximately 1,000 feet
west of the Columbia Kiver and were constructed and began operation
in 197% as the 316-5 Process Trenches. The area consists of two,
parallel, unlined north-south trending “renches which are separated
by an earthen berm. The eas! trench .35 approximately 1,200 feet
and the west trench i1s approrimately 1 130 feet in length. Both
trenches are approximately 17 feet deep, 10 feet wide at the bottom
and 32 feet wide at the top. Th2 bottoms of the trenches slope
gently to the north and are approximately 11 feet above the
unconfined water table. Groundwater flow direction in the
unconfined aguifer is predominintly to the southeast toward the
Columbia River.

The 300 Area Process Trenche: received non-regulated process
cocling water from operations in the 300 Area of the Hanford Site
as well as dangercus waste fron several research and development
laboratories and from the fuels fabrication process. Effluent
entered the facility through a concrete weir box located at the
south end of the TSD unit. Tne “renches were designed to percolate
up to 3,000,000 gallons ¢f waste water per day. This process
design capacity reflects the max:mum volume of water discharged
daily rather than the physical capacity of the unit. This quantity
also reflects total tlow to the process trenches and not a total
volume of dangerous waste discharged to tthe unit. Accurate records
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of dangerocus waste volumes discharged to the trenches are not
available.

An ERA was undertaken in 1491 because of reqgulator concerns of the
presence of radicactive and inorganic contaminants (primarily heavy
metals) at levels potentially harmful to groundwater and to the
nearby Columbia River. The objective of the ERA was to reduce the
potential migration «f contaminants to groundwater and reduce the
measurable level of radiation in the trenches to less than 3 times
the upper tolerance limit of background. This was accomplished by
removing approximately 7,000 cuonic yvards of contaminated sediments
from the sides and bottom of each trerch and stockpiling them (the

spoils) according to radiation levels Sediments with radiation
counts of less than 2,000 per minute ware stockpiled at the north
end of the trenches (spoils area). Sediments with radiation counts

greater than 2,000 per minute were stockpiled in a depression
located at the northwest corner of the west trench. Sediments in
the depression area were tnen covered v.th a plastic barrier and a
laver ¢f clean aggregate.

The 300 Area Process Trenches remair in operation today as a
surface impoundment for the disposal of process sewer effluent
originating from various operations within the 300-FF-1 Area. This
effluent, approximately 500,000 gallons per day, has been the sole
source of effluent for the TSI unit since approximately 1987.
Since 1985, the unit has been administratively closed to discharges
of dangerous waste.

Provided below are Eco Compliance Corporation's specific comments
to the subject document as thev relate to the technical and
regulatory adequacy and infterests and values of the Yakama Nation.
These comments follow the page and section numbering system as
provided in the document. In summary, these comments indicate:

e Tne ROD for the 300-FF-1 Operable Unit will not be available
until after submittal of th:s closure plan. Consequently,
final closure specifications (e.g. cleanup levels and
remediation technolagy) are not as yet known to the closure
process. As written then, this document is little more than
a Work Plan for preparation ot the closure report (see comment
number 10).

HS5BRAM methodology and  industr.al wuse of Hanford land
continues to be specified as criteria by which chemical and
radiological contaminants of concern are determined in soil
and groundwater. HSBRAM 15 considered to be inadequate in
many areas including the calculation of risk from exposure to
contaminated soite (500-vear drilling scenario), assumed
intiltration rates for thke groundwater fate and transport
model, assumed groundwate- wuse, and the identification of
ecological contaminants of concern using a human health-based
screening process. Appropliate and mutually-agreed upon land
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use and exposure scenarios must bo determined for use in site
risk assessments before anv contaminants of concern or cleanup
or closure acticns can be agreed to (see comment numbers 3, 7,
9, 11 and 12 related to the closure plan document and comment
numbers 16, 17, 20 andi 71 related to the associated SEPA
Checklist).

DOE continues to propose disposal of remediation wastes at the

Environmental Restoratior. Disposal Facility. However,
justifications for c¢leanup among different areas of the
Hanford Site are inconsistent . For example, DOE's

justification ot a preferred alternative for remediation of
the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit is based on the statement that it
will not create additicnal waste site(s) (see comment number
4y,

Issues dealing with the aestheti:-, historical and cultural
preservation of Hanford Site land should be coordinated with
representatives from Native American Nations (see comment
numbers 22 and 23 related to tne SEPA Checklist and the
comments of the base letter tor this attachment).

Ne consideration is given in the SEPA Checklist of the
socloeconomic, cultural and traditional wvalues placed on
Hanford Site land by the Native Americans (see comment numbers
13 and 19 related to the SEPA Checklist).

Integration betweer RCRA and CERCLA units will not ensure that
a single remedial technology or waste handling or disposal
method can be utilized within the overall 300-FF-1 Operable
Unit and 300 Area trenches, Integration is a function of
similarities between ths ~“ypes ot contaminants present and
their associated «<leanup goals that result from the
appropriate and mutually-agreed upon application of risk

assessment methodologies. Integration is also a function of
disposal site criteria and AKARs such as Chapters II and IIT
of DOE Order 5820 2A which requires segregation and
minimization of wastes. 1lhus, integration between units at

the Hanford Site couid result in the operation of several
different technologies aid waste handling and disposal
activities (see comment nwnbers 1, 2, 4, 13 and 14).

Contaminants such as Bervil.um, Strontium-9%0 and Technetium-99
may need to be included 1n risk caiculations and cleanup and
ciosure determinations for the 300 Area Process Trenches (see
comment numbers 6 and 8)

Page 1-4, Section 1.2 .3.1: The integration of RCRA and CERCLA

activities for closure o1 the 300 Area Process Trenches
ensures physical consistency of RCRA and CERCLA unit
ac-ivities 1in the protection «f human health and the
environment. Integration capitalizes on CERCLA's prior
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history of remediation of the 300 Area trenches. It also
allows the TSD wunit tc¢ use the same cleanup levels,
remediation technology, and waste handling methods as the
operable unit to capitallize on the economies of a one-time,
larger-scale CERCLA cperable unit operation.

Comment: Integration of cleanup and closure activities at the
Hanford Site is +the intent of the systems-engineering
approach. However, Lhe scope of this approach reaches far
beyond simply integrating closure activities for a RCRA TSD
facility with remedial activities for a CERCLA past-practice
unit. Systems-enginsering involrseg the integration of all
RCRA and CERCLA units a: the Hanfcrd site. Such integration,
wherever and whenever possible, will result in efficient and
effective site-wide utilization of available resources and in
the expeditiocus return of land for other beneficial use.

It should be clarified here that integration between RCRA and
CERCLA units will not ensure that « single remedial technology
or waste handling method can be utilized within the overall
area (300-FF-1 and 200G Area trenches}. Integration is a
function of similarities cetween the types of contaminants
present and their associated cleanup goals that result from
the appropriate and mutually-agreed upon application of risk
assessment methodologies. Integraticn is also a function of
disposal site criteria znd ARARs such as Chapters TI and I1I
of DCE Order 5820.22 which requires segregation and
minimization of wastes. “aus, integraticon between units at
the Hanford Site could result in the operation of several
different technologiz2s asd was 2 handling and disposal
activities.

- i ) : If treatment by soil washing is
the selected remedial alternative for the 300 Area Process
Trenches, this activity will integrally bind both RCRA and
CERCLA units to the use of the same cleanup levels and waste
disposal methods. The soll washing unit would be remediating
both RCRA and CERCLA unit soils simultanecusly and the
remediated soils will be used interchangeably as backfill for
both units. Separation of the 1reatment waste or product
according to unit wili not be practical.

Comment; While it 1s adugreed tnat the 1level of cleanup
attainable at any contaminated area 1s a function of the
pertormance of the  se ected remedial  technology or
technologies, 1t 1s not. ajgreed that this level of cleanup
should bind ancther area to the same performance criteria or
assocliated waste disposal methods, nor that development of
improved technologies is not warranted. As stated above in
Comment. 1, integration between RCRA and CERCLA units does not
ensure that a single technology or waste handling or disposal
method can be utilized fcr the overall area. Technology
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selection and waste handling and disposal are functions of the
types of contaminants present, their associated cleanup goals,
disposal site criteria anc ARARS.

Also, separation of treatment waste or products must be
performed as required in tne ARARs. including Chapters II and
I1I of DOE Order 5820.2A which requires waste segregation and
minimization. Where necessary technology development should
be pursued to find technigues which are adequate to remediate
wastes consistent with the design criteria cited in the base
letter for this attachment.

- -6 oy i K : HSBRAM methodology should
be acceptable for use in support of closure of the 300 Area
Process Trenches. "he  ARARs applicable to this remedial
action include MTCA Method ¢ cleanup levels.

Comment: As stated in review comments of other Hanford
documents and as re-stated below, BSBRAM methodology is
considered to be inadequate 1 many areas including the
calculation ol risk fromw espcsure to contaminated soils (500-
yvear drilling scenario), assumed infiltration rates for the
groundwater fate and transrort model, assumed groundwater use,
and the identification ¢f ecological contaminants of concern
using a human health-based sareening process.

a) For the drilling scenario, the highest exposure to soil
contaminants would cccour during handling as the soil is
removed from the grounc. This ic befcre it could be spread
out over the land and subsequentlv diluted. The ecological
impact of thig scenar:o and its inter-relationship with human
effects should alsc assume exposure to the drill cuttings
prior to any diluticn.

b} The base condition model shou.d assume an irrigation-use

scenario as a possible worst-case situation. Such a future
scenario is possible as part of traditional and cultural
Native American uase »f the land (unrestricted use). This

scenario would resua.t 11 nigher groundwater contaminant
concentrations, faster travel times Lo the site boundary and,
therefore, more contarinants of potential concern being
retained for further corsideration in the risk assessment.

¢y Assuming groundwater will not be used for irrigation or
livestock places unreascnable restrictions on future use of
the land by Native Americans and therefore presents an
incomplete assegsment of risk from exposure to the groundwater
contaminants. Groundwater use for irrigation and watering
livestock as well as for dcmestic drinking purposes should be
incorporated into an lnter-relatod ecological/human health
risk assessment The Yakema Nhatiorn should approve the
scenarios developed to address these uses.
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d) Without supporting facts, it 1s not agreed that human
health screening values are also appropriate for ecological
receptors. In addition, cumuiative effects of exposure on the
food chain cycle should be considered as well as how these
exposures may ultimately effect human health and the
religious, cultural and socloeconomic values placed on the
land and its resources by Native American people and their
future generations.

Also, a risk assessment prepared asing HSBRAM methodology is
short-sighted and incomplete in that it 1) assesses only the
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic effects from exposure to the
contaminants on a single most-exposed individual and ignores
effects on the overall populaticn; 2) focuses only on the
effects of contaminant exposure on an individual of this
generation and ignores cther effects, such as bio-accumulation
and mutagenesis, that may affect future generations; 3)
ignores bio-accumulation and mutdagenic effects within and
upward through the food chain and; 4) does not consider
additive risks frcm contaminants already in the underlying
groundwater system.

Comments to HSBRAM methodologies such as these will continue
until appropriate land use and exposure scenarios have been
negotiated and agreed To with representatives from Native
American Nations.

Finally, it is not agreed that future use of the 300 Area has
been determined to be for industrial purposes. The Native
American's expected soiution for c¢leanup of the Hanford Site
includes return of the land for unrestricted and beneficial
traditicnal and cultural uce. Pre-determination of the use of
the 300 Area as industrial mav be inconsistent with and
preclude this expected out-ome and may therefore be in

vicolation of Section 40 “FR 300.430 (a)(ii)(B) of CERCLA
reqgulations.

Page 1-7, Section 1.2.5.2: CERCI2 unit waste will be managed
simultaneously with TS5D unit wast::. The CERCLA unit intends

to dispose of all waste at the Environmental Restoration
Disposal Facility {ERDF) asz remed:ation waste. However, the
ERDF currently cannot accent dangerous waste from a TSD unit

{closure waste). Regulator agreements willl be required for
acceptance of TSD unit waste by the ERDF. 1f regulators do
not desigpnate TSD uni' ~losure waste ac a remediation waste,

other agreements wil ! be reguired 1o allow its disposal at the
ERDF. TSD unit waste, although containing contamination above
clean closure levels, does not designate as a dangerous waste
and exigsts in unit soils belcw MTCA residential health-based
cleanup standards. A contained-in  determination will
therefore be sought from regulators —That will remove the
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listing from pre-treatment scils. This will allow disposal at
the ERDF with or without soil treztment.

Comment; It has not been agreed that an ERDF facility is
appropriate for the Hanford Site. As stated in comments to
the RI/FS report, the ERDF would result in alternatives
including excavation and on-site disposal ranking higher in
operable unit RI/FS documents versus alternatives involving

treatment mechanisms. Thus, the FRDF would inhibit recycling
etforts and the identification and development of innovative
technclogies, such 25 calcining, super-critical CO,

application and the melter/slagger process at Oak Ridge, and
ignore the systems-engineering approach to efficiently and
effectively use available resources for cleanup of the entire
Hanford Site and the release of land for unrestricted and
beneficial use. The: ERDY would be inconsistent with and
preclude implementation of the Yakama Nation's desired final
remedy for the Hantord Site and therepny be in vicolation of
section 40 CFR 300.43% (a)(ii)(k) of CERCLA regulations.
Also, the ERDP will resuit in contamination of the underlying
clean so0il column and vadose zon=. It is unclear how DOE's

justification of a preferred alternative for remediation of

the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit can be based on the statement that
it will not create add.tional waste site(s) while DOE
continues to propose the ERDF for remediation of other areas.

Finally, as stated above ir Commen:s 1 and 2, integration does
nct ensure that the same remedial technologles or waste
handling and disposal methods can be utilized for all
contaminants present in the overa:i1 area. If TSD unit soils
can indeed be designated as non-dangerous waste, disposal with
other dangerous wastes would be in viclation of Chapters 1T
and I1T of DOE Order 58490.2A as well as other ARARS.

- i 3,2.2: w#ftluent discharged to the process
trenches is now limited to 50,000 Pci/L of beta activity.

Comment: A discussicn shculd be provided of other effluent
limits, such as limits on alpha activity.

e 3- ti 3,3.1: Bervllium is used to braze zirconium
caps onto the fuel rods.

Comment; Beryllium 1¢ et listed in Table 3-5 as a
constituent of the fuel ftabrication process. _Thus, guestions
arise as to what other chemical and radiclogical constituents
may be lacking from Tables 3-4 anc 3-5.

Page 4-3, Section 4.3.2 2 risk assessment, performed within
the ERA area using HSBRAM methodology, provides a high degree
of confidence that eliminated constituents pose only
insignificant risk to human healtl and the environment. The
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risk assessment recognized future land use as industrial. As
a result, only Benzo (a, Pyrene, Chrysene and PCBs are left as
contaminants of concern for the TSD unit. These contaminants
only exist in the spoils area and only at concentrations below
MTCA Method C levels. Therefore, remediation of chemical
contamination is not required to qualify the site for modified
closure. However, remediation of the TSD unit soils would be
required to qualify the site for ~liean closure.

Comment: As stated above n Comment 3 as well as in comments
t¢ other Hanford documents. HSBRAM methodology has been found
lacking in many areas and thus 1results in 1nadequate
calculations of risk from exposure to both soil and
groundwater contaminants (radlioactive and chemical) .
Furthermore, it 1is not agreed that modified closure of the
urit 1is appropriate as such determination would place
uracceptable restricrions on the land for cultural and
traditional wuse by Native Americans. Appropriate and
mutually-agreed upen land use and exposure scenarios must be
determined for use in site risk assessments before any
ceontaminants of concern or ce.ean:uap or closure actions can be
agreed to.

- i 5.3.2: Groundwater contaminants of
potential concern for the unconfined aquifer beneath the 300-
FF-5 Operable Unit are Total Coliform, Chloroform, 1,2-
Dichloroethene, Trichloroethene, Strontium-90, Technetium-99,
Tritium, Total Uranium, Uranium-234, -235 and -238, Nitrate,
Nickel and Copper.

Comment: While the source of Tritium contamination beneath
the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit is reported as being attributable
to the 200 Area, the source of Strontium-90 and Technetium-99

should be clarified. Threse contaminants are listed in
Appendix 7D under tne summary of pre-ERA and post-ERA sampling
data for the 300 Area =—renches, but do not appear in other

document sections or discussions. Although Section 3.3 of the
document stated other discharges to the 300 Area trenches were
minor and/or significantly diluted and were therefore
considered insignificant when compired to discharges from fuel
fabrication operaticns, detec-ion of these contaminants in the
groundwater svstem indicate a potentially sgignificant, and
thas unidentified, source may be present.. If attributable to
soilg within the 300 2rea trenches, risk calculations and
proposed cleanup anc clcsure acttions could be altered.
SOITRCES OF CONTAMINANTS SHOUID BE IDENTIFIED AND REMEDIATED,
IF NECESSARY.

Page 6-1., Sectjon 6.1: The RCRA ISD uait is anticipated to

undergo modified closurs to industrial health-based cleanup
standards. This is consistent with future land use of the 300
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10.

11.

12.

Area as an 1industrial site and with current contamination
levels in unit soil.

Comment: It shoulc not be inferred here that current
contamination levels have any role in determining future land
use and, thus. the asscclated health-based cleanup goals.

- i ;: Ihe 300-FF-1 CERCLA Operable Unit will
perform all necessary physical closure activities for the 300
Area Process Trenches TSD unit. These activities include soil
and structure remediation, waste management, sampling and
analysis and post-remediaticn care. TSD unit soil cleanup
levels and methods w.1l! b> in acrordance with the remedial
action objectives and the remediat .or. methods specified in the

RCD for the 300-FF-1 Jperable Unit. The CERCLA ROD will not
be available until after submittal of this c¢losure plan
(Revisicn Q). Consequsnt ly, final closure specifications

(e.g. cleanup levels anc 1emediation technology) are not as
yvet known to the closars process.

Comment: Submittal of this c¢losure plan should have been
integrated more closely with the 300-FF-1 Operable Unit
Feasibility Study report such that more specific closure
details could have been documented and thus evaluated. As
written then, this document is little more than a Work Flan
for preparation of the olosure report.

- i al.2.2: In accordance with Section 6.3.1
of the TPA Action Plar, if the closure plan also demonstrates
that contaminants of concern to groundwater in unit soils also
meet the clean closure criteria. groundwater monitoring in
accordance with WAC 173-303-¢4% "¢ not required.

Comment: WAC 173-30%-645 (p):1v) alsc states that in order to
provide an adequate margin of safety in the prediction of
potential migration of ligquid the owner or operator must base
any predictions made cn ascumptions that maximize the rate of
ligquid migration

As discussed above i1 Comment 3 as well as in comments to
other Hanford documents, the maximum rate of liquid migration

woilld occur under an irrigation-use scenario. Such a future
scenario is possible as part of traditional and cultural
Native American use of the land (unresiricted use). Such a

scenario would have to be applied before any proposition of
halting groundwater mon:toring is considered.

Page 6-4, Sectjon 6.1.3: Resulte of t+he 300-FF-5 Remedial
Investigation indicate that contaminat-on from the operabie
unit and TSD unit soils 1s not a major concern. The Phase I1T
Peasibility Studv ind.cates ~hat oontaminants of concern to
the 300-FF-1 Operable Unit and the potential contaminants of
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13.

14.

15.

concern for the 30C-FP-% Operable Unit that are in the 300-FF-
1 unit soils cannct be transported to groundwater in
sufficient guantities to exceed groundwater standards.

Comment: As stated above in Comment 3 as well as in comments
to other Hanford documents. HSBRAM methodologies to determine
contaminants of concern in both soil and groundwater are
inadequate in that they do not consider appropriate worst-case
exposure scenarios. Contaminants of concern cannot be agreed
to until appropriate HSBRAM methodology has been negotiated
with Native American Naticns.

Page 7-5, Section 7.5.1.1: The bird screen and TSD unit
fencing, if removed and 1if uncontaminated, will be collapsed
and disposed of in & landf:ill.

Comment: As part ot the systems-2ngineering approach toward
cleanup of the Hanford Site and the effective and efficient
use of available resources, recyacling and re-use of waste
materials should be addressed.

- i 7.5,.1.1.4: Fixation of soil wash fines or
small portions of straight disposal waste entails mixing the
waste with fly ash, portliand cement and water. Disposal of
fixated wastes will! be at the Environmental Restoration
Digsposal Facllity.

Comment: Fixation ({(grouting) c¢f waste materials is not
considered a long-term approach toward protecting human health
and the environment. Grouting also increases the volume of
waste material, thus resulting in far more material that may
require future treatment and disposal. Other methods of
integrated treatment shoulc be considered and implemented with
disposal in deep geolongic 1nits.

2 3 i : It i1s believed that
because the 300 Area of the Hanford Site will continue to
operate in a fashion that will preclude unrestricted use, the

site will be cleaned up to industrial-based standards. The
potential alternatives coisidered to date are containment
(Hanford Site Barrier), removal and disposal, or removal and

treatment (soil washing).

Comment: As stated above in Comments 3 and 9, it is not
agreed that future use of the 300 Area has been determined to
be for industrial purposes. The Native American's expected
solution for cleanur »f the Hanfcord Site includes return of
the land for unrestricted and beneficial traditional and
cultural use. Pre-defernination o7 the use of the 300 Area as
industrial may be inconsistant with and preclude this expected
outcome and may therefore be in violation of Section 40 CFR
300.430 (a)(ii)(B) of CERC.A reguiations.
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17

18.

15.

20.

21.

Fro,

614494

Also, as stated above .n Comment 13, other methods of
integrated treatment. should be considered and implemented with
disposal in deep geologic units.

. Treatment, storage
and/or disposal closure waste 1ls not anticipated to enter
groundwater or surface waters regardless of the remedy
selected for site remed at on. Contaminated soils will either
be removed or immebilized if covered with a barrier.

Comment: As stated above in Comments 3 and 7 as well as in
other comments to Hantord documents, HSBRAM methodology is
considered to be inadequate 1in manv areas of assessing
contaminant exposure and risk, HSBRAM does not consider a
possible worst-case irrication-ise scenario of the land.
Subsequently, determinations of contaminant transport through
proposed barriers are inccmplete.

Page 8, Section 3.d. SEEBA Checklist: No impacts to water are
expected by this proposal.

Comment: Use of barriers would result in the continued
release of contaminants to groundwater as a result of a worst-
case irrigation-use scenario Such a scenario is possible as
part of traditional and cultural use of the land by Native
Americans a.

Page 10, Section 5.4, SEPA Checklist: Current use of the

property is industrial and is anticipated to remain so for the
foreseeable future; consequently, wildlife inhabitation of the
property will likely not be encouraged.

Comment: No consideration s given here of the socioeconomic,
traditional and cultural values piaced on the land by Native
Americans.

No part of the Hanford
Site has been used for agricultural purposes since 1943.

Comment: This section ol 1he SEP2 Checklist should include a
discussion of previons use of tne Hanford Site by Native
Americans.

. 8.i. SEPA Checklist: Approximately how many

people would the completed project displace: None.

Comment: This statemeant 13 correct in that Native Americans
will not be displaced from the Hanford Site nor kept from
regalning traditional and ~ultura  use of the land.

Page 13, Section 8.1, SEPA Checklist: Future land use for
this area has not yet been determined. The CERCLA remedial

27



22.

23.

action process for the 300-FF-1 (perable Unit will consider
all reasonable future land use scenarios in its establishment
of appropriate cleanup levels and its selection of a remedial
method to achieve those leve.s.

Comment: This statement is correct. However, it appears to
contradict previous statements in the SEPA Checklist and the
associated closure plan report that imply future use of the
site will be for industrial purposes. Prior statements should
be corrected to be cons stent with the language in this part.

Proposed measures to
reduce or control aestheti~ impacts, if any.

Comment: Restoration ¢t the Hanford Site should be
coordinated with Natise Am=rican Nations to ensure aesthetic
values are adequately addressed.

E Proposed measures to
reduce or control impacts, if any: A cultural resources
review is triggered by an excavation permit, and would ensure
the consideration ot potentizlly significant cultural sites.

Comment: This review, as part of the historical and cultural
preservation of the Hanford Site. should be coordinated with
Native American Naticns to ensure these elements are
appropriately addressed.



	1.TIF
	2.TIF
	3.TIF
	4.TIF
	5.TIF
	6.TIF
	7.TIF
	8.TIF
	9.TIF
	10.TIF
	11.TIF
	12.TIF
	13.TIF
	14.TIF
	15.TIF
	16.TIF
	17.TIF
	18.TIF
	19.TIF
	20.TIF
	21.TIF
	22.TIF
	23.TIF
	24.TIF
	25.TIF
	26.TIF
	27.TIF
	28.TIF
	29.TIF
	30.TIF
	31.TIF
	32.TIF
	33.TIF

