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§ % UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONAGENCY
i RE( HANFORD PROJECT OFFICE
- FT BOULEVARD, SUITE 5

RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 99352

July 26, 1996

Arlene C. Tortoso
100 Area Groundwater Project Manager
U.S. Department of Energy
.0. Box 550 HO0-12
Richland, WA 99352

RE: EPA Comments on "Remedial Design Report and Remedial Action
Work Plan for the 100-f -3 and 100-KR-4 Groundwater Operable
Units' Interim Action", BHI-00765 Draft A

Dear Ms. Tortoso:

4411\

Enclosed are the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's

(EPA's) comments on the subject document which EPA received on
July 11, 1996. The EPA has provided these comments in an
expedited review in order to facilitate implementation of this
remedial action. Our efforts were severely hampered, however, by
the liberties the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) has taken to
change the requirements established in the Record of Decision,
and failure to adequately address many of the Record of Decision

requirements. This is abs utely unacceptable. If you have any
questions, please contact at (509) 376-9884.
Sincerely,

Laurence E. Gadbois
100-KR~4 Project Manager

Enclosure: As stated.

CC: Tony J. Knepp, BHI
Linda K. McClain, DOE
Wayne W. Soper, Ecology
K. Mike Thompson, DOE
Administrative Record, )0-HR-3 and 100-KR-4
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Arlene C. Tortoso July 26, 1996
o Enclosure:
EPA Comments on "Remedial Design Report and
Remedial Action Work Plan for the 100-HR-3 and )0-KR-4
Groundwater Operable ' 1its’ Interim Acti ", BHI-00765 Draft A

eneral Comments

Wi in the RDR/RAWP the DOE is not authorized to m: : unilateral changes to the
requirements set forth in the ROD. Implementation of the work identified in this document
could not be expected to meet the req rements set forth in the ROD. Constrained by DOE’s
request to conduct an expedited review of this document, EPA was not able to identify all the
mis-representations of ROD requirer s stated in this RDR/RAWP document. Even more
numerous were the actions proposed which would not fulfill ROD requirements. We expect
DOE to do an item-by-item review of this document against the ROD before re-submittal of
this document. The EPA will not be : le to approve the 100-HR-3 & 100-HR-4
RDR/RAWP without significant changes.

There is little reason to believe that the extraction network at the 100-H area is adequate to
capture the northern extent of the chrc ium plume that is coming across the horn from 100-
D area. The ROD requires capture of e chromium plume in 100-HR-3 where it exceeds 22
ppb in near-river on-shore locations.

The DOE has chosen to define the apparently localized chromium plume at the western edge
of the 100-D area as outside the scope of the pump-and-treat interim action. The scope and
requirements of the interim action are defined in the ROD. The ROD requires capture of the
chromium plume in 100-HR-3 where  xceeds 22 ppb in near-river on-shore locations.

- Therefore the ROD requires interim a n at this plume.

A milestone change package was not s=  mitted with this document, contrary to the

requirement in the Tri-Party Agreement. Section 11.4, 1st paragraph:
"The work plan schedule shall i ntify completion dates for major tasks and
deliverables as interim milestones”. "A change pa age shall be submitted with the
work plan which identifies the interim milestones."”

DOE had been reminded of this requirement in meetings prior to receipt of this document.

We require prompt delivery of this change package, which shc d include, at the minimum

the following:

* Operations and Maintenance | (RDR/RAWP Section 3.1.3).

* Treatment Plan for Protection “ultural Resources for the 100-KR-4 Pump-and-
Treat Project. Since activity began in 100-KR-4 on July 22, this item is alrea -
overdue. (RDR/RAWP section 3.1.3 and page 4-1, last sentence.)

* Mitigation Action Plan. Since ar vity has begun in all three reactor areas, this is
already overdue. (RDR/RAWP section 3.1.3)
* Waste Management Plan. This must be in place before any waste-generating

activities begin. A temporary one was established prior to 100-HR-3 and 100-KR-4






10.

11.

12.

13.

"Sites with cultural resource significance should be avoided during remedial design

activities if avoidance is possil . Where avoidance is not possible a data
recovery/mitigation plan must be prepared in consultation with the affected resource
trustee”.

"How Met" states:
“A Mitigation Action plan describing revegetation activities will be prepared during
the interim action implem¢ (ation phase".

1) The wells in the = | id 100-D area have already been drilled, yet to date,
we have not receive 1 a draft mitigation action plan. To our knowledge
neither have any of the natural resource trustees.

2) The first few words of { : requirement are "sites with culrural resource
significance", yet revegertation is all that is addressed in the document.

B) Requirement #10, items a & b state:
“The extraction and treatment system shall run on an essentially continuous basis" and
“the system shall be winte ed".

"How Met" states:

“A 90 percent operating efficie y has been established as an initial goal, with an
incremental increase to 95 percent." And "Exposed PVC piping and tanks are heat
traced. Buildings are insulated. HDPE conveyance piping not susceptible to freezing
while in operation,"

1) Continuous does not mean 90 percent.

2) The requirement "T : system shall be winterized" is not satisfied by using
“piping not susceptible  freezing while in operation" when the operating goal
is 90 percent.

Page 1-1, Section 1.2, 1st line
Suggest removing "speed up actions )" better match the 1st and 3rd remedial action
objectives set forth in the ROD (section VII).

Page 1-2, 2nd paragraph, 3rd line

Either change the beginning of the itence to read "This i fi will achieve three
remedial action objectives..." or else remove the second bu part of the whole
interim action, but not addressed by the pump-and-treat portion of the interim action).

Page 1-3, section 1.4, 1st paragra
ump-and-treat is also written as ~ mp and treat". This document should be con itent with
use of the hyphens.

Page 1-5, figures 1-1 and 1-2.
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* Upgradient wells 97-43 and 96-43 do not indicate that current well coverage has even
begun to delineate the upstream portion of the incoming plume from 100-D.
* The transect with the second highest river substrate pore water chromium in the 100-

H area (73 ppb) was upstream of the capture zone.
Section 3.3, first bullet, last sentence states that the most recent groundwater data as well as
the results of river substrate sampl  were used to define the geographic area to be
addressed by the interi action. 7 RDR/RAWP does not appear to have considered the
upstream pore water data from the 0-H area.

To confound this issue, the injection of water at 100-H will create a mound (see figure 3-4)
that will deflect the incoming plume even further north, away from the extraction wells.
And since there are no compliance :lls upstream of the capture zone, there will be no way
to document compliance or non-compliance with the ROD. The ROD requires that
"monitoring shall be conducted at suf ient locations to evaluate the performance of the
remedial action."”

Page 2-3, Section 2.2.2, 3rd paragraph

The document states that "discharge of chromium-contaminated groundwater to the Columbia
River was established by riverbank seepage data (Peterson and Johnson 1992)". In fact, this
phenomenon was known many year: ore this. Environmental monitoring programs have
been monitoring springs and seeps a ave been detecting chromium for many years prior
to Peterson and Johnson, 1992.

Section 2.3.1, (and general comment throughout document).
The document discusses “the 116-D-1A and 116-D-1B Storage Basin Trenches" but does not

show these in figures 2-7 or 2-9. | general, waste sites and wells discussed in the text

- should be shown in a figure. Recommend that the text be reviewed against the figures for
consistency.
Section 2.3.1

In discussing sources of chromium, the document states that "other potential sources of
chromium are identified in the 100-D/DR Area Technical Baseline Report". This is
extremely relevant information to this RDR/RAWP and should be recapitulated here.

Section 2.3.2, 2nd paragraph, l1st line.

Discussing the 100-D area, the docu nt states: "Groundwater flows both toward the river
and to the east toward the 100-H Area". This is in contrast with section 2.3.4, 1st line that
also discusses the 100-D area: "Groundwater flows to the northwest toward the Columbia
River, to the north parallel to the river, and to the northeast toward the 100-H Area". These
should be consistent.

Page 2-6, Section 2.3.2, 3rd paragraph

Discussing the 100-D area, the document states: "In the area of the interim action, the
maximum observed concentration in river substrate pore water was 85 ug/l...". The ROD
dictates the area of the interim action, ot this document. The ROD dictates the area of the
interim action:
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Page 3-7, first 2 lines.

The document states "rates may be ac .sted during startup to increase the rate of mass
removal or expand the area of hydraulic gradient control”. We expect starting with higher
extraction rates to more rapic r establ . the capture zone and expedite protection of the
Columbia River. Initial high extraction rates also benefit from withdrawing 100%
groundwater derived water, rather a substantial percentage of river water.

Page 3-7, 5th full paragraph

The document states "Well H4- !C, v zre chromium concentrations ranging from 270 to
290 ug/L have been detected, will not be connected to the groundwater extraction network".
Why it will not be connected needs 2 explained.

Page 3-11, 2nd line
Typo: "100-HR-4" should be "100-]1 2-3".

Page 3-12, section 3.3.3.3, Ist par raph

Under extended high river stage condi ns, it may in fact be appropriate to shut-down or
reduce the extraction rate from certain near-river wells, as drawing in more river water may
not be worthwhile. On the other nd, if inflowing river water that is then drawn into
extraction wells is flushing the near-river aquifer, continued pumping may be valuable. In
either case, when the river recedes, there will be an increased groundwater flow towards the
river and pumping rates should be increased commensurate with the increased flow.

Page 3-15, section 3.4.4, 1st sent e

The 100-HR-3 groundwater treatment : tem is described as consisting of four 100 gal/min
or two 200 gal/min modular uni ~ This latter option has not been discussed with the
regulators, and results in a significant | s in flexibility. If it turns out that 100 gal/min
capacity would be better moved to 0 R-4 or the 200-Area, this flexibility is lost. Unless
the initial cost is dramatically s, this not a good option.

Page 3-15, section 3.4.4, Sth paragraph

The document indicates that spent resin is not expected to exceed the TCLP for chromium.
It should be noted, however, that it wi be tested, and a testing schedule provided in the
compliance monitoring plan.

Page 3-15, section 3.4.4.1, st paragrabh
Suggest changing to read: "Valves for: gning the vessels in different :
configurations...". This provides the necessary flex1b111ty to use any vessel in any order,
depending on the available capacity of the resin in the vessel.

Page 3-16, section 3.4.4.2 through 3.4. 4
It needs to be stated that the various steps involved in changing resins must allow the system
to continue to operate.

Page 3-17, last sentence
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we have not even received a first draft of this plan. Once again, this critical path item is
overdue.

Page 4-2, 2nd paragraph, last s¢ ence

The document states that “injection wells will be tested by injecting potable or raw water...".
What is meant by "raw" water? Is this river water, and if so is it to be trucked or pumped
to the site?

Page 4-3, Section 4.1.4, 3rd paragraph, last half

The ROD requires "that the land will be revegetated following construction in those areas
that are not needed for operation | aintenance of the treatment system and where the land
is also not expected to be re- sturbed within the next few years by other site activities". The
concept of the next few years needs to be added to this section.

Page 4-3, section 4.1.4, last sentence " 3rd and 4th paragraphs
The inconsistent statements "restoration of the area will be postponed", and "restoration of
the disturbed areas may be ostponed" need to be corrected consistent with the ROD.

Page 4-3 to 4-4, section 4.1.4, last sentence
The discussion of restoration needs to state that this will be in accordance with the mitigation
action plan.

Page 4-5, se on 4.4.2, last sentence

The document states "continuous oper: is defined as full-scale operation (i.e. with all
applicable extraction we ) 90% of the time". The ROD requires that "the extraction and
treatment system shall be designed to 1n on an essentially continuous basis.”" 90% is not

~ essentially continuous.

Page 4-6, second paragraph.

The document states that "in the event that flow is stopped for an extended period of time
during extremely cold weather, u rained water in the water transfer lines may freeze". It
does not take an extended period of t e during extremely cold weather to freeze stagnant
water in pipes that are above ground and fully exposed.

Page 5-1, section 5.1

This document rewrote the three remedial action objectives from the ROD. The DOE is not
authorized to change the remedial act 1 objectives in this document. (Note that the rewrite
of the third remedial actic objective did not change the meaning, but the rewrite of the first
two did change the meaning.)

Page 5-2, sections 5.1.1 and 5.1.2
These sections rev ote and significantly changed the requirements of the ROD. This section
must be rewritten to match the ROD.

Page 5-4, section 5.2.1, first paragraph
























