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Unit, Draft A. ‘

These responses (Attachment 5) to comments from Ecology document the agreement
reached in t comment resolution meeting held on May 22, 1997, and have been
incorporated into the Draft B.

If you want to discuss this matter further or require additional information,
please contact me on 376-7142.
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David E. Olson, Project Manager
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P *-8,second p~~~-¢ 1. The last sentence of this p. .graph should be revised in a
g manner as tl 2scribed in comment number 11.

Response: It is believed that the author of this comment meant to refer to page A-8 and
Con =ntm ver 12. If the comment is referring to page A-8 and Comment m  ber 12.
: response to Comment 12.
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53.

54.

56.

58a.

58b.

Page A-1, Section A.1. Please provide a summary page at the front of the section which
lists all of the ARARs (sections Al- A7). An evaluation of the N Springs area as a source
should be added to the section as should an evaluation for the permeable wall alternative
due to its potential conflict with either cleanup scenario discussed in the document.

Response: Accept. The text was modified to add thison p:  : A-1, paragraph 2.

Page A-2, Containment for Radioactive Waste Group. Please provide text which explains
how this alternative complies with MTCA B or MTCA C.

Response: Accept. The text on page A-3, paragraph 3 was modified.

Page A-6. Waste Management _ .andards. Please add the transportation r - ilations found
in 49 CFR.

Response: Accept. The text on page A-7, paragraph 2 was modified.

Page A-15. Groundwater Alternative Compliance with ARARs/TBC. Restoration time
frames may extend to 3000 vears. Please revise the text accordingly.

Response: Accept. The text on page A-16, paragraph 4, sentence 3 was modified.

Page -3.second paragraph. fourth sentence. Please revise the text to state, ...would not
have received any hazardous substances, including radionuclides, , and that the system
was closed in compliance with state regulations....

Response: Accept. The text on page E-1, paragraph 4. fourth sentence was  odified.
Page E-14, first paragraph, last sentence. Please revise the text to state. ...in accordance
with WAC 173-303-090: and no radionuclides have been detected at this site. therefore, it
was redesignated as no action.

Response: This paragraph was deleted from the text.

Page G1-1, Appendix G1. What is the discount rate used to calculate the present worth
value of the alternatives?

Response: Accept. The discount rate is presented on pages G1-22 and G2-2.

There are no efficiencies gained from addressing the sites in remedial units. Categories
01 and 02 are applied as if a single site were being remediated at a time.

Response: Accept. There are many uncertainties in the assumptions associated with
these cost estimates including how the sites will be contracted for remediation. No
attempt was made to factor this into the estimates.




60.

61.

62a.

62b.

62c.

63.

64.

Page G1-Al-5. Why are the costs for line 08 and 70 virtually equivalent?

Response: No change. There is no relationship between these two cost categories. Cost

08 is the actual excavation cost and Cost 70 is 15 percent of the direct cost for
nagement.

Why is there a cost to the project in line 187

Response: No change. This is the ERDF disposal cost.

Page G1-A2-9. item 9. What analytical services are being purchased for $4.210.00 per
sample?

Re nse: The text presented for the description of M._.. __._ was updated to reflect
recent changes and appears as Appendix G-1. Attachment 2. page G1-42. This cost item
represents sending 10 percent of all samples to an offsite laboratory for quality rol.

Page G2-4. Where are the costs for excavation/removal of the removed soil?

Response: No change. These are included as part of the “Install Clino Wall at the
River” cost. This is detailed in the cost backup.

Page G2-5. In the second line item, O&M the 200 gpm pump & treat for 270 years.
what materials are being purchased for $313.251 and what amount of labor is provided
for $¢ 3.876?

Response: No change. This information is detailed in the cost backup.

Are the pump & treat alternatives automated systems”?

Respi se: No change. The systems are automated in the sense that they can self-adjust
and self-balance. It is set up to trigger alarms when needed. An operator still needs to

complete a daily, one hour surveillance.

Isn't injection well maintenance/cleaning/5 years includedi O&M (operations and
maintenance) the 200 gpm pump & treat for 270 years?

Response: No change. These are separate items in the estimate.
Page G2-8, blank. Please add the costs for Alternative 7 to this page.
Resp: ie: Accept. Costs were added on Page G2-8.

Page H-1, Introduction. Please revise the text to indicate that the Integrated
Decon 1issioning and Remedial Action Plan is now being revised in the form of an
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2ring Evaluation/Cost Analysis to be used in the decision making process for the

. %2 IROD.

ise: This appendix was deleted.

1-1. Please add the N Springs area to the list of source sites.

1se: This appendix was deleted.

2-3, Executive Summary. See comment number 64.

ISe: This appendix was deleted.

Al-1, 1acl itl. Pl el ‘e this attacl it | by, Mr. Ji of
and include his evaluation and comments regarding the testing which was

1ed along with recommendations for the path forward.

1se: Accept. Dr. Serne provided new input to Section 5.2.4.3.

f magnitude cost estimates and time frames for these recommendations should
included in the text.

1se: This appendix was deleted.
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10.

11

12.

Response: No change. Methanol is the “only” constituent that was left off the COPC
list. ..xton page 2-17, Section 2.5, second paragraph provides discussion on why
methanol was left off the COPC list.

Page 2-19, paragraph 3.a. Please provide a definition in the text of the term "internally
consistent".

Response: Accept. On page 2-19, paragraph 3 was revised to prov1de further
clarification/explanation intended by the use of this term.

Page 2-39, Figure 2 77. This figure is not accurate. There is no header box connecting
the d ribution laterals to the main dis »utiont 1gh. P : revise the figure.

Response: No change. The figure was developed according to the as-built drawings.

Page 4-2, first sentence. Ecology has not arbitrarily or otherwise agreed to a date of
2010. Please delete this sentence from the document.

Response: Accept. The sentence was deleted, see page 4-2.

Page 4-4, fourth paragraph. The text states that since there is no surface soil present at
116-N-1 and 116-N-3, there are no COCs. The remainder of Section 4.3.1.1, titled,

lionuclides in Surface Soils, discusses the samples collected from the surface soils at
these units and COCs found there. Please delete the inconsistent sentence.

Response: Accept. The text has been revised to delete the inconsistent sentence. See
page 4-4, Section 4.3.1.1, last paragraph.

Page 4-11, last paragraph. The text states that although it is anticipated that pipelines will
be encountered during remediation of the 116-N-3 trench, they are not expected to require
remediation. On what basis has the assumption been made that the pipelines will not’
require remediation?

Response: Accept. The text was revised to clarify the pipeline remediation and the basis
for that assumption was added. See page 4-1, last sentence.

Page 6. I, Sh-— ™ —LEf*-*ness. A total person-rem expo 2 number is given
based on two hypothetical remediation start dates. Please provide a separate exposure
estimate for each disposal unit using the same remediation start dates. Please include text
which discusses the assumptions used to derive the exposures including those predicted
to be experienced by the MEI.

Response: Accept. Appendix H, Figure H-1 provides the estimated exposures for
116-N-1 and 116-N-3, separately and includes the same start dates. Additionally,






20.

21.
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24.

What will be accomplished is a modified clean closure with the groundwater remaining
an issue of resolution.

Response: Accept. See response to comment number 18.

Page A2-1, Section A2.2.1.2. There is no 100 year floodplain map for this region of the
Hanford Reach. Please revise the text accordingly.

Response: Accept. Flood levels, including the 100-year flood, were determined as part
of the project activities. See page A  Section A2.1.2 for revisions to the text.

Page A2-5, Section A2.2.1.5. Please revise the text to reflect the most recent art A
tbmittal which does not include t|  waste code U133.

Response: Accept. The text was revised to reflect the most recent Part A. See page
A-12, Section A2.2.1.5, second paragraph.

Page A3-1, Section A3.2, second paragraph. The text states that an assessment program
found no evidence that hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents from 1301-N
had entered the groundwater. This statement does not reflect the hazardous waste
contamination which has been detected in the groundwater above MCL or other
applicable regulation. This contamination is attributable to the 1301-N unit. Please
revise the text to reflect that hazardous waste constituents, most notable of which is
chromium VI have been detected in the groundwater under the 1301-N unit.

Response: Accept. The text was revised based on technical review of the RCRA
groundv er system. See page A-135, first paragraph.

Page A3-5, first paragraph. Please add the following text to this paragraph. It is
anticipated that groundwater cleanup will not be achieved to coincide with the
remediation of the disposal units. Therefore, modified clean closure will result in a
continued groundwater monitoring program until such time as remediation can be
accomplished.

Response: Accept. The closure issue was discussed at a meeting on April 17, 1997. It
was agreed that closure would be “modified” closure. The text on page A-21, Section
A3.4.1 was revised to state that a final status groundwater monitoring program would be
prepared.

Page A4-4, second paragraph, last sentence and a half. Itis anticipated that verification
sampling to d¢ mine MTCA direct soil exposure standa compl™ ce will berec ed.
Please revise the text to reflect the need for verification sampling.

Response: Accept. Text was revised to clarify verification sampling. See page A-27,
Section A4.3.2, first paragraph.










Page D2-1, first paragraph. Volumes for the 1324N and 1324NA facilities need to be
included.

Response: Accept. Volumes for these units were included. See page D-15, Section
D2.1.






Text was revised to better define the scenarios and clarify the modeling process. The
name of the scenario has been changed to the "modified CRCIA Ranger which is similar
to the MTCA Method C industrial scenario" as defined in HSRAM.

The document states that (page 3-7) "Under the rural-residential exposure scenario.
groundwater underlying the 100-N Area would not be used as a potable water supply for
irrigation purposes for a period of time not expected to exceed 300 vears". That is an
unprecedented time scale to be considering institutional controls at Hanford. especially
away from the 200 Area. That is inconsistent with years of stakeholder advice regarding
restoration of beneficial uses of groundwater in the 100 Area. Also, there is no identified-
viable method for maintaining institutional control for 300 years? EPA's understanding is
that Ecology does not support the concept of 300 years of institutional control.

Recommendation: This document should reflect Ecology's position regarding
institutional controls, and provide or make clear through reference that an analysis of risk
without this extended institutional control has been conducted. The best alternative would
be to remove the provision for 300 years of institutional controls.

Res} nse: No change. The 100-NR-1 and 100-NR-2 CMS addresses the groundwater
remediation. The TSD CMS addresses only the TSD units and associated contaminated
soil. However, relative to 100-NR-1 and 100-NR-2, the proposed interim action is to
evaluate technologies which might be able to shorten the 300 year time frame. EPA has
acknowledged. both in regulation and guidance, that use of institutional controls for 100
years may be both reliable and reasonable. A 300 year time frame is somewhat long
relative to the acknowledged 100 year period; however, the fact remains that longer term
control would be necessary if it turns out that there is no cost effective and
implementable remediation technology capable of appreciably shortening this time frame.
Such a conclusion would be premature at this time; the CMS properly states that no
technology has been identified to date which would significantly shorten the remediation
time and that further evaluation is planned.

It she 1d also be recognized that very long term institutional controls have been
implemented by EPA in Region X in situations where no practicable remediation
technology exists. The Bunker Hill ROD, for example, establishes institutional controls
in conjunction with a clean soil barrier in residential areas to prevent exposure to
underlying lead contamination. These institutional controls will require maintenance
until such time as the underlying lead concentrations are no loriger hazardous - a period
with ) definitive duration, but which will undoubtedly exceed 300 years given that lead
will  tdecay or decompose and dilution to safe levels by natural processes will be very,
very slow.

On pr -~ 3-6, the document states that "the MTCA C cleanup levels will be the basis for
determining remediation requirements under the recreational exposure scenario”. The
conc . of when MTCA C could be used is at WAC 173-340-706, or in a more '
abbrewviated version (sufficient for this discussion) at WAC 173-303-700(3)(c):







One way to view tais issue is to consider establishment of recreational standards at 95%
of the Method C level. Such a limit would meet the requirement established in WAC
173-340-740 (assuming the demonstration in -740(1)(a) is made), and clearly would not
invoke the criteria in WAC 173-340-706 since the Method C cleanup standard is not
being selected.

Mr. Pete Kmet of Ecology’s Toxic Cleanup Program is currently working with the
MTCA Policy Advisory Committee. This committee is chartered with recommending
changes to MTCA to make cleanups more effective. Mr. Kmet is very familiar with the
cleanup standards for recreational land uses; the MTCA Policy Advisory Committee has
recommended regulatory changes in this area. Mr. Kmet has cor rmed that cleanup
standards for recreational use are established pursuant to the requirements of WAC
173-340-740, and that ™ :olc  r does not use the WAC 173-340-706  eria in this regard.

Biased language. Although better than a lot of Draft A documents we review. there are a
number of inappropriate biases in the writing. Several examples are identified in the

specific comments below.

Response: See specific responses below.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

3.

Page ES-7, 2nd bullet. The document states that "recreational exposure scenario...using
exposure parameters and assumptions in the Hanford Site Risk Assessment Methodology".
In fact, the document incorrectly (see comment # 18) uses a Park Ranger scenario.

Response: See response to comment number 1.

Page ES-8, last builet. The document states "Prevent destruction of...". More accurately,
this should be stated as "Minimize destruction of...".

Response: No changes were made. The statement presents one of the remedial action
objet ves for this TSD CMS. By nature, objectives qualify this as a goal which may or
may not be obtained.

Page 2-5, section 2.3. In section 2.3.1, seven categories of information contained in the
100-NR-1/NR-2 CMS are identified, and then sections 2.3.2 through 2.3.2.2 recap some
of the information from two of those seven categories but no recap of the information
from the other categories is presented. There is no indication why the two categories
(geology and hydrogeology) are important to recap, yet the other categories are not. A
transition statement into section 2.3.2 is needed.

Response: Accept. A transition statement was added into the section. See page 2-5, last
sentence. ~
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10.

1.

13.

Page 2-8, 1st paragraph, first few sentences. The document states that "The crib area is
approximately...(12 ft) deep"..."The elevation of the bottom of the crib is...(450 ft) above
Mean Sea Level (aMSL) and the surrounding grade is approximately...(455 ft) aMSL".
This is confusing.

Response: Accept. The text was clarified. See page 2-8, first paragraph.

Page 2. ), 3rd and 4th paragraphs of Current Site Conditions. Switching of units in the
following two statements is confusing: "radiation measurements...were about 300
mrem/hr"..."the background...ranged from I to 3 mRoentgen/hour". When appropriate
consistent units should be used. (Note: there is a similar mix of units in the first
paragraph of page 2-14. This suggests a global search through the document would be
approprate.)

Response: Accept. The document was checked to ensure that the appropriate unit of
measure was used and was consistent.

Page 2-10, last full paragraph. The document states that "cobalt and cesium are external
exposure concerns”. Are they not also contamination concerns? Both this and the next
sentence should be reviewed for accuracy.

Response: Accept. The section was reviewed for accuracy and was revised accordingly.
See page 2-10, last paragraph.

Page 2-11, section 2.4.3, Ist paragraph. Suggest the following change "as a replacement
for 116-N-1, which had resehedexceeded its disposal capacity".

Response: Accept. The text was revised. See page 2-11, Section 2.4.3, first paragraph.

Page 2-17, section 2.5, st paragraph. The document states that the "identification of
COPCs was accomplished using an approach similar to the COPC screening process
developed in the Hanford Site Risk Assessment Methodology". Later in section 2.5.1, 2nd
parag h it states that the "COPCs in the 100-NR-1 QRA are those contaminants that
excet nincremental cancer risk (ICR) of 1E-05 or exceed an environmental hazard
quoti  of one. It is not apparent in the subject document that the approach use¢ in the
QRA is 10 to 100 times less conservative that the process identified in the HSRAM. It
mislez :the reader to state that two processes that are 10 to 100-times different

"similar".

Respo e: Accept. The text was modified to remove the misleading information. See
page 2-17, Section 2.5.

Page 2-17, section 2.5, 2nd paragraph. The document states that the "COPC list does not

include all the dangerous waste constituents that will be required to be evaluated”. OK.
This introduces the reader to the idea that there are some unspecified number of

12




14.

15.

contz [nants that are required to be carried through the full closure process even through
they were dropped in a screening process. This prompts the reader to wonder how many
and what these contaminants are. The paragraph, without answering the questions it
prompted. launches into a discussion of methanol. Is methanol the only contaminant in
the category? If so, perhaps rewrite the first sentence as "The COPC list deesnet
includes all but one (methanol) of the dangerous...".

The next paragraph begins "the sulfate plume that is present in groundwater...". Is this a
continuation of the previous paragraph that discussed methanol. and now the second
conta nant is sulfate? This prompts the reader to wonder if sulfate is a dangerous waste
under the WAC? Was it a risk driver? ‘

Recommendation: This whole section 2.5 needs a little rework to be more up-front and
clear to the reader.

Response: Accept. The text was clarified. See page 2-17, Section 2.5.

Page 2-44. figure 2-23.. The figure title is "General Topography at 116-N-3", yet there is
no topo information in this figure. It is a figure of well locations and names.

Response: Accept. The figure was corrected to provide topographic information.

Page 3-5, 4th paragraph. The document states "Thus, for comparative purposes (e.g., to
present contaminated soil volume/cost differences between potential land uses and
remedial alternatives), a recreational scenario that does not include the food-ingestion
expos e pathway is defined in this CMS. This scenario is the most conservative
recreational. conceptual exposure model evaluated that does not include the
food-ingestion pathwayv".

See general comment # 1, regarding this so-called "recreational scenario”. In fact thisisa
Park Ranger scenario (had it been calculated correctly) which is more akin to an
industrial use exposure scenario. Both of the recreational scenarios within the Columbia
River Comprehensive Impact Assessment (where the Park Ranger scenario originated)
involve ingestion of food and water from the site. In fact, the two potential land uses
evaluated in this CMS are rural-residential and something somewhat akin to industrial.
Note too that the CRCIA document calculated risks for the Park Ranger and the standard
Industrial worker, and the risks were similar.

"This scenario is the most conservative recreational, conceptual exposure model
evaluated". In fact it was the only so-called "recreational” scenario evaluated in the

CMS. Statements such as "the most conservative" should be removed.

Response: Accept. See response to comment number 1. Section 3.3 was revised
accordingly.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

Page 3-5. last paragraph. The document states that "for the purpose of the TSD CMS. it
1s assumed that the groundwater will not be used as a potable water supply or for
irrigation purposes. in order to be consistent with the same decision in the

100-M -1/NR-2 CMS". Itis important to note that what 100-NR-1 and 100-NR-2 did is
not consistent with the rest of the 100 Area, where the exposure scenarios from HSRAM
was used. including the ingestion pathway.

Response: Accept. See response to comment number 1. Section 5.3 was revised
accordingly.

Page 3-7, section 3.3.1.3, Ist paragraph. The document states that "The Ranger scenario
was selected to represent an individual who spends time in all habitat areas on a regular

¢« 't wouldreflect a median recreatic yexpo =~ “vidual". Ni the
previous comments about the Ranger scenario ot representative of a recreationally

expos: individi ~ If parameters for a median recreationally exposed individual is
desired, tne Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment project has defined
paran ers for an avid and casual recreational user, including ranges on many of the
exposure parameters. These would provide a solid foundation on which to interpolate a
"median recreationally exposed individual".

Response: Accept. See response to comment number 1. Section 3.3 was revised
accordingly.

Page 3-7, last few lines. The document states that the Ranger scenario that should be 150
days per year has been converted to 37.5 days per year. This is immediately a reduction
in risk of a factor of 4. This CMS Range scenario is not the Ranger scenario from the
CRCIA project. and should not make statements to that effect.

Response: See response to comment number 1. Section 3.3 was revised accordingly.

Page 3-13 through 3-15. A number-of examples of biased language in the risk discussion
is evident here. On page 3-13, in discussing the use of 0.1 rad/day for terrestrial animals
and 1 rad/day or plants, the cument states that "Use of these values for individual
receptors within a population is believed to be highly conservative". Does Ecology
believe these thresholds are /ighly conservative? In general the individual
representatives for the Natural Resource Trustee or_ izations for the Hanford site do not
consider these highly conservative values. :

On page 3-15, section 3.4.2.3, 2nd paragraph several additional biased statements are
presented. Landeen et al 1993 is cited as a reference for the statement "Field studies at
the Hanford Site have found no evidence suggesting impacts to the natural wildlife
populations and communities as a result of toxic inorganic contaminants”. See the
attached letter (EPA letter from L. Gadbois to E. Goller, DOE and J. Donnelly, Ecology
dated December 2, 1993) regarding the legitimacy of the 1993 document with regards to
conclusions of impact. An example of the bias in the 1993 document was the comparison
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of contaminants among different media derived from different areas. such as the
comparison of raptor scat from the horn area to soil from the 200 area's 2101-M pond --
to determine that lead concentrations were not much different.

The statement "ecological exposure to most inorganic contaminants is expected to be
limited because...most metals do not tend to bio-accumulate" applies a sweeping
generalization for which there are many exceptions. Such a generalization is
inappropriate where there are COPCs which are among the exceptions.

Response: The text was revised to state "conservative" rather than "highly conservative."-
However, the 0.1 rad/day limit for terrestrial animals was recommended by the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in a 1992 report. In 1994, DOE convened a
team of experts in radioecology and ecological risk assessment to evaluate standards for
protecting terrestrial plants and animals. The working group concluded that the 0.1
rad/day limit was protective of terrestrial animals and that this dose limit should be
applied to representative individuals from populations of terrestrial organisms. and not to
maximally exposed individuals. (See 61 ™-----' Register 6800.)

In contrast to this intended application of the standard, the Great Basin pocket mouse
exposure scenario used in the CMS assumes: (1) the pocket mouse spends its entire
lifetime within the confines of the waste site, (2) all of the pocket mouse’s food is derived
from contaminated plants, (3) the exposure is continuous (365 days/year), (4) the
contaminant concentration is at the maximum representative concentration from LFI and
historical data sets, (5) the maximum representative concentration is uniformly
distributed throughout the waste site, and (6) the contaminants are 100% bioavailable.
These are very conservative assumptions resulting in an exposure akin to a maximally
expos¢ individual exposure rather than exposure to a representative individual in a
population. the latter being the intended exposure scenario for comparison to the 0.1
rad/day recommended standard. In order to quantify the degree of conservatism inherent
in the assumptions used it would be necessary to develop an exposure scenario based
upon a representative individual of the population. Rather than attempting s, the CMS
qualitatively notes that this methodology is “conservative.” Representing use of the 0.1
rad/day standard as conservative based on the maximizing exposure assumptions is an
appropriate characterization of the situation given that the standard was not actually
inten 1to be applied to the maximally exposed individual.
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ATTACHMENT 4

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON DOE/RL-96-102



Final Responses to Washington State Department of Ecology Comments on
DOE/RIL-96-102, Proposed Plan for Final Remedial Actions at the 100-NR-1
Source Sites Operable Unit and Interim Remedial Action at the 100-NR-2
Groundwater Operable Unit, Draft A

19

(U]

wn

Page 1, first paragraph. third sentence. Please delete the word unconfined from the
sentence.

Response: Accept. The sentence on page 1, paragraph I, line 10 was revised to delete
this word.

Page 1, fourth paragraph. first sentence. Please add the word State after the word
W 1ington.

Response: Accept. The sentence on page 1, paragraph 4. line 2 was revised to add this
word.

Page | notification box, last sentence. Please replace the word hearing with the word
meeting.

Response: Accept. The sentence on page 1, right column, second paragraph in box, line
3 was revised.

Page 1, last paragraph. Please add the following heading prior to the beginning of the last
paragraph: Soil Waste Sites.

Response: Accept. This heading was added to the top of page 2.
Page 3. for 1 paragraph. first sentence. Please replace the term recreational. with
modified CRCIA Ranger scenario similar to the MTCA C industrial scenario. This

change in wording should be consistent throughout the plan.

Response: Accept. Throughout the remainder of the document, the terms “recreational
scenario ‘were replaced with “modified CRCIA Ranger/Industrial scenario.”

Page 4, first sentence. The sentence refers to the remedial action goals however they are
not included in the text. Please include text which defines the remedial action goals.

Response: Accept. The text was revised on page 6. right column, second paragraph.
Page 4, first paragraph, last sentence. Please revise this sentence as follows, “...beneficial

uses of the Columbia River”, designated a Class A river, and provide a definition in the
Glossary of Class A designation.



10.

1.

Response: Accept. The text on page 4. left column. next to last line was modified and
the term was added to the glossary.

Page 4. second paragraph. Please add the following heading to the top of the second
paragraph: Groundwater Site.

Response: Accept. The heading was added to page 4. top of right column.

Page 4, last paragraph, last sentence. The text states. that the CMS did not identify other
contar nants of concern (COC) as presenting a significant risk to human heaith or the
environment in the short term. This sentence is somewhat misleading, the CMS was not
inten . to identify COCs. that is the purpose of the LFI/QRA which in this case was
limited. As work progresses and as other studies are conducted such as the ¢ CIA.
COCs which « ras  ufi wrisk tohun  health and the environment may be
identified. Please delete this sentence from the text.

Response: Accept. This entire paragraph was deleted in response to other comments.
Page 5. first paragraph, first sentence. Please revise this paragraph to read as follows:

Insufficient information exists to make a final remedy decision for Sr-90; therefore.
Ecology, the EPA, and the ~ DE propose to select Pump and Treat as the preferred
interim remedial alternative. The Pump and Treat System (as recently modified and
restarted in December 1996) has been in operation since September 1995 at the 100-NR-2
Operable Unit under the N-Springs Expedited Response Action and associated Action
Memorandum. It removes Sr-90 contaminated groundwater, treats it by ion exchange,
and returns treated groundwater to the unconfined aquifer using up gradient injection
wells. The preferred alternative for the interim will also provide hydraulic control over .
movement of Sr-90 and other contaminants to the Columbia River and will not preclude
possible final remedies at this operable unit or the source sites operable unit.

Response: Accept. This sentence has been modified on page 5. first paragraph.

Page 3, last paragraph, fourth sentence. Please revise this sentence to read as follows,
This process will also satisfy the public involvement requirements for the RCRA sites.

Response: Accept. The sentence on page 5.1 1t column, last paragraph. line 15 was
modified.

Page 6, fifth paragraph, second sentence. Please revise the sentence to read as follows,
...’remedial action selected for the 100-NR-2 Operable Unit, the preferred interim
remedial alternative for the shoreline site, Institutional Controls, may will be reevaluated
when a final remedial action for groundwater is selected.




14.

17.

18.

Response: Accept. The sentence on page 6. right column. paragraph 3. lines 11 and 12
was modified.

Page 6, last paragraph. first sentence. Please revise the sentence to read as follows ...”
because the sites are located within 50 ft.(the buffer zone) of nextte the N Reactor.

Response: Accept. The text on page 8. first paragraph. first sentence was modified.

Page 6, last paragraph., last sentence. Please revise the sentence to read as follows: The
proposed remedial alternative for these sites has been included in this plan. .This will
then allow early action on these sites should the opportunity occur but in no case later
than the Interim Safe Storage action planned for the reactor building.

Res) Accept. ..e tonpi paragraph 1 modified tc  Id tl
sentences. .

Page 8. first paragraph. fifth sentence. Please revise the text as follows, "The
development of mitigation plans in conjunction with the Natural Resource Trustee
Council to address site-specific....”

Response: Accept. To be consistent with the 100 Area ROD, the text on page 8.
paragraph 2. lines 13-15 were modified. |

Page 9. footnote number 1. Please delete this footnote from the document.
Response: Accept. The footnote was deleted.

Page 10. fourth paragraph, second sentence. Please revise the text as follows. ... until

treated to meet acceptance criteria.ere-treatabthty—vara -orwarvertsapproved:
Response: Accept. The text on page 10, paragraph 6. sentence 2 was modified.

Page 11, fifth paragraph. last sentence. Please revise the text as follows. ... meet the

remedial action objectives under the stated-futuretand-use-assumptions rural residential

land use.

Response: Accept. The last sentence in paragraph 1, right column, page 11 was
replaced.

Page 13. last paragraph. second and third sentences. The institutional controls alternative

may be protective of human health however would not be protective of ecological

receptors. Information contained in the Screening Assessment and Requirements for a ;
Comprehensive Assessment, (DOE/RL-96-16, Rev. 0) indicates a current impact to

ecological receptors at the 100-N Area shoreline. :

(V%]
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Page 18, last| 1igraph. The conclusion of this paragraph is misleading and conflicts
with  : findings of the document referenced in comment number 18. The text should be
revised to reflect new information as it is being gathered.

Response: Accept. The text on page 18, right column. second paragraph. last sentence
was modified.

Page 19, Institutional Controls for Groundwater Remediation and River Protection

- 1terim and Final Action), last sentence. Ecology does not agree with this sentence.
Using institutional controls as a final action would necessitate a 300 year implementation
of th alternative. Ecology does not consider this to be appropriate. Please delete this
sentence from the document.

ssponse: A :pt. ..e acceptability of long term institutior  controlsisan wue
which can be addressed, if necessary, as part of the final remedy selection for 100-NR-2.
and need not be an issue in this Proposed Plan. The text on page 19. left column. was
modified to delete this sentence.

Page 21, fourth paragraph. The preferred alternative is pump and treat. The last sentence
of paragraph should be deleted as to operate in the hydraulic only mode would require a
waiver of WAC 173-218.

Response: Accept. The paragraph was deleted from page 21.
Page 21, last paragraph. It is not anticipated that the current contamination levels in the
groundwater and in the seeps at 100-N Area will decline to levels below MCL during the

interim action period of 5 vears. Therefore this paragraph should be deleted from the
document.

Response: Accept. The paragraph was deleted from page 21.

Page 22. second paragraph, first sentence. Please revise this sentence as follows.
."wl e the pump and treat system fer-hydraute-eentret continues to operate....”

Response: Accept. The text on page 21. last paragraph, first sentence was modified.

Page 22, Evaluation of Sr-90 Impacts to Aquatic and Riparian Receptors. The text
describes work which is currently under the scope of the CRCIA project. There is no
need to duplicate this effort at the 100-N Area. USDOE and Ecology agreed to involve
stakeholders in an effort to evaluate final remedial actions for the shoreline and the
groundwater operable unit. Please revise the text appropriately.

Response: Accept. The text under this heading on page 22 has been replaced.

Page 22. last paragraph, third sentence. Please delete the text within the parenthesis.















15.

16.

17.

18.

ans serve as the benchmark for calculation of EHQs. An EHQ at or above | (exceeding
or meeting the benchmark) would indicate a potentially measurable risk. For
nonradiological chemicals. the EHQ is calculated by dividing the concentration of the
cont inant at the exposure point by the benchmark value.

The Qualitative Risk Assessment for the 100-NR-1 Source Operable Unit was reviewed to
dete 1ine the logic used in developing the EHQ values for acetone and cadmium. This
review concluded the NOAEL values used were inaccurate. The NOAEL values used
were taken from a Site Wide Characterization Report from the US DOE site at Fernald.
Ohio. This reference is questionable. A commonly used reference for NOAEL is the
Toxicological Benchmark for Wildlife. The EHQ for acetone and cadmium was
recalculated usir - the recommended reference. ...e ..1Q for acetone was =~ ermined
0.027 and forcac um 0.144. T were below the Jofl.

Additionally, the data for acetone was questionable when it was qualified as a result of
contamination in the blanks. indicating that the detections may have been the result of
laboratory contamination. Therefore, these contaminants would not be considered an
ecological risk.

Page 10, fourth paragraph. Please add text which states that both scenarios restrict the
use of the groundwater.

Response: Accept. The text was added. See page 11, left column. first sentence.

Page 10. eighth paragraph. Please revise the text to reflect a modified clean closure path
and add a discussion here concerning the sulfate plume which originated from the
operation of these units.

Response: Accept. The text was revised to reflect modified closure and additional text
was added to discuss the sulfate plume. See page 11, left column, last paragraph.

Page 11. second paragraph, sixth sentence. Please revise the sentence as follows,
...would be stored on site until treated to meet waste acceptance-er-&-varianee-or-watver
ts—grameé- utilizing an agreed upon path forward

Response: Accept. The sentence was revised. See page 11, rxght column, last
parag Hh, first sentence.

Page 12. last paragraph. Please revise the text to reflect a modified clean closure
approach.

Response: Accept. The text was revised to reflect modified closure. See page 13, right
column, second paragraph.

(VB )
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Page 13, first paragraph. fifth sentence. Please revise the sentence to read as follows,
« »val of plutonium-239/240 contaminated soils in the concentrated laver to a depth
not expected to exceed 1.5 m....”

Response: Accept. The sentence was revised. See page 13. right column. last
paragra, sixth sentence.

Page 13, second paragraph. Please replace the word veracity with the wo  accuracy,

Resy 1se: Accept. The word was replaced. See page 14. left column, second
paragraph, first sentence.

Page 13. fourth paragraph. fourth through sixth sentences. Please de e these itences
from the plan.

Response: Accept. The sentences were deleted.

Page 14, second paragraph. Please delete the text which specifically references

com] ance with “location or chemical” ARARs and simply reword the text to state
whether or notan A~ R will be complied with.

Response: Accept. The term “chemical -specific” was deleted.

Page 15, sixth paragraph. Please verify the accuracy of the
Remove/Dispose/Vitrify/Backfill alternative cost. When compared to the
Remove/Dispose/Backfill/Cap alternative the difference in cost of a cap versus
vitrification appears to be $50M. Additionally, the inclusion of a cost table in the plan

would aid the reader in directly comparing one alt ative with another.

Response: Accept. The costs were verified and a cost table w added. See page 16,
Table 4. ‘

Page 18. second point of contact. Mr. Sherwood’s phone number is 376-9529.

Response: Accept. The phone number was changed. See page 18, right column.



