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Comment 7: Underground process piping still connects 224-T to T-1 nt. The EE/CA
does not address isolation of the Tk ISAF from surrounding above-grade and below-
grade structures.

Methods to terminate water infiltration into below-grade structures should be addressed
(i.e., liquid collection in hot cells).

espon toC nent7: Asagreedtc y e agencies, the specific details of the
removal action process will be addressed in the Re  oval Action Work Plan, which will
be approved by Ecology (the lead regulatory agency). Further actions will be based on
the decision negotiat. by the agencies as specified in Section 8.0 of the 224 AM.

Com nt 8: The Fact Sheet for this EE/CA st :d that this document is a  -aft;
therefore, Ecology requests that these issues be addressed in the final EE/CA.

Response to Comment 8: The Fact! eet inadvertently referred tot EE/CA as draft,
which was not the case. Ecology representatives reviewed the E/C. rior to pub
comment. The 224-T Al was drafted in a manner that addressed significant comments.



RESPONSIV  {ESS SUMMARY
Introduction

The purpose of this Responsiveness . ammary is to summarize and respond to public
comments on the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for the 224-T
Plutonium Concentration Facility. The EE/CA was provided for public comment on
January 12, 2004.

ne Tri-Parties announced the issuance of the EE/CA in the Tri-Cities Herald. A 45-day
public comment period was held during which time the public had the opportunity to
read, review and submit comments on the 224- EE/CA. There were no requests for a
public meeting; therefore, no public - ‘eting was held. The document evaluates the
alternatives for a non-time critical removal action for the 224-T facility under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA).

Public Involvement

A newspaper ad was placed in the Tri-City Herald on January 11, 2004, announcing the
availability of the 224-T EE/CA and the start of ¢ public comment period.
Approximately twelve hundred copies of a fact sheet describing the EE/CA were mailed
out or sent electronically. A p1  ic comment period was held from January 12 through
February 26, 2004. No re 1ests were received for a public meeting. No public meeting
was held.

Comments and Responses

Three commenters provided public comment. The comments, along with the responses
from the agencies are presented below.
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Oregon NDepartment of Energy
Salem, « n

Comment 1: We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the ; sosed action. C
recommendations on the 224-T facility EE/CA mirror those for the 224-B facility EE/CA that you
recently issued. Both facilities were operated similarly, and have similar issues.

We believe the EE/CA provides a reasonable path forward for the 224-T facility. You have
proposed alternative 3 (decontamination and decommissioning to slab). We believe, however,
that alternative 4 (complete removal to one meter below the structure) is a better choice. The
projected costs between the two alternatives differ by less than 12 percent. This is within the
error margin for the estimates.  1is also does not account for costs that will be incurred later
when DOE finishes remediation of the area. If the work is not completed now, DOE wil. ar the
increased costs for remobilizing to do the work later. This will likely increase the total cost at
completion for alternative 3, possibly making alternative 4 the less expensive of the two. We
urge you to reconsider and select alternative 4.







Section 6.0 of the EE/CA, implementation of Alternatives 3 and 4 will provide comparable long-
term protection to human health and the environment, assuming there is not significant
radiological inventory located in the foundation. Alternative 3 would leave the stabilized slab in
place, which would isolate any potential subsurface  tamination. Section 6.0 the EE/CA
identifies Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative. However, it also states that environmental
sampling will be performed as a part of this removal action to determine whether the cleanup and
stabilization objectives have been met. Following analyses of these samples, DOE, Ecology and
EPA will jointly determine whether additional cleanup activities should be undertaken as a part of
this or some future remedial action.

COMMT™™TER:
Calvin xunne
Richland, Washington

Comment 1: The preferred alternative seems reasonable to me.

Response to Comment 1: Thank you. We appreciate your interest in the 224-T Facility EE/CA.



