



































pertinent information). Also, all figures need a legend or details on where
it can be found, such as "Legend found on page 3F-15".

34. Section 3.5.3.1.1, Page 3-30, line 34

[t is noted that vadose-zone samples were taken from wells near the 216-U-12
crib in the U Plant Aggregate Area and "Because of the nearly identical
stratigraphy, it is probable the B Plant Aggregate Area vadose zone is similar
and it can be assumed that the collected data are correct for this study
area." We disagree with this statement. U Plant and the 216-U-12 crib are in
the 2-West Area. As shown in the U Plant AAMS report, in addition to the
Hanford formation, the vadose zone in the vicinity of the U Plant is com ;ed
of the "Palouse" Soil, Plio-Pleistocene Unit, and the Middle Ringold
Formation, none of which are found in the vadose zone below the B Plant. We
therefore question the statements that the stratigraphy is the same in both

tl U Plant and B Plant Aggregate Areas and that the vadose-zone properties
measured at U Plant are representative of the B Plant Area.

35. Section 3.5.3.1.2, Page 3-31, lines 11-18 (second paragraph)

Information stated in the second paragraph contradicts statements made in the
first paragraph of Section 3.5.3.1.2. The first paragraph states that the
likelihood of perched water in the 200 ELast Area is low; however, the text in
the second paragraph describes the presence of perched water which was
identified in several boreholes. Clarify Section 3.5.3.1.2 with respect to
perched water zones.

36. Figure 3-8, Page 3F-8

The figure does not show the "Structural Provinces of the Columbia Plateau" as
the title indicates, but rather shows the "Columbia Plateau and Surrounding
Structural Provinces." Consider changing the title. |

37. Figure 3-14, Page 3F-14

Two different wells in the center of the B Plant Area are identified as E27-5.
It appears that for the B to B’ cross section, wells E24-6 and 42-45 shown on
Figure 3-14 are respectively identified as E24-5 and E43-45 on Figure 3-17,
and well E26-13 shown on Figure 3-17 is not shown at all on.Figure 3-14. Well







and the groundwater test results for well 299-£33-18 should be included to
facilitate an evaluation of the extent of contamination at the cribs.

44, Section 4.1.1.1, Page 4-4, lines 1 through 4

The text states that Table 4-11 summarizes data over the last 5 years but
Table 4-11 does not show data that corresponds to any years. If the data is
available, the Table should show data for each of the last five years. If the
data is not available, the text should be changed to reflect the Table.

45, Section 4.1.1.2.3, Page 4-7, second paragraph
The text should state where the locations of these samples are, such as a
figure or plate.

46. Section 4.1.1.5, Pagé 4-9 and Table 4-14, Page 4T-14a

The potential for 1iquid wastes to migrate through the vadose zone to ground
water is noted as being "conservatively estimated" by comparing the volume of
waste discharged to the estimated pore volume of the soil column underlying
the waste management unit. As described in our comments on Section 2.3.3, we
do not believe that equating the estimated pore volume of the soil column to
its water retention capacity is either accurate or conservative. OQOver a long
period of time, most soils should be able to hold only a very small percent of
tt ir total pore volume against gravity drainage. We therefore believe that
the potential migration of liquid waste to the unconfined aquifer is
underestimated for several of the units listed in Table 4-14, specifically the
216-B-16, -17, -43 cribs and the 216-B-25, -27, -35, -38, -39, -41, -42, -54
trenches.

The assumption (number 2, lines 27 and 28) that there is not significant
change in liquid volume being introduced due to precipitation is also
nonconst ative. In units with coarse cover soils and no vegetative cover
(such as cribs and trenches), annual infiltration of 10+ cm of precipitation
is possible and this additional water would have the effect of driving'waste-
water in the soil column to ground water.

Recommendation: Revise the discussion of the relationship of Tiquid waste

volume to contaminant transport to more accurately represent the water-















addition, the text describes individual waste management units, but should be
modified to include unplanned releases.

63. Section 4.2.4, Page 4-65, lines 38 through 40

In Tine 38, the text states that Table 4-22 lists the contaminants of concern.
However, Table 4-22 1ists the candidate contaminants of potential concern and
Table 4-24 lists the contaminants of ‘concern. In line 39, the reference to.
Table 4-20 is incorrect. The sentence should reference Table 4-22. The text
should be corrected to reflect the appropriate tables.

64. Section 4.2.4.2, Page 4-67, lines ~~ and 41
Table 2-4 indicates that 10’s of thousands of kg’s of FeCN were released in
the B Plant Aggregate Area. FeCN.should be noted here.

65. ¢ :tion 4.2.4.3.1, Page 4-68, line 24

The text states that Table 4-23 represents a summary of soil-water
distribution coefficients. However, the correct table is 4-25. The text
should be corrected here and also on page 4-69, line 4.

66. Section 4.2.4.3.1, Page 4-69, line 10
The text incor?ect]y refers to Table 4-24 when discussing mobility class
ranking. The correct Table is 4-26. This discrepancy should be addressed..

67. Section 4.2.4.4, Page 4-70, lines 24 and 26.
The text incorrectly refers to Table 4-26 during the discussion on

persistence. The correct table is 4-28. This discrepancy should be
addressed. '

68. Section 4.2.4.5.1, Page 4-71, line 41
The text incorrectly refers to Table 4-27 when discussing excess cancer risks

for radionuclide expasure. The correct table is 4-29. This discrepancy
should be addressed.

























