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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
712 Swift Blvd., Suite 5
Richland, WA 99352

EDMC

Re: Comments on the Proposed Plan for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit DOE/RL-99- & 33(, ¢
S23260

53, Reyv, O, and the Focused Feasibility Study for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit,
DOE/RL-99-40, Rev, O

Dear Mr. Goldstein:

On behalf of Columbia Riverkeeper, 1 appreciate this opportunity to comment on
the referenced document. I also appreciate the extension given for public
comment.

For the record, Columbia Riverkeeper is adamantly opposed to an “industrial
clean-up scenario” for 300 FF-2 and in general the entire 300 Area. We strongly
support “Remove/Treat/Dispose. Given the close proximity to the Columbia River
and very close to the intake pump for the city of Richland’s drinking water source,
we find it unconscionable to allow an “industrial clean-up scenario” to be allowed.
The contamination in this area after 50+ years of toxic dumping into the ground
created an immensely large source term in the vadose zone. Current records show
that the waste in the vadose zone is impacting groundwater which in turn flows
into the Columbia River.

We find it odd that EPA is stating that this proposed clean-up will be protective of
the environment. When we use the word environment, we consider all life in the
entire ecosystem. The “industrial clean-up scenario” limits the amount of
exposure to humans, but one must ask how does it limit the ecosystem’s exposure
to the contaminants? All life that lives in this area is dependent on clean water,
clean soil, and clean air. Fish and wildlife cannot adjust their exposure level by
some arbitrary time limit set by man.

Most disturbing are the statements that the waste left in place from this limited
removal will not impact groundwater in the future and leaving it there will be
protective of the environment, yet current records show that groundwater is being
impacted. Considering the time frame of some of these contaminants, like uranium
that has a half-life extending out to 4.4 billion years, statements are still made that
the waste won’t move overtime. These statements are not based on valid science
but are merely based on political science, science that is designed to limit the
amount of money we have to spend on actual clean«up. Too many times at
Hanford we have seen political science take the forefront over objective science to
justify the decisions being made. Too many times we have seen laws being
stretched to accommodate limited clean-up. The 300 Area should be cleaned up to
“unrestricted use”, using the best available technology, removing as much of the
source term as possible.
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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 OU.

The 300-FF-5 OU investigations primarily focused on uranium groundwater
contamination near the 300-FF-1 OU and the 300 Area Complex.

The 300-FF-5 OU 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.

At the time of the 300-FF-5 OU investigation, the tritium contamination associated
with the 618-11 Burial Ground was not acknowledged/known and has thus, not
been evaluated by the investigation supporting the 300-FF-5 Record of Decision
(ROD).

Public records indicate that uranium groundwater contamination is likely occurring
from sources other than 300-FF-1 OU. Specifically, it has been concluded that the
source sites are located outside of the uranium groundwater plume, as defined in
the 300-FF-5 OU documentation.

The plan explains that the 300-FF-5 OU Operation and Maintenance (O&M) plan
(DOE/RL-95-73) will be updated “to ensure that adequate groundwater monitoring
requirements and institutional controls are in place.” (pages 9 and 10).

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 OU. The updating of the
300-FF-5 OU O&M will not achieve the aquifer contamination
investigation/characterization that was performed by the 300-FF-5 Focused
Feasibility Study.

Updating the 300-FF-5 OU O&M will only establish monitoring criteria to be
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very misleading to assume that we will have adequate monitoring wells operating
50 years, or even 100 years in the future.

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.
In addition, very little unit-specific source site characterization has been performed
for the land-based units.

Although the “Proposed Plan for the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit” (DOE/RL-99-53,
Rev. 0) identifies that groundwater monitoring will be conducted, it does not
commit to conducting unit-specific groundwater monitoring for all land-based






