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{% REGION 10 HANFOFID!INL PROJECT OFFICE
M 3 309 Bradley Boulevard, Suite 115
& Rlchland Washmgton 99352
oy pnoﬁ’-c"\ :
ocfober'z.zoos
Keith Klein, Manager
- U.S. Department of Energy
Richland Operations Office
PO Box 550 (A7-50)
Richland, WA 99352.

Re:  Transmittal of EPA Determination of DOE Comment Responses to FOCUISCd Feas1b111ty
Study for the BC Cribs and Trenches Area Waste Sites, DOE/RL 2084-66, Draft A, and - (95(930
the Proposed Plan for the BC Crrbs and Trénches Area Waste ‘Sites, DOE/RL 20{)4-69

. DraftA. o T S - (DSLD'Z-OI
Dear Mr. Klein: | | | |

The U.S. Envrronmental Protection Agency (EPA) is respondmg to “Comment
Responses on the Focused Feasibxhty Study for the BC Cribs and Trenches Area Waste Site,
DOE/RL-2004-66 Draft A, and the Proposed Plan for the BC Cribs and- Trenches Waste Sttes,
DOE/RL-2004-69, Dra:& A” recelved on September 13 2005. : o

' The unresolved issue is the DOE recommendation of the capping remedy Ttis' EPA’
hope that this issue can be resolved in a collaborative manner. EPA is looking: forward fo
working with-your staff under an Informal Dispute Resolution period as deseribed in the Hanford
Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order or Tri-Party Agreement'(TPA). We expect the

. Informal Dlspute Resolutlon penod to end no more than 30 days from your rece1pt of this letter

In our oplmon, the six cribs and twenty trenches are better served with 1 near surface
excavation and cappmg, as opposed to just capping. We believe removing the near surface
* contaminants and capping provides the highest degree of overall protection of human health and
the environment, reduces the risk from principal threat waste more effectively, minimizes the
reliance on instititional controls to protect against fiture exposures, and is consistent w:th
-stakeholder values as reﬂected in advice from the Hanford Adwsory Board

ammadonﬂocycfad.?aper '



‘-.'2_

The responses to the. comments are attached for your rev1ew Please contact me at A
(509) 376-3749 if you have questlons S L

/ PI'O_]eCt Manager
Enclosure l

cc¢:  C.Cameron, EPA
' 'D.FaulBPA
- _B.Foley, DOE
M. McCormick; DOE ,‘
L. Romine, DOE
L. Cusack, Ecology
" J. Price, Ecology
M. Wilson, Ecology
M. Benecke, FH
L. Crass, FH -
" J.Hertzel, FH
K N11es ODOE -
'S. Harris, CTUIR
- G. Bohnee, NPT .
" R. Jlm YN
Admm Record 200 LW 1 &2{)0TW 1 e T



REVIEW ‘CoM.M_ENT-RECoRb ;_(RGR)

“1.Date B35 1.2. ReviewNo: N/A

3. Préject— No, BC Cribs ~4.Page 1of 17

o

EPA disagrees with the preferred alternative (Altemahve 4) of cappmg for. the 216-
B-20 through B- -34 and 216-B-52 reniches. In our opinion, Alternative 5 provides
the highest degree of overall protection of human health and the envitonment,

‘reduces the risk from principat threat waste more effectively, and is consistent with

stakeholder values-as reflected in advice from the Hanford Advisory Board in

advice #63, #173 (the Central Plateau Remedial Action Values Flow Chart), and

#174. This should be reflected in the document

D1sagreement acknowledged Addluonal analys:s is being

: .'conductcd to determine when principal threat waste has
' deoayed sufficlently to reduce acuite and chronic exposure to

certain intruder scenarios: below. acceptable guldelmes RL

believes that Alternative 4. (cappmg) may be more protective of |

| human healthi and the, environment, overall, than Alternative 5
| (partial excavation and capping) because it avoids the certain |

| worker dose and physical occupatmnal hazards associated with

excavation, packagmg, transportation; and reburial. 40 CFR -

| 300.430 ©) (iii):(A) states that short-term risk is to.be.

| considered in evaluation of overall protection of human health -
| and the envuonment} at the expense of & potenual inadvertent
-intruder risk.. Continued discussion between the EPA and DOE |
-is needed to insure worker risk is. properly balanced wlth the
| potential envnronmental beneﬁt of partlal removal

- EPA Response: Not awepted’.

- - DOE statés that Alternative 4 (capping) may be more

protective, but has not completely conducted analysis to
“determine vhen prmclpal threat waste has decayed

| sufficiently to reduce acute and chronic exposure to certain

intruder scenarios below acceptable guidelines.” DOE

N acknowledged that intruder exposures are not within the

' CERCLA acceptable risk range a_fter 15 0 years of IC, but still

5. Document Number(s)lT itle(s) 1. Program!Prolectleldmg Number | 7. Reviewer - 8.'O'rg'anizdlionfGr6up '- 9 Locatiori/Phone
CD:OEIRLEZ'?'DT]GS fot AWFo?uséetd Faaslblllty Study for the BC [] BC Cribs and Trenches Area | EPA, Letter, R. Lobes to M N/A N/A
ribs and Trenches Area Waste Sites - | McCormick, “Transmittat of .. : .
Waste Sites F‘?meq?at_m Project | yated Augtist 4, 2006
DOE/RL-2004-69, Draft A, Proposed Plan for the BC Cribs and '
Trenches Area Waste Sites
17. Comment Submittat Approvai: 10. Agreernent with indicated comment disposition(s) .| 1. cLOSED
" Organization Manager (Optional) Reviewsr/Point of Contract " _Reviewer/Point of Contact
Date . ' Date oL
. _ _ - Author/Originator R Author/Originator
2 13. Comment(s)/Discrepancy(s) (Provide technical justification for the 14, Reviewer ' R o - 16.
" ltem ‘comment and detailed recommendation of the action required to ~ Coneurrence - 15.-ﬁi$be'sition (Piro‘vide justiﬁdaildn if NOT aocept_ed.) Satus -
: corréct/resolve the: dlscrepancylproblem indicated.) . Required L
1 Proposed Plan, General Comments :

A-6400-090.1 (11/99).




REVIEW COMMENT RECORD (RCR)

1. Date #8/31/05

2 Rewew No N/A _.

E 4 Page 2of17

3 Proj.ect No.-:BCeribs '

12,
ltem

13. Comment(e)IDiscrepancy(s) (Provide technical justification for the
comment and detailed recommendation.of the action required to
correct/resolve the dlscrepancylgroblem indicated.)

14, Reviewer | =+
Concurrence | - . .-
" Required

15 DISpOSltIOI‘I (Prowde jUStif catlon if NOT aocepted )

16.

. Status [

. makes the clatm that cappmg may be more pmtectzve. DOE’s
interpretation of 40 CFR-300.430 (9). (%) (4) is not consistent |

w:th EPA’s.. This statute does not include any language on
poteutml inadvertent intruder visk, In our opinion, DOE’s

. Fesponse does not ad’drevs stakeholder values as. stated in .

: EPA comments. The Board’s advice. ( #173 & #174). ctearly

| articulates the tdeal jor remedzaf action is to first .

: chamciertze, then retrieve, treat, and d;spose af wastes. T he

HAB. has also. made it clear. thm‘ barrwns should be.a.

_resort remedy -Given these principles, Atis apparent that

| Alternative 4 (cappmg) is not consistent with stakeholder _
| values and advice. Itis also being noted that the DOE. ..
_responses from a letter dated September 9; 2005, from Mr.

Keith Klein to Mr.. Todd Martin concerning HAB advice. -

#177, explain that “limited excavation with placement of a

- smface barrter altemm'we v WOrks for. small waste sites wzth

- shallow contamination (less than 15 feet below gmtmd

-surface) that have long—lwed radioeisotopes ¢ and /or chemtca!

L contamination that pose a risk throngh divect contaat to L
i humans (mc!udmg mn'uders) or biological uptake, combined -
with deeper contamination that is a threat to groundwater.” |

DOE’s Praposed Plan shows that waste -from BC Cribs &

. Trenches is less than 1 5 feet below ground surface. The plan

also states: waste poses an unacceptable risk through direct
contact, deeper contammatmn is a threat fo groundwater, and
-inadvertent intruder exposures after 150 years of active ™
institutional controls are not within the CERCLA acceptable
risk range of 10° tg 10°. In our opinion BC Cribs &
Trenches has the attributes Mr. Klein describes in his letter
Sor limited excavation with placemem 0f a smface barrier
altematwe .

| The EPA concurs with the preferred alternative (Alternatwe 3) for 200-E-114
' Plpelme _

. Accepted.

The EPA disagrees with the preferred alternative (Altematwe 4) cappmg for

216-B-14 through 216-B-19 Cribs. EPA beheves that Alternative 5 is a more

| appropriate. alternative. The streamlined characterization approach used for the six .

cribs creates uncertamty in the extensive assumptions that have to be accepted
Although the representative site chosen is a crib, there are many dlfferences

between it and the subject cribs which warrant characterization, The B-46 Cnb is: .

located north of the BY Tank Farm and is. patt of the BY Cribs, whxle the subject

' See response to.#1, abeve

RL believes that characterlzatzon of the 216~B 46 Crib

g provxded adequate data to-apply to'the 216-B-14 Seriés Cribs;

in‘accordance with the 200-TW-1 and TW-2 approved Work .
Plan. Section 2.6.2. 3 of the FFS provides a comprehetisive
discussion of why this crib is representative of the 216-B-14

Series Cnbs W}ule the locations differ, they are both in the

| cribs are !Qeated south ¢f the BY Tank Farm and are part-of the BC Cn_bs and’

A 6400- £90.1 (03."99)




REVIEW COMMENT RECORD (RCR)

1.Date 8/31/05.

2. Review No. N_/A 4

3.ProjectNo. BCCribs- | 4.Pége 3017

12,
ltem

13 Comment(s)IDlscrepancy(s) (Provude technical justlflcatlon for the
- comment and detailed recommendation of the action required to
gorrect/resolve the dlscrepancylproblem indicated.)

Concurrence
Required

-} 14. Reviewer- | . - -

' 15 Dlsposmon (Prowde}ustlﬁcatlon |f NOT accepted)

16.

~ Status

| Trenches Area. Although the representative.crib received the samie waste stteam .
for part of the time, it was-not hooked up to the same pipeline and tank as the six

subject cribs. It is also noted that the 216-B-46 Crib originally received wastes .
from 221-B (page 2-61), while the other cribs did not. Other no_table differences

" between the B-46 Crib. and the subject cribs are: contamination in the B-46 Crib :
starts below 15 feet of depth;, while the contamination-in the subject cribs are 10-13
_feet deep; and.the B-46. Crib has impacted groundwater and the six subject cribs '

have not. The selection of Alternative 5 would ease most of these concerns as

contaminants can be monitored as the waste is removed along with removing most -

of the higher concentrations of contaminants.

200E Area, which have sumlar geologlc features '

_ Process flow diagrams for the 216-B-46 Crib, and 216-B-14 |-

“Serics Cribs are identical. Both show waste originating from
| the decladdmg and plutomum extraction processes associated
‘| with the bismuth phosphaie/lanthanum fluoridé processes in -
| the221:B/221-T facilities with discharge to B: Plant Aggregate :
.. | Area single shell taitks,’ Next, supernatant from these tanks

| was transferred to U-Plant forutanium recovery and -

{ subsequent scavénging o remove fission products. The

reference to the 221-B plant for orily the 216-B-46 Ctib waste

is an-grror that will'be corrected in the table. That the 216-B-46 '

- | Crib is deeperis. of minor sighificance,. bécause its conditions.

| cani be readily translated. Tt is. recognized that the groundwater -
beneath 216-B-46 is-contaminated, wheteas itis not beneath
© | the 216-B-14' Series Cnbs “This: distinction is beheved to result -

from the greatér relative quantity of lquid discharged to the

| 216-B-46 Crib and nearby cribs, and because the groundwater

is approxnmately 100 ft.nearer the surface. No change to the

text is necessary, except to correct the errot in Table 2-2 of the .
| FFS and. add the depth to groundwater at the 216-B-46 Crib.

EPA Res‘pome. Nat ac cepted.
See respanse 10#1 above.
RL states that both B-46 and the BC Cribs are in the 200 East

Areds: ‘Maps show BC Cribs and Trenches located south of
the 200 East Area. The top af the groundivater under the BC

| Cribs area-is in'the Ringold Forniation, while the top of

groundwater inthe 200 East aveq:is in the Hanford v

| Formation.While both of these formuations aré made up of
| gravels, soil, ‘cobibles, layers of fi ines, ete., they have unique

properties that present challenges in translating: conditions

- | from.one waste site to ariother. .EPA believes Alternative 5

| provides the htghe.st degree of overall pmtectmn of haman
| health and the environment, reduces the visk from principal
*| threat waste more eﬂ'ecuveb!, and is comtstent with

_ The EPA agrees with the preferred altematlve (Altematwe 3) for ZOO-E- 14 Siphon

. Tank. However, please note, in FFS comiments we state Alternative 5 is more -

 stakeholder values,

Recommendation to recommend Altematlve 5is accepted
because the cap for the nearby cribs is expected to cover the
footprmt of the siphon tank; - Text will be updated '

“applicable, as the cap for the adj_acent_ sites will more than likely cover this area.

A-6400-090.1 (03/99)




 REVIEW COMMENT RECORD (RCR)

1. Date 8/31/05 2. Review No. N/A -

3. Project No. BC Cribs ° 4.Page 4017

12.

ltem

13. Comment(sy/Discrepancy(s) (Provide technical justification for the
comment and detailed recommendation of the action required to
correctiresolve the discrepancy/problem indicated.) .

14. Reviewer |
_ Concurrence |

Reguired

15, Disposition (Pi'ovid'e justification if NOT. accepted.)

16,
Status

The EPA agrees with the preferred alternative (Alternatlve 3) for 216-B-58 Trenchi,

216-B-53A Trench, 216-B-53B Trench, and 216-B-54 Trench. However, please
note, in FFS comments we state Alternative 5 is more applicable, as the cap for the -

- adjacent sites. will more than llkely cover this area.

Because the cap assomated w1th nearby trenches will cover
these trenches; Alternative 4, Capping; is recommended tather

 than Alternative 3, Remove, Treat and Dispose (Note: this is a
| change from Draft A).- The protection offered by the cap- -
~¢liminates the need for any éxcavation of near-surface

: contamination, similar to the: remedy for the other trenches and
. eribs.- Any excavation perfonned priot to capping would be

mconsnstent with the criteria applied to the other wasts sites,

i.6.; Alternative 5, Partial Excavation with Capping, is snited - -

for those waste sites having a combination:of deep mobile
‘coritaniination and near-surface contamination with high' -
potential for remobilization. The low lévels of contamination

- associated with these sites would- -certainly decay to acceptable
: levels mna reasonable time, penod (~325 yr)

EPA Response ‘Not gccepted

| See respanse o #I abave. o

EPA supports the original DOE Aitem(mve 3 that was

'\ presented in-Draft A-and. agrées with DOE’s 0rtgmal S
“conclysion that “RTD. best satisfies this-critevion, because it -
“would complétely rémove all contamindtion that exceeds risk- |
- based standards and tmn.s_'fer it'to the ERDF.

2 EPA dm’ Hote
that Altérnative 5 is ritore applicable, as the cap for the:
adjacent sites will more than likely cover-this avea;: EPA has -

“concerns.in that DOE had agreement with EPA on 3 of the 5
- preferved alternatives in-draft A In: draﬁ B there is only
.agreement on2 of the 5. We hope this is-not a continuing
| trend. The documentation to suppove this change has not:

been presented. The costs iit the -FES.show capping af more

‘than 5 times the.cost of RTD. The depth 1o contamination is
- only 7 feet below ground.: The added cost of a thicker cap -
‘will add to the costs.” This additional thickness viay also

' cause the caps for the other waste sites to.incréase in cost,

C’s, O&M costs and.cap perfarmance Jor(~323) years cmd .

‘ Implemerﬁabthty for Altematlve 5is- shown as “Mederate partlally meets

criterion” for 216-B-20 through B-34 and 216-B-52 trenches and for 216-B-14 .

| through 216-B-19 Cribs, but there is no explanation as to why it is not readlly

1mp1ementable Please cxplam

lorgger Itved wastes such as Pu are not explained,

Alternative 5 ig certainly 1mplementable, but it is more

- difficult than capping. The text already states that the

excavation portion of Alternative 5 is-considered hazardous to-
implement relative to Alternative 4 beitig easily implemerted.

No change to the text is deemed necessary

A-6400-090.7 (03/99) -




REVIEW GOMMENT RECORD (RCR)

1. Date .8/31/05 - C b2 Reviewl\lp_.' N/A

| 3. Project N.o.,jBC Cribs 4. Page 5 of 17

12.

"1 Hem

13 Comment(s)lDiscrepancy(s) (Provide technical justification for the
-comment and detailed recommendation of the action required to

14. Reviewer
Concurrence
Required

15‘. Dispositibn'(Provide' justification If NOT accepted.) -

16,
Status

correctfresolve the discrepancylproblem indicated. )

' EPA Re.sponse. Nat accepted _ .
DOE concedes. thet. Alternative 5 is certamly tmplementable,

L bt describes it as more difficult than Alternative 4 cappmg.

I Plea.se explam why the work associated with Alternative 5 is
| more difficult and considered hazardons. 40 CFR 300.430

(F) Implementabtlnﬁv, is asse.ssed by, cons;demnon 0f

| (1) Technical feaub:}:{y, (@)Administrative feasibility, and

| the (3)Availability af services and materials,” EPA helieves

| Alternative 4 with its multi-layer cap and-intrusion deterrent
| features adds to the “diffi ieulty” of ifs tmplementabdttv

“D:_ﬂ' cultios” with Altemattve 4 cappmg are also evident in

A how dtfferentmi sett!emem of the capis going i be addressed
| 'when the erib structure determmtes over time, Aliernative §
|- addresses thie mb structure: deteriamnon and futare soil

settlement by removing the structure. It is also being noted

| that there is remedial worker visk associated with Alternative

| 4,.in:the construction of a cap with intruder deterrent .
_rtsks, and
|| uncertainties associated with settlement of the cr:bs_are '
| absent in DOE’ selecied remedy. Altéinative 4 assumes all |
| barrier sites-are conszdered to have settléd and are contpacted'

features over a Crib that could subs:de. The costs,

. enough to support coustmctwn of a ba.mer wn‘haut fun‘her

settlmg g

_ For Altematlve 4, inadvertent mh'uder exposures after 150 years of active -
| institutional controls are not within the CERCLA acceptable risk range of 10 to

10, Please compare this nsk to the other alternatwes that have contammants
removed

" Accepted. The lesser mt:ruder risk assocla_ted Wlth

1% Alternative 5 wﬂl be exphcltly descnbed

‘| Tt appears that remed1a1 wotker dose is used asa primary deciding factor in “Short

Term Effectiveness,” “Impletentability,” and “Overall Protection of Human

‘| Health and the Environment.” Please explain.

2

Potentlal mlpacts on workers durmg remed1al actmn ie.,

A remedlai worker dose and exposure to physical occupatlonal
- | hazards, is a primary element of short term effectiveness, Per -
1 40 CFR 300,430, overall protectlon of human health-and the

envnonment “draws on'the assessments of other evaluauon :

- ctiteria; especially long-term effectiveness and: permanence,
| short-term effectiveness, and compliance with ARARs. -
| Implementability considers the “case of melementmg the

alternatives”. ‘While implementable, Altérnative 5 is certainly

| more difficuit than Alternative 4. No change to- the text is

necessary.

EPA Response: Not accepted. See response to Camment

#6, Pmposed Pian, Gencral Comments

- A-6400-090.1 (03/99)




[1pate 83105 | 2 ReviewNo. N/A

'REVIEW COMMENT RECORD (RCR) |

3. Pro_iect No. BC Cribs 4.Page 6of 17

9 13. Comment(s)/Discrepancy(s) (Provide technical justification for the | 14. Reviewer | - .. - S ST "
wem | comment and detailed recommendation of the action required to “Concurrence |- . 15, Disposition (vaide_justiﬂcaiion if NOT accepted.) - . .

- o ) ‘ . : . Status
correct/resolve the discrepancy/problem indicated.) | Required f ... L L :
‘ ' o R _ | Potential remedial worker dose being used as a priiiz'm;v‘
TR ' ' : : S : deciding factor-in “Implementability™ and “Overall -
: : : L - Protection of" Human Health and the Enwronment” is nm‘
. explamed :
‘ ‘Potential impacts to workers durmg remedml action,s', such as
remedial worker visk associated with Alterndtive 4 inthe -
"\ constriction of a eip with n_ztruder deterrent features over.a
Crib waste site that conld subside, could be more of an

“industrial risk than excavation. Alternative 3, with the crib
‘structures: bemg excavated ‘remioves the structure-that could
“subside. Although the cribs could be grouted, it would-be an
_ addmonal expense and one would not have certainty that all
L voids that could affect workers and the cap woula‘ befi lled

k The k pmtected worker » anab?s:s meluded baszc radrologwal o
controls and ERDF enterm. It lack.s a table (similar to Table
| F1-18) that would permit ready ¢ alnation of which ot
-+ operatzom conmbute mmt signi tmt[y o colleettve dose am'l :
' a’ddmonal radmlogu al

: worker” case, it does dempnstrate that t the mejonty of the
--f-eollecttve dose is assoemted wn‘h two taskS' bulldozer :

conn'ols are Jdenttﬁed that redtlce collect oSes for these

‘two tasks. ¥ Unprotected worker” analys is does not include

{ surveys by radtologteal eontmls personne and mcludes B

.container dose rates that exceed the ERDF acceptance - .

_ _ _ _ -criteria, . The collectwe doses are all mode!ed Modeling

- _ S . o | resulfs. shoulo' be eompared with aetual doses received by
- ‘ ' ' bulldozer operators at ERDF relative to actual Cs-137 .

: concentmtmns aml w:th remedml workers who are. mstallmg

COVers, - -

9 The EPA recognizes that it is difficult to implement complete RTD on some of _ ' Developmeut of technology to. mmobihze the Tc-99 and
these sites due to the depth of excavation required, but it should be acknowledged | - : ;mtrate contamination is dlscussed i both the PP (included in
-that technologies may need to be mvestlgated to properly address the deep . . |- recomimendations) and FF'S (Section 8.1.4). The explicit -
“technetiumn-99 and nitrate contammatlon - Additional characterlzatlon is warranted .+ | recommendation to-evaluate soil desiccation will be updated to
to reduce the uncertainty ini the amount of contamination remaining in the- deep | - lincludethe récommendations of the’ expert panel thatmet in .
vadose zone: - The FS: and: proposed plan should descnbe ait updated strategy for ST Y April 2005,

“how 1o address this: - - Accepted. Descnptlon of soxl samphng to. ground—truth the

h}gh resolution resistivity (HRR) data obtained in 2004 and _
2005 will be, expanded Thls conﬁlmatolamphngjﬁl

A 6400 090.1 (03/99)




REVIEW COMMENT RECORD (RCR}

1. Date 8/31/05 2 Review No. N/A -

4, Page .7-cf 1'7 :

13. Comment(s)lDlscrepancy(s) (Prowde techical justlfication for the =

3. Project No. BC Cribs

‘| contaniinant distribution would be h1gher in the soil column. Since there is no

history of leaks, it should bé expeoted for the soil column to have: significantly

| resulting from leaks, which have not been known to have

occurred, would be much shallower (vs, “h1gher”) in the sml
column. ° Do

uh " 14. Reviewer T 16.
,::m “comnient and detailed recommendation of the action requured to Concurrence - 15. Disposition. (PrOVideJustlﬁcatton if NOT accepted.) Status- | -
_ correctlresolve the dlscrepancylproblem |nd|cated ) ' Required
: : : ' prowde a correlation between the HRR data and Tc—99/mtrate
: concentrations,
10 | There should be some discussion on the portion of pipehne that is notth of Route 4 . = Accepted Strategy for the rematnder of the pipeline will be -
" | South. A strategy should be formulated for addressing it. No rationale is ptovided expanded to state-that it will be addressed in the revised 200-
in regards to.why the entire pipeline is not addressed i in this proposal. . ' TW-LFS. Itis possible that rebmrung of waste sites could
_ T e R | ‘place that portion of the pipeline in the 200—18-1 ou.
i | Proposed Plan, Spemﬁc Comments : ‘ .3 Accepted'. |
; Page 1, second paragrapk Add saphon to fank. It should be couststeut withthe |
| rest of the document. - _
9. Page I, bulleted paragraph last sentence Add monitoring. ’ Accepted.
3 | Page 1, highlighted box, third bullet. Send comments to Rod Lobos (509) Accepted.
. | 376-3749, “lobos.rod@epa.gov , B !
4 - Page 2, second.- bullet second sentence Remove descnptmn of the evaluatmn ‘ 1 Accepted.. - - '
} process-and add what the groundwater needs to be protected from i . technetium--_ S
| 99 & Nitrate contamination in the vadose zone. 5
5 { Page 2, "Overview of the Proposed Plan” at the end of the first sentence. Make a . _ Accepted. _
1 note to see Flgure 2. 1 ., :
6 | Page 5, first sentence. The sentence states that there are 16 trenches, but earlier it Accepted Wordmg lias been revised {0 “The BC Cribs and
| was listed as 20. Trenches Area waste sites include 6 crtbs and 16 trenches that
. recewed scavenged waste from the uranium tecovery process
. . . .. Four: addltlonal trenches, formerly'in the 200-LW-1..
T Page 5. The actual contaminated area (acres or another imit of measurement) Accepted Statement will be added that approxmately 10
- | should be quantified and compared to the non—contanunated area for the BC cnbs . actes of the overall 36 6 acre area 1s ccmpnsed of individual
: and trenches. | waste 51tes o
g Page 5, "Scope and Role of Action™ second to, last sentence Change “m the next 3 ' - ‘Accepted
: to 10 yr.” to “sometime in the future.” 1
9 |'Page 6, What do the colcrs in Flgure 2 represent‘? There shculd bea legend Accepted F;_gure 2 has been revzsed the colors have been
- { explaining these. -~ | eliminated. :
10 | Page 6, Pipeline, S1phon Tank, Cnbs and Trenches sheuld be labeled for easy | Accepted.
. identification, - -~ | : _
11 | Page 9, Stand-alone sites rationale. For Stphcn Tank and ptpelme it is stated that Statement has been revised to reflect that any contammattcn

lower levels of contammants Explain why this statement is made

A-6400-090.1 (03/99)




EE U e e _ | a | t.Date 8/31/05. 2. RewewNo N/A
- REVIEW COMMENT RECORD (RC..R) | e
) s 3. Project No. -BC Cribs 4 Page 8 of 17
B 13 Comment(s)/Discrepancy(s) (Prowde technical justmcatlon for the . |14, Reviewer | - S - ' E "
lzgr;] ' comment and detailed recommendation of the. action requ1red to Concurrence o1 DiSDosiiion (Provide Justiﬂcation ifNOT acctaptéd.) " Status
Sl " correctiresolve the dlscrepancylproblem indicated.) ' Req”"e.q ,
12 | Page 10, Estimate total amount of contaminants, that w111 be removed under the . ! Accepted w1th modlﬁcatlon t]:us mfom]etion Would fit -
N dlfferent alternatlves better within the discussion of remedial alternatives beginning
' o o on page 15. Instead of quantities of contaminants removed,
estimales of the fractions of contamination removed during
‘ each altemauve will be stated .
13 Page 1, fourth bullet. Desonbe and quantlfy “shallow zone.” (1 e 0 t015 ﬂ bgs ) Accepted "
14 i Page 11 & 12, Land Use. Change “mdusmal/excluszve zone” 1o “mdustnal zone” The land us‘e de's'criptlon has been modlﬁed to deplct an
i tlns document or provide a reference and definition for “industrial / exclusive.” industrial-exclusive zonie as defined by DOE/EIS-0222-F;
: - Final Hqﬁford'compréherisive_ Léind-Use Plan Environmental
“ Impact Statement, and the ROD (64 FR 61615, “Record of
‘Decision: Hanford Commprehensive Land-Use Plan '
“Environmental Impact Statement [HCP EIS]”). The zone
.depicted in the CLUP is located in the middle of the Central
- Platean,
. S L o : eiEPA~-R€SPﬂﬂS€-‘ACCeEMi
- 15 .P age 1 1' L“"d' Use-.-RemRY.e.W“fb'li“k-"' : Ac'cepted; link has b‘e’en--temoved. '
16 | Page 12, Human Health Risk, ﬁrst paragraph Iast Sentence. Clarxfy exposure time j Accepted sentence has heen revised to state “a few hundred
| of “a few hundred years,” ' hours”,
17 | Page 12, Human Health Rtsk second paragraph first sentence Add “if no action ' Accepted.
: is taken” o the. end of the sentence. It should also be noted that the groundwater in _ '
the BC aréa has not’ been unpacted by Hanford acttvmes o
18 Page 12 Human Health Rtsk fourth paragraph fourth sentence. Change “humans IE Accepted. '
: " are not protected” to “human_s who come in contact with the waste are not _
-| protected.” - - o
19 | Page 12, Human Health R:sk Add a paragraph descnbmg each scenano . Aecepted. B
20 | Page 13, Ecologzcal Rtsk Add a paragraph explammg that blota are. present v the ) Accepted. S
.| BC Control Area. - - oo i
21 | Pagels, Second RAO: . Drop the word “further” from the RAO At this pomt the ACCeptedZ: Tl
.t GW under the BC Cribs is not impacted. Sl
22 Page 14; Summaty of Site ‘Risks, First bullet. 15 mrem]yr is con31stent W1tl1 the = " |"Accepted.”
o CERCLA ‘acceptable risk sarige of - 10 to 10% - i e
23 | Pagel5, Summary of Remedial Altematwes F:rst pamgraph third sentence. Accepted.
- Change “the Regulatory Agenc1es (Washmgton S_tate Department of Ecology | '
[Ecolog] and EPA) have ' to read “of the.” -

| A-6400-0001 (03/09)




REVIEW COMMENT RECORD (RCR)

1. Date 8/31/05

: 2 ReviewNo. N/A ..

_ 3, Project No; BC Cnbs

13. Comment(s)/Discrepancy(s) {Provide technical justification for the

*| 4. Page 90f 17

elevations. . If this is correct, a large- amount of the proposed excavation will be’

estimate assumed that the soil was essentially “clean” from the -
| surface to 11 ft bes. Then the so11 was contammated {0

_ 7 : ‘ _1.4.Revlewer' Lo o 16,
I:ezm comment and detailed recommendation of the action required to Concurrence - 15, Dispositlon (Provide }ustl_ﬁcatson" if NOT aecepted.) Status
__correct/resolve the discrepancy/problem indicated.) .. Required : : : R L
24 Page 18 last sentence. Add “as no cap would be needed ” At the end. : ' Accepted
25 | Page I 9 Campliance wzth ARARS end af ‘first paragraph Add “ad_]acent to waste' : Accepted
[ site.”
26 '_Page 21 End af f rst paragraph Clanfy the hlgh ratmg for Alternatwe 3 and - Accepted Tlns sentence is’ mtended to- state that
moderate for Altemanve 5 ‘ | Alternatives 3 and 5 have high and moderate short-term ~
' | environmental i impacts, respectwe!y, due to the quant1t1es of
: : ‘ - borrow matenal required and arcas affected. N
27 Page 22, Cast, Tlurd to last senténce. Change “to satisfy waste acceptanee ' . Acoepted '
: . | eriteria” to “worker protection.” -
.28 | Pagé 23, Second bullei. Update. tlns area w1th the results ﬁ'om the foeused , | Accepted.
' ,feas1b1hty study process and evaluatlon of the selectlon of soil desmcatlon as the '
preferred. technology ' . :
29 '_Page 24, End. of third paragraph Change “EPA 15 mrem / yr standard” to “1 5 Accepted.
_.lomrem/yr operatlonal Limpit,” : .-
30 Page 36, Public. Meetmgs Change “Denms Faulk at (509) 376 8631” te “Rod - | Accepted.
e Lobos at (509) 376-3749 ? - ' :
3t . Page 36 Submzttmg Cammeats Change “712 Sw1ft Boulevard Sutte 5” to “309 Accepted.
' Bradley Blvd, Suite 115.” : | 5
32 .| Page 36, Submzttmg Camments Change “faulk. denms@epa gov”’ to | Accepted.
.| lobos. rod@epa ZOV. o > : '
33 | Page 36 ‘Points of Contact, Change “lenms Faulk” “(509) 376~8631” to “Rod | Accepted.
' Lobos” “(509) 376-3749.” _ : .
"1 | Focused F cagibility Study, General Comments ' : i See fesponse to Comment #1, Proposed Plan, Geieral
| ' EPA dlsagnees with the préferred alternative of capping for the 216-B 20 through Comments iR e D : :
B-34 and 216-B- 52 trenches. In our opinion, Alternative 5 provides the highest EPA Resp_ e Nat accepted See revpanse to Camment
{ degree of ovérall protection of humani tiealth and the environment, reduces the risk #1 Propased Plan, General Comments. :
|.from- prmclpal threat waste more" effectively, and is consistent with stakeho]der : : o
- values as reflected in advice from the Hanford Adv1sory Board in advice # 63
#173 {the Central Plateau Reémedial Action: Values Flow Chatt), and #174, - - . . _ _ -
2 | T8 assumed that proposed excavated depths are from current ground smface Your assumption is correct. However, the worker dose .

“cgsentially clean.” Tt is not clear 1f this ‘was factored into worker dose as it relates

A-6400-090.1 (03/99)




REVIEW COMMENT RECORD (RCR)

| 1. Date 8/31/05 | 2.ReviewNo. N/A

‘| 4. Page 10.0£17

3. 'érojeetN_o. BCCrIbs . .

| 14. Reviewer

Alternative 5 for both (216-B-14 through 216-B-19 cribs) and (216-B-26 through
216-B-34 and 216-B-52 trenchies) are more than for Alternative 4. It is not clear if

cost projections include federal, state, and local government costs for admlmstermg 8

the varying life of institutionat controls, Intuitively a cap that has to-perform:at a -

|. higher level along with a longer period of mstltutaonal controls would have a hlgher

cost Please explam

| niaintenanice (O/M) presented are greater for Alternative 5 than |-

for Altemanve 4, they should be identical, because essentially

the same cap wﬂl be constructed for each alternative, except
for intrusion-deterrent features associated with the alternative 4.
cap O/M costs will be adjusted to show 1dentlca1 values. -

. EPA Respanse. Not accepted.

-Althaugh RL states that essenttally the same cap wdl be
constracted, the FES describes two very different caps. The
‘eap for Alternative 4 has essentially 8 layers, 40” engineered

fill; 47 base course, 6” asphalt, 6” drainage gravel, 6” gravel
Jilter, 67 sand filter and geotextile, 207 silt loam; and 207 silt
!aam/pea-gmvel While Alternative 5 has 3-layers, 40”

~13. Comment(s)lDiscrepancy(s) (Prowde techntcal justlficatlon for the : , . .
,::r;] - comment-and detailed recommenidation of the action- requnred to Concurrence | 15. Disposition (Provide justification if NOT accepted.) Sta?hs-
" _correctiresoive the dlscrepancy!problem mdtcated )~ Required | ‘
0 shleldmg and handlmg the soﬂ Please clanfy approxunately 20 ft bgs thh the 11 135 ft region being highly
. | contaninated. Tlns band of contamination was assumed tonot |
g extend beyond the feotprmt of the trench bottom.
EPA Respanse. Accepted with comment. If the band of
contamination was assumed not to extend beyond the
Jootprint of the trench bottom, how did DOE calculate the - |
Jootprint of the waste sites as 10 acres as. shown in Proposed |
“ Plan, Speczfc Comments #7?
3 _The EPA. dlsagrees with the preferred alternatlve (Alternattve 4) capping for- © See response to Comment #3, Proposed Plan General
v 216-B 14. through 216-B19 Cribs,- EPA believes that (Alternative 5) is a more : ComInents
appropnate alternative. The streamlined characterization approach used for the six- ' _ _
+ | cribs creates uncertainty in the extenswe assumphons that have to be - accepted.
A]though the represetative’ stte chosen is a. crib, there are many differences . EPA Re.g;m;fe. Not;;;ep teéf; Seelrgs'p onse to
between it and the'subject cribs which warrant characterization. The B-46-Crib is : Commment roposed Flan, General Comments.
located north of the BY Tank Farnyéndis part of the BY Cribs, while the subject '
cribs ate focated south of the BY Tank Farni and are part of the'BC Cribs and
Trenches Arca, Although thie representative crib received:the same wasie stream
for part.of the time, it was not hooked-up to the same pipeline’and tank as the six
subject - cnhs Tt is also noted that the 216-B-46 Crib originially received wastes,
from 221-B (page 2-61), Whl[c the other cribs did not. Other notable differences
between the B-46 Crib and thé subject cribs’ are: contamination in the B-46 Crib
starts below 15 feet of depth while the contamination in the subject cribs are 10-13
feet deep; and the B-46 Ctib has impacted grouridwater and the six subject cribs
have not.. The-selection of Alternative 5 would ease most of these CODCEINS a8 -
_ contaminants-can be monitored:as the wasté is-removed, along: Wlth removmg most -
. of the higher concentrations of contaminants, . S . S ‘ .
4 It is not clear as to why operating and maintenance costs associated with Accepted While the estlmates for operatlons and

engmeered f 20" sn’t laam, 20"sdt loam/ pea~gmvel. L

A-8400- 090 1 (03/99:)




REVIEW COMMENT RECORD (RCR)

1.Date 8/31/05 2, Review No. N/A

3. Project No, Bc'cribs_ | 4.Page 116f17

12.

item

13. Commeni(s)/Discrepancy(s) (Provide technical justification for the
comment and detailed recommendation of the action required {o'

| 14.Reviewer |

Concurrence

Required

15 Dlspositlon (Provude justlﬂcatlon if NOT accepted )

i6.
Status

correctiresolve the discrepancy/problem indicated.)

' Assumptlans for constructmn af caps under both alternatives

4 & 5 state the sites will not require prelevelmg before the

© | start of barrier constmctmn and that all barrier sites are
| corisidered to have setded and are campacted enaugh to

support constmctron of u barrier without further settling

These assumptmns are apphcable for Alternative 5 in that the |
| waste site will be excavated and then buckfilled.  The backfill

- | can be leveled and smoothed along with compaction to

| supportthe cap without further setding. - The assumptions are
| not.as applicable for Alterriative 4.in that the waste site could

settle and. the sites.currently are not level or smooth One

| wauld reason that if some portion of the-cap were: damaged
| ‘the costs in. repa;rmg the Alternative 4 cap wauld be more
1 than the. costs in. repairing the Altemauve 5cap::

| Itis also bemg noted that the DOE establishid subcontractor

| rate structure associated with dispasal ai ERDF predtspase.s
| DOE 's-selection remedy 1o, capptj. :

The construction methods for the vatious alternatwes requlre using water for dust
control, which has the potential to adversely impact mobile contaminants that have

| not réached groundwater. There should be a discussion asto whlch alternative
| would minimize the potential itapact to groundwater. Natl;rally, one would asstiine
“I"most of the water used for dust suppression while excavating, would be removed

from the waste site when the soil is disposed of in ERDF. Although both -
Altematives 4 and 5 have “engineered barriers,” one would deduce that the
“‘engineered barrier” with the most layers and the greatest requirenient for

compaction and accompanymg moisture may have a higher potential for mob1hzmg

contammants

Most of the wal:er used for dust. conirol dunng excavatlon

N -would be carried to the ERDF with the excavated $oil.
: However ‘there is potent:ai fot some of this water to remain
i foliowmg excavatlon -Also, addltlonal water may be added

when borrow soil'is adcled 16 the- excavatmn prior to

- ‘constructing the cap, to ensure proper compaction of the sml

beneath the cap. Thus, Alternative 5 may introduce more
water into the vadose zone. Because the caps used for .

Altematlves 4 and 5 are expected to be identical except for the
I intrision-deterrent layer associated with Alternative 4, each
~ | cap would probably contain. the same quant1ty of “extra” water

' No change to the text is necessary

EPAReapanse. Nog accepted

Although RL states that essentlally the same cap wdl be '
| constructed, the FFS describes. two-very. different caps, The |
cap fe Alternative 4 has essenaal{v 8 lapers, 407 engmeered :
| fill, 4” base course, 6” asphaly, 6" drainage gravel, 6” gravel
.| filter, 6” sand filter and geotextile, 207 silt loam, 207silt loam
;.| pea-gravel, While Altematwa 5 hay 3 layers, 407 engmeered N
| filt, 207 sile toam, 207 silt loam pea-gravel, .

A water budget for construction activities should be

included for the dgfferent proposed caps to evaluate which

aitemauve has the higher potential for mobdtzmg

A-6400-090.1 (03/99)




1. Date 8/31/05" L w2 RewewNo NA

” REVIEW'COMMENT RECORD(RCR)

: '3-;’*Projeet’No. BCCribs: i | 4 Page 12 of 17
2 13. Comment(s)lD|screpancy(s) (Prowde technical justmcatlon forthe | 14 Reviewer | . . o ... | o
ttem comment and detailed recommendation of the action required to - | Concurrence | - 15. 'pisposition (Provide}_UStiﬁcation if NOT« ’acc‘e_'pted.)" . e
' correctiresolve the discrepancy/problem indicated.) ' : Re‘?‘“'_"ed '
‘ : : contammants in the vadose zone EPA beheves A!tematwe 5

isless likely to mtmduce -water into the vad'os‘e one than :
_ . . Alternative 4. _ Sl o L .
6 I is unclear as to why Alternative 5 “does not meet criteria” for short-term - : Alternative 5 does not meet Criteria, because it would

' effectiveness as shown in Table 8-1 and 8-3. Pléase explain, o b ' present unreasonable remediation worker risk beyond the

' potenual envirotimertal beneﬁt One way of defining
| unacceptable wotker risk would be to compare predicted doses
- with admmstratwe dose limits. For example, the project
adminisrative lnmt defined by the PIIMC RadCon manual 1s
" 500 mrem/yr and the DOE. administrative limit is 2000
mrém/yr. The Alternative 5 cost estimate assumptmns _
{Appendlx D, Section D3,5.1), descnbe overburden excavation
| being performed by {hree 4—person crews and contaminated
| soil excavation belng performed by fom' 4-person crews. Air
}'aud soil samplmg require another 4 persens ERDF container
_surveys and Sealing of the’ liner require another 5 persons. -
| Finally, 12 drivers are needed “Total workforce is then ™
: approxunately 50° petsons, not: countmg the personnel located
at ERDF. Ifthe excavation portion of the remediationis
accomlalxshed in'a yeat, the’ average-dose would e about1 -
_rem/person (based on:49: person-rem.to workers employmg
¢ ALARA pringiples for-non:ERDF work). Because this is an
“average dose, some would. undeubtedly receive more.
- Although these doses might be.considered reasonable because '
they-are less than the DOE administrative limit; just by - ,
“exceeding the project limitputsthem beyond what: should be
- | planned:- No change 10 the text is’ deemed necessary
' EPA Response' Not accepted "'
[ In our opmwn, both the source term and process mvdelmg
used to avrive af a collective dose estrmate iy msuj]‘ clent to
 state that this ) ‘project presents unreasonable remedmtmn
“worker: risk.” The source terth ntodel has verylarge "
] : uncertamzy fmm ver_v few .samples used ‘along with htghly
e ool oo Lovariable sourcé distribution. The source and produetmn
R R i | process model adds to the already large unceﬂamty. The
excavation praceas mode! compounds these uncertainties by
[ using methods and radiological controls based on low activity
soil excavatmn work on this higher activity site.. The worker |
dose estimate should. describe more than one excavation

alternative in:terms of t the level or mdwlogjcal cantro[s

A-6400-090.1 (03!99)




REVIEW COMMENT RECORD (RCR)

| 1.0ate 8531005

. | 2. Review No. N/A.

| 3.ProjectNo. BCCibs | 4. Page 13 of 17

13. Comment(s)/Discrepancy(s) (Provide techriical justification for the

: '14. Reviewer

.:3"] commenit and detailed: recommendation of the action required to ‘Concurrence | 15, Disposition (Provide justification if NOT accepted.) | S:a?us :
correctiresolve the discrepancy/problem indicated.) Required S .
' ' | employed. -Additional shielding; use of remotely-operated
equipment, and improved vehicle cover methods are Some of - | -
‘the ways in which collective doses could be. reduced
Estimates of ; szgn{f‘ cant collective dose should be: fallowed
| with additional. ALARA analysis to compare: costs, anticipated
| collective dose reductmns, wnd other considerations,’ '
“Changes to modeled coristruction methods and radmlogical
controls to minimize or even prevent dose to workers should
be explored by DOE as part of an evalnation of alternatives. |
The collective doses are all modeled. Modelmg results should.
be compared with actual dases received, by Hanford remedial -
. — A _ i | workers damg sxmtlar wark. - :
7 :I't' is nnelear why remedial worker dose is deemed as “considerable worker risk,” It . : Aoeepted The protected remedlal worker dose is shghtly
| is stated in the FFS that, “Radiological controls can réadily be applied to the | less for Alternative 5 than for Alternative 3. Appendix F -
| excavation process to limit the expected human dose.” (page f-38). The projected | shows thiat the protected worker dose associated with removal
. collective dose for protected remedial workers is 76 petson-rem for (Altetnative 3) - | of the “high activity soil layer” is 97.0% of the total dose.
.complete RTD, intuitively (Alternative 5) near-surface excavation would be | Because of ths overall uncertainty associated with the
somewhat less. It is expressed in the FFS that approximately 36% of the remedlal | calculations; this distinction was oonsrdered to be neghglble
‘worker dose is at ERDF. The secondary waste acceptance ctiteria for ERDF -~ * | This mformatlon wrll bé added; however. '
;ncluae radloiczlgwal control-based criteria (limits on smearable alpha and beta, | | ' Fhére are appropnate ‘worker Safety conteols at the ERDF,
| imits on total dose at 1 f, ete.). These limits are for worker protection. If a project | but the dose incurred there would stlll be elective and elevated :
ships waste that meets these criteria, no. unacceptable exposures to ERDF more than foitine operations oo
employees should occur, Tf one is confident in the worker. safety controls at ERDF, 1 ’
“the 76 person-rem estitnate can be reduced to less than 49 person-rem for all the . Alternatlve 4 duratrons fre about 2/3 Of the tlmes requlred
work excluding ERDF. It is understood that partial excavation and capping would - _for Alternative 5. Thus, the duranon component for the
take approxrmately 2.6 years.to complete. If one takes into ‘account the length of Alternative 5 excavation is estimated at. about 1/3 of the: overall
| time it takes to complete the project, it would yield less than 19 person-rem/yr. remediation time. This translates to approxm:lately 104 :
Evaluaung the total expected worker received dose (except ERDF) of 19- ‘person- . months for the Alterative 5 excavation. Then, the 49 person-
| rem/yr to the DOE whole body dose limit of 5 rem/year for each worker or the . retm would be incurred in a single year. This is a considerable
DOE AdmlmslremVe Control Level of 2. rem/year for each worker, the remedial | dose to manage to ensure that no adminisirative lmnts are
| worker expected dose seems. mmimal Please explam why the remedial Worker risk challenged, See resp onge to #6, above.
is desmbed as considerable, - '
.Focused Fea31b111tv Studv. Snec1ﬁc Comments

Page 2—3 6, Deep Zone Groundwater Protection.. It appears the STOMP modelmg

~1-was performed-using a point caloulation (i.e. contaminants modeled-as they

immediately hit groundwater). Traditionally’ groundwater risks are calculated by
extracting groundwater from a screened well adjacent to the waste site.* Calculating

Accepted. Additional STOMP modeling that evaluates

| groundwater extracted ﬁ.'om a screened well adj acent the waste
‘sztes will be mcluded ' o

A-6400-000.1 (03/99) -




REVIEW COMMENT RECORD (RCR)

1.Date 8/31/05 2. Review No, N/A

3 Project No. BC Cribs

4, Page 14 of 17

Indication of Pu-239/240 as being related to-216-B-46 is an
error - it should be shown ‘as applying to all of the sites, '

iz 13. Comment(s)IDrscrepancy(s) {F’rowde techmcal justn‘" catron for the' 14.Reviewer | - - L S L S 1
' ttem comment and detailed recommendation of the action required to Concurrence " 15. Disposition (Provide justification if NOT accepted.) . Status
' correctiresolve the discrepancy/preblem indicated.) Required ' o e e : o '
| the groundwater risk pathway by this method more accurately represents the risk to
| human health from consuming groundwater. Recommend the mcdelmg be
expanded to run this additional scenario. S
2 Page 2-38 Section 2. 7.3 second pamgraph Fo or compansen pu.rposes EPA _ Ac'cepted.
suggests listing the intruder dose limits from DOE Order 435.1 of 100 mrem/yr - s
chronic: and 500 mrem]yr acute Suggest this mformatton be camed through the
‘ mtruder scenario dtscussmn S : : :
3 Page 2—40 Section 2.7:.4:3. Ttis not clear how analogous B—46 is to B:14 thmugh .- . The bottoms of the B—l4 Senes Cnbs are approx:mately St
“| B=19 Cribs. . Please. clanfy the expected depthis to-contamination in. the B- 14 'shallower than the 216-B—46 Cnb This difference is -
: 'threugh B-19 Cribs and how t]:us rmght change the rtsk proﬁle = - illuminated in-discussion of the apphcabthty of this s1te to the
: 'B-14 Series Cribs in Sectton 2.6.2.3. For the baseline case, ie.,
1o remedial actlon taken the B-14 Series Cribs présent an.
-obvious human health nsk, in contrast to the 21 6-B-46 Crib,
- because the depth t0 contamination is esttmated at about 12 ft.” .
' The differences with the 216-B-46 Crib are explicitly described
| in Section 2:6:2.3. "Scct1en"2 7.4.3 distusses how the risks -
associated with 216-B-46 are translated to’ ‘the @n: legous 216- 1
: B—14 Senes Cnbs No change to- the text is necessary
: ssponse: Ne t Accepted. See response to Comment 1
: ~ A e o #3, Propﬂsed Plan, Genera! Comments -~
4. Pages 2 61 through 2-74, T able 2 2. The table u uses two sets of numbers one set is . : Foctnote at the end of the table- provtdes this’ mformatmn
|in parenthesis. Please label and explam (0 ) values in parentheses are from the Soil. Inventory Model
. . 2004 » No change to the text is necessary. .
5 Pages 2-69, Table 2-2, 216-B-30, Rationale. The table states “site construction is Accepted
identical to the 216-B-46 Crib.” Ii should read “site ccnstructmn is identical to the .
{ 216-B-26 Trench.” - e : R : e g
6 Page 3-10, Section 3.5.3. Drop the words “to be cbnservative” not exceeding Accepted wtth mcd:lﬁcatton As stated the sentence
MCLs is what is required by regulation. . - describes the conservatism regarding the petnt of compliance.
: ' : i Because calculations are being revised to reflect an updated
-point of compllance focused ona: screened well adjacent the
. -waste sites, this sentence will ehange acccrdmgly “PRGs..
“Were: calculated on'the basis that: extracted groundwater would
o not exceed MCLs.” - -
S ST TR R R T S EPAResponse Accepted. - e
7 | Page 3-14, Table 3-2. Pleas¢ clarify the purpose of footnotes g, h &j: - These footnotes relate the PRGs to speclﬁc sampled s1tes

mcludlng the 216-B-5 3A Trench which used to be cens1dered

A~6400-090 1 (03I99)



REVIEW _C-OMM_ENT RECORD (RCR)

1.Date 8/31/05

| 2. ReviewNo. N/A

4. Pags 150f 17 |

12,

ltem

-13. Comment(s)lDlscrepancy(s) (Prowde technical justification for the
comment and detailed recommendation of the action required to

14. Reviewer .| -
Concurrence |
Required | -

-3, Project No, BCCribs

15 DISpOSitIOﬂ (Prowde]ustlﬂcatlon |f NOT accepted )

16.
Status

correct!resolve the d[screpancylproblem mdlcated )

a TRU waste’ stte Further eons1deratlon of havmg different

1 PRGs for different groupings of waste sites leads to the

| conclusion that the 216-B-46 Crib and 216-B-26 Trench should.
"be grouped, because they received the same waste stream, and |
the 216-B-58 grouping should be separate, because it o

‘represents an entirely different waste stream. ‘The’ text willbe

| changed to reﬂect the above statement.

- Page 4-12, Section 4.2.2. 3 -EPA disagrees w1th addmg tlus tank to the Z-361
{ action. Please remove: t]ns statement '

'

| Accepted although RL mamtams that remedlatmg thistank |
‘| with similar tanks is cost efficient. Statement that the Z-361

‘Page 6-28, 216-B-58 Trench. It is not clear why this altematlve is not apphcable

It seems likely that due to the geographic proximity to-the other sites one cap
would be installed over the enttre area; thus these sites by default would fall under
Altemattve 5. t

- EE/CA will be amendéd will be deleted

RL dtsagrees that this site and analogous sites should
default to Aliernative 5, because none of these sites possess the
contaminant distribution model that makos this alternative
appropriate. See response to Comrrmnt #5, Proposed Plan,

| General Comments.

EPA Response. Nat accepted See respanse [ Camment :
“#5, Propased Plan, Genéral Comments.

10

| Page 7-1, Section 7.1.1, 1" paragraph. tis nof cleat why Alternative 4 capping is
| the most protective (of human health and the environment). Intuitively Alternative
| 3 or 5 should be more protective as contammants are removed from the waste sites,

Please clanfy

The prunary argument 1§ tha.t Alternatwe 4 effeotwely

* | balances the human health risk associated with the poteritial
| ‘inadvertent intruder into the contamination against the certain
| risk to remediation workers represented by excavating the.
| contamipation. Capping recognizes ‘that this intruder risk
‘| would disappear in'the time frame that institutional controls
|- would be in place to ensure continued groundwater protection.
| Also, Alternative 4 is more protective of the environment,
'| because it causes the least disruption of the landscape by
.| requiring; the least borrow so11 No change to the text lS o
: ‘hecéssary N -
I T-EP4 Response. Not accepted See response 1o Focu.sed
‘ Feas‘tbtltty Stua‘y, General C‘amments #o, .

"DOE, responses ﬁ'am a letter dated Seprember 9, 2005 '

1. fmm M. Keith Kiein to Mr. Tadd Martin canc.emmg HAB

advice # 177, explained that “limited. excavation with,
placement 0f a surface:i barrier alternative... works for small

| waste sites with sha!kvw contammatian (less than 15 feet

below ground. suqface) that have long-lived radtotsotopes and
/ov chemical contamination that pose a visk through direct

contact 1o humans (mcludm&ntmders) or biological uptake,
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| 1oate 8av0s

2, RewewNo N/A_k :

o _.3'.f’RrejeEE'N.b. BCCnbs . o 4 Page 16 of 7.

12,

: Itemr

“13. Comment(s)lDlscrepancy(s) {Provide technical justification for the
comment and detailed recommendation of the action required to
correct/resolve the discreparicy/problem indicated.)

14, Revi.ewer .

Conciirrence

- Required -

s 'D’is;&bsiitioh"(ié}dw'de}us"ti"ﬁbét"ién"i'fiNbT accopted:)

16.

. Status

' cambmed with deeper comammatmn that isa threat P
3groundwater. ¥ DOE’s Proposed Plan shows that waste from
"BC Cribs & Ty renches is less than 1 feet belew ground
“surface. The plan dlso states: waste poses an unacceptable

risk through direct contact, deeper contamination is a threat

to:groundwater, and inadvertent intritder exposures after 1 50 8
years of active institutional.controls are not within the -
" CERCLA acceptable risk vange of 107 to 10°°. In our opinion '
- BC Cribs & Trenches has the attributes Mr. Klein- de.scrzbes

in hiys letter for Fimited exeavafmn wath placement of a-

. surface barvier alternative. - .

11

Page 8-1, Section 8.1.1. EPA disagrecs with the preferred alternative of capping

- for the 216-B-20 through B-34 and 216-B-52 trénches, In our opinion, “Alternative: | -
_5 provides the highest degree of overall protection of hurnan health and the .~
“environment reduces the risk from principal thréat waste more effectively, and'is -

consistent with stakeholder values as reﬂected in'advice from the Hanford

* Advisory Board in advice # 63 (institutional controls on the Hanford site), #173
- (the Central Plateau Remedial Action Values Flow Chart), and #174

- See response to Comment #1 Proposed Plan General o
Comments

FPA Respanse* Not accepted see EPA comment;#lv ;x

K Prepased Pl(m, General Comments.

1

:.Page 8.2 Section 8.1.2 As discussed earlier for 216-B-58 and its associated sites,
-Alternative 5 scems more appropriate than Alternative 3 as the cap would cover the

area,

: See response o Comment #5 Proposed Pian General

.Comments T e

EPA Response. Not aceepted see EPA comment #5 _

_l’roposed Pltm, General Commems

13

Page 8-2, Section 8.1.3 As outlined in comment 10. EPA believes Alternative 5 is
more appropriate for waste sites 216-B-14 through 216-B-19.

- See: response 10 Comment #1 PrOposed Plan, General
Comments, : - i

EPA Respanse. Nat aceepted see EPA comment #1 . o

Proposed Plan,: General Camment,s

14

Page 8-3, Section 8.1.4, Second pdragraph This peragraph should be updated to
reflect findings from the mdependent technical review smce it has already been
conduacted.

Accepted S

15

| Page B-11, MTCA. The rational column for MTCA should be changed from -

relevant & appropnate to applicable since these tegilations are used 0 establish
'PRGs.  In all other decisions, 173- 340 had been apphcable not relevant & K

' appropnate Same cmmnent apphes to WAC 173 350

: RL contmucs to take: the posmon that the language of

"CERCLA Section 120 does not waive sovereign immumty

from enforcément of state cleanup laws. ‘RL believes that

- V' Section 120 requlres federal agencies to comply with

substantive provisions of state cleanup laws to the extent such -
provisions are.determined:to be ARAR to the contemplated .

action(s). There are still unresolved issues regarding the extent |

the. federal government has waived ifs soverelgn immumty

" A-8400-090:1 (03/9)




1.Date 8/31/05 2. ReviewNo. N/A

REVIEW COMMENT RECORD (RCR)

3. ProjectNo. BC Cribs | 4. Page 170717
1é - 13. Comment(s)/Discrepancy(s) (Provide technical justification for the 14. Reviewer : :
o comment and detailed recommendation of the action required to Concurrence 15. Disposition (Provide justification if NOT accepted.) e
._correct/resolve the discrepancy/problem indicated.) Required ‘ :
under Section 120. Therefore, although we agree to address
substantive provisions for MTCA in this remedial action, it is
the RL position that such provisions are only considered
relevant and appropriate in the context of CERCLA -~
requirements.- : -
EPA Response: Accepted. .
16 | Page D-1, D2.0, update highlighted area. ' j Accepted.
17 | Page F-1, Section F1.2 Change the word “meager” to “limited.” - - ' , Accepted.
18 | Input parameters for groundwater modeling needs to be included in the appendix. - Accepted.
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