




































































Figure 3. » the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit Waste Site Groups
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. The 618-13 Burial Ground was a single-use site for the disposal of uranium-contaminated
soil and is actuall- 1 small, above-grade mound of soil.

A complete listo 1e ge 2l content burial grounds is provided in Appendix A.
Transuranic-Contamin ed Br 1l Grounds (2 sites)

Transuranic (TRU)-cont:  nated waste was first identified by the U.S. Atomic Energy
Commission (AEC) as a separate category of radioactive waste in 1970, and was later defined by
AEC in 1973 as waste containing greater than 10 nCi/g of alpha-emitting TRU radionuclides.
This waste was deemed to warrant more stringent handling and disposal considerations than
low-level waste (LLW) due to the “1zards associated with the increased concentrations of
long-lived alpha-emitting radionu des. Before 1970, such waste was handled in a manner
similar to LLW and was generally isposed of by shallow land burial or other similar disposal
techniques. The U.S. Department “Energy (DOE) revised the definition of TRU-contaminated
waste in 1984, increasing the low: limit of alpha-emitting TRU radionuclides with half-lives
greater than 20 years from Oto1 nCi/g.

During the plutonium proc tion years, Hanford’s 300 Area was tasked with fuels
fabrication along with fuel researc  testing, and examination. In 1953, the 300 Area
laboratories began fuel examination and testing of irradiated fuel rods from the 100 Area
production reactors. This type of laboratory analysis created highly radioactive wastes, some of
which were sent to the 618-10 and "18-11 Burial Grounds for disposal in vertical pipe units and
caissons. Vertical pipe units were instructed of five bottomless 55-gallon drums welded
together to form a column and bur | vertically (Figure 4). A specially designed truck and
flatbed trailer equipped with casks . as able to be positioned over the drum or caisson opening
and waste remotely deposited into the ground. When filled, or if the dose rate became too high,
the unit was capped with concrete and work was moved to another unit. Waste packages would
often break open when dropped int :he vertical pipe units. Frequent surface contamination
occurred from the reflux of airborn »articles during waste drops. As a result, three to five large
diameter caissons with offset chute> were installed at the 618-11 Burial Ground to help contain
contamination and reduce exposure during disposal activities (Figure 4). These vertical pipe
units and caissons are unique in the DOE Complex. Less than a dozen caissons were used in a
similar manner in the 200 Area. Tl - vertical pipe units were used exclusively in the 618-10 and
618-11 Burial Grounds.

Available records for the 61~ 10 and 618-11 Burial Grounds indicate that the
radionuclide beta/gamma activity w . generally divided into three categories for waste disposal:
<10 Ci/ft® (low-activity), 10 to 1,00 Ci/ft’ (moderate-activity), and above 1,000 Ci/ft’ (high-
activity). The low-activity wastes v. .re primarily disposed in trenches, while the moderate and
high-activity wastes were disposed - vertical pipe units and caissons. Some of the moderate
and high-activity wastes were dispo d to trenches in concrete/lead-shielded drums. For
purposes of the 300-FF-2 FFS, and ..ing consistent with terms in use today, the portion of the
TRU-contaminated waste assumed to have dose rates exceeding 200 mrem per hour on contact
are considered to be remote handled "RU (RHTRU). Because of the timing associated with
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The Final Report of the Hanford Fi ire Site Uses Working (*=~1p (December 1992)
described the cleanup objective for the 300 Area (both the industrial complex and
surrounding vicinity) as ‘restricted status for industrial use’ under both “Cleanup Scenario
A: Cleanup for Economic Development, Wildlife” and “Cleanup Scenario B: Cleanup for
Agriculture and Native American Uses Outside the 300 Area,” as explained in the report.

The Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental Impact Statement (HCP EIS)
(September 1999) and ROD (64 Federal Register 61615) includes all sites in the 300-FF-2
Operable Unit (including outlying sites and burial grounds) in an “industrial” land use
designation to support “new DOE missions or economic development.”

The City of Richland’s Comprehensive Land Use P'~n identifies the 300 Area (as well as
areas North and South of the 300 Area) as an “Urban Growth Area” pursuant to
Washington’s Growth Management Act. Land uses identified in the plan include
“industrial” and “business/research park.”

Benton County’s Draft Hanford Land Use Plan (Spring 2000) identifies all sites in the
300-FF-2 Operab Unit (in 1ding outlying sites and burial grounds) as either being in
the City of Richland’s “Urban Grov 1 Area” or in a land use zone defined by Benton
County as “industrial — heavy.” Within the Urban Growth Area, the County defers land
use planning and land use designations to the City of Richland, unless there is a marked
disagreement. In this case there is not. The Dr~# Yanford L~~- Use Plan will be
incorporated into the Benton County Comprehensive Plan as Chapter 13 when the plan is
updated in Spring 2001.

While none of these documents can formally zone the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit as

“industrial,” the plans document what a wc <ing group comprised of Hanford st: eholders,
DOE, and local land use planning authorities expect in the way of future land use and are
sufficient for the Tri-Parties to conclude that “industrial” or “general urban uses other than
residential,” are reasonably anticipated future land uses for the areas covered by the 300-FF-2
Operable Unit. This means that institutional controls must be a required part of the remedy in
order to ensure that land uses are limited to those defined in the 300 Area industrial use exposure
scenario. Any changes to the land use that are inconsistent with the land use assumptions upon
which the ROD is based will be evaluated regularly and used in support of the CERCLA five-
year review process. (NOTE: Other land uses may also be appropriate as long as institutional
controls limit human activities to those described in the 300 Area industrial use exposure
scenario.)

In conclusion, a number of key factors support the Tri-Parties determination that it is

appropriate to use industrial cleanup standards for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit. These include:

The reasonably anticipated future land use is industrial pursuant to EPA policy and
guidance (see discussion in Section VI)

The area meets the criteria of “traditional industrial use,” as provided in WAC 173-340-
745, because it has the following characteristics:
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In addition, the generic waste site profile used to develop cleanup levels assumed no
ecological receptor populations were being impacted by individual waste sites. While this may
be an appropriate general assumption for the 300 Area Complex, areas adjacent to the industrial
complex are subject to sparse and transient use by wildlife and outlying areas share the same
habitat characteristics as other parts of the Columbia River corridor. Therefore, this ROD
specifies that additional efforts must be made to demonstrate this is the case for sites outside the
fenceline of the 300 Area Complex (See ROD Section XII(2)(a)(11)). The results of pre-
remediation cultural and ecological waste site surveys may be adequate to address baseline site
conditions (i.e., confirm the presence or absence of sensitive plant or animal species). Soil
cleanup levels may have to be adjusted further, in some limited cases, to be protective of
terrestrial plants and animals depending on the location of the individual waste site, the nature of
the surrounding habitat, the contaminants of concern, and the presence of sensitive receptors.
Specific procedures for 1plementing these surveys, modifying cleanup levels if appropriate,
and documenting results in CVPs will be outlined in the RD/RA workplan.

In addition, soil cleanup levels (for contaminants that are mobile to groundwater and the
Columbia River) are established to be protective of aquatic organisms based on Ambient Water
Quality Criteria (AWQC) under the Federal Clean Water Act (40 CFR 131) and/or the State of
Washington Surface Water Quality Standards (WAC 173-201A), whichever is more protective.

Finally, this ROD contains specific provisions for post-cleanup ecological monitoring (see
ROD Section XII(2)(c)). This ecological monitoring will be used: 1) to verify the generic site
model used to develop cleanup levels (which assumed no ecological receptor populations were
being impacted by individual waste sites); 2) to assess the protectiveness of the selected remedy

1 CERCLA five-year reviews; and 3) to provide the information necessary for the

comprehensive risk assessment that will be performed in support of the final ROD for the 300-
FF-2 Operable Unit. Any environmental impacts discovered through this monitoring will be
evaluated and analyzed. If any changes are required in the cleanup approach or cleanup levels as
a result of the analysis, appropriate remedy selection decision documents will be prepared (i.e.,
an Explanation of Significant Differences or a ROD amendment).

eneral Comment 5: It is inappropriate to separate source control actions from groundwater
actions in the 300 Area.

esponse GC5: The 300 Area Nat__nal Priorities List site has been separated into three distinct
operable units for project management purposes. The 300-FF-1 and 300-FF-2 Operable Units
address contaminated soil and debris associated with the 300 Area (including disposal locations
in the 600 Area that were associated with operations in the 300 Area). The 300-FF-5 Operable
Unit addresses underlying groundwater contamination. A Record of Decision was signed for the
300-FF-1 and 300-FF-5 Operable Units in 1996. The final operable unit to undergo remediation
is 300-FF-2.

Segregating sites into operable units is a concept grounded in the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP):
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“Operable Unit means a discrete action that comprises an incremental step toward
comprehensively addressing site problems. This discrete portion of a remedial response
manages migration, or eliminates or mitigates a release, threat of a release, or hway of
exposure. The cleanup of a site can be divided into a number of Operable Units,
depending on the complexity of the problems associated with the site. Operable Units
may address geographic portions of a site, specific site problems, or initial phases of an
actic, or may consist of any set of actions performed over me or any actions that are
conc..rrent but located in different parts of a site.” (40 CFR 300.5)

Although the source control actions are separated from the groundwater response actions
in the 300 Area, they are coordinated and consistent. Remedial action objectives established for
the source control actions, including 300-FF-2, specify that groundwater and river protection are
also cleanup objectives. Therefore, the soil cleanup levels that are used for source control
actions are established to meet groundwater and surface water protection standards. he
standards that are used to assess groundwater and river protection are drinking water standards
and ambient water quality criteria for the protection of freshwater aquatic organisms,
respective 7. All groundwater and river monitoring requirements are outlined in the Operation
and Maintenance (O&M) Plan for the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit. The O&M plan cor iins
provisions for cross-checks between groundwater monitoring requirements and ongoing source
control actions to ensure that appropriate contaminants of concern are evaluated in the
appropriate monitoring wells and river sampling locations. The O&M plan will be periodically
revised to ensure that it is up-to-date. An update effort is currently underway and sho d be
completed by September 2001.

In add on, this is an interim action. A final action will also be required before the
cleanup can be determined to be complete. This final action will require a comprehensive risk
assessment that identifies and quantifies the risk posed by any residual contamination at Hanford
(both chen “:al and radiological). This requirement will ensure that appropriate actions have
been taken _nc Hecify what additional measures need to be taken if they are determined not to
be adequate.

Finally, remedy reviews will be required for this action every five years due to the fact
that residual cor iminant concentrations will not permit unrestricted use or unlimited e: osure.
Regular monitoring per 300-FF-5 requirements and periodic evaluations of remedy effectiveness
per 300-FF-1 and 300-FF-2 requirements will ensure that source control and groundw er
response actions are implemented in a coordinated and consistent manner.




SPECIFIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following information identifies specific comments received on the proposed plan and
provides responses. Related comments from different reviewers have been grouped into
common categories, beginning with the five general comment categories identified in the
previous section. To the extent possible, there was an attempt to minimize the amount of
paraphrasing that was done on specific comments that were received. Where appropriate,
responses to the specific comments reference the general comment responses from the previous
section. In such cases, supplemental information may be provided for further clarification of the
general response as it applies to the specific comment. Copies of all of the comment letters may
be found in the Administrative Record.

Categor— A T ~~dT]ge

Comment A.1. We must point out that the Reasonable Maximum Exposure Scenario must,
as a matter of law, now be changed to unrestricted public access for all operable units of the
300 Area.

Response A.1. See response to General Comment 1.

Comment A.2. The FF-2, FF-1, FF-5, and all related 300 Area decisions must reflect
cleanup to the standards of MOTCA (chapter 70.05.D) Method B, unrestricted use cleanup
and remediation levels.

Response A.2. See response to General Comment 1. Based on the Tri-Parties position that
industrial land use scenario is appropriate, the use of MTCA Method C cleanup levels is
appropriate. For mobile contaminants in the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit, soil cleanup levels
protective of groundwater and the Columbia River are based upon the MTCA Method B
"100 times rule" (WAC 173-340-740) or upon MTCA Method A (WAC 173-340-745).

Comment A.3. No area of the FF-2 Unit (nor any of the 300 Area units) is legally eligible
for use of MOTCA } :thod C industrial land use cleanup level (MOTCA’s standards are
applicable as an ARAR pursuant to CERCLA).

Response A.3. See response to General Comment 1. Based on the Tri-Parties position that
industrial land use scenario is appropriate, the use of MTCA Method C cleanup levels is
appropriate.

Comment A.4. Areas outside the fence of the 300 Area have never been eligible to be
cleaned up utilizing the MOTCA Method C industrial exposure standard.

Response A.4. See response to General Comment 1. Based on the Tri-Parties position that
industrial land use scenario is appropriate, the use of MTCA Method C cleanup levels is
appropriate.

Comment A.5. USDOE has failed to provide for notice and public comment specific to the
resources and land areas that would be restricted from public use under the use of an
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alternate reasonable maximum exposure scenario or from the use of site specific risk
assessment.

Response A.5. See response to General Comment 1. Public comment and input on future
land use ass nptions in the 300 Area has been solicited via the Future Site Uses Working
Group, the Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement, the Proposed Plan for the 300-FF-1 and 300-FF-5 Operable Units, and the
Proposed Plan for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit. Public input was sought and utilized in the
development of each of these documents. Formal NEPA and CERCLA public involvement
procedures were utilized in the development of the Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use
Plan and E1  ronmental Impact Statement and the two Proposed Plans, respectiv: .

Comment A.6. The Reasonable Maximum Exposure Scenario must be char  :d
unrestricted public access for all operable units of the 300 Area. The man~~~ment of the
property owner and a major federal agency, the Department of Energy, have ooth formally
proposed unrestricted access to the 300 Area in the future. Unrestricted access is therefore a
reasonably  -eseeable future use. As a result, the standards of MOTCA, Method B, must
apply toth  F-2, FF-1, FF-5, and all related 300 Area decisions.

Response A.6. See response to General Comment 1. Public comment and input on future
land use assumptions for the 300 Area has been solicited via the Future Site Uses Working
Group, the inal Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement, the Proposed Plan for the 300-FF-1 and 300-FF-5 Operable Units, and the
Proposed Plan for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit. The Department of Energy has not
formally, or informally, proposed that the 300 Area be utilized for anything other than
industrial purposes in the future. Based on this information, the Tri-Parties believe that the
reasonably anticipated future land use for this portion of the Hanford site is industrial.
Therefore, it is appropriate to use the industrial scenario as the reasonable maximum
exposure scenario. If the land use changes in the future, additional cleanup work or
institutional controls may be required.

Comment A.7. The proposed plan must not skirt around the laws by classifying lands for
future industrial use. Hiding behind an industrial land use classification and associated
clean-up standards should not be permitted. Instead, the lands and the water associated with
them must be recognized for what they are — home to Native American cultural and religious
resources, feeders to the Columbia River, and possible areas of groundwater continuity with
Richland’s water supplies.

Response A.7. See response to General Comment 1. Public comment and inpr  on future
land use assumptions for the 300 Area has been solicited via the Future Site Uses Working
Group, the Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement, the Proposed Plan for the 300-FF-1 and 300-FF-5 Operable Units, and the
Proposed Plan for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit. In addition, although the RME scenario for
the 300-1 2 Operable Unit assumes no human uses of drinking water in the 300 Area,
groundwater cleanup objectives for the 300 Area have never  anged from the original
requirement in the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit (i.e., restoration of the contaminated aquifer to
drinking water standards). See response to General Comment 2. Environmental monitoring
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data (both groundwater and ecological), as required by this ROD, will be evaluated regularly
and used in support of CERCLA 5-year reviews to ensure that the selected remedy is being
implemented in a manner that is protective of both human health and the environment. A
complete risk assessment that evaluates the impact of residual contamination on all human
and ecological exposure pathways will also be performed in support of the final ROD for the
300-FF-2 Operable Unit.

Comment A.8. Regulatory agencies are required to consider unrestricted public access as a
reasonable foreseeable use and to consider groundwater as a beneficial use. This document
has failed to acknowledge these uses or to do the required analysis to show why the use does
not, and could not, exist. As a result, the proposed plan is based on a series of flawed
assumptions that must be corrected.

Response A.8. The Tri-Parties believe that an industrial land use assumption and industrial
cleanup standards are supported as discussed in the response to General Comment 1. In
addition, although the RME scenario for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit assumes no human uses
of drinking water in the 300 Area, groundwater cleanup objectives for the 300 Area have

:ver changed from the original requiren 1t in the 300-FF-5 O able Unit (i.e., restoration
of the contaminated aquifer to drinking water standards). See response to General Comment
2.

Comment A.9. Regulators cannot take advantage of possible flexibilities in the law without
also complying with the public involvement that is supposed to accompany explorations of
such “flexibility” (WAC 173-340-600 (4g)(9g) and proposed WSR 00-16-135). The
proposed plan adopts the use of an “alternative reasonable maximum exposure scenario”
without providing for public notice and comment specific to the lands, waters, and associated
resources that would be eliminated-or restricted-from public use by a reduced clean-up level.

Response A.9. See response to General Comment 1. Public comment and input on future
land use assumptions for the 300 Area has been solicited via the Future Site Uses Working
Group, the Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement, the Proposed Plan for the 300-FF-1 and 300-FF-5 Operable Units, and the
Proposed Plan for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit. Public input was sought and utilized in the
development of each of these documents. Formal NEPA and CERCLA public involvement
procedures were utilized in the development of the Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement and the two Proposed Plans, respectively.

Comment A.10. Classifying the site for future industrial use does not excuse it from
applicable MTCA standards and requirements. There is the potential that portions of the 300
Area (including underlying and down gradient vadose zone and groundwater) will be used
for other non-industrial uses.

Response A.10. See response to General Comments 1 and 2. The groundwater cleanup
objective for the 300 Area is still the same as it was in the 300-FF-5 ROD: Restoration of the
contaminated aquifer to drinking water standards.
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Response A.14. See response to General Comment 1. In practice, 300 Area cleanups
performed to date have resulted in the removal of the majority of contamination (i.e., well
below industrial cleanup stan irds). This is due to the limited mobility of the primary
contaminant, uranium, in the soil column.

Comment A.15. Cleaning up the 300 Area to an “industrial clean-up scenario” only supports
USDOE’s wishes for limited clean-up and clearly violates the reason for your agency’s
existence-“the Environmental Protection Agency.” The “industrial clean-up scenario” adds
even more 1sult to injury by violating MTCA, totally ignores the TRUST
RESPONSIBILITY to the sovereign nations, and will not be protective of groundwater or all
life.

Response A.15: See response to General Comments [ and 2.

Comment A ). Ecology staff have repeatedly commented on the applicability of the Model

Toxics Control Act (MTCA) ~ relation to a site’s qualification for Method C soil standards.

In part” “ar, under MTCA, a site does not necessarily qualify for Method C soil standards
enit  1ed “inds \I”” property or planned “i1 .

Response A.16. The Tri-Parties believe that an industrial land use assumption and industrial
cleanup standards are supported as discussed in the response to General Comment 1.

Comment A.17. Page 1, 2™ column, 2™ paragraph. The second sentence of the paragraph
states: “Remedial alternatives for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit waste sites were evaluated
based on a reasonably anticipated future industrial land-use scenario and criteria prescribed
by CERCLA.” The term “reasonably anticipated” is not associated with or derived from
MTCA or RCRA requirements. To the contrary, the term is in direct conflict with
fundamental applicable MTCA requirements.

Response A.17. The Tri-Parties do not believe that the CERCLA land use policy and
MTCA land use requirements are fundamentally in conflict. Rather, the Tri-Parties believe
that the goals and requirements of both statutes are being met (as described in the response to
General Comment 1).

Comment A.18. Columbia Riverkeeper strongly encourages the EPA to adopt the
“unrestricted clean-up scenario” for the 300 FF-2-Operable Unit and to clean-up the entire
300 Area to “unrestricted use” ecause of the close proximity to the Columbia River. If the
Tri-Party Agencies want to protect the ecosystem in the future, there is no other alternative
other than removing as much waste as possible. We must remember science is just starting
to learn about the combined and synergistic effects of these contaminants on life forms. We
must consider contaminants from other sources as well as Hanford derived contaminants
when we decide how clean is « :an for these areas. We must consider the potential
biological impacts that may occur for as long as these contaminants remain hazardous.

Response A.18. See responses to General Comments 1, 2, 3, and 4. Environmental
monitoring data (both groundwater and ecological), as required by this ROD, will be
evaluated regularly and used in support of CERCLA 5-year reviews to ensure that the
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or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). Soil cleanup levels based on only worker
safety and protection of ground water for industrial use may not provide protection for
ground water’s highest beneficial use and reasonable maximum exposure for future use (a
drinking water source) or protect the river and the associated salmon spawning habitats.

Response B.3. See response to General Comment 2. The groundwater cleanup objective for
the 300 Area is still the same as it was in the 300-FF-5 ROD: Restoration of the
contaminated aquifer to drinking water standards. For mobile contaminants in the 300-FF-2
Operable Unit, soil cleanup levels protective of groundwater and the Columbia River are
based upon the MTCA Method B "100 times rule" (WAC 173-340-740) or upon MTCA
Method A (WAC 173-340-745). Drinking water standards are being used as the basis for

termining whether or not soil cleanup levels will be protective of groundwater quality
because the aquifer is considered to be a potential drinking water source (pursuant to the
300-FF-5 ROD) eve though MTCA Method C (WAC 173-340-745) is being used as the
basis for direct contact cleanup levels for non-mobile chemicals under the industrial land use
scenario and groundwater consumption is not part of the reasonable maximum exposure
scenario for 300-FF-2. Finally, salmon have not been ot ved to be spawning in the
vicinity of the 300 Area or immediately down: am from the 300 Area.

Comment B.4. DOE/EPA need to incorporate new scientific information and recent site
findings to determine whether or not metals in the soils will be released to ground water
within the 1000-year time frame. PRGs protective of ground water for metals must be
identified an included in the table. Failure to do so is a failure to protect public health, the
Columbia River, and associated fisheries resources. The proposal and FFS do not evaluate
ground water impacts from waste and soil for most metals (only direct exposure) because
constituents are assumed not to reach ground water within 1000 years. This is a flawed and
erroneous assumption.

Response B.4. See response to General Comment 2. Modeling of the potential effect of soil

contaminants based on studies by Pacific Northwest Laboratory have determined that soluble

salts of metals are not predicted to reach groundwater within 1,000 years under normal

conditions of precipitation, runoff, and evapotranspiration of soil moisture in the 300 Area.

MTCA Method B has been used to establish soil cleanup values protective of groundwater

and the Columbia River for the 300-FF-2 ROD. These levels are applicable to 300-FF-2

contaminants that are lik¢ 7 to be mobilized from soil to groundwater. 300-FF-2 cleanup

levels are described in Section VIII of the ROD and Appendix F of the FFS. [

Comment B.S. The site profile and associated assumptions must be modified to
acknowledge that ground water is already contaminated with releases from the area.
The plan’s site profile and assumption that constituents will not reach ground water within
1,000 years is not consistent with recent site findings (uranium).

Response B.5. See response to General Comment 2. The primary source of Uranium found
in the groundwater of the 300 Area originated from sites in the 300-FF-1 Operable Unit (300
Area process trenches, North Process Pond, and South Process Pond) where significant
amounts of contaminated liquids were disposed, carrying contaminants to groundwater.
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groundwater, or ecological) has been performed to support that draft plan’s assumptions
regarding the groun vater in the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit area and the cleanup level that is
proposed.

Response .8. See response to General Comment 2. A complete evaluation of all
groundwater contamination in the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit, including contributions from
300-FF-1 and 300-FF-2 waste sites, was performed in support of the 1996 ROD for the 300-
FF-5 Operable Unit. The analysis and supporting data can be found in: Phase I Remedial
Investigation Report for the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit (DOE 1.-93-21) and Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study Report for the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit (DOE/RL-94-85).
Additional groundwater investigations were performed for the outlying 300-FF-2 waste sites
that were not in the origin: scope of the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit (see Limited Field
Investigation Report for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit, DOE/RL-96-42). An evaluation of all

tta was recently performed by the USEPA and summarized in the USDOE Hanford Site:
First Five-Year Review. These documents and others are available in the Administrative
Record.

In addition, the north Richland Well Field is only operated with a positive
groundwater gradient due to its design (i.e., the City fills the existing ponds over the well
field from the Columbia River, creating both a natural water filter and a groundwater mound
from which it pumps groundwater to augment its water system). When this system is not
operated, water is pumped directly from the Columbia River to the water treatment plant.
Hence, the influx of natural groundwater into the North Richland Well Field is not likely to
ocCur.

Finally, salmon have not been observed to be spawning in the vicinity of the 300 Area
or immediately downstream from the 300 Area.

Comment B.9. There must be further TPA milestones in place to remediate groundwater
contamination.

Response B.9. Any 300 Area milestones related to groundwater will be developed in

support of the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit (not the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit). DOE is currently

required to monitor groundwater in the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit pursuant to the requirements

established in the 300-FF-5 O&M plan. This data is regularly reviewed and analyzed to

determine if groundwater cleanup objectives are being achieved through the natural

attenuation remedy. An active response measure may be required by EPA if aquifer

restoration to drinking water standards is not occurring in a reasonable timeframe. ‘
Modification of the ROD and establishment of TPA milestones requiring an active response

will be done at that point in time, if necessary.

Comme B.10. The remediation effort needs to meet the standards for drinking water use.

Response B.10. See response to General Comment 2. The groundwater cleanup objective
for the 300 Area is still the same as it was in the 300-FF-5 ROD: Restoration of the
contaminated aquifer to drinking water standards. For mobile contaminants in the 300-FF-2
Operable Unit, soil cleanup levels protective of groundwater and the Columbia River are
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basis for direct contact cleanup levels for non-mobile chemicals under the industrial land use
scenario and groundwater consumption is not part of the reasonable maximum exposure
scenario for 300-FF-2. A complete risk assessment that evaluates the impact of residual
contamination on all human and ecological exposure pathways will also be performed in
support of the final ROD for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit.

Comment B.13. Industrial cleanup standards may not be applied to industrial properties
where hazardous substances remaining at the property after remedial action pose a threat to
human health or the environment in adjacent non-industrial areas. Given the proximity of
the 300 Area both to the nearby Columbia River and to the shallow groundwater. According
to the “Reader File” at Ecology, Ecology staff have communicated a belief that MTCA
values protective of oundwater are required unless a detailed justification for use of other
values can be found. This justification has not been provided to-date.

Response B.13. See response to General Comment 2. The groundwater cleanup objective
for the 300 Area is still the same as it was in the 300-FF-5 ROD: Restoration of the
contaminated aquifer to drinking water st  lards. For mobile contaminants in the 300-FF-2
B " “e Unit, soil cleanup levels protective of groundwater and the Columbia River a
based upon the MTCA Method B "100 times rule" (WAC 173-340-740) or upon MTCA
Method A (WAC 173-340-745). Drinking water standards are being used as the basis for
determining whether or not soil cleanup levels will be protective of groundwater quality
because the aquifer is considered to be a potential drinking water source (pursuant to the
300-FF-5 ROD) even though MTCA Method C (WAC 173-340-745) is being used as the
basis for direct contact cleanup levels for non-mobile chemicals under the industrial land use
scenario and groundwater consumption is not part of the reasonable maximum exposure
scenario for 300-FF-2.

Comment B.14. It has been recommended that Ecology not allow latitude in selecting a
uranium cleanup standard that is not protective of groundwater (i.e., that does not strictly
follow the MTCA process). Ecology & EPA should start with the “100X groundwater”
value of 10.5 mg/kg and require a demonstration of protectiveness to justify use of a higher
cleanup value. Such demonstration requirements are consistent with other MTCA cleanup
actions throughout Washington State.

Response B.14. See response to General Comment 2. Modeling of uranium transport from
soil to groundwater based on studies by Pacific Northwest Laboratory have determined that
soluble salts of uranium are not predicted to reach groundwater within 1,000 years under
normal conditions of precipitation, runoff, and evapotranspiration of soil moisture in the 300
Area. Prior technical documents developed in support of the 300-FF-5 ROD and ongoing
groundwater monitoring has demonstrated that the primary source of uranium found in the
groundwater of the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit originated from sites in the 300-FF-1 Operable
Unit (300 Area process trenches, North Process Pond, and South Process Pond) where
significant amounts of contaminated liquids were disposed, carrying contaminants to
groundwater. The presence of this contaminant plume in the groundwater is making it
difficult to conclusively demonstrate that the soil cleanup activity is protective of
groundwater. A technical assessment of the fate and transport of uranium in the 300 Area is
currently being performed. This additional data will be used to assess the protectiveness of
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anticipate 'is just another wa, of saying that applicable MTCA AR * " s have not been
satisfied.

Response B. 7. See responses to General Comments 1 and 2 and Response B.7. above.

er~= 7 - Tologica! ™is" 4ssessment

Comment C.1. USDOE has failed to meet the burden of demonstrating no offsite impact,
especially to the Columbia River ecosystems and endangered species. There has been no
ecological risk assessment, and no ecological exposure effects assessment on federally listed
salmonid species and migratory birds.

Response C.1. See response to General Comment 3. Available data supports the interim
action described in this ROD. Environmental monitoring data (both groundwater and
ecological), as required by this ROD, will be evaluated regularly and used in support of
CERC” \ 5-year reviews to ensure that the selected remedy is being implemented in a
manner that is protective  'both i an health and tt vironn it. A complete ik
assessment that evaluates the impact of residual contamination on all human and ecological
exposure pathways will also be performed in support of the final ROD for the 300-FF-2
Operable Unit.

Comment C.2. We are unable to support any proposed remedial action due to a lack of
bic Hgical characterization. Complete characterization needs to occur which must include
radiological activity and chemical concentrations of contaminants of concern and that a
systematic investigation needs to occur for terrestrial and aquatic receptors, including
federally listed species.

Response C.2. See response to General Comment 3. This ROD specifies that additional
efforts must be made for outlying 300-FF-2 waste sites, that are not in close proximity to the
300 Area, to document pre-remediation ecological site conditions (i.e., confirm the presence
or absence of sensitive plant or animal species). In some limited cases, soil cleanup levels
may have to be adjusted further to be protective of terrestrial plants and animals depending
on the location of the individual waste site, the nature of the surrounding habitat, the
contaminants of concern, and the presence of sensitive receptors. Specific procedures for
implementing these surveys, modifying cleanup levels if appropriate, and documenting
results in CVPs will be outlined in the RD/RA workplan.

Comment C.3. It is recommended: 1) that USDOE and EPA seek contaminant expertise
from NMFS and USFWS for species protected under ESA and the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act, 2) that EE/E assessments ¢ designed and deployed as part of the preremedial
characterization process, 3) that milestones be developed for the EE/E assessments, and 4)
that this proposed plan and feasibility study be re-written to include the appropriate analysis
required under the remedial investigation/feasibility study process prescribed under the
National Contingency Plan and then reissued for public comment.

Response C.3. See response to General Comment 3 and Specific Comments C1 and C2.
Available data supports the interim action described in this ROD. In addition, the
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protective of these  ecies, and for an EE/E assessment on species protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Unfortunately, these requests were not addressed and remain
applicable.

Response D.1. See response to General Comments 3 and 4. Available data supports the
interim action described in this ROD. In addition, the Department of Energy has prepared
the “Salmon and Steelhead Threatened and Endangered Species Management Plan,”
(DOE/RL-2000-27, dated April 2000). This document was the culmination of efforts by the
Department of Energy to consult with NMFS, pursuant to ESA. This plan was prepared in
response to the 1998 and 1999 listing of Steelhead and spring Chinook Salmon within the
Columbia River system in the lower Columbia Basin for protection under the ESA. The Tri-
Parties will continue to work with members of the Hanford Natural Resources Trustee
Council, to ensure that appropriate expertise is factored into the Hanford cleanup process in a
constructive manner.

Comment D.2. EPA and USDOE need to con. " : National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS) and the U. S. Fish and Wi’ """ “e Service ” "3FWS) under Section 7 of the ESA on
the3 -FF-£ ce contaminant leve of1  iumare i :asing, which Huld

jeopardize the continued existence of listed species (16 U.S.C. Sec.1536(a)(2)). The
consultation requirements of section 7 are nondiscretionary and are effective at the time of
species’ listings regardless of whether critical habitat is designated.

Response D.2. See response to General Comments 3 and 4. The Department of Energy has
prepared the “Salmon and Steelhead Threatened and Endangered Species Management
Plan,” (DOE/RL-2000-27, dated April 2000). This document was the culmination of efforts
by the Department of Energy to consult with NMFES; pursuant to ESA. This plan was
prepared in response to the 1998 and 1999 listing of Steelhead and spring Chinook Salmon
within the Columbia River system in the lower Columbia Basin for protection under the
ESA. The Tri-Parties will continue to work with members of the Hanford Natural Resources
Trustee Council, to ensure that appropriate expertise is factored into the Hanford cleanup
process in a construr Ve manner.

Comment D.3. To date, ttle effort and insufficient funds have been directed toward
determining effects (injury) to biological resources at the Hanford Site and as a result, the
public is left wondering whether remedial actions are truly protective of biological resources.

Response D.3. See response to General Comments 3 and 4. Available data supports the
interim action described in this ROD. Environmental monitoring data (both groundwater and
ecological), as required by this ROD, will be evaluated regularly and used in support of
CERCLA 5-year reviews to ensure that the selected remedy is being implemented in a
manner that is protective of both human health and the environment. A complete risk
assessment that evaluates the impact of residual contamination on all human and ecological
exposure pathways will also be performed in support of the final ROD for the 300-FF-2
Operable Unit.

Comment D.4. Selected remedies that include institutional controls may not be protective of
wildlife species. Appropriate biological characterization needs to occur prior to cleanup
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of 300-FF-2 Operal : Unit source sites do not have dedicated groundwater monitoring
networks and as such, unit-specific groundwater monitoring will not occur.

Response E.8. The O&M plan update will be designed to a Iress the conceptual site model
for groundwater contamination in the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit. The update may include
requirements to install additional monitoring wells and perform specific analyses of natural
attenuation processes. The O&M plan is a primary document under the TPA and must be
approved by EPA.

Comment E.9. The proposed plan does not indicate that unit-specific groundwater
monitoring for the land-based source sites (i.e., burial grounds, cribs, dump sites, surface
impoundments, landfills, waste piles, etc.) will be performed. For example, the 618-10
Burial Ground does not have a dedicated groundwater monitoring network.

Response 9. See response E.8. above.

“Hmm Because groundwater remediation and source site remediation activities
har b ed, this approach do. not satic  applicable] [ __\ requirements or
relevant and appropriate RCRA requirements.

Response E.10. See response to General Comment 5. MTCA and RCRA are identified as
ARARs for the selected remedy and the Tri-Parties believe that the goals and requirements
of both statutes are being met by the selected remedy in the 300-FF-2 ROD.

Comment E.11. he Proposed Plan defers groundwater evaluation and remediation to the
300-FF-5 Operable Unit, and as such, does not satisfy applicable MTCA ARARs for
justifying the stated “reasonal / anticipated” future use scenario.

Response E |. See response E.10 above.

Comment E.12. The plan defers groundwater clean-up requirements to 300-FF-5 Operable
Unit ROD with almost no justification for separating out the groundwater from the source
term. This same strategy of separating out groundwater occurred in the 100 Areas and
Columbia Riverkeeper (formerly Columbia River United) objected to this myopic approach
to clean-up. Groundwater should not be separated, this approach allows for even more
delays in remediating the groundwater and allows for potentially even less clean-up.

Response E.12. See response to General Comments 1 and 5.

Comment E.13. The inclusion of groundwater directly beneath the two TRU Burial Grounds
and beneath the seven Outlying Source Sites is not supported by the groundwater
contamination investigation/characterization performed for the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit.

The 300-FF-5 Operable Unit investigations primarily focused on uranium groundwater
contamination near the 300-FF-1 Operable Unit and the 300 Area Complex. The 300-FF-5
Operable Unit investigation is an inadequate investigation and/or characterization on which
to base groundwater remedial decisions associated with the two TRU Burial Grounds and the
seven Outlying Source Sites.
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Response E 3. See response to General Comment 5 and Response E.6 above.

Comment E 1. The inclusion of groundwater directly beneath the two TRU Burial
Grounds and beneath the seven Outlying Source Sites is not supported by the groundwater
contamination investigation performed for the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit. The updating of the
300-FF-5 Operable Unit O&M will not achieve the aquifer contamination
investigation/characterization that was performed by the 300-1 -5 Focused Feasibility
Study.

Response E.14. See response to General Comment 5 and Response E.6 above.

Comment E 15. The proposed plan does not indicate that unit-specific groundwater
mon © 7 77 ased source sites (i.e., burial grounds, cribs, dump sites, surface

> v piles, etc.) w1ll be performed. For example, the 618-10
Burial Ground does not have a dedicated groundwater monitoring network. In addition, very
little unit-specific source site characterization has been performed for the land-based1 ts.

Response E.15. The O&M plan update will be designed to address the conceptu: site
model for groundwater contamination in the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit. The update may
include requirements to install additional monitoring wells and perform specific analyses of
natural attenuation processes. The O&M plan is a primary document under the TPA and
must be approved by EPA. Ongoing groundwater monitoring is reported annually in the
Hanford Site Environmental Report published by the Department of Energy Richland
Operations Office for each calendar year.

Comment E.16. Because groundwater remediation and source site remediation activities
have been separated, this approach does not satisfy applicable MTCA requirements or
relevant and appropriate RCRA requirements.

Response E.16. See Response E.10 above.

Category F — Site Characterization

Comment F.1. Limited unit-specific source unit and/or contamination characterization has
been performed on the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit source sites. Uranium leachability studies
have not been performed. Defending a clean-up scenario prior to adequate characterization or
leachability stu ' is premature and scientifically un-defensible.

Response F.1. See response to General Comment 2.

Comment F.2. Deferring waste characterizations and other actions via the “observational
approach” mav cut short-term costs but will likely generate a morass of Tri-Party
Agreement (. .’A) meetings and negotiations that will delay cleanup, escalate costs and
deprive the public of its notice and participation rights.

Response F.2. Use of the “Observational Approach” at Hanford has allowed large volumes
of contaminated soil and debris to be excavated and disposed in a cost-effective manner by
combining aspects of site characterization and remediation in one step. This has led to
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efficiencies that are resulting 1 extremely cost-effective remediation practices (e.g., it is
costing only $60/ton (approximate) to excavate, transport, and dispose of contaminated
material at ERDF). The Tri-Parties have established a process for managing the
implementation of the observational approach and it has not caused a delay in the cleanup
process to date. The public will be notified of any significant or fundamental changes in the
cleanup approach through appropriate CERCLA decision documentation (e.g., ESDs, ROD
amendments) all of which are maintained in the Administrative Record. Final sampling data
and site-specific excavation summaries are also available through the Administrative Record
in Cleanup Verification Packages for individual waste sites.

Category G — ( anup Lewv:

Comment G.1. Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) human-health based risk levels are
an applicable regulation at the site and must be applied and incorporated into the
cleanup plan. Risk at least as stringent as the 10-5 level is applicable for final cleanup
leve” These risk levels are applied throughout the state and at other state lead NPL st

Mal exceptior for nforc ‘s neither |uit: e nor adequate.

Response G.1. The methods prescribed by MTCA are being used to establish cleanup
objectives for chemical contaminants in this ROD. However, standard MTCA equations do
not take into account many pathways associated with radionuclide exposure, including the
very significant “external exposure” pathway. To date, the State of Washington has not
applied MTCA to radioactive contaminants in soil. A policy development initiative is
currently underway. Therefore, remedial action objectives for radionuclides are based on the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (40 CFR 300). The NCP
establishes that CERCLA cleanups should generally achieve a level of risk within the 10 to
10°¢ carcinogenic risk range based on the reasonable maximum exposure for an individual.
Further EPA policy has noted that the upper boundary of the risk range is not a discrete line
at 10" and that a specific risk estimate around 10 may be considered acceptable, if justified
based on site-specific conditions. The goal of remediation is to achieve the 10 to 107 risk
range, using a dose « 15 mrem/yr above background as an operational guideline to achieve
this goal. Demonstration that the 10 to 10 residual risk range goal has been achieved will
be accomplished through final verification sampling during closeout of a site.

Comment G.2. The plan’s stated intent (pg. 17, 1% paragraph) was that the most restrictive
value be identified and selected as a PRG protective of all pathways. This intent has not been
met. The final preliminary remediation goal values identified for direct exposure or ground
water protection are not | >stective of all pathways for many constituents in the preliminary
remediation goals (Tables 3a, 3b, the Plan, pgs. 18-19).

Response G.2. See response to General Comment 2. The groundwater cleanup objective for
the 300 Area is still the same as it was in the 300-FF-5 ROD: Restoration of the
contaminated aquifer to drinking water standards. For mobile contaminants in the 300-FF-2
Operable Unit, so cleanup levels protective of groundwater and the Columbia River are
based upon the MTCA Metho B "100 times rule" (WAC 173-340-740) or upon MTCA
Method A (WAC 173-340-745). Drinking water standards are being used as the basis for
determining whether or not soil cleanup levels will be protective of groundwater quality
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because the aquifer is considered to be a potential drinking water source (pursuant to the
300-FF-5 ROD) even though MTCA Method C (WAC 173-340-745) is being used as the
basis for direct contact cleanup levels for non-mobile chemicals under the industrial land use
scenario and groundwater consumption is not part of the reasonable maximum exposure
scenario for 300-FF-2. 300-FF-2 cleanup levels are described in Section VIII of the ROD
and Appendix F of the FFS.

Comment G.3. The preliminary remediation goals for direct exposure are not consistent
with the Reme« 1l Action Objective-2 (Table 2, pg. 17, the plan) to prevent migration of
contaminants through soil column to ground water. For exam; :, the most restri  ve value
for uranium is not identified and should be. The selected value in the table for uranium
(soluble salts) is 505 mg/kg with the following restriction: before implementation of

rem¢ ~ Cacti the 505 mg/-~ +ill be verified as protective (will not migrate to the ground
v in1000: s)thre  ~ |  1studies (Table 3(a) footnote j). Uranium has a half-life of
4.47 billion years and has aiready impacted ground water in the 300 Area and 300-FF-2
uranium source sites are currently impacting ground water. The 300 Area is close to the
Columbia River and the city of Richland. The contaminated groundwater emanating from
the 300 Area source sites is hydrologically close to at least one of the city of Richland’s
municipal drinking water wells. The applicable MTCA Method C soil cleanup value
(protective of groundwater) of 10.5 mg/kg must be satisfied.

Response G.3. See response to General Comment 2. Modeling of uranium transport from
soil to groundwater, based on studies by Pacific Northwest Laboratory, have deter1 ned that
soluble salts of uranium are not predicted to reach groundwater within 1,000 years under
normal conditions of precipitation, runoff, and evapotranspiration of soil moisture in the 300
Area (i.e., the cleanup level has been demonstrated to be protective of groundwater). Prior
technical documents developed in support of the 300-FF-5 ROD and ongoing groundwater
monitoring as required by the 300-FF-5 O&M plan has demonstrated that the primr 'y source
of uranium found in the groundwater of the 300-FF-5 Operable Unit originated from sites in
the 300-FF-1 Operable Unit (300 Area process trenches, North Process Pond, and South
Process Pond) where significant amounts of contaminated liquids were disposed, carrying
contaminants to groundwater. The remaining 300-FF-2 waste sites are considered to be
secondary sources of the uranium plume in the 300 Area. The presence of this contaminant
plume in the groundwater is making it difficult to conclusively demonstrate that the soil
cleanup activity is protective of groundwater. A more comprehensive assessment of the fate
and transport of uranium in the 300 Area is currently being performed. This additional data
will validate the current cleanup level (350 pCi/L or 505 mg/kg) or indicate that additional
measures are required to protect groundwater quality.

Comment G.4. Under MTCA, impacts to ground water from soil or source sites
requires a soil value protective of ground water to be iden ied. For example,
Washington State’s protocol dictates that the Method C soil value for uranium in the plan of
10.5 mg/kg (or Method B soil value of 4.80 mg/kg) is the starting value (not 5051 ykg). A
scientifically defensible demonstration is required to justify (" protectiveness of using a
higher cleanup value not visa versa. This protocol is consistent with other MTCA cleanup
actions throughout Washington State. Failing to adopt and implement this protocol leads to
uneven justice and ultimately, a violation of MTCA.
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many pathways associated with radionuclide exposure, including the very significant
“external exposure” pathway. To date, the State of Washington has not applied MTCA to
radioactive contaminants in soil. A policy development initiative is currently underway.
Therefore, remedial action objectives for radionuclides are based on the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (40 CFR 300). The NCP establishes that CERCLA
cleanups should generally achieve a level of risk within the 10 to 10 carcinogenic risk
range based on the reasonable maximum exposure for an individual. Further EPA policy has
noted that the upper boundary of the risk range is not a discrete line at 10* and that a specific
risk estimate around 10 may be considered acceptable, if justified based on site-specific
conditions. The goal of remediation is to achieve the 10 to 10 risk range, using a dose of
15 mrem/yr above background as an operational guideline to achieve this goal.
Demonstration that the 10 to 10 residual risk range goal has been achieved will be
accomplished through final verification sampling during closeout of a site.

Comment L.2. Risk at least as stringent as the 107 level is applicable for final cleanup

wvels. These risk levels are applied throughout the state and at other state lead NPL sites.
A ROD with cancer risk levels for workers that do not meet state acceptable risk has no
bv ness :ngc tedby | ssto a1 ble for the clean-up of I 300 a

Response 1.2. See Response 1.1 above.

Comment 1.3. In Table 2, pg. 17 of the proposed plan, RAO 1 establishes risk base criteria
or ARARs for direct exposure to waste or soil and limits for cleanup in the field for
chemicals. RAO selected for direct exposure to waste or soil for chemicals are MTCA
industrial soil cleanup standards (340-745) with a cumulative risk of 10°. On Page 13 of the
proposed plan, potential risk assessment for waste sites is in direct disagreement to above
RAO numerical risk for industrial exposure (with restricted ground water use) for chemicals
in wastes or soil. “The reasonable maximum exposure scenario evaluated for the 300-FF-2
waste sites is the industrial scenario, which assumes that direct exposure to contaminants
could occur with industrial use of the site and that groundwater use is restricted through the
use of institutional controls.” A four-step process is presented to estimate the likelihood of
health problems occurring if no cleanup actions are taken at a given site from chemicals and
radionuclides : “Risks associated with the reasonable maximum exposure at the 300-FF-2
Operable Unit waste sites are summarized in Table 1. Under the industrial scenario each of
the general content burial grounds and source waste sites are projected to present a risk
greater than 10*.” Any human health risk from waste sites/soil must be evaluated against the
more stringent risk value of 1X10°, The assessment is not consistent with the proposal and
FFS document’s upper bound risks.

Response 1.3. The Proposed Plan states that cleanup is justified because existing general
content burial grounds and source waste sites are projected to present a risk greater than 107
under the industrial scenario. Cleanup is projected to remove existing contamination and
reduce risk to allow the RAOs to be met.
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objectives have been achieved. Full deletion of the 300 Area NPL site will not be possible
until the 618-10 and 618-11 burial grounds have been remediated.

Comment K.2. In past records of decisions, we were told that these were interim ROD’s.
This document reads like it is not an interim ROD. We need clarification. Is this proposed
ROD a final or interim ROD?

Response K.2. As stated, this is an interim Record of Decision. A final ROD will be
required for final cleanup of the 300 Area NPL site. A complete risk assessment that
evaluates the impact of residual contamination on all human and ecological exposure
pathways will also be performed in support of the final ROD for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit.

Comment K.3. In the proposal, direct exposure to solid wastes and contaminated soils is
considered the prim: y exposure pathway for humans with ingestion and inhalation as
secondary and “other” are considered “incomplete or inconsequential.” Ecological receptors
primary exposure pathway is from direct exposure to conta ~ation, soil, through
physical/biological processes. (Pg. 13). The major disconnect of evaluating human health
and environment impacts/risk in the context of the direct exposure pathway only and
excluding ground water is retained in sections of the document. All pathways must be
evaluated concurrently to truly assess threat to human health and the environment as set forth
in MTCA. To date, EPA has demonstrated an unwillingness to evaluate all pathways
concurrently and this action undermines Washington state laws.

Response K.3. See response to General Comment 2. A complete risk assessment that
evaluates the impact of residual contamination on all human and ecological exposure
pathways will also be performed in support of the final ROD for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit.

Comment K.4. The plan states that “Final remedies for the 300-FF02 Operable Unit waste
sites will be selected only after review and consideration of all information submitted during
the public comment period (page 1, column 2, paragraph 2).” Based on this, the public
cannot ascertain whether the resulting Record of Decision (ROD) will be final or interim.
The plan must define if the resulting ROD will be final, interim, or some combination of
final and interim. In addition, the plan should provide justification for the issuance of a final,
interim, and/or a combination of final and interim ROD.

Response K.4. As stated, this is an interim Record of Decision. A final ROD will be
required for final cleanup of the 300 Area NPL site. A complete risk assessment that
evaluates the impact of residual contamination on all human and ecological exposure
pathways will also be performed in support of the final ROD for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit.
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