STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPAF MENT OF ECOLOGY

1315 W. 4th Avenue * Ken wick, Washington 99336-6018 » (509) 735-7581

September 16, 1998

Ms. Donna L. Powaukee
Nez Perce Tribe

P.O. Box 365

Lapwai, ID 83540-0365

Dear Ms. Powaukee:

The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) would like to thank you for your

comments concerning the 100N Are posed Plans, Corrective Measures Studies, Closure
Plans, and Engineering Evaluation/( \nalysis documents. In response, Ecology has prepared
a responsiveness summary (enclosec ich addresses the comments received.

In consideration of the proposal, comments re ved, and in conjunction with the United States
Environmental Protection Age vy, Ecc gy will prepare two Interim Action Records of Decision,
modific ion to the Hanford Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Sitewide Permit,
and an Ac n Memorandum whic advises the U.S. Department of Energy of the selected
remedial alternatives.

Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter or the enclosed responsiveness
summary, please contact me at (509)© 1-3029.

Sincerely,

A ALEE

Phillip R. Staats, Project Manager
Nuclear Waste Program

PRS:sdb
Enclosure

cc: Owen Robertson, USD(
D¢ ;Sherwood, EPA
Administrative Record
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