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ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION & WASTE | ANAGEMENT \
P.0. BOX 365 - LAPWAI, IDAHO 83540-0365 - (208) 843-7375 [ FAX: 843-7378 |

Nove ber 1, 1996

! . Mike Thompson

US Department of Energy -
~ Richland Operations Office REGEIVED
P.O. Box 550, MS HO12
| 06 1986

Richland, WA 99352

Du=-RL/DCC
Dear Mr. Thompson,

The Nez Perce Tribe Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management
(ERWM) has reviewed: Decision Process for Hanford Sitewide Groundwater WIS
Remediation, June 1996, BHI-00455, Rev. 0, Bechtel Hanford, Inc., Richlan

Washington 99352 (the document). ERWM has provided general and detailed

comments on portions of this document, included with this transmittal.

Since 355 Nez Perce Tribe treaty rights in the Mid-Columbia have been reco; zed and
affirmed through a series of Federal and State actions. These actions protect Nez Perce
interests to utilize their usual and accustomed resources in the Hanford Reach of the

Cc 1mbia River and elsewhere. Accordingly, the Nez Perce Tribe ERWM has [.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) support to participate in and monitor relevant DOE
activities.

The Nez Perce Tribe ERWM favors protection of Hanford and the Columbia River
through groundwater contamination reduction in the Hanford aquifers. We agt

the processes delineated in the document; however, we have some questions, ¢ ts
and requests which, if accepted, will improve the nature of groundwater remed n
the Hanford Site. Listed below are our general statements regarding the docun

* The Nez Perce Tribe ERWM does not favor the use of alternate concentration
limits (ACLs) and technical impracticability waivers (TIs) unless absolutely
necessary. We do not support reduction in environmental standards necessary to
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otect the River. We request input into the process where such waive ; are
considered, since cleanup of the site affects our treaty rights to the area.

* ERWM believes the cost of Hanford site pump and treat technology is excessive,
partly due to excess regulation. ERWM requests the opportunity to take part in
process and cost review of Hanford remediation technology impleme: ition.
This may allow use of our influence for cost reduction.

* ERWM considers groundwater cleanup of higher priority than containme
The general consideration of containment, emphasized throughout the document,
downplays the fact that in most cases cleanup, (with pump and treat) is occurring.
Responsible cleanup is important, especially considering chemical contz:  nants.
It took many years to contaminate Hanford groundwater to the current degree, we
cannot € _ :ct a quick fix to problems that took years to create. Vadose zone
contamination will be the time limiting factor for all groundwater clear p. As
long as contaminants from the vadose zone are entering groundwater, clean
will not be realized, no matter what groundwater remediation technique is
employed. Considering the preceding thoughts, ERWM feels pump and treat
cleanup is the most effective, environmentally safe, and cost effective
groundwater cleanup technology for the site.

* The document conveys the idea of completing Focused Feasibility Stu ~ (FFSs)
and Treatability Studies (TSs) only when the technology driving thatc¢  wp
option is not straightforward. We support that idea and think even ma  10ney
can be cut from the decision making and cleanup processes. ERWM would e
happy to provide personnel to review and facilitate cost effective budget
reduction for Hanford groundwater remediation process.

* In the document an idea is conveyed, that, in some cases, Model Toxic Control
Act (MTCA) and Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) standards for cleam Is
are not stringent enough. We concur with the idea and provide an exam
hexavalent chromium, where allowable regulatory standards are higher t
levels shown to be harmful to salmon embryos in Columbia River substrata.

* ERWM feels the document should accept input from the currently establi: :d,
“Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment”, (CRCIA) group w
operating at Hanford. We request that you contact this group for sitew
remediation input as it effects the Columbia River.

The Nez Perce Tribe ERWM appreciates the opportunity to provide comment on
ecision Process for Hanford Sitewide Groundwater Remediation, June 19 1 [I-
00455, Rev. 0, Bechtel Hanford, Inc., Richland, Washington 99352. In general we
feel the document was informative and well written. Specific comments are also
.included with this letter.
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If you wish to discuss Nez Perce ERWM’s comments further please contact Mr. Pai

Danielson of ERWM at (208) 843-7375.

Sincerely,

ERWM Manager

cC: 7T me T 7T 7T T'te N r
ke, ian 1 [ 7 1ager
Steve Alexander, Ecology, Perimeter Areas Section Manager
Douglas Sherwood, EPA, Hanford Project Manager
Russell Jim, YIN, ER/WM Manager
J.R. Wilkinson, CTIUR, SSRP Manager

Stan Leja, Ecology
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RESPONSE TO

DECISION PROCESS FOR HANFORD SITEWIDE GROUNDW. ‘
REMEDIATION, JUNE 1996, BHI-00455, REV. 0, BECHTEL HANF( NC,,
‘ RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 99352

Comments Prepared By:

Nez Perce Tribe
Department of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Sta

November 1, 1996
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Page 11, Paragraph 2

The text states that bypassing a treatablilty study (TS) may be favorable if there is | le
risk the technology will fail. In the case of well proven technologies, we agree, a TS may
be unnecessary, favorably reducing costs. On proposed new groundwater technologies,
we favor TSs, to prove the technology will work and is environmentally safe.

Page 14, Paragraph 4

It is stated that because of large plume size or lack of current technology to clean a
plume, institutional controls and natural attenuation could be the only option for control.
ERW [ does not favor overusing these scenarios, especially for chemical contaminants.
Tri”" 1 is the only contaminant which cannot be  nediated. Plume size shc 1 not

cot ite a reason for not considering cleanup. In order to remediate a la " ne,a
large remediation system is necessary; this should not stop ¢ :

Page 14, Last Paragraph

The document states that: if contaminant concentrations in the River exceed a certain
level, groundwater impacting the River must be contained. ERWM does notf  this
statement is specific enough. It should read: If contaminant concentrations in
groundwater entering the River through the gravel substrate or seeps, exceeds: owable
limits, it must be cleaned, or contained, (In the case of radionuclides) until the
contaminants attenuate to levels that no longer present a threat to biota.

Page 7, Paragraph 2

The text explains that new technologies may become available to address groundwater
contamination, where no suitable technology existed before, and 5 year reviews should
be used to ev: 1ate new technology for remediation usage. ERWM believes 5 year
reviews on technologies are a good idea. We also believe that in many cases toa  uch
emphasis is being put on Hanford technology advancement. We believe baseline
technologies are going to be the major contributors to cleanup on the site.

ERWM has some positive ideas for funding technological advancement. Most money for
new technologies should come from outside companies advancing technology, rather
than from technology development inside the Hanford realm. In exchange for outside
interests funding their own technological development, they should be given ar

door into Hanford. The past practice of emphasizing technology development |
contractors inside Hanford’s protective political barrier should not be Hanford’s future.




