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1. Hanford Advisory Board, submitted by Todd Martin, Chair

Comment 1: The Hanford Advisory Board (Board) endorses the proposed Tri-Party
Agreement (TPA) changes for the 200 Area as a first step in what should be an integrated
comprehensive effort. The Board is encouraged by the cooperation of the TPA agencies
in seeking improvements to the Hanford cleanup program. This letter does not
recommend any delay to ongoing work or the implementation of the 200 Area change
package, but rather it encourages integration of necessary long-term cleanup activities.
However the Board finds the following key areas of concern outstanding.

This change package only includes non-tank farm operable units (OU). There is an
extensive inventory of remediation needs that must be resolved on an integrated,
consistent basis for all operable units.

Response to Comment 1: Thank you for your endorsement of the Central
Plateau Tentative Agreement and associated Tri-Party Agreement (TPA)
Change Packages. Your continued emphasis on the importance of integrating
the Hanford cleanup between the Office of River Protection (ORP) and the
Richland Operations Office (RL) is clearly understood and we continue to agree
with your advice in that regard. See also response to Comment 5.

Comment 2: The Board advises that a comprehensive risk assessment, including
quantitative analyses be developed to guide cleanup decisions. The current change
package claims a “risk based” approach to prioritizing remediation work, but no risk
analysis is shown.

Response to Comment 2: When we refer to using a “risk-based approach
to prioritizing work” we were not trying to imply a detailed risk
assessment had been done to support the prioritization process. Instead,
we are simply referring to a more general, but germane philosophy that
places top priority on the bigger, more complicated contaminant
problems (e.g. carbon tetrachloride plumes on the Central Plateau,
understanding contaminant distribution in the vadose zone for tank and
scavenged waste, etc.) that need to be resolved in order to establish a
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sound remedial action decision framework on which to base the remedial
alternative selection process which is expected to take place between
2005 and 2008.

Every remedial action record of decision (ROD) for each 6f the major
waste groupings will be supported by a risk assessment that is typically
performed as part of the feasibility study that evaluates the effectiveness
of remedial alternatives.

Conunent 3: The Board advises that the groundwater program immediately be
incorporated as an integrated part of the cleanup program. The Agencies assert a
commitment to focus on ground water remediation, but ground water units are excluded
from the proposed change scope.

Response to Comment 3: During the process of identifying what
needed to be negotiated during the Central Plateau TPA negotiations,
the Tri-Parties had known for some time that major milestones
M-013, M-015, M-016, and M-020 had to be addressed. These
milestones provide the framework for making remedial action
decisions for the 800-plus soil waste sites on the Central Plateau. The
Tri-Parties agreed to exclude negotiations on the groundwater-related
portion of those milestones knowing that scope of discussions was
large enough to require its own dedicated and focused forum. Thus,
DOE committed in the Tentative Agreement to have separate, but
timely discussions with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
and Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) on how it will
meet its existing groundwater commitments under the TPA.
Groundwater discussions are an integral component of the C3T effort.

Comment 4: The role of long-term Waste Management, and ultimate closure of sites and
facilities, needs to be identified and addressed in the Central Plateau and integrated with
the remediation program.

Response to Comment 4: The Tri-Parties continue to recognize the
importance of integrating cleanup work between waste sites,
facilities, and tank farms. As with the groundwater cleanup
discussed above, the Tri-Parties remain committed to ensuring an
“integrated, consistent basis,” as referred to in the advice, between
the various major clean-up efforts. The Tri-Parties chose to use the
term ‘non-tank farm OUs (operable units)”’ to ensure that the
Tribes, stakeholders, and the general public understood the scope of
this particular set of negotiations.
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Comment S: The Board advises the Agencies to establish an integrated plan and concept,
bringing together a consistency of remedial approaches and schedules for the full scope
of 200 Area cleanup.

Response to Comment 5: The Tri-Parties are working on a Central
Plateau Strategy as part of the Cleanup, Constraints and Challenges
(C3T) process. We anticipate that this effort will result in an
integrated program that brings together a consistency of remedial
approaches and schedules for the full scope of 200 Area cleanup.

28 Oregon Office of Energy, submitted by Ken Niles

Comment 1: Failing to integrate groundwater remediation into these milestones could be
a serious tactical mistake which could require re-entering previously closed waste sites
during a later groundwater cleanup effort. The cleanup and closure efforts for some
waste sites could result in a final configuration that might conflict with a future
groundwater cleanup effort or require that less than optimum technologies be used for
this cleanup.

Response to Comment 1: The Tri-Parties understand your concern
regarding the relationship between source control and groundwater
remediation. The Tri-Parties are currently working on a Central Plateau
groundwater protection and remediation strategy as part of the Cleanup,
Constraints and Challenges (C3T) process. We anticipate that this effort will
result in an integrated program that recognizes the tie between source and
groundwater actions.

Comment 2: While we applaud the efforts to streamline cleanup and make it more
efficient, we feel some compensatory measures should be taken to offset the potential
uncertainties introduced into the process by reducing the number of investigations
conducted. Specifically, there should be requirements for confirmatory sampling of sites
not investigated as part of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study process to ensure
the analysis done during this process applies to the site.

Response to Comment 2: We agree. In order to determine whether a
proposed remedy will be protective, adequate information and evaluation
will be gathered for all waste sites. Following the remedial decision,
confirmatory/remedial design sampling will be performed recognizing that
additional data will be needed to implement the selected remedy(ies).

Comment 3: These change packages are very difficult to read. They are highly technical
and filled with acronyms. Even members of the public who have been actively involved
in reviewing cleanup documents for a number of years would likely have difficulty
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deciphering most of the M-015 milestones. We urge the Tri-Parties to explore new ways
to make this information more understandable to the general public. Perhaps including a
map as part of the change package would assist a reader in determining some of the
specific areas mentioned in the milestones. Expanding the “Description/Title” may also
help. Making these documents more understandable will allow more people the
opportunity to comment and allow their comments to be more cogent and useful to the
agencies.

Response to Comment 3: We agree. Currently the way the Tri-Parties
develops change packages is to ensure the milestones are written consistent
with how they appear in the Tri- Party Agreement and to ensure legal
enforceability. This does not always afford easy reading by the public. The
Tri-Parties will continue to work to improve the tools we use to provide
better understanding such as fact sheets and other public information
materials.

3. Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation, submitted
by Russell Jim

Comment 1: Communication. No intergovernmental dialogue has occurred with YN
leading up to this change packet. When a meaningful government-to-government
relationship is properly executed, a mutual decision can be reached. Hopefully,
meaningful dialogue will start very soon so we may reach a mutual agreement on how
characterization should precede for the 200 Area NPL site.

Response to Comment 1: DOE and EPA recognize that, as agencies of the
Federal government, we have a trust responsibility to American Indian
Tribes to consult with the tribes and whenever possible, protect Tribal
resources which may be affected by agency decision-making. Moreover,
DOE, EPA, and the State of Washington have adopted policies, which
recognize Tribal sovereignty and commit to a government-to-government
relationship with the Tribes.

We regret the late notification we sent you for the meeting the Tri-Parties
held on January 16, 2002 in Pasco, Washington where we discussed the
progress on the negotiations involving cleanup of waste sites in the 200 Area.
Since you were unable to attend, the Tri-Parties look forward to an
opportunity in the very near future to discuss with you the proposed changes
resulting from those negotiations. We also thank you for the comments you
have provided and hope that our response resolves your concerns/comments.

Comment 2: Justification for Change of Characterization. Many reasons exist for
changing the way characterization is perform at the Hanford Site. We provided a few
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justifications in a letter dated March 11, 2002 to the Tri-Parties and believe this is reason
enough to change the way characterization is conducted.

A comprehensive assessment could determine what contaminants are present and identify
potential threats to human health and cultural resources that are important to the Yakama
people. This is a major concem to YN, especially in light of a recent report, developed
by the Risk Assessment Corporation for the federal government, concluding that Indians
may have been exposed to more potentially cancer-causing radiation than other people
living near Hanford. This information was presented during a January meeting in
Kennewick of the Inter-Tribal Council for Hanford Health Projects.

Response to Comment 2: We agree with the Yakama Nation statement in
your letter dated March 11, 2002 that the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) RI/FS process
identifies gathering characterization data early, prior to any cleanup action.
Our approach is to gather sufficient information to allow for efficient remedy
selection. Following the remedial decision, confirmatory/remedial design
sampling will be performed recognizing that additional data will be needed
to implement the selected remedy (ies).

Comment 3: Baseline Assessments. The CERCLA RI/FS process identifies gathering
characterization data early, prior to any cleanup action. A scientifically sound assessment
needs to be implemented early in the cleanup process to aid in determining the types and
extent of contamination, pathways of exposure, and establishment of cleanup levels
protective of biological receptors. This is one of the remedial cleanup criteria of 40 CFR
§ 300.430. The M-013/015 milestone series are both deficient in language requiring the
collection of comprehensive characterization data (pathway confirmation via exposure
tests, toxicity tests, etc.) to assess protection of all biological receptors.

An alignment with the implementing regulations (40 CFR § 300.430), EPA’s Ecological
Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund: Process for Designing and Conducting
Ecological Risk Assessments (EPA 540-R-97-006, OSWER Directive #9285.7-25, June
1997), and the Washington Department of Ecology’s recently amended Model Toxics
Control act (MTCA) is needed.

One thing is known: hazardous substances continue to reach biological receptors in the
200 Area. What effects these contaminant levels may have on biological receptors
remain unknown, since little actual characterization has occurred. YN waits for adequate
comprehensive characterization to demonstrate protectiveness of these resources reserved
in the Treaty of 1855.

Response to Comment 3: We agree with the Yakama Nation statement
regarding the need for scientifically sound assessments. Inherent within the
requirements of performing a CERCLA Superfund cleanup is the
requirement to conduct a scientifically sound assessment of risk to human
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health and the environment coupled with an assessment of the feasibility of
possible remedial alternatives. This assessment must occur prior to and in
support of remedial action decision-making. The proposed changes to the
200 Area soil waste site cleanup approach maintains this requirement for
performance of these assessments early in the cleanup process and in a
manner that aids in determining the types and extent of contamination,
pathways of exposure, and establishment of cleanup levels protective of
biological receptors.

In our efforts to improve the approach for conducting the ecological portion
of these assessments, DOE has prepared a draft document entitled Ecological
Evaluation of the 200 Areas which captures the ecological evaluaiion
approach we discussed with you last year. It focuses directly on Phase 1 and
the compilation of existing 200 Areas ecological data.

Comment 4: M-013 milestone series. Under the M-013 change package, the Tri-Parties
proposes to consolidate 22 operable units into twelve operable units, and to evaluate one
or more OUs in a single RI/FS. The purpose is to reduce the number of work plans and
RIreports and feasibility studies. A hidden agenda appears to be to further reduce the
amount of characterization that will be performed in the 200 Area. One can clearly
understand this when one references the 200 Areas Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study Implementation Plan, DOE/RL-98-28, Rev. 0. This document outlines the
analogous approach (currently called lessons leamed) to characterization of waste sites,
which depends on limited characterization of one site then extrapolating the results to
other similar sites. The implementation plan also does not include any biological
- assessment guidance, and as currently written, does not instruct remedial project
managers to gather any empirical, biological data. 200 Area remedial investigation work
plans being published right now fail to address biological receptors or characterization.
The Tri-Parties state in the change package that the revised approach is able to collect
data necessary to adequately characterize the waste sites and evaluate effective remedial
alternatives. With less characterization, it not only makes the task of demonstrating
protectiveness of human health and the environment more difficult but it also makes
prioritizing and focusing on areas that present the highest risk. A true risk framework has
not been provided which would identify high risk sites and establish a cleanup and
closure approach for those sites.

Response to Comment 4: The further consolidation of operable units is an
excellent opportunity to add efficiency to performance of 200 Area waste site
remediation. It should not be misconstrued as an attempt to postpone or
circumvent gathering the necessary data to support remedial action decision-
making.

The draft ecological evaluation document being issued by DOE very shortly
and which is mentioned in the earlier comment response, is intended to
supplement the existing 200 Area Implementation Plan. Please note that
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DOE expects to revise the 200 Area Implementation Plan, a primary
document under the TPA, within the next year. The revision will establish
consistency with changes made as a result of this year’s Central Plateau TPA
negotiations and improve the remediation planning portion of the document.

With regard to our efforts to establish the Hanford risk framework, the Tri-
Parties remain committed to working with the Tribal Nations and the
Hanford Exposure Scenario Task Force in our efforts to establish a useful
framework for evaluating risk to human health and the environment across
the Hanford Site. We expect that part of the effort dedicated to the Central
Plateau will be concluded by mid- June and we look forward to additional
discussions with you on that sub ject.

Comment 5: M-015 milestone series. Under the M-15 change package, the Tri-Parties
propose completing all remedial investigations (RI) by 2008. This appears feasible.
However, a comprehensive baseline characterization assessment, including biological
exposure and effects, needs to be part of the RI. This has not been performed or
proposed yet. The ground water vadose zone project and its SAC have not addressed the
surface soils or the biological zone in the 200 Area NPL site. Furthermore, the 200 Areas
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Implementation Plan-Environmental
Restoration Program, DOE/RL-98-28, Rev 0 lack guidance on performing a biological
assessment, i.e. exposure/effects and the work plans issued to date lack any outline for
biological assessments. We conclude that the Tri-Parties will be unable demonstrate
protectiveness of human health and the environment if they continue on the current path.

Surface Barrier. As part of the M-015 series, the Tri-Parties propose an engineering
evaluation of an engineered surface barrier. It is not clear why this milestone is
necessary. A prototype barrier was constructed in the 200 East Area several years ago
and its performance was measured. According to the results, it met or exceeded all
design specific actions and protection criteria. There is no need to repeat the evaluation.
RI/FS guidance under CERCLA establishes the correct process to follow. The
conceptual barrier design document was developed and approved by DOE-RL. This
proposed change package language should not be a platform to fund research and
engineering projects. Best Available Technologies are used for this process, not research
programs.

Response to Comment 5: Regarding your expectation for performance of a
baseline risk assessment, please see the previous comment response as you
made a similar statement in your comments on the M-013 portion of the
proposed TPA changes.

Regarding your comments on the proposed action to consider a decision for
use of surface barriers, this proposed concept is in keeping with the Tri-
Parties commitment to reducing risk and accelerating cleanup. Surface

. barriers are a viable clean-up alternative particularly when used to
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remediate a waste site that is a known contributor to groundwater
contamination. As you know, Hanford has already made a significant
investment in developing barrier construction and performance monitoring
technology through the employment of the more robust Hanford prototype
surface barrier design. Still, here at Hanford there is an outstanding need to
demonstrate alternative cover designs that are not as robust as the Hanford
barrier design yet meet the requirements for protection of human health and
the environment. Since surface barrier technology is very likely going to be
one of the more commonly considered remediation actions, and since such an
alternative cover demonstration would be used to target risk reduction,
provide Hanford site-specific long-term performance monitoriig data, and
further demonstrate our commitment to accelerating clean-up where
possible, the Tri-Parties believe this proposed action is worthy of further
consideration. We look forward to sharing with the Tribal Nations and
other interested stakeholders the resulting engineering evaluation and
proposed plan associated with implementing this proposed milestone.

Comment 6: Independent_Oversight. The Tri-Parties have not demonstrated their ability
to perform an unbiased, scientifically sound and defensible assessment. Due to
documented inadequate environmental assessment processes that are taking place at
Hanford, which are not sufficient to ensure protection of people and the environment, YN
sees a need for independent oversight to conduct interim and final (pre- and post-)
remedial risk assessments.

Response to Comment 6: This comment is identical to the comment made in
your March 11 comments on the 100/300 Area TPA milestone change
packages. Our same response follows:

The Tri-Parties respectfully disagrees with the commenter's assertion that
there is a lack of independent oversight by the Tri-Parties with regard to the
conduct of unbiased, scientifically sound and defensible assessments. The
primary cleanup authority resides with CERCLA, Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA), State Hazardous Waste Management Act
(HWMA), and the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. Both the EPA and Ecology
have and continue to provide independent oversight as lead regulatory
agencies with respect to the cleanup activities at the Hanford Site. The
specific cleanup requirements are mandated by either CERCLA, RCRA or
HWMA. Asrequired, cleanup actions consider substantive requirements of
promulgated regulations including those enforced by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Services as Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs). Also, all natural resource trustees with appropriate jurisdiction at
the Hanford Site have been participating in the Hanford Natural Resource
Trustee Council regarding cleanup decisions impacting natural resources.
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Comment 7: Negotiations. As part of thee negotiations, and as provided in 40 CFR
§300.615 (d) (2) and CERCLA § 122 (j)(1), the Yakama Nation believes that it is
appropriate for the U.S. Department of Interior/U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which is
responsible for species protected under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) at the Hanford Site, to participate in the negotiations
of M-013/015.

USFWS stated, in a letter dated October 18, 2000 from Regional Director Anne Badgley
to Keith Klein, that it believes it is time the Service be added to the Tri-Party agreement.
YN supports the agency’s request to be added to the TPA. It will ensure that natural
resources, especially ESA and MBTA species, are properly addressed. Furthermore, the
two federal agencies should enter into an Interagency Agreement with the USFWS to
provide the much needed expertise for conducting ecological risk assessments.

In addition to the USFWS, we believe that it is appropriate for the Yakama Nation, which
has treaty resources subject to the federal trust responsibility, to participate in the
negotiations of this change package.

Response to Comment 7: This comment is identical to the comment made in
your March 11 comments on the 100/300 Area TPA milestone change
packages. Our similar response follows:

It is not appropriate to add the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to
the TPA because it is a CERCLA and RCRA regulatory compliance
document. We are working with the USFWS to coordinate decision-making
and planning in the Hanford Reach National Monument areas. CERCLA
and other environmental laws that apply to the Hanford Site require
standards that are protective of fish, wildlife and their habitat.

Regarding your participation in the negotiations of TPA changes, we hope
that the level of commitment DOE stated in its April 8, 2002 letter from
Jessie Roberson to Russell Jim is an acceptable proposal for improving our
communications. That commitment entails scrutinizing our consultation
planning process to identify the appropriate steps necessary to properly
involve the Yakama Nation on a government-to-government basis in the
Hanford cleanup.

Comment 8: Attachment. Establish Biological Assessment Milestone for the 200 Area
NPL site (M-013/015)

Response to Comment 8: Thank you for offering the proposed milestone
language for biological assessment work. However, this work, although
termed a little differently as an “ecological evaluation/assessment”, is
inherent within the CERCLA-based Superfund clean-up framework. The
results of such assessments are reported by DOE in support of cleanup
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decision-making through various data quality ob jective development efforts
as well as in its remedial investigation reports and feasibility studies. As you
can see, the Tri-Parties have proposed TPA milestones covering both the
remedial investigation and the feasibility studies. An additional milestone
focusing on performance of the ecological evaluation is not necessary.

4. Columbia Riverkeeper, submitted by Greg deBruler,
Jason Deech, and Daniel Lichtenwald

Comment 1: Because of the massive vadose contamination that exists in the 200 Area,
the 100 Area characterization approach is unacceptable!

Response to Comment 1: In general, we agree that the relatively thicker
vadose zone in the 200 Area presents more of a challenge than the 100 Area.
Accordingly, we have been applying (and will continue to apply) the 200
Area analogous sites approach by selecting “worst case” sites for
characterization. Those are the sites where the greatest volume of liquid has
been applied and/or the greatest inventory of radionuclides has been
disposed. Such sites are where contaminants would be expected to move the
deepest into the vadose zone. Drilling and sampling penetrates the entire
vadose zone.

Comment 2: The input flyer indicates that the U.S. Department of Energy, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and Washington State Department of Ecology
“conducted a thorough review of the current cleanup approach and identified
improvements to accelerate cleanup of these waste sites.” During a similar review of the
same issue during the mid-1990’s, the three agencies conducted the review via a
facilitated data quality objectives process (DQO). The DQO basis, results, and
agreements were documented in a document issued in 1996 entitled 200 Areas Soil
Remediation Strategy — Environmental Restoration Program (DOE/RL-96-67, Rev. 0).
Subsequently, another document was issued which described the implementation of the
200 Areas soil remediation strategy. This document is entitled 200 Areas Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study Implementation Plan — Environmental Restoration
Program (DOE/RL-98-28, Rev. 0).

The referenced 200 Areas soil remediation implementation plan states:
Significant efficiencies are also achieved by reducing the number of operable
units from 32 geographical-based groupings to 23 process-based waste site
operable units. Within each of these groups, representative sites will be selected,;
treatment, storage, and/or disposal units will be included; and the analogous site
approach will be used to obtain characterization information. The grouping of
waste sites and selection of candidate representative sites was the first step in
developing a consistent characterization strategy that applies the analogous site
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approach used previously in the 100 and 300 Areas. These groupings can be used
to focus the characterization effort on a limited number of specific waste sites that
represent the group. The representative site data can then be used to make
remedial action decisions for all sites within a group. Sampling of individual
waste sites is expected to be required before remedial design to verify the
applicability of the representative waste site conceptual model, ta confirm that
remedial action decisions are appropriate, and to provide data needed to design
the remedy. Sampling may also be performed during or after remedial design at
non-representative sites to verify the proper group placement. The use of the
analogous site approach is critical due to the large number of waste sites that exist
in the 200 Areas. Field analytical data would ultimately be required at all waste
sites, but the collection of this confirmatory data will coincide with the
commencement of remedial design activities. Following remediation, verification
sampling will also be performed to confirm that cleanup goals have been
achieved.

The input flyer states:
There are over 700 soil waste sites that fall within 9 major waste categories (e.g.,
process waste, landfills). The waste sites are grouped into 22 operable units based
on combinations of the major waste categories and contaminant sources. For the
remedial investigation/feasibility study process, the waste sites can be further
consolidated to 12 distinct groupings (due to similarities between contaminant
sources). This reduction of the number of waste site groupings allows for
substantial savings by reducing the number of reports necessary to address all of
the waste sites, while still providing the information needed to achieve effective
cleanup.

As indicated in the input flyer, a thorough review has occurred. However, the formal
documentation of that thorough review has not been referenced/cited or provided. In
other words, it appears that the 200 Area Soil remediation strategy has changed and that
the changes are not supported by a technical basis. It could be concluded that a reduction
of “distinct groupings” allows a reduction of characterizations and thus costs less. It
could also be concluded that such a reduction in costs is the primary motive for changing
the strategy as it is being proposed to be changed. Without providing the technical basis
of the proposed change as well as supporting decision-making documentation (i.e.,
published DQO), it is inappropriate to seek stakeholder input for a new 200 Area soil
remediation strategy.

Response to Comment 2: The Tri-Parties appreciates your acknowledgement
that a thorough review has occurred. We expect to demonstrate in each
individual RI/FS work plan that sufficient characterization data will be
collected for the operable units addressed by that work plan. The
opportunity to consolidate documents (work plans and RI/FS reports)
became apparent as we implemented the analogous sites approach. It
became apparent that there are similarities in waste sites in operable units of
the same process waste type. We expect to collect the same amount of data
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with fewer documents (plans and reports), but the perception of ‘ fewer”
investigations has been perceived as fewer data.

The Tri-Parties expect to refine our soil remediation strategy as we complete
more of the operable unit investigations and complete proposed plans by the
2008 milestone date. We will solicit public participation in refinements of the
remediation strategy; and the proposed plans will be sent out for public
comment.

Comment 3: Additional Comment. The previous strategy (as documented in the 200
Areas Soil Remediation Strategy — Environmental Restoration Program and 200 Areas
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Implementation Plan — Environmental
Restoration Program) was to follow the CERCLA process as the basis for assessment
and remediation activities in the 200 Areas. It is appropriate to exclude the RCRA
single-shell tanks. Likewise, it is appropriate to exclude operating RCRA units (i.e.,
LLBGs, LEREF, etc.). The operating RCRA units should be excluded so that RCRA
corrective action authorities may be invoked in the event that releases occur from
operating RCRA units. Obviously, the SSTs and LLBGs will be operated for the
foreseeable future (tens of years) and it is vital that appropriate RCRA corrective action
authorities be maintained so that interim measures may be taken to address source and/or
groundwater. The significance of this particular exclusion is supported by the current
CERCLA approach that separates groundwater from source sites. To further explain, the
current configuration of the soil remediation strategy and the proposed soil remediation
strategy do not provide means for implementing interim measures to address groundwater
contamination from source sites. Conversely, the current configuration of the soil
remediation strategy and the proposed soil remediation strategy do not provide means for
implementing interim measures to address source sites when groundwater contamination
is detected. In other words, by the CERCLA separation of source sites from groundwater
(via operable unit designations), the approach does not appear to address vadose zone
contamination for those waste sites at which contamination has migrated beyond 15 feet
below the site (or beyond the extent of an excavation equipment’s reach).

Response to Comment 3: Investigation of CERCLA and RCRA past practice
waste sites in the 200 Area have been, and will continue to sample and
characterize contamination well below 15 feet in depth. Likewise, the
feasibility studies and remedial actions will address contamination below 15
feet in depth.

Comment 4: Additional Comment. The input flyer states: “Following completion of
these negotiations, the Tri-Party Agencies are committed to conducting timely
discussions on how the USDOE will meet existing commitments to clean up
groundwater.” This statement does not provide assurances that the future discussions
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will address the above-described critical flaws of the soil remediation strategy. In fact, it
is of great concem that the 100 and 300 Areas River Corridor cleanup proposed
milestones have omitted groundwater, vadose zone, and surface water remediation needs
and schedules.

Response to Comment 4: The Tri-Parties have had fruitful discussions (as
part of the C3T initiative) identifying Central Plateau groundwater
remediation needs and their approximate decision dates. We are continuing
to work on these and will invite the public to participate at the earliest
possible opportunity, i.e., as soon as there is a coherent concept. We
understand that any presentations will have to address public concerns about
the integration of soil, groundwater, and surface water remediation needs.

S. State of the Hanford Site Public Meeting

The “State of the Hanford Site” public meetings were conceived and held in order
to communicate with the public on a broad range of Hanford Site issues. Although
the meetings were not specific to these 200 Area TPA change packages, a comment
on the River Corridor (100 and 300 Area) TPA change package requested
consideration of the State of the Site comments. The comments at State of the Site
meetings, which may have included extended dialogue, were duly recorded as
summary statements. Those statements were categorized for relevance to one or
more of several different issues/topics. The Tri-Parties reviewed the comments and
concluded that none were directly relevant to these TPA change packages. A
number of the comments dealt with high-level tank wastes, but that issue is
addressed by a TPA milestone series (M-45) not included in this TPA change
package. Therefore, responses to comments on that issue (tanks) have not been
included in this comment and response document.
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