





Although existing treatment technologies and process options for tritium separation in groundwater are discussed
in Section 2.14.3, page C-72 (Appendix C), these technologies are not individually presented while screening

r the ability to implement, effectiveness, and cost. Also, these processes are used to enrich and concentrate
tritium in the production of thermonu ar materials. It is not known whether any attempt is made to identify
which of these or other technologies may effectively remove tritium as a gas from groundwater.

Some of the technologies and process options found to be effective and implemeniable are neither screened out
nor included in the alternatives development for solid wastes, groundwater, and soil and riverbank sediments.
These technologies and process options are discussed in the specific comments that apply to Figures 5-1 through
5-3, of the 100 Area feasibility study.
It is not explained why there will be no detailed an sis, by aggregate area, of the Phase 3 feasibility study as
was 2 case for Phases 1 and 2 (Section 6.2).

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
1. Comment: Executive Summary, page i, second paragraph

The abbreviation "TPA" should be spelled out once.

2. Comment: Executive unmary, page iii, first paragraph

A statement should be added to this section discussing how the surplus reactors decommissioning
activities will be integrated with the remedial actions rtaken under CERCLA.

3. Comment: Executive Summary, page vi, third paragraph

This section discussion RAOs. A statement is made that assumptions were made to develop remedial
goals instead of using site-specific data. These assumptions should be specified.

4, Comment: Executive Summary, page viii, bullets
ds m dis  ses the CERCLA evaluation criteria; additional criteria that need to be added to this
secti lude community and state acceptance.
5. Comment:  ecutive Summary, page x, xi, xii, 100 Area Alternative Tables
The alternative numbers SW-1, SW-3, etc. gives the no information on the n re of the

ternative. The table must list the title of the alternative, as well as the number.
6. Comment: Evaluation Criteria, page xiii
__.e weighting factors given differ from those in the 300-FF-1 FS. The weighting factors for
"Effectiveness” and "Cost" have values of 0.5 and 0.2, respectively, in the 300 FS. Some consistent
set of weighing factors should be used for the entire Hanford Site. This comment is also applicable to
Section 5.3.5, page 5-
7. Comment: Section 1.1, page 1-4, second paragraph

No mention is made as to where river sediments are addressed.






























Reference (Robertson et. al., 1982), is not on the reference list.

Comment Page 1-41, Section 1.3.1.6.1, second paragraph, line 3
Reference (DOE-RL 1992b), is not on the reference list.

Comment Page 1-45, Table 1-15, footnotes
References (DOE-RL 1992b and Early et. al., 1986), are not on the reference list.

Comment Page 1-47, Table 1-16, heading for nitrate column
The units for the MCL should be mg/1 not ug/l.

Comment Page 1-52, Section 1.3.1.7.3, first paragraph, second line Reference (ERDA 1975), is not on the
reference list.

Comment Page 1-66, Section 1.3.2.2.2

Recent work has been comp  =d v ich redefines the Ringold units (Delaney, Lindsey, and Reidel, 1991) and
presents a standardized text for the geology of the Hanford Site. We should decide which set of ;  logic
designations we are going to use, and try to use them consistently.

mment Page 1-69, Figure 1-9, explanation
e M/H Geologic Contact is not explained.

Comment Page 1-70, Section 1.3.2.4.1, line 4
ference ~ DA 1975), is not on the reference list.

Commen! 1ge 1-71, Table 1-29
Reference (E] A 1975)(two occurrences), is not on the reference list.

Comment Page 1-74, Section 1.3.2.6.1, second paragraph, line 3
Reference (Sackschewsky 1  ideen, 1992), is not on the reference list.

Comment Page 7-12, first two references
- "...Ecology,..." should be ".. ~ ology (Ecology),..."
- "...Agency,..." should be "...Agency (EPA),..."
- "...Energy (Ecology)..." should be ".. ™ ergy (DOE)..."

age A-1, Section 2.0, first bullet, lines 2 and 3
(Gloyna and Led ter, 1969) is not in the reference list.

Comment Page D-1, Assumptions, 1
The assumption that contaminations can only occur above the Middle Ringold Member is not d. In some
parts of the 100 Areas, the Middle Ringold may be the unconfined aquifer.

C ment Page D-2, Areas
Should the plume designated "Northeast of 100 B/C" be designated "100-K"?

Comment Page D-2, second paragraph

Use of the top of the Middle Ringold as the bottom of the unconfined aquifer is not valid throughout the 100

. . The water table may be in the Middle Ringold in some places. The derived aquifer thickness of ten feet
i bably an underestimate (at the very least a non-conservative estimate) of the thickness of the contaminated
zone. A better estimate (and relatively conservative?) would be 20 feet.
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