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Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

JAN 1 9 2005 

00 3~ 

Mr. John B. Price, Project Manager 
Nuclear Waste Program 
State of Washington 
Department of Ecology 
3100 Port of Benton Boulevard 
Richland, Washington 99352 

!IE!~~!~@ 
Dear Mr. Price: 

EDMC 

200-UR-l UNPLANNED RELEASES OPERABLE UNIT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ 
FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) WORK PLAN 

In response to your letter to Larry Romine, dated December 1, 2004, requesting a revised set of 
comment responses, the U.S . Department of Energy, Richland Operations Office has prepared an 
updated comment resolution form (attached) for the 200-UR-l Unplanned Releases Operable 
Unit Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan. 

If you have any questions, please contact me, or your staff may contact Matt McCormick, 
Assistant Manager for the Central Plateau, on (509) 3.73-9971. 

AMCP:SLB 

Attachment 

cc w/attach: 
D. B. Bartus, EPA 
R. G. Bauer, FHI 
L. D. Crass, FHI 
L. J. Cusack, Ecology 
S. Harris, CTUIR 
J. S. Hertzel, FHI 
R. Jim, YN 
T. Martin, HAB 
K. Niles, ODOE 
R. E. Piippo, FHI 

Sincerely, 

Keith A. Klein 
Manager 

L. Seelatsee, W anapum 
J.P. Shearer, FHI 
P . Sobotta, NPT 
J. R. Stults, Ecology 
M. A. Wilson, Ecology 

Administrative Record (200-UR-l) 



'Coinment 
Number 

ATTACHMENT 

. RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFf ARE-1S~UE 
(DOE/RL~2004-39) 

·Page 

L Title 

2 . . :Page m 
· · Executive 

Sunjniary 
1st paragraph . 

'· , .. 

3. .Page iii 
1st paragraph 

4. Pageiii 
2n<fparagraph 

Comment 

Delete "and· Engineering EvE,lluati9Il1Cost Analysis" 
from the title. 

Could probably disc'15s wirtd~blown contamination as a 
causal factor in last sentence. I think one of the largest 
URs, several • square miles from a burial gr~und, was 
. exacerbated by airborne dispersal. · 

. Change to "The 200-UR~ 1 OU consists of 148 waste 
sites!>with the addition of West take site. · 
Delete 2na ffaragraph and· replace with:· 
"The U.S. Dep~ent of Energy, Richland Operations 
Office ;md the w ashington State Department of , 
·Eoology:agret~<i:" t4ithe nature and extent of . 
environmental contamination at many of the 200-UR-1 
w~e: site~ could pe characterizeq· using.the· . 
"Observational Approach." _ That approach was 

· previously .described in the 200 Areas Remedial . . . 
1nvisiigafion!Peasibility Siudy1rnplem~ntation Plan :.-. · 
Environmental Restoration ptogrtim, DOE/RL-98-2K 

· ·• It:is a metl;i9d of pla:nriing~ designing, and impletnentiilg 
a ternedial action ·that uses a limited amount of initial 

_·. field characterization daja t~ generate an understanding 
of field. conditions. Then, additional information.is · 
gatherefduring remedial actions to make ''real time" 

· decisionsirt the field to guide the direction and scope of 
actioaj;, based on c~ntingency planning performed . 
before mobilization to the .field~ . Sites identified for the · 

Page 1 of 43 

. Coirunent acknowledged. RL considers 
work·.plan .Section s· an "EE/CA" and an 
important part of the document The title 
will therefore be retained 

. Co:mm'.ent accepted'. Willinclude 
statement that redistribution of 

. radiologicaijy contaminated particulates 
by the wind and/or· aniru,al intrusion has 
oc9urred at some locations. 
Coinnient ac1:epted . 

Comm.ent accepted with Modifications. 
The last two sentences of the original 
paragraph will be retained. 
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Comment 
Number 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9 . . 

10. 

11. 

12. 

. . 
' . ' 

ATTACHMENT 
. . . 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR~l RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFf A RE-JSSUE 
. IDOE/RL-2004-39) 

Page . Comment Response 
, . 

application of the observational approach would be 
·_ c~didatesto ex~vate contaminated soilfor.disposa.La.t . 

the Environmental Resto.ration Disposal Fadlity." . 
Paje iv ... _ Change ''further actions;' to "response actions". Comment accepted. 
2n paragraph 
Pape iv ·. 
2ri paragraph 

Insert the following new paragraph: . 
The U.S. Departme;nt of Energy, Rlcbland Operations 

Comment accepted 
, 

. Office and the w l,l.Shington Sta~ l)epartment of . 

~-· 
· Eco1ogy al_so agreed t]iat th~ West Lake· site, which was 
preyiously -in the 200~CW-1 operable Ub.it, did not fit 
the operableuajt definition for200~CW-1. They agreed . 
that it was actually more like an unplanned release. 
Accordingly, it has been added to this workplan. It is 
also a candidate for completion of the RI/FS process 
along with the B/C Co11trolled Area: 

Pa,geiv Delete "unique and" Comment accepted. 
3rd paragraph -· 

Page iv In 3rd . bullet, change "removal actions'' to "response Comment accepted .. 
· 3 rd paragraph actions". 

Page iv In the 4t~ bupet, change • "RI/FS candidate site" to Comment accepted. 
3rd paragraph "RI/FS candidate · sites (B/C Control Area and West 

Lake)'' . . 
Pagev · . Replace first bullet with: 

.. 
.As stattxl in.the response to comment #1, 

· 1st paragraph . "An evaluation of alternatives and cost$ for the . RL will retain the "EE/CA" terminology 
. can.didate RTD sites that is the equivalent ofan in the:work,plan and title. . . 
en~neering evaluati.op/cost analysis". . . 

PafeV - · Change "65" sites to include the sites that . were not Comment accepted. 
· 2n paragraph approved for reclassification, and correct this through 

the document. 
Pagev Change "Completion of the EE/CA prepared for the 65 Comment acknowledged. See resoonse 
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Comment 
Number 

ATTACHMENT 
. . . . 

. .· . . . . . 

RJJ:~PONSES TO ECOLOGY CO~MENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE 

Page 

2na paragr:aph 

(])OE/RL-2004-39) 
coinm:ent 

candidate RTP sites resulted in selecting the remedy . 
of' to -"Evaluation of alternatives for the 52 candidate 
R.To· si~s re~ited in the ~rnmencled r~sponse of'. 
Change "The removalremedy Wlls,identified for 52 
s1tes" to "Excavatfon and disposal was recommended . 
for 52 sites." 

Response · 

to comments #1 and #10 above. 

Comµient accepted ... 

• 14. P:,ev 
2 p~agraph 

Delete the last sentence. There is probably no greater 
uncertainty about removal·costs than there is for 
mai.nt.runing tl;ie existing soil cover/institutional . 
controls/and monitored natural atte1mation. 

The unit costs for surveillance and . . . 

maintenance are assumed the same as the 
. i 

15. :Page v · 
3rd paragraph 

current unit cost for these activities done 
annually on the sites . . Additional 
discussion concerning the cost basis f9r 
.this alternative is provided in Appendix ·. 
C in Section 2.2. More uncertainty is · 
asifociated with removal costs because 
the actual remova1 volumes will be 
determined using the observational 

· approach.· Required removal volumes 
drive the costs of many associated 
actions such as mobilizatiori/ ·. 
demobilizaticm, excavation, loading, 
transportation,. disposal costs, 
depontamiriation, backfill, and-

. r~v~g~fa.tio_p.. _Tile costb.asis for RTD 

. shes is discussed in sebtio11 C3; 1.1. 
Delete "The DQO also addressed waste characterization Comment accepted with modifications. 
requirements" This sent(?n~ does not add anything to Text will be ch~ged to ih:dicate the 
the paragraph that . tlie first sentence had not already · DQO process addressed the 
stated. tf it is implying something different, change . identification of characterization 
sentence to further explain the meaning.. objectives for cieteiminatio!,l of 

cqntaminant distribution, verification of 

Page 3 of 43 
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Comment 
N-1mber 

ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RI/FS WORK PLAN, D~ A RE-ISSUE . 

Page 

16. Page .vii 
1st paragraph 

17. Pagevii 
2nd paragraph 

18. · Page vii 
4th paragraph 

19. . Rage 5-5 

20. . Page 5-5 

21. Page 1-1· 
1st paragraph 

IDOE/RL-2004".39) 
·comment Response 

completeness .of a removal response, and 
. the waste characterization requirements 
needed for disposal of reinovedmateriaL 

. In last full bullet, change "The direct exposur¢ pathway · Conunerit accepted with modifications. 
·has been eliminated ·at ·martf of. tiiese surfa¢e release Text will be changefto state that.th~ 
sites." to ''The short~term threat . from the . direct . short-term threat from the direct . 

.. eJCrosur~ patlny_ay . h~~ . ~et:lJ1,. abat~d at . many of these . exposure pathway has been abated at 
surface release .sites;" ];>lease · iiote · tnat according . to ·many of these surface release sites: . 

. WAC 173-340, it isn't eliminated unless there's i 5 feet Placemt:nt of M~over soil on the site, in · 
of cleari fill . . Also, the pathway · is riot eliminated; . it's conjunction with ongoing maintenance 
being mitigated . by ongoing mainten~ce. ihcluding ~ctivities, such as application of 
·applic~tion of pesticides. .· pesticide/herbicides, have mitigated 

direct exposure. These maintenance 
activities·elimi11ate plant.uptake and 
disturbance of the soil cover. 

Change "The most significant of these exc~ptions is the· Comment. accepted with modifications. 
BC Controlled Area.'' to "The largest.and most complex Will be restated as "TwC> of th~ lc1rgest 
of these exceptions is the BC Controlled Area and the sites, the BC Controlled Are.a and the 
West Lake.". · .West Lake, are located outside the core 

zone.'' 
GhaI1ge "The data collected during_the BC Contr9lled C_omment accepted. 
Area RI/FS" to ".The data collected during the Rl/FS for 
the BC Controlled Area and the West Lake". 

Change Section 5.3 title to "Response. Action C()mment·accepted. · . 
O~jectives". . 
Change Section 5.4 title to "Identification of Response Comment accepted .. 
Action Alternatives". . . 
Add Location of BC .controlled area and west lake after Comment accepted. 
the discussion of the site .locations. Sine~ these are the 
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.Comment 
Number 

22. · 

23. 

, 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

· ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200--UR-l RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE 
IDOE/RL.,2004"39)· 

Page Comment . Response 

candidates for RI/FS studies, they should specifically be 
noted their location. 

. . 

Page 1-2, Change "unique'' to "additional". · Commented accepted. 
. _1 st paragraph 

P,e 1-2 Change "EE/CA" to "equivalent of an EE/CA". . Cqininent acknpwledged. Please refer to · 
2n bullet response to comments #1 and #10 .. 

Page 1-3 .. Change 147 to 148. Commented accepted. 
1st para1rraoh . 
Page 1-3 . Change "Presents an EWCA" to "Presents the Colllihent acknowledged. Please refer to 
4th bullet equivalent of an EE/CA". response to comments # 1 and # 10. 

Page 1-4 In #3, change "removal" to "response" - ~ach Commented accepted. 
occurrence. 

Page 1-4 1.2.2 RI/FS Streamlining . Comment Acknowledged. At this time, 
Section 1.2.2 . DOE does not see the advantage of 

The Implementation Plan (described in Section 1.1.1 of completing interim dean up actions 
this work plan) establishe<l the Observational Approach under an Action.Memorandum. DOE is 
as one of.five approaches for streamlining tlie · ·open to further discussions with Ecol~gy 

. assessment and remediation of 200 Afeap.ast practice to expl()re expedited final remedies using 
sites: . a ROD lnised strat~gy and potential . 

"The 'observational approach' is a method of contractual ihcentivt:s to FH.. to identify 
p}anrµrig, designing, and implementing a and complete clean up of the UR-1 waste 
remedial action that uses a 1imited amount of sites on a contingency basis 
initial field characterization ... additional 
information gathered during remedial actions is " 

used to niake 'real time' dycisions in the field to 
guide the direction and scope ofremedial 
actions." 
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Comment 
Number 

. ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200_-UR-1 RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFI' A RE-ISSUE . 

Page 

\ . 

(DOE/RL-2004:.39) 
Coinme11t 

R.em.e~iiil actions andremoval actions are.two types of 
response actions defined in the CERCLA regulations 
( 40 CFR 300.5). The hiiplenieptatioti refers to remedial 
actiorts, but US no·E is. prop9sirig- to use removal_ - . 
actions as the initial response for some of the waste 
sites m this workplan . . DOE is required Jo ''an 

· erigineering evaluation/cost ~alys_i~ (EEiCA) or its 
equivalenf' for sites pr<>p9sed for r~tiloval ( 40 CFR 
300A.l5(4)). This workplan presents the equivalent of 
an EE/CA. . . 

·. DOE J)IOJ)OSes to prepare fill Action Memoranciuvi ·. 
following j:iub_licatio.n <Uid pl!blic comnient on this work 
plan. the Action Memorandum will <locument the need 
for arymovai response, 1d~ntify-the proposed action, ·_ · 

. and explain the rationale for the . 
removal: It will also document community relations 
activities,· and inc1tide a schedule for the removal 
actiqn. 

._ A,.r.~o.rgqf d~oision .willaiso._be prepared fotthewastt ... 
sites}n tli~.200-_uR.;}:oper~:bJ~ uruJ. the rernovaJ . 

. ~tion for waste sites in the 200-UR-l opez:able unit 
must, ''to ~he extent practicable~ contribute :to the 

. c,ffi.cien.t perfoi;rnanc_e <>f any anticipated-Iorig~term . 
. r eni~al ~ctjon" ( 40 CFR 300.41.5( d.)). If the removal 
. acti~n ·abates the threat to human health 'ahd the 
environnient,thertthe ROD can document a "no action" · 
decision for those waste sites. 
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Comment 
Number 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-l RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A llE~iSSUE 

Page 

Pa.ge2-7 
3rd paragraph 
Page2-l3 
1st paragraph 
Page2-13 ,. 
4th, paragraph 
Page2,.14 

(DOE/RL-l004-39) 
Comment . 

A remedial. desigtl/remedial actio11 work pian 
(RD/RA. WP) wiU b~ prepataj following-issuance c:>f the 
Action Meinoranclum: It will include the Sampling and 
Analysis Plan that is req4ired for removalactfon sites 
and remedialrespcmse· sites. . . . 

In summary; D9E's propose<! sequence <>factions is: · 
• i>rep~re the equivalent of an EE/CA ( this RI/FS work .plan 

presents. the ~ciuivaleiiti¢'ormatlon) .. . 
• -Pi:~~: all. A.Qt'ion Meri.ioraiiciurti for sotii~ ~f th~ 200-UR­

. 1 waste sites (ad\fitional Action MemorandUlllS may be 
completed for some oi:- all ofthe remainiilg .209:-UR-1 
waste sites) · 

• Prepare art_ RD/RAWP . 
• Complete removal actions for any of the 200-UR-l waste 

sites named in Action Memora:n4unls · . 
• Complete the RI/PS for two of the 200-UR~ 1 _waste sites 

(Wes.t Lake and 1he 13C "control Zone) . . 
• P~_epare 3:ROD forJhe entire 2()()~UR•l operal:>le unit 
• Complete reinedial actiomi (includi,ng the ''no further 

action" alternative, as appropriate) for all 200-UR-1 waste 
sites; including those pi-evio~ly addressed by removal 
action(s) · , 

Response 

Tan.le farms in 200 West Area als6 include S, SX, and Commented acceptfil 
SY. 
Change 147 to 148 waste sit~s (2 sentences in Cqnunented accepted. 
paragraph) . . 
Change "candidate RI/FS site" to "candidate RI/FS Commented accepted. 

· sites".-
Is ''radiofometric" a typographic error? If not, it shoulq ·_. ~:Clomment acceoted with modifications. 

.... ... , , 
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(:;o~ment 
Number 

ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON_ Jilt 2004JR~l Rf/FS WO:RI( PL~, DRAFT A RE~ISSUE 
~ <DOE/RL-2004-39) 

P.age Comment Response 

be .defined in a parenthetical. Term sh.ould be "radiometric". · 
32. Page 2-14 

Section 2.2.3.2 
_ _ A_dcl. _ 9-J.ulracteri_s!ics of w~t lake site as well, or Commented accepted.· 

alternatively a<id a section 2.2'.3.3. Waste Site 

33. -Page 2-20 and 
other site.tables 

Ch,atacteristic$. of the West Lake area. 
_ The order of the sites listed does not make seris~it 
does not appear to be numerical; as 200-:E .. 26 is down 
uear the end of the list instead ofbefore 200:-E-29, and 
. so on: ' A listing stra,tegy sboulcl be applied· to this table 
and all other tables (including tables 5-6 and 5-7) so . 
that site code numbers are easier to look up. 

Commented accepted. 

,_. 34. Page 2-20 Add west iak:e WIDS site code. -Commented· accepted. 

35. Page3~3 

36. Page 3-3 
Section 32.3 

4m sentence in §3.2.3, please delete sentence "As a Coinment accepted with modifications. 
result . . . . and the environment." -and replace with .Proposed wor<iing will be revised to state -­
"Although sampling and -long~term _monitonng of sites '!Although sampling and long..:term 
in the 200 Areas has generally focused on larger and monitoring ofsites in the 200 Areas has 
more contaminated waste sites, there is substantial data generally focused on larger and more 
relat~d to many of the small UPRs because of the mode _ contaminated waste sites, there is data 
of - contaminant release (often through bioiogical related to small UPRs because of the 
transport)." - mode of contaminant release ( often 

through biololricaltransport).". 
The unplanned releases are relatively important in the - RL is not aware ofa data source that , 

-Hanford environment: e:g., contamination is relatively ,s:u.pports the.stateinent tllat there is more 
'more bio-available if· - ··relatively · - - less b'io'."rrtonitor.ing data for these si~s 
concentrated/radioactive: but that sense doesn't come (l]PR.s) than for any either OU. 
through iil this discussion. Also, given there Bioavailability to contamination.atUPR 
importance, I suspect that there is relatively mor.e "bio- sites tha:t have a soil stabilization cover is 
nioniforitlg data for these sites -th.an for any other OU~ lir.rtited. Further discussion fa .needed -
but that sense doesn' t come through either; Adel some with Ecology concerning data sources 
text to emphasis these points. - before making _these statements in the -

Page 8 of 43 
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-Comment 
Ntimber . 

A'{TACHMENT 
. . : . . . 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200;.UR~l RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFI' A RE.:1ssUE 

37. 

38; 

Page 

Page3-3 . 
Section 3 .23 
PageJ-7 
Section 3.4 
pantgraph 

39. Page 3-7 

40. Page 3~9 

41. Page 3-10 

. (DOE/RL-2004-39) 
·ccuilment 

Add west lake inforniation to section (specifically 1st 

. parairraph section). · · . 
Thelliiri sfahilizatiori cover is an iinporuuifpaitor the 
physical conceptual model -for many of these sites. 
Also, the shallow · depth of the contamination is an 
imp<>rtant aspect ofthe "nature" of containiriation.. Add 
supporting text to that effect. 

. Change "Point of release: surface or subsurface 
release." to ''Point of release: surface or subsurface 
release., and thickness of interim stabiltzation cover 
compared to 15 foot standard point · of compliance in 
WAC 173~340." 

R.esponse _ 

work plan. 
Commented accepted. 

Copnn_ented accepted. The -first and 
second sentences in the central paragraph 
on page 3-8 will bf? added to the bullets . 
on page 3-9. · 

The bullet list offactors:pre_sented in the. 
beginning of section 3A are the general 

· physical parameters.that are takeli into 
• consideration when developing a 
contaminant distribution model. 
Regulatory compliance requirements are . · 
not one of the physical properties 
considered in development of the 
contaminant distribution models. 
Speciffoattributes of the lJPR . ' 
contam.inant distribution models are 
discussed on pages 3-'8 and·3'-9. 

Change last bullet from "Appro~ma,tely one~half of the Conirrieniaccepted with modifications . . 
sites identified for . a removal action have been The *ording\:vill be revised to state, 
$tabilized arid covered with clean· soil/material reducing "Approximately one-half of the sites 
the potential· for direct exposure." to ''.Appr9ximately . identified, for a·resp~nse acJion h.ave 
one-half of the sites identified for a response action beert stabilized and covered with less 

· have been stabilized and covered with a thin ( compared than 15 ft of dean so1l/material~ reducing . 
to 15 ft thick} clean_ $0il/materia1 reducing. the short- the short-term potential for direct 
term potential for direct exposµre." exposure.". 
Add to the bullets another one that says: Commented accepted. 

• Plant and animal.uotak.e arid fuinsoort to other 
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Comment 
.Number 

ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES ·To ECOLOGY COMM.ENTS ON THE 200.:uR:-l RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE.:1sstiE 

Page 

42. Page 3-1-0 
Section 3. 5 .2 
and page 3.-17 
Figure3.:5 

43. Page 3,.12 
Section 3.6, 
general 

. / ; 

(DOE/RL-2004_;39) 
comnient 

biological receptors or humans. 
The leacbhig pathway to groundwater has been 

. dismis.s~ for cqntamination.at depths less than 15 feet. 
. The re~lati,:ms . in.WAC .173-340 reqajre consi_qeration 
.· of this pathway~ regardless of depth. It is -· extr~mely 
imp9rtant that if"tbire is justification for dismissing tliis 
pathway that it. be provided in detail usinga quantitative · 
basis; Prepare one or more paragraphs that describe in 
detail why this pathway was . clismissed. . Also pr~vide · 
ap_propriate ·cakul¢ons that · support dismissing this · 
pathway. Insert the ·paragraphs and calculations in 
-section 3 ;5.2: Ecology must approve dismlssal of this 

· pathway and · cannot do so without complete and 
accurate justiJ}ca:tion. 
In this section insert a table of all contaminants · on the 

. initial list, the fadlity that . generated each contaminant, 
and the reason for elimination of each contaminant, 
ip.stead of the bull~ts cm p. 3-12. In the table define 
words such.as "minor quantities" and ''mobility'. 

Page 10 of 43 

Response 

Comment accepted in part. The · _ 
· conceptual modei is considered to be . 
_ac_cttr.l:lte _liS prqv1ded in the work plan, 
Neveriheles~~ the grcmndwater protection 
PR Gs have byen added to the W<?rk plan 
as requested in other comments for use 
in ·waste site -closeout. ~. 

· As discussed in Section 3.6, the DQO 
assessment process.for determining the 
COCs for 200-UR~l waste sites was 
completed and pres_ented. in WMP-19920 
(pending). A generaldiscussion ofthe 
excius1on rational presented in theDQO 
is shown in the Work !>Jan. -Th¢ 200- · . 
UR-1 PQO incorporatedt:l}e completed 
COC assessment process &nd elimination 
rational · develope4 .and presented rn other 
200 Area OU Dqo documents. Meaning . 
of "minor quantities" and "mobility" will 
be provided in the text. Please note, a 
CJ) was provided to Ecology co:ntaining 
the current draft ofth~ 200-UR-1 DQO 
document c:luring Ecolo1rv' s review of 
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ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200;.;lJR .. lRI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-isSUE 

Comment 
Number 

Page 

44. Page 3-15; 3-16 
· Figures 3-3 and 3-
4 

. 45; Page 3-18 
.Table 3-l 

46. Page4-l 
Section4.0 

(DOE/RL-2004'-39) -
C:omment Response 

the Draft A Work Plan. 
The figure is misleading because it does not depictthe · Comment accepted with inodifications; 

· lateral spreacling that occurs · •at · textural ch~ge · Lateral spreading would extend .out 
boundaries j.n the suqsurface. The spreading must be. further inlayered alluvial deposits with 
considered in the conceptual model. Please revise the pronounced grain size heterogeneity in 
figures to indicate lateral spread.big. depositionalbedding. Sedime11tary 

deposits with these characteristics could 
be present at some locatiotis in the 
Hanford FM sands hut probably not in 
gravel deposits. The lateral extent of the 
spreading would be related to the volume 
of a liquid release and the lateral · 
continuity of the layers/strata: 
Additiorial lateral spreading will be 
shown inFifillfes 3-3 and 3-4. 

Dermal absorption for semi-volatile organic compounds · This is a.ii incorrect application of the 
should ·be evaluated. Denual absorption fractions are . WAC requirements, as only Modified . 
relatively high for these compounds - refer .to WAC Methods B and C include dermal 
.173-340 equations. 740-4 and 740-5 to determine S()il aJ?sorption. T1'e200-URJ Work Plan 
cleanup levels ·based on direct contact including dermal rises Standard Method C (inside the Core 
cont.act for semi-volatile organic compounds. . . Zone) and B ( outside the · Core Zone) · 

. caicufations for determhiation of PRGs. 

Replace 1st paragraph with the replacement paragraph 
providedfor the Executive .Su.nunary: 

"The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations :. 
Office and the Washington State Department of 
Ecology agreed that the nature and e:xtent of 

De11llal absmption is not included in 
eitherStandard Methods B or C. . 
See tespprise to c.omment 4. Text in both 
sections of the document will be changed 
for consistep.cy. 
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' · . , 
Comment 
Number 

ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON l'HE 200-UR:-1 RI/FS WOR.K PLANt DRAFT A RE-ISSUE 

Page 

47. Page4-:l 
Section ·4.0 

48. Page4-1 

(DOE/RL-20~39) 
Coriimi~11t 

environmental co:ntainination at many o:(the .200-UR-1 · 
_ . vyas_t~ sit~~ fou:ld be• c_hai:ap~ertzeq using the • · · · 

"Observational Approach/' JnaJ approayh was 
prevfously described-in the 20() Ateas Remedi(ll 

. Investigatioff!Feiisibility Study lmpl~mentation Plan -
Environmental.Restoration-Program;·DOE/RL-98-28 .. 
It is a _method of planning, designing, and implementing 
a te:tnedial action that uses a limited amount of initial 
.field '~haractenzationdata to generate. an uncfor~tanding 
of field conditions. The~ addi±ioiial information is . 
gathered 'during i~inedial .aot\OOS td make-''r~ time" 
decisic:ins_ in the fieid to gui<l,e the direction and scope of 
actions, based on ccmtirtgency planning performed 

· before mobilizatjon to the field. Sites identified for the 
application of the qbservational 8.pproach woul~ be 
R~<lidatciis _to ·ex~ayate coptaminated soil for disposal at 
. the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility." 
The text states that during the DQO.process ·the 200-
UR-1 .waste sites were identified -for_ fourproposed 
future actions: ,· . . 

• Rejection or no action 
• Reassign.merit to another OU ..... 
• Use of the observa1icmalappro~9hto conduct RTD - -
D Completion of an Rl/FS . 

Later in the text monitored natural attenuation is listed 
as tpe pr()po~ed remedy f.or some of the waste_sites. 
Where did this option come from?Please document the 

. source in the text in the appropriate places. · 
Change "streamlined removal action" to ''streamlined 

Page 12 of 43 

Response 

I _, 

Comment accepted. Sites identified as 
candidates for MESC/IC/MNA were 
p_rese11teci~ S~ti~n5 asp~ of the 
aliemativ.e·analysisfor a res~onse 
actiori~-· Text will be modified in 
appr<>pi:fate places to clarify how the 
process was conducted to identify the 
two preferred remedies (R TD and 
MESC/IC/MNA). . 

See r~ponse to Comment 8. Text 
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Comment 
Number 

ATTACHMENT .. 
. . . . . 

RE-SJ>ONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS_ON THE 200-UR-,1 RI/FS WOlU( PLAN, l)RAFJ_' A RE-ISSUE 

.Page . 

2nd paragr_aph 

(DOEIRL:-2004.:.39) · 
_Comment Response 

response action.~• Note that the observational approach : changes will be made throughol;lt the 
isa_streamlining approach. . . docunfoiit when c.oncurrence is 

, established concerning the appropriate 
t~ology . . 

•49; .Pag~4-1 
3rd paragraph 

Change "one 200-DR-1 site (BC Controlled Area)" to · Commentaccepted. 
"two 200:..lJR-1 sites (BC Controlled Area and West 

. 50. Page 4:::i 
Last paragraph 

51. Page4:-1 

52. Page 4:-2 to 4-5 
Section 4, 1.1 to 
4.l.4 · 

53 . Page4-2 
section 4.1 

Lake)". 
Change 

• . "The, EE/CA was prepar.ed" to "The alternatives 
evaluation and cost analysis was prepared" and 

• "The EE/CA identifies" to "The evaluatibn 
identifies" and 

• "Thus. the EE/CA serves as" to "Thus the 
· evaluation, which is the. equivalent of ati. 
EE/CA, serves as". · 

Delete last 2 sentences on page and replace with 
"Sectio11 ~~o recommends the preferred response for the 
candidate sites." . 
No section is included for criteria for selection sites for 

. MESC/IC/MNA . . · Add\ section to discuss this, separat~ 
from the RTD secti,;in. . 

Provide . 8: reference for the DQO docllment. It 1s 

difficult to review this document without the PQO. 

··'Page 13 of 43 

Cominent acknowledged. See responses 
to comments #1 and #10~ 

Comment ackno'wledged. See responses 
to co:mtnents #1. and #10. · 

Criteria for selection. of sites for 
MB$C_/lC/MNA is presented in Section 
_ 5:0 as Par! of the alternatives analysis for 
candidate RTD sites. Aciditional text 

. . -· . . - . . 

· will be added in Section. 4:0; explaining 
tlie next step. in the regulatory process in 
·wh_ich an altemati:ve analysis is 
. performed. 
Comment accepted. Please note that a 
CD was provided to Ecology containtng 
the current draft of the 200~UR~l DQO 
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Comment 
·l'Jnmber 

ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200--UR-1 RI/FS WORK PLAN, ,DRAFT A RE-ISSUE 
(DOE/RL~2004-39) 

Page 

54> Page4-2 
Section 4.1 

55. ~age 4'."2 . 
3rd paragraph 

56. Page4-3 
57. Page 4-4 

Section 4.1 .2 

58. Page 4-5 · 
Section 4.1.3 

Comment Response 

document during the :Ecology review of 
_the Draft A Wotk Plan. .. 

-· The .· text references . ' 'the . . cliaractetliatfori . approach . Conimeni accepted, Please note that a . 
outlined _in . WMP-19920 (pending)." Ecology has not . co· Vias provided to Ecology contai~g 
reviewed or ·approved· of .this .WMP. Therefore, it is the current draft of the 200-UR-1 DQO· 
impossible for · Ecology to determine jf the docUJI1,ent during the Ecol~gy revie~ of 
' characterization approach' developed in the DQO the Draft A Work Plan. · 
process was adequately · captured in the WMP since . 

. Ecology has seen ri~ither document. 
Add west lake for .completfon·ofRI. , Comment accepted. 

Delete last par·agraph .on page. Comment accepted. 
The text states that "As appropriate, radiometric Comment accepted. Additional te~t will 
surveyi, lµld/or samples were collected · to verify the be included to discuss in occurrence 
completeness Qf the cleanup. For releases containing reports. ·These indicate. that non­
radlologfoa1 ·constituents, Iib:ta.diation warning ·signs or· radiological constituents were not 
postings were reqtJired following the cleanup because constituents of concern. Where a 
the . actions taken . resulted in acceptable exposure . cleanup action was complet~d, 
levels ... The sites should not be considered, waste radiological COCs were tlie predominant 
management wiits because there is not longer evidence contaminant and served as target or 

. of an. actual. or potential hazardous substance release." .Jndicator COO.$tituents. . .. 
The 'tei t . prcrvides-- ~o . disc~ssion of non~rad hi~dous 
. substru:1ces at the waste sites. Please add text to address 
non~rad hazardous substances. 
ln§ert text addressing h9w the movement .of waste sites 
from one OU to another, wili be documented. The text 
is contradictory, in one place it disc1.1.sses the .34 'waste 
sites ''inclusion with . another OU for conducting · 
remedial action" arid in another place it discusses 
"designation of the new OU associated with the site" 

. Comment accepted. Text will be 
modified and include a discussion 
concerning reassignment of the 200-UR-
1 waste sites to other operable units. 
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CommeIJt 
Number 

59. 

60. 

61. 

6.2. 

·63. 

64. 

. ATTACHMENT 
. : . . . . . . . : . : 

IIBSPONSES TO ECOLOGY CO~M£NTS ON THE 2Q0-UR-1 Rl/FS WORK PLAN; DRAFl'ARE-ISSUE .·. 
<DOE/RV-2004-39) .. 

Page Comment j Response 

. , • please clarify . 
Page4-S Please change the 3rd bull,et . to rt;ag . "Ra,d.~<>logicat · . Comrn~t accepted with modincations. 
Section 4J.4 . •' surveys andlef ethef _ non.a.radiological -field,.sci:eening · Field screening characterization . . 

charact~atio:n .. techniques ee:aM will be · ·used to .techniques 'for organic and inorganic . 
detennin~ the level and extent of contapiinatiort_-during .· . constituents.will be:used, as ·appropriate, 
'the removal' actfori." . . . . . ,atsites where noriradiologica1 . 

constituents may be present. 
.Page 4:..6 · Add West Lake for completion of an RIIFS, Comment accepted._ 
:J..,ast paragraph 
Page4-7_ These sections state that contamination located in . the Discussions throughout the Work Plan 

· Section 4.1.8 upper 15 ft of soilis riot a threat to groundwater. Delete concerning the assumptions ~d . 
and PageB-3 these sentences and replace · with a reference back · to . supporting infomi.ation used to. detennine 
Section B 1.4.1 ,Section 35.2, which will be .. amended in accordance . the potential impact to: grcfond water . 
1st sentence of with a comment _above; froni UPR sites will tie made consistent. 
section See response to comment #42. 

: 

Page 4-7 Include evidence proving the "Chemical and Discussions throughout.the Work Plan · 
Section 4.1.8 radionuclide contaminants from UPRs in the 200-UR- concerning the assumptions and 

lOU ..... are not a .threatto grolin.dwater." supporting information• regarding the 
·· potential impact to . ground water from 
UPRsite willbt:: made consistent. · See 
response to comment#42. 

P<tje 4-7 
2n. an4 5th 

Add Westlake site-to ~ompletiori ofRI/FS. Comment accepte~ · 

paragraph.· 
Page 4.-8 Modify text to include the use ofVSP to determine the '.Jbe sampling design and spe~ification:s 
Section 4_.1.9 ·statisticc!,lly adequate number of -verification samples · for verification sample coll~tion ate 

and locations. Also include text stati11.g that verification . presented:iti the SAP (Appendix B). The · 
samples will comply with requirements specified in sampling design will be revised to 
WAC .173-340. 740(7). . . implement a random-rilulti:.increment 

. sampling concept aided by VSP. · 
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ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RJIFS WORK PLAN) DRAFT A RE-ISSUE 

~-------------································ ······················· ····································-· (DOE/RI,-2.004-39) ·····-··-·····-~· -·-·-··-···· ........................ ............ · ................ . ······•·•••• .. : 

Comment Page Comment : Response . i 
Number ; ' 
-----,----------+-------------············· . ····· ··························-···i················· - . ...• : 

65 . Page 4-8 
Sections 4 .. 1.9 and 
4? 

66. Page 4-9 
Section 4.2.1 

Add west lake to discussion. Need to add a Comment Accepted. 
characterization approach for \vest lake. 

Modify the 41n and 6t;: btiUets to read: Comment accepted with modifications. 
c "Sampling and analysis fv ~,Tl pot.:i;:~;j:d CO(\ Verification sampling and analysis will 

r,f.1,,;1,ik at i.:hi: soil location with the highest level be performed for potential COCs on a 
of contamination for waste characterization and , site-specific basis. A list of the 
disposal decisions. ! radiological and ron.tadiologfoal COCs is 

A verification radiological survey and subsequent l provided in the SA.P, COCs that will be 
verification of soil sampling and laboratory analysis fr>r ! evaluated at each candidate RTD site are 
i,ll COCs to document tbe successful removal of l identified using Tables B-15, B-6, and B-

1-------+----,-------'-c_ontaminated.media to.levels below.PRGs.'' .............................. .!..7··············································-------~ 
The first sentence should include a reference to Figure l Comment accepted J:..'7 Vl . 

6·x u . 

Page 4-10 
Section 4.2.2 
Page 4-10 
Section 4.2.2 

2-4. : 
The text states "In Phase I. the initial site evaluation 
characterization objectives are developed and focus on 
determination .of cutrent contaminant levels, 
development of the preliminary CSM, and 
determination of initial sampling and radiological 
survey specifications for a limited field inve~iigation." 
This should have been completed through the DQO 
process and should be documented in the attached SAP. 

Cominent accepted. The next sentence 
states, "The project is currently 
conducting Phase I activities". Text -will 
be revised to include a discussion 
concerning use of the DQO process and 
presentation of the scoping sampling 
plan in the SAP (Appendix B), 

;. . ·· ····-··----+--i _______ -+--P_l_e_as_'e_r_e_v_is_e_t-'"-h_e_d-o_c .... u_n_1e~·n_t_a .... c .... co~r-d_i .... ng=l~,y-.. -------t--------------------, 
' 69. i Page 4-10 Delete "a unique,'; in last par·a1,iraph. Commentacct1)ted '• "·-------+--~~-------~---.......... ~-~~-~----------r~-~--~-----------------< 

Page 4-11 171e text references "a Historical Site Assessment Comment accepted with modifications. 70. 
Section 4.2.2. l (HAS)." Provide a reference to this document or attach The reference will be provided. The 

it as an appendix to this '--Vork plan. HSA has been prepared as a separate 
document. •·--·····-···········-------·········· ···············--------..------------------------+------------------

71, Page 4-11 ! What are "Derived Concentration Guideline Levels'' Comment accepted. Additiona1 ! 
i Secti~E .. :!}:l} ............ .L~!~.~!_~vh~~ do they come from. Please p~:~.'}9:~....... discussion defininl{~~Derive<l ............................... J 
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ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-l RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE 
(DOE/RL-2004-39) :-----............ ---- ··· .. ·····••·••··················---------~------~---------------------

: Comment Page Comment Response 
' Number 

----->--------+---················-------·------------+---------------~ 
explanation in the text. Concentration Guideline Levels" will he : 

.............. ............ _-,..;.----- -----''---········································ ·············································································· ···· _provided in the text .... ·-····················•········j 
72. Page 4-11 

Section 4.2.2. l 
The second bullet is ''Development of initial scoping Comment accepted. Text will be revised ! 
sampling and radiological survey specifications for a to include a discussion concem.ing use of ! 
limited field investigation." This should have been the DQO process and presentation of the : 
completed through the DQO process and should be scoping sampling plan in the SAP ! 
documented in the attached SAP. Please revise the (Appendix B). Text changes will be ! 
document accordingly. made to be consistent with response to ! 

! 68 . 
>···· ···-· ---+----- - --~·························-··········-··-···- : comrnent , . : 
l 73. Page4-8 Add West .Lake to Section4.2, and propose a i Comment accepted 

Section 4.2 characterization a roach. ! . 
, • • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • • ••••• • .. • •••••• • • ••••• • •• • •• • •••••••• + •••••• • • •• •• • •• ••••••• • .- •••• •• • •- • • •• • ••••• •• •• ••••• • • • •• •-••• • • ••• •• •• •••• ••• •• •u•• •·u• •••••o• • •~ 

Page 4-12 Part 2, 1st bullet: Defi11e the tenn ''key" in the bullet or i Comment accepted. A more detailed ! 74. 
Section 4.2.2.2 replace it with a more detailed desc11ptio11 of where ! description wi]l be provided. : 

1----- - -+--- - ························· .. samples .. are to be collected. i i 
75 . 

76. 

Page 4-12 Please define "key areas" and explain how they are i Comment accepted. A more detailed 
Section 4.2.2.2 identified. description will be provided. Text 
Part 2 changes will be consistent with response 

to comment 74 . 
Page 4-12 
Part 3 
Section 4.2.2.2 

. Change the second bullet 10 read "Dctem1ine if Comment accepted with modifications. 
: sut1icient data is available to .,;,.<o.[:}n:,,:!;e··,=cw~/,=,,,,,,,,,,',+I,d Maxi.ntum radiation levels and 
i t,vw·1,gf Z't1bl1at.l': a 95<\:, UCL for surface n:.AiAi<<:. radiological COC concemrati011s will be 

estimated by the 95% UCL on sample 
:

I,,, CCX:· levels in each zone." documented. The true mean (as 

--- - --+-----··························•···························---------------- --.--111_.e'-a'-n"--') _w_·i'--iJ-'a_J_so_. _b_e_c_a_lc_u_ia_t--'--e_d_. _ ___ _, ...,..., 
I I . Page 4-13 ! In the iirstbullet, include non-rad COCs for verification · An additional etaluation is being 

Section 4.2.2.4 i purposes. conducted to deient1ine whether analysis 
ofnotH'ad COCs within the BC 
.Controlled Area is needed for 
verification purposes. The current 
cone tual site model does i:ncl.ude 

~-----~------········· ···················•···············-········- ······------------- ......L..--.L.....~-'-----'----'------' 
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ATTACHl\fENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-.1 RI/FS \VORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE 
(DOE/RL-2004-39) 

-------•-0• •·-· · · ·· -----------------------'----------"-----~-----------···················-·······-·······-

Comment .Page Comment Response 
Number 

--------- 4 .. ••·-·········----------'------------------------+--------·---·-------------~---1 

78. 

79. 

i 80. 

Page 4-13 
Section 4.2.2.5 

Page 4-14 
Section 4.2.3 .2 

Page 4-J4 
Section 4.2 .3.4 

In several places the text refers to a "treatability test" 
but il is not clear what the pm1)ose of this text might be. 
Please add text explaining \Nhat the treatability test 
might he testirnt and how it will be used. 
The text states that the "Survey criteria will meet the 
agreed-to Derived Concentration Guideline Level set 
for the BC Control Area." Please provide a reference 
indicating where the ''agreement" is documented. 

Change the last sentence to read "A list of the screening 
techniques a:1d de·:·f;ciiGn capabifoi,~s >">fth;;.; fa]ltipm(.:Jn., 

identified for use at U PR sites is presented in the SAP 

distribtttion of non-radiological COCs by 
plants or anima1s at 1evels that would 
exceed PR.Gs. Further discussion is 
needed with Ecology concerning 
inclusion of non-'rad COCs in the BC 
Controlled Arca. 
Comment accepted. Text will be added 
to briefing explain the objectives of the 
treatability test{s). 

Comment accepted. Text will be added 
to explain how the "agreed-to Derived 
Concentration Guideline Level'' for the 
BC Control Arca \\.111 be estab1ished. 
This is the radiological survey scan 
capabi1ity as it corresponds to the 
measured activity in the soil 
Comment accepted. 

i in Avoendix B. '' l-------+--------+-.;.___...,;__ __ ..................................................................................................... ________________ _, 
81. Page 4-15 The text states that "Verification analysis will provide 

Secti.on 4.2.3.5 the data needed to complete site c1osure 
documentation.'" Ecology ,vmild like to point out that 
the analy1ical detection levels used for the verification 

See response to comment 42. PRGs for 
the COCs wil.1 also be calculated per the 
methodology described in WAC 173-
340-747 for determination of derived soil 

analysis must be low enough to document compliance concentrations for ground water 
\vith ground·Nater protection values established in WAC protecti,,n. Soil PRGs protective of 

J __ ___ ~_:_!_~:,_~_;_i~_;e-~i_7_fo_;_na_t_id_~_~_it_>~_1·,_/_h_e_a_n_a_ly-t-ic_.a_l _re_s_·u_l_ts_r_n_u_st_· b-e~_;_~q .... ~_~f_:i_;_·~-i-~-~-o-~_!:;~:~:~~:'.:tion . 
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Comment 
Nuntber 

82: 

~3. 

85. 

86; . 

87. 

89. 

. AT.TACHMENT 
. . . . . 

RESJ>ONSES TO-ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON-'.J'HE io~uR;;l RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFI' A RE-ISSUE , . . ·--.- - · - ·;. . . . . . . 

Page ·· 

Page 4:.15 
.Sectiori4.2.4 

· .Page4-'l7 
-Fighre 4-1 

Page 4-18 
Figuref-2 
Page 5-1 

Page S-4 

Page 5-4 

Page·s-4· 
Section 5.1.2.3 · 

Page 5-4 

(DOE/RL-2004-39) 
Co~ment · 

. - fothe third-sentence .there is a double "that" plea$e 
delete one. - - - · -· - · 

. The bottom left box needs to be inodi:fied to indicate -
-. · whathappens if a wast~ site is NOT reject~ by the 

regulators. __ 

This figure needs to be modified to include evaluation · of non-rad PRGs. - - - - --
change Sectfo11: 5.i and 5.Ll 'fiiles from" ... Justify 
Removal Actions" to " ... Justify Response Actions". 

_In_ 3rd bµllet, .change "Bioaccunmlation" to 
''Bioaccumtilati01fand·bio-magriification" 

In last p~agraph ()f Section 5 .1.23, insert a new 
senteuce between the existing first and second 
sentences: , -- ·, , , 
· "US EPA guidance does not have a corresponding 
limitation." _- · · - - · · · 

The text states that "most of the sites have been 
st~bilii;ed, thereby limiting ecological ac~ss." -
However, TabieA-4 indicates that several of the waste 
sites have no stabiliza}fon cover; or a sllallow cover. 
Pl~se reyi~~ text to accurately reflect ~be potential for 
ecological exposure. • 
The first bullet-shoµld include "inhalation" as an 

-Page 19 of 43 

Response 

C:orument accepted . 

- _- Coi;nment a¢cepttX!. -figure 4-1 will be 
--modified to in9lude an additional step to 

-address fue need for confirtnatfonai • 
sampling for certaiiicandidltte rejected or 
no action waste sites. · -. 
· Co:rpment accepted. 

See previous responses to the.requested 
changes i~terminology from "Removal" , 
to "Response". Text will be modified to -
be ~on~istent with, the selected --. 
tertninology and used throughout the rest 
of the document .. • ---
· Comment accepted. The revised bullet . 
will indicate, ''Bioaccumufation an:d .bfo­
ma-m:rificatiort ( as appropriate) .... " 
Comment accepted. 

Comment accepted with modifications. 
Text w{Ube Jrtodified. Approxiiriately 
half of the waste sites have a stabilization 
cover. 

The Central Plateau Ecological DQO - · 
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Comment 
·Number 

90. 

-~;. 

· ,ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY CO~NTS ON THE 200-UR-lRI/FS WORKPLAN,-DRAFf ARE-ISSUE 

Page 

.Section, 5.1.2,3 · 

Page 5-5 
Section 5.3 

.{DOE/RL-2004-39) _· 
. Comment . 

ex:posure pathway for invertebrates and burrowing · 
manunals. · · 

l{esponse 

evaluated pathways anµ determined that 
inhaiatiofl iras an irisigrii:p.cant pathway 
for i.nyertebrates. Su.pPQrting · 
i¢'omiation from that project was sent . to 
&ology-0n 10/~5/04; Ecosystem _ , 
protection evaluated using WAC 173-

. -340:. 7 490 through 7 494 does not include 
. eyaluatioii of inhalation by ecologic~ 
· receptors: • 

Modify the 1 st,.5rn, 6rn, and 7m bullets to read: .. . Con:n;nent <lecepted with modincatioq.s. 
• Prevent or red-aee negcitiver1mpact mitigat¢ risk The Ia$t RAO will be reworded to more 

t_o hllll;lan health, e~logica1 r~eptors, and . , clearly reflect the intent of this-statement. 
natural resources assbciated with exposure.to Remedial actioi;is wHI be conducted in an . 

· soil or wastes. contarp.inated a,bove AR.ARs or efficient manner in order to minintiz.e the .. 
risk-based criteria by remeyiB.-g the source or . amount of generated waste. G~od . . • . 
eliminating the pathway. . .. . managemeri.t practi~es will be used · 

• Prevent or f8dRee mitigate occupational health · during removal actions to control 
risks associated with physical, chemical, and unnecessary wa1,te generation. Cleanup 
radiological hazards· to workers perfonn1ng requirements will be in accordance with 
remov.al actions. . . the selected land-use outside the Core · 

• Minimize the general disruption of ecok>gical Zone as identified in the Comprehensive 
and cultural resources causeµ by regiediation . umd Use,Pian'. ·- . 
and.prevent .adverse impacts to cultural · . 
:tesour6es and threatened br engendered species .. 

• · -Provide conditions suitable for future industrial 
land use h1s1dethe Central Pl~teau Core Zone 
boundary and residential unrestricted land use 

. :OutsideJhe Core Zone. . . ., . . . 
Delete the last RAO. It implies removal and cleanup . 
will be minimized to reduce the amount of waste 
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·. Con;nnent· 
Number· 

9-1. 

94. 

95. 

. . . 

. ATTACHMENT 

.RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENT$ ON THE 2~~1 IU/FS WORICPLAN, DRAFf A ~ISSUE . · 
, · (D()EiRL-2004-39) 

Page 

Page s::.6 

.Page5.:.6 · 
· Section 5.4.1.2 

Page5--7 _ 

Page 5-8 
Section 5.~._2.1 

· Comment 

generated. 
Change "WAC 173-340 also s.vecifies a . : . ;, to "Vj' AC 
173-340 specifies a standard point of compliance of 15 
feet and a .. /' · 

The text onlyaddresses the decay ofradi9.activ.e 
contaminants. · Add text addressing the remaini.b.g non- ' 
rad. COCs which will NOT dec·ay but may experience 
natural attenuation . . 
3ro paragraph in Section 5.4.1.3, change "Removal 

· technologies do not" to "The observatiomll approach 
does not''. 

· A traditional sampling DQO would consider the . 
cori.seguences of making a bad decisi6n. ·For 
remediation, a decision to continue MNA ali.d:maintain 
existing soil coyer could result in hio-intrusion and re­
release of contamination. Thaf s consistent with the 
history ofthe.lJRs, and should be considered in 
"implementability'' and "effectiveness" - please revise 

· the text accordingly; 

Under Alternative 2, Maintain Existfo .. g Soil Cover, 
Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural 
Attefiµation, contairiinal}.t~ would temam in the UPR 

· · sites, with controls to prevent in~dvertent human and __ 
biological intrusion into.the areas until contaminant 
concentrations beneath the existing i;oil cover reach 

Page 21 of 43 . 

Response 

Cormnent accepted v<lth modifications. ·· · 
. Th~ text wiil be reworded to discliss the 
WAC standard point of compliance bf 15 
feet. . . 

Comment accepted. 

Comment accepted with modifications. 
The text will be modified to sta,te that a · 
removal response using the observation 
ai:;proach does not .... 

_ . Conµnent accepte(l with modifications. 
Additional text will be added in the 3rd . 
. paragraph on pag~ 5, .. 9 where a failure of 
insti~tiO))al contrn1s is discµssed. . 
Because of the short vertical .extent of 
contamination at the UPR waste sites . 
where an existing soil C6Veds present, . · 
re-1:ylease of eon.,tamin,iltion caused by. 
bio-inirusi9n, if itwere to: occur; w~rnld 
res4l_t !ii relatively iajno.r redistpqution: • 

Comment Acknowledged . . Additional 
text'will be added to i<lentify the 

.. potentfalofbiologifal·vectors ·to 

. transport radioactive contamination. 
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Comment 
Number 

96. 

97 .. 

. ATTACHMENT 
. . . . .. 

RESPONSES TO-ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON TilE lOO~UR-t:ruiFs WORI(PLAN, DRAFT-A RE-ISSUE 

Page 

-Page 5-8 
Section 5 .5 .2.1 

Page5-9 
Section 5.5.2-.1 

· (DOE/RL-2004-39) ·. 
Comment 

accepta,ble levels; This alternativewotiid rely on 
naturalaiienuation (e.i, radibactive decay) to decrease 

. contaminants until concentrations reached levels that . 
wouJd be protective ·of humrui heaith and the . . 
eriviroooien(.- · · . . . . 

. . . . . . ·- . 

As recently as 1997 there were 145 annual incidents of . 
. · biological yecfors·transportihgi:adfoagtive .. 
. · conta.trlination.in the en'virortniS(Ilt {Section 3.23). Only 

some of these incidents were.associated :with·uriplanned 
releases, and significant changes to cgntrols were made . · 
iri I'.@sponse to the increasing ·numper of iiicicfents: . _· 
. Hpwever, 'the numper. ofincideirts acrOS§ tbe Hanford . 
Site'rnake it a key concern for this alternative; whether 

·•· the· existing· soil covers and controls would be effective 
. in prevy11tm.g biological intrusiori.- -If they are shdwn to 
be e.ff ectiye; Alterpat1ve 2 ,could possibly provide .. . 
overall protection of hutrian health and the environment -• 
for sites that show protection of groundwater and . 
achieve hllillan health and enyironniental protectign 
withiii 13o·yciti:s; ~ ; · •. · · · · · · · · · · 

·_ ·The text. states:that soil . covers will be ni.amtained "until 
co_nt~inap.t c~Iicentrations beneath the existing soil 
cover i:~ctch acc,eptable levels.'' If non-rad COCs are . 
ptesent above PRGs they wili notd~ay, p,le·ase add text 
addressing natural attenuation ·of non-rad COCs . . · 
The text states that ''Confuinatory sampling would be. 
used to determine the appropriate tim:efranie for decay 
of the constituents to acceptable levels'." Non-rad . 

Page22 of43 

·llesp~mse 

. Cornipent accepted. 

Comm~nt accepted. Organic 
constitlients are expected to attenuate. If 
confirmatory s~npiing analytical results 
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Co~ittent 
Number 

98. 

99. 

100. 

lOi. 

.ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES :TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 20~UR-l RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE . 

Page• 

Page 5-9 
Section 5.5 . .2.1 
3rd paragraph 

Page 5-9 
Section 5.5.2.1 
4th paragraph . 

Page 5-9 
Section 5.5.2.1 
2nd paragraph 

Page 5-10 
Section 5.5.3.1 

(DOE/RL-2004-39) 
Comment 

COCs will nqt decay, :Plyase ~dd text addressing the 
natural attenuation of non-rad COCs. . . . 
Detail what the risks would be 1ong-temi if the controls 

· wen: to fait inchidirig .dispersion qr contamination . 
. through annnais, wind~bioviri contamination, etc . . 

Response 

.·· show iporgani9 3.1'.1.alytes above PRGs, the 
'MNA remedy.will be reevalu~ted. · -
Connnent accepted with modifications. 
Additional text will be, added to discuss 
tong-tenn risks. The sites selected for . 

. . this alt~rnatiye would 'have a minimal • 
pote~~il for lo~g~term risk from 
• disturbance. .. . 

The majotjty ofthe vPR sites resulted in contamination . The discussion concerning·current 
. · froIU sites in th~ Hanford site boundaries, so controls . controls ancf access to UPR sites is .. 

and access ate in .. eievant in this discussion. Also, . appropriate in this section. The process 
annual sm;face radiation surveys of specific waste sites allows for assessment and response to 
do ncit detect radiation tha,t may have migrated out of maintatn control of the site and soil 
bomidaries if the soil cover were to fail. beletflhis 

· paragraph completely; or re-word to address these 
concerns. 
Would sampling alone be enough to determine the 
possib11ity ofmobility of contaminants through the soil 
during the period ofnaµ.rral attenuation? Address this 
concern in this settion. · · · 

Please add to your discussion that alternative 3 would 
kest add.res:> one of the main causes of the UPR's of . 
animal-intrusion and wind-blowh contamination (that is, 

cover condition$. 

· Comme11t accepted with modifications. 
Sampling an:d subsequent analysis of .· 
result$ will identify the consiituents 
prese,Rt. Distribution coeffi<)iellts for the 
constituents arid site infiltration rates will 
be consicl~red in assessing vertical 

. inigration and mobility. Th~ · • 
· stabilization soil cover effectively 
reduces both infiltration associated with 
precipitation and lateral dispersion 
caused by wind; ·. . . . · • ·> • . · • . 

. Comment accepted with rnodi6.cations. 
Additi9nal text will beadded.to d.isc11ss 
how removal of contamiimted soil would 
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___ ,,, 

\.,, 

Conunent 
Number 

102. 

103. 

104. 

105. 

- . ,: .. :· _· · .. · · : ·. . .· 

• AITACHMENT· 

~~~ONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS.ON TH.E 200,.UR~l RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE .. ~SSUE 

Page 

Page 5-9 
Section 5~5;22 

Pages.:9 

Page 5;.9 
·section 5.5.2:3 

Page 5-10 

, (DQE/RL"'.20O4,.39) 
Cominent 

J,"~OV~l (,)fthe C()ntami~ted soil completely would 
_delete this: possibility ofoctl.lirir:ig again, compared to 
,alternative 2) . 
. Pfease cl&ify what ''technical difficulties may arise . 
y.,ith eqwpµieilt failure" and wh_at equipment you are -· 
rer~rriiig ~. · . ·. · - · · · • . · ·. . · · • · · 
Under Section '5.5. 2 .2 change add additional textafter 
th~ existing paragraph: ''Conversely; there is . 
substantial, site~specific experience that demonstrates 
the difficulty of isolating shallow con.tmnination from . 
plants and aniJ;nals. Also; the cost offaiI4reis _, 
relatively high. The BC-Controlle& Area is Hanford; s 
largest ,waste site and it resulted from biological • · 
intrusion into shallow waste sites." 

·' 

. , -

. i\~d to th.e po$ts the possibiUfy that if controls were to 
faiJ; ad<;l,itional waste sites could be created that would 
need to be cleaned up m the future. · .. . 
. For l~t paragraph Section5.5.3.l, .replace last sentence 
with 1'Coiitaminated soil would be disposed of at the . 
ERDF. : Clean. excavatoo·soil would be used as backfill,. 
or in some cases the excavation site Would simply be · . 
recontoured without addirw: additional backfill." ·. 

Page24of43 

•Response 

eliminate potential .for future · 
-~e4istributio; caused by animal intrusion ·. 
or wfu.d erosion . 

· · Coirifuerit accepted The sentence will 
he ciiµified. . 

Tlie physical characteristics of the site 
ruici c6ntaminarit source material . 
• available at the BC Cribs and Trenches · 
· th.at was· clispersal by animals does not 
. m~tch the physicill settiiig or w~te 
characteristics of the UPR sites in this 

. discussion .• -The UPR sites: that are . . 
candidates for Alternative 2 have a small 
contaminant inventory distributed in a 
thin veneer. -

In ~nesob1tiori ineetit1g, Ecology 
~I1ID.1:e11t¢d tlt,atth,er¢ app~ars to-a bias 
between the. MNA and RTD alternatives. 
The discussions will be revised as . 

. necessllfY t<> eliminate bias:: 
Th.ere is·no way to detemiine the 
potential number of failures; level of 
¢ffort or associated costs of this sccinario. 
C<:miment acc.:epte<i. 
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ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-l RJJFS WORK PL,\;'\\ DRAFf A RE-ISSUE 

_ __ .JQQE/RL-2004-~.~_)__·······--~--··-----·····················- -------. 
Response : ~o;.~~nt I P~ge 

j Number ········- - --• 

I Comment 

' 106. ! Page 5-10 Modify text to read: "Confirmation sampling will be Comment accepted with modification. 
! Section 5.5.3.l , used to verify that residual contamination levels dt>·i',i'Ji: .Indicate remedial actions '•will comply 

i;--10-7-.- --f Page 5-10 _ , 1 Ei!i=~::::::::~}b::::o:•:i;: 5 -ft_)_b_g-s,--;,....1-•-~-::::::::::,~ :~:~:~::: 

·,. !::,,. Sect10n 5.) .. 1.1 at concentrations that exceed the groundwater Contaminants are not anticipated to be 
:,,,·. , protection values specified in WAC 173-340-747, is not found or left in place below 15 ft at UPR 

! compliant with ARA..~s. The remediation of the 200- waste sites that would threaten ground 

I
: i UR-1 OU Waste Sites should incorpomte the water. Addition of soil PR.Gs that are 

! 

:,':,',, requirements specified in WAC 173-340:.350(9), WAC protective of groundwater will be 
173-340-360(2), and WAC 173-340-370(2). included in the SAP, and applied for all 

soil removal associated with liquid 
release sites. If contamination deeper 
than 15 ft is encountered, other remedial 

I J_ 
1:.: 108. ' Page 5-1 l j Re-consider that movement of waste to ERDF would 

alternatives would need to be considered 
in consultation with Ecology. Text \.-Vi ll 
be added t~.~Jarify this point. 

1st paragraph ! result in a "minor'· reduction in mobility, given the 

release mechanisms for the URs. Revise your text 

Comment accepted with modificaiions. 
Text will be revised and the word 
"minor'' will be removed. ·l · importance of animal & plant intrusion as secondary 

. accordin._r,. ly. 
i:,.: ·-frj9-_----,. Page 5-11 : Other th~--"--B-C_C __ c-11-1tr_o_lled Area. which sites are-"-la-rg-t-,r-, -+-T-ext will he added to specify that the as a 

5th paragraph i more complicated" and could require years to group, the numerous railroad waste sites 
may require more time to remediate than . 
other UPR sites because of logislics ! 
associated with removal activities, waste 1 

han. dling, and disposition of multiple Ii 

waste streams. ---- --
L_l)_0_. ____ .l Page 5-12 ......... Dekte?'.'.'.

1 
•• paragraph. It.~?.-~~E.·1 apply be_f:'..~~e_''_th_i_s_~_C_'o_n_m1ent accepled. ----·············· 
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ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COl\-1:MENTS ON THE 200-UR-l Rl/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE 

i Comment I, Page 
I N·~!!!~er , ___ _ 

- ---········jDOE/RL-20Q.1.:J.~). _ __ -.- -----·····················----~ I Comment 
: 

! Response 
! 

f-.. ........... 

1
' .... _ i conditi.~:~~)s not expectc_~.i~! .. .E?e 200-UR-1 ~~~~te sites." ---------···-------< 

i 111. Page 5-13 i Please revise. the text to rea?_: "For som~ si_tes: fi~al , i Comment accepted. 
1 

i. Section 5. /;. cl"anllp ''f:•,., .,,.,. ,:::,.,,,,,., . .,❖, ,, ~f·•nv,t,"" mav be .c, .. ,~.,s . .,,,., 1,·i"' ,, '~:·i :t' I : \.} \,,,' • _.,._; ~• . ,V . ., ._... , .. ~ ._._,,, ,) ( . v . > J ~ I ., \,,\_,. ~• (.1.,,., ._.,, : 

~ j withremovalcostsreduced .... " _ ____ ______ _ _____ i 

:,',,.·, 112. j Page 5-14 Provide documentation supporti1~g.the statement ,:~i"ie-······; Comment accei;ted. The text wifbe···-·7 

Ii. 

1::::::::

, Section 5.8 ! UPR sites are not a threat to groundwater and mainly ! revised to say, '·Because the UPR sites 
i consist of surface radioactive contamination . . ... :' i mainlv consist of surface radioactive . 
i ' contai~1ination caused by small i 

leaks/spins, windblown particulates, i 
tumbleweed parts, and intrusion by ' 

i L I animals, they are not considered a threat 

I
i 

1
.
13

_ ... ...... ____ ..J..~~.-8:!:oundwater.'~ .......... _____ _ 
l Page 5-14 i Is the statement "Generally placement ofa soil i This sentence will be revised to restate 
:,.!. Seciion 5.8 stabilization cover was followed a decontamination or ' its intended meaning, !,, 

cleanup action" correct or were the soil stabilization 

I
. i covers preceded by decontamination or cleanup 1 

i actions? : 

0'· ii4·:·· ! Page 5-27 i Include sites that were not approved for reclassification. : Comment accepted. ············----1,,,,,, 
I I, Table 5-6 1· For sites where ecology is just requesting '"confirmatory i j 

, sampling"·, .ecology r·eqnests creating a new. category o. f1· 
! I j just "samples'' versus classifying them as RTD or 

1115. .. - ~ '~~~~~~~~h.vea;:, asterisk fol!O\~in-b-, i_r_? _1_:·11_e __ . ! Th_e_a-st-c-.n-·s_k_v.-,i-11 be -re-p-la_c_e_d_an_d- ·M--:,~;;;--, 

,.:',,,_ i Table ::>-•.............. ... a.ste1isk -is not included in footnotes. Delete if not used j inserted. The footnote for '·a'' can be 
! to signify something. ___ I ~~~~d at the bott~~~ .. ~~.~~ble 5-6 on~.~~~····-

Page 5-27 i 2 wast~--sites are liste·d--as-2·20-E- l l <Sru~d i°20-E-115, ',,: Comment accepted, 
Table 5-6 : correct to 200. 

116. 

----+-- - ----··········-···•---,.----
Page .5-27 Site UPR-200-W-166 is listed for both preferred i Comment accepted with modifications. 
Table 5-6 ---~) _remedies. 'll1eret~~~.1 instead of 52.~Y..~~~~ sites for R'I.P. ... .J. The two rer~~.~~~.~.~.~y·ere identified [?T. ...... . 

117. 
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Comment 
Number 

; 

il8; • 

119;. 

. . 

120. 

121. ·· 

. A.TT A.CHMENT 
. . . . 

RESPONSES TO EC()LC>GY COMMENTS ON THE: 200-UR~l RI/FS WORK PLAN; DRAFT A RE-ISSUE -· 
. (DOE/RL-2004-39) : . . 

J>;{ge Conitn,ent . -Response ,...._ 
.. 

(listed in introduction pg. V) there are 53 listed in table. applicati<?Q. w#hin diff erentareas of the 
Jf it i~ \J~<;auf;e poth a1~r:riatives; are iq~ntined; the,n tr~at · same site. RTDwas-the preferred --· . 
all sit~ where both altern~ives are identified as the . remedy for ieinovafofresidual .. 

.. same; and make note in the table. ·. contamination on·theporti.on of the -site 

. . thatwaspreviously scraped. _ 
.. . MESC/lC!MNAwas theprererred · . 

. rern~dy for the portion of the site ¢.at is -
how under i.i soil stalJiijzatioil cover. 

. . Because the remediation costmodels are 
· b~ing revised, the proposed remedies 

•. may be changed. The .tabie wil1 be 
revised accordingly . . Numerically 
couii.t_iilg these hyo remedies at one site 

.. may lead .to some .confusion in summary . 
state~ents concerning the number of 
remedies versus the numb.er of sites. 

Page 5-32 200-W:-106 facility area is labeled 200:.-W Pond; but it Comment accepted. Table will be 
· Table5-7 appears from your maps and description to be_ in T-farm . qorrected to indicate the ,facility area is 

- .. 
T--Rimi. wne. -

Table 5:. 7 and "Facility area" cohimn-· should this be called this, as · · · Comment accepted. Callouts and labels 
Apperidix·A tables your maps have it referred to as closure zones? Ifthey will be made consistent. 

are "closure zones~' change the name of the .c.olumn to· 
match, or change map label; . . . . . . . . 

. . 

Table 5-7 For sites thatare MESC/ICIMNA, more clarification is _ Corturtent accepted, Additionaltext will 
.. ~eed¢. ~ to why that approach is being taken versus be added in the cob.iron for justification . 

RID. Add specificjustifications for each site identified 
Table 5-7 . -Severa~ wasti.:r stie$ :have· the preferred remedial: · Comnient accepted. Additional text will 

altetn~tiv.e as both MESC/ICLMNA and R,TI'.>:(including be added. See response to CQmm.ent 117. 
UPR~200-W-116 and UPR.:_200-W-166), The 
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ATTACHMENT 

.RESPONSES TO ECO.LOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-lJR-1 RI/F'S ·woRK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE 

(DOE/RL-2004-39) ·················------,------- ····························· ....... _ 

r--~:::::-t _-..-P_a_g_'.C- ····················-······-f-' c_'_o_m_n_l_e_u_t__ --- --- - --····························I_R_. _es_p_o_n_s_e_. ------······ ............................. .. 
! clarification as to why these are checked for both is not i 
! sufficient to nnderstand······add additional explanations I, 

!_for these unusual sites. 
···- P-ag_e_.A ___ l _____ Add West lake area to listing of the 200-UR-l Operable ! Comment accepted. 

, Table A-1 Unit Waste Sites. ' 
j Page 6-2 Revise the text to read: " .... ACTI6N·-··-···-·· Comment A~k:~o~;ied-g-ed- .- S-e-e-th_e __ _ 

! ! Section 6.1.1 MEMORANDUM {-O,'·'l·t,--{;?:~k'f - t~>l'B-1':'.·;·~m·'in.i{,,/.l'il··:i{:f·~.i':'i response to Comment 27. 

! __ ···············-_____,!'--__ ............. ........ R(};)-} v,,,ill be iss~!:~~:.:.:.::." ···-···············--i--- ---------

j 124. Page 6-2 The paragraph that discusses CERCLA closure options Comment accepted. 
Section 6.1.2 does not address how these cleanup standards will be 

used 111 the 200-UR-l OU. Please add a detailed 

125. ' Page 6-3 
Section 6. 1 .2 

126. ! Pa£e 6-4 
I -! Section 6.2.2 

explanation of how Method B and Method C cleanup 
standards will be used in each media and tlle regulatory 
path for each. Discuss how clean closure will be used 
at the 200-CR-1 OU waste sites. - - - ·--- ------ -,-- ------------················· 
Revise the text to read: "Public involvement, including 
public notices and an opportunity to comment, will IH 
•.'i:I~h•a,~s€cs~·,s\o·'HO;l,e;<;f.<;;;1:y-,-:t;::, satisfy CER CLA 

Comment accepted. 

requirements. The public also will be able to review ' 
and comment on the FS and any (!fopF:•i,;-;:-d, d.r;;;.H ! 
condiLions that will be contained . . .. " j 
Add the followi ;g .. b~fr~t: .. ······-----------rc.~~·~;;-~nt accepted. with modificati;~;·:···· .. ·j 
Soil sampling and analysis for non-rad COCs. : Text will be modified to clarify that soil 

: sampiing and radiological surveys wi ll 
i be performed as part of all remedy 

verification field activities. Analytical 
requirerrn:mts are associated with the 
potential COCs groups (radiological only 
or radiological and nonradiological) that 

, have been identified for each site that is a 
-----------······ ·· ····J.-·-------~··•••·••······ ····· .. ··----- -----··········· ········ •·-···~·------~-.. -·····••··· ············· ····· ······· ·· · 
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ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 R1/Ji'S \VORK PLAN, ORA.Ff A RE-ISSUE 
-------'-(D_O_E_'/_RL-2004-3.9) ............ ........ ~--------

' Comment 1 Page ',.i Comment i,I Response i.: 

I Number .... ! ................... . I ____ _,.;._____ ···················· ·····:,.~.··can-d-id-a-,t-e-f-o-r-sa-n-1-p-i1-n-g-. ------·····~ 

i l 
r,···········-- - -;---------+------------··············· ········-··--··································-----, 
; 127. Page 6-4 l Revise the text to read: " .... Hanford Envirohmemal !:',,,',,.': Comment accepted. 

L -········;'!,,,,,,: Section 6.2.2.2 Information System numbers, an inventory of investigation-derived waste containers, an.ibbk -;,v2sk 

desi.gr:.<1 don inf.:):rrnatiDn f(J·r rf~{rr~logie-t:.1 <?nd t:.on-rk:d 

.5;.'.P:;.~s. and any chemical field-screening.!.~~!:!~.~~.:'..~ ........ .. _..,..i __________ _ 

! 128. ! Page 6-4 Please elaborate on the statements: Comment accepted. Additional text will 
J. Section 6.2.3 o '·During development of WMP-19920 be added to elaborate on these 

(pending), listed wa.:;te issues \-Vere resolved.' ' statements. The 200-lJR-l DQO 
j and document (WMJ>-19920) ·will be issued 

o ·'Sampling and analytical requirements or to incorporate changes that may be 
specific ·analytcs needed to support designation needed following resolution of 
activities were identified and the requirements comments pertaining to the SAP. Please 
noted in WMP-19920." note that a current drat1 oft.he DQO was 

Ecology has not reviewed or approved of WM.P-19920. provided to Ecology on CD during 

,-.----·········· ·······--------.--b~i11~ .. ~~=·~ged in accordance \-Vith ARARs. ___ _ ~]~ · ~- _ 

It is i.rnpossible for Ecology to detem1ine if waste is Ecology· s review of the Draft A. Work ~· 

129. 

! 1 ~(l : ... .. 

Page 6-5 
Section 6.2.5 

Page 6-5 
Section 6.2,5.1 

Revise the text to read: " . . . based on radiological field Comment acct..'Pted. 

screening and COC sampling results; documenting the 1,,,,,, 

extent of contaminated soils removed from the site and 
disposed of at ERDF; docurnemarion of the ver1fication 
radiolot!ical survcy_and_COC .san1pling results: and .. ,." 
Ecology has not reviewed an official released DQO and I Comment .accepted. The 200-UR-1 

! can not detennine if the ·'analytical quality criteria ! DQO document (WMP·· 19920) will he 
j outlined in the DQO'' comply with. ARA.Rs. Provide j issued io incorporate changes that may 

~--················· ········------~1 .. :~~~~·'..~~.~~.~~ ... ~~~.~.~1~ation. ··························· ' ~~1~~!~~! ~;.~:~~ggr~~~~~t~~~~·········· ·········· 
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ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 Rl/1<'S WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE 

------------,-- ----··························{DOE/Rl'.:-2.~0-04_· --3~9)'------------ -

I 
Comment 
Number 

.Page Comment Response 

···················-·-~---------- - ··········································- - ---+-- --------------··-···j 

-----••••••• • •••••••••• .. • · .. •••••••••• •••••--- -f---------•••·•••·•••H•H•••••••••o••••••••••••••••••••o 

131. 

132. 

Page 6-5 
Section 6.2.5 .1 

Page 6-6 
Section 6.2.5.2 

Revise text to read: " . .. . or risk-based levels iL.=:.ci?/~'11:,Hfri 

and existing pr?cess knowledge . .. .. " 

Revise the 3rt1 and 4t1t bullets to read: 
r.1 "A site map showing the grid for the initial and 

verification f,':dii:e:k>fi-i.>d COC survey and the 
surface contamination delineated during the 
initial r:l:(fo,,k,g;(',A COC survey" 

A discussion ofrernoval action including hot-spot 
sampling, excavation, field screening the excavation 
surfaces for continued presence of ;=ui\ ,.=>1-=J·g-i:-::·d COC 
contamination, soil screening, verification radiological 
surveys and COC sampling results, waste 

! characterization, management and disposition, 

L ----················-···-·-··-------- --+---e_x_ca_,_1a_t_l~~? backfill, compaction, and final grading''. 
! 133. i Page 6-6 Suggest changing the title of this Section to ;'Remedial 
I,,, Section 6.2.6 Investigation Report for BC Cribs A.rea'1 (and add 

Westlake si te if reclassified into this operable unit). 

Comment accepted . I 

Comment accepted with Modifications. I 
The 3

rd 
and 4

th 
bullet statements will be !,,,.· 

revised to differentiate bet\veen field 
screening activities for COCs (rnainly 
radiological surveys, but includes other 
techniques if nonradiological COC could 
be present) and final verification 
radiological surveys and sampling and 
analysis for COCs. 

············································--------l 
Comment accepted with Modifications. 
The RT report is for the BC Controlled 
Area (200-UR-1 OU waste site number 
UPR-200-E-83), not the BC Cribs Area. 
West Lake will also he added to the title. 

····················· --···-- +-- - - ---------- ---------------+----····-···································--··--------i 
134. : Page 6-6 Revise text to read: " . . .. and concent.rntion of Comment accep ted. 

CfJn.cen.tr:.tt.io11 of(.~()l~~s <1✓gaiost rcg~1la..t(~ry Errrits:-
'==,, Section 6.2.6 contaminants based on sart1pling resu.Hs; cvdwlll,1g ~he 

: ·--.... ················· ········ ···+··-··-·-·-------+-~-:is_s_c_ss_i_n=·,. contam.ina....-1t. fate _a_n_d_t_ran_s-·p_o_r_t;_ .. _ .. _"-----...---•·-·· .... ---····-······························ ···· ··· ···,.·----i 
! 135. i Page 6-7 Revise the text to read: ,, .. . . by using ~, simple 
I : 

!,.................... .. . Ii Section 6.2.6.2 comparison of H, tb('. ffi ,:,r:n 2:s ;;·sth,:;a.ted fri.°,m th: 95''.\ 
... . upp_ie.!...~!?~fider,.ct: ii.mfr i::=:::~w,d of the data to background 
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Comment accepted ,v.ith modifications. 
This statement will be added in addition 
to. comparison of.the.maximum detected 
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ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RiiFS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE 

------ -················ ·· ····----- -----··········JDOE/RL-200_4_-3_9--'-) ___ __,.. _ ___ __________ --, 
I Comment 

Number 
Page Response ! Comment 

- - ----+--- - •• ••• •••••••••••• ••••••• ••- -+------------ --·•·H- OOOOO - ••• ••••• •••• ••••••••••••• ••- ••·•·•~~-••.•---+------------------; 

concmtrations,. PQLs, and with appropriate cleanup value to background. This would be the 

·····················•--.......... ------············. !t:~~_ls." ·····························--··-············ most conservative approach. 
136. Page 6-7 

Section 6.2.6.2 
Revise text to read: " .. . . against regulatory standards or 
risk-based 1 ev els if ,,;::>cy'X·)H-H\o'·d+i+,;:i:t"~'·-il.,,__,,~ik·i:h-\f' 
r~'.r:<:atory standatds t r('. not i'lva11:ibk and existing 

i process knowledge .. ... " 

Comment accepted. 

_ ....... •·············--+---------+··········---- ---- - - -----
137. Page 6-9 [ Revise text to read: "Risks initially will be evaluated 

i . 
! Comment accepted with modifications. 
! Additional text will be added to 

138. 

Section 6.2.6.3. l [ by comparison to risk-based standards such as WAC 
i 173-340-:;J,&740, ··L.=iff~stdcv:dLf,nd U!;i: Soil Cleanup 
! Standards fo-i:-1.ndtw/2r.~d f\:B:l_,.~i-&.s-. '' 

! differentiate the risk-based standards for 
I 200-UR-1 waste sites located inside the 
i core zone versus those for sites located 

- --+-------------- .. ··············································· i outside the core zone. 
Revise text to read: "Additional analysis will be ' Comment accepted with modifications. Page 6-9 

Section 6.2.6.3.1 performed using \V.AC l.73-3,f() .. 7470 ) ,:n- (4'L or an 
. lrfit~f.>J:wi•~t~ alkrnak fate and transport model (e.g. , 
1 STOMP [P'NNL-11216, STOMP- Subsurface 
j Tnmsport Over Multiple Phase: Application Guide]) 
: .... , ,-1· :: ;._ .> ·:>•··(·•:...... 1; _ .. :~~r.-.·1·' . '":• ";. /"'. •,.-,,~. - -r-:~-;-- .--~•:;. ,-~-:~-1 -:, ·s_.,: ,..,,(~' 1·-; ·:-~ -:-; .~r ... l v':-' :.l ;A; (.;.~")u l ,.<, :,-:: ,t~ \. . . lE l. !.-!•V~~ ~.-1.:.v~<.,-!-.l) .... ,;,., ... <,; ·~i l y ,- ~·t•--.· . , .. ..... .. . """! \ .l-

Text wi ll be revised to :indicate that 
additional analyses will be perfom1ed 
that win meet potential ARARs when 
assessing the impact to groundwater. 

-----+-- - - - -··············L?.:±?.~.n to assess impact lO the groun~~~9:~~?E:.:.:.::.:~.~·················"·· ········-····-·········- --------------< 
i39. Page 6-10 i Ecology has not reviewed the most recent versions of Comment accepted with modifications. 

Section 6.2.6.3.2 [ DOE/RL-2001-54 and can not determine if the Text ,vill be revised to indicate that the 
' ··screening-level ecological risk assessment" is in ecological risk evaluation will be 

compliance \.Vrth ARARs. However, the ecological risk compliant with potential ARARs. 
assessment. will need to comply with requirements 
provided in WAC 173-340-7490 "Terrestrial Ecological 

_____ _ _ I_E~\_·a_l_ua_t~ion Process." .Pl c;:~se. revise text wx:ordingly, 
1.· 140. Page 6-10 i In the first bullet. include "inhalation'' as an exposure 

1------ -+-S_e_ct_io_n_§:.?..-.~.} :.?.... ..... J pathway for invertebrates and ~~!~.<?.~'.-'.~~~g_:~!.1a.t_n_n_1a_l_s_. ---+- ------ - ------·············j 
'--14_1_. _ ___ ~P_a=g~§~J..Q ........................ J The text states that ''A r isk n1.~E.~S.~'.~~~~~~ .. ~~.~~~~-?..t~--~ ill Comment acC{..J?ted. Additional text wiU ... ! 

Sec response to comment 89. 
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Page 

Section 6.2-.6.3.2 

Page.6-12 
Section 6.2;6.3.2 

Page. 6~12 . 
·· section 6.2.6.32 

Page-6-13 
· Section 6.3 

· (DOE/RL-2004-39) 
Comment 

be needed to d~termine. how contaminants that do not 
have toxicity vah1es will be handled d~~g the risk . . 

--~S~§~nJ.e:n~ {Qr,. e;:acJ1 0 U; ,_; Please. in~rttex;t to clarify . 
whp will )llake that decision and wlien. . · 
The Ecological risk needs to be evaJuated against WAC 
J 73-340 r¢qµirements as well as the eightr.Step EPA 
process; Please inciude this evaluati911in the text. 

_ The statement "Because most of the waste sites in th.is 
OU are within the core zone, generally only terrestrial 
wildlife risks will need to be evaluated ...... " is . 

. misleading. -~~e1'?U$ W:aste sit¢s in this Ouare itHhe 
core zone, but the BC.ControL,i\rea encOmpasses a .. 

. hµge amount of1a.I1d that is outside ¢.e cot~ zoneand fa 
NOTconsidered industrial-exclusive land use~ Please 
revise th~ text to irtclude evaluatidiidf Waste sites . 
within the core zone· and waste sites outside the core 
zone. 
Tll.is section reit~rates the steps and remedial action 
iilternatives.for the FS prncess, as takeiiJrom Appi;mdix 
D ofDOE/RL-98-28. The document DOEIRL-98-28 

. . . Wl,lS based oninfqtJ:l1atidh and techp.olbgies ·aviill.:ible in 
1997. A supplemeiital evaluatiqrt oftechnologfoal 
developrtiertfa ~hould be provid<:Xi in the forthcoming 
20(}-UR~J-FS. · Add text to section.63 indicating that _ 
the forthcoming<FS ,will include infortnatio:n.to"update -
Appeildix.D in DOE!fRL-98-28. • Specifically: . . . . , . 
• . Identify potential technologies and process options 

associated with each GRA 

. Page 32 of 43 

. _Response ·._ · 

be id.d~d for clarification. 

. C:onunent accepted with modifications. _ .. · 
Text wiU be modified to state ecological . 
risk will be .evaluated using the EPA · 
· eight-step Ecological RiskAssessm:ent 

... -guidance ·and potential ARAR.s. · -· 
.· Comment a~ted. Additional text will 
be added for clarification. 

Coinment accepted with modificationsi 
Additional eiemeots ofthe200-UR-i FS 

. not identified in DOEfRL.98-28· 
Apperidbc i) . will b~ indicated.. . 

- - - ------------



~omment 
Numb~r 

145. 

146. 

147. 

AT:TACHMENT : 
. . ·. . . . . 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COl\'lMENTS ON Tim 200.:Ull-1 RI/F$ WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE~ISSlJE : 

Page 

Page 6-15 
s ·ection 6.4 

Page 6~16 
section 6.5 

Page7-2 
Figure 7-1 

· Page_a-i 
Appe:qdixA 
TableA-1 -

· <DOE/RL-2004-39) 
Comment 

• . Sc;reen prcicess options to se\ect .a representative . 
·j:>ro~ess foieaQh.tyj:ie off~l1nologybas~on their · 
.dfectiveness, unpleme~tiiliility,' artd_'cost . 

Assemble viable t~hn;ologies ot process ·option~ into 
altern.atives representing- a range· or lieatinent and: . 
. coutaimnent pii:is a: 116., _actidn aitemative_ . ·. · .. 
. The last p~griipli of ~ecµon 6A''Threealtematives to 
. the OU.:by-O U .remediation. , .. ••" and tlte next three 

Response 

Comment accepted . 

. sections-(6A.l, 6.4.2; and ~.4.3) do nota4d any value to 
this_ secti011 .. Ecology s11ggests deleting thls text. 

The text" Additional _guidance for confirni.atory. and 
verificatiqn sampµng i~ pr'?yi~ed fo ~ection_ 6.2 of the 
Implementation Plan (DOE/RL-98-28)" should be 
deleted. The guidance in Section 6.2 of the 
rn.wlei:nentatiqn Plan is forsbaraqterization sampling, 
instead use WAC 173-340-740(7) "Compliance 
Monitoring." , 
The Project Schedule_doe not include any schedule for 
the RTD sjtes, Please include work covered by the 
p~oposep_action memorandum. . . 

Add a cohµnn indicating the remedy for the waste site 
(e.g., rejected; MNA, RTD, RI/FS, Reassignment); . . 

Page 33 of 43 

Comµient accepted with modifications. 
The. incorrectly referenced sections of 
DOEJRL-98-2.8wi11 be changed to _6.2.3 
and .6.2A. 

The schedule for remediation. of 
' candidate RTO sites. will be n~gotiated 

betwe,en RL alld E•ology. 1his schedule . 
is •~To ;Be D_et~nnined" and will n,ot be 

-· included in this work plan.· 
Comment a~epted with ·modifications. 
Table A-1 l will _e-01)1:iliue to.b~ used to 

. list sites and:provide general . . 
· in,foi.matioii: Anew tab1e:willbe 

prepared swnmarizing proposed actions 
and remedies. as they currently ~ply to 
each 200-UR-1 waste siJe. 

Ul 
0 

0 ..... 
0 
tO w 
"' w ..... 



Cmµment 
Number 
149. 

150. 

. 151. 

152. 

153~ 

154:. 

· ATTACHMENT 

RES.PONSES _TO .ECOLOGY CQ~NTS ON pIE io~,UR-l lU/FS WORK,PLAN, DRAFf··A RE~ISSUE . 

T~leA-2 

J;>ageA~77,· 
TableA-4 
·PageB"3 
Section B.1.4.1 
. st . . 

-1 paragraph of 
section 

·Page B.:.5 
Secti<>µ B 1.5 .3 

PageB-.5 
Section Bl.SA 
1st paragraph 

Page B-14 
Section B2.7.l 

. (I)OE/RL-2004-39) 
Comment Response 

Sites rejecte<\ dr rio action: Ple~e updateHstto inchide · Comment accepted. • 
areas that were actuajly r~classified. Jfinchidj:ng these 
·areas, pl~as~·pr9vid.e the official rationaje cornm6nt that 
is inciuded in the Jetter that ecology has simed. · . . . . 
Irisite ~ so~ng mforinatiori, there is a}ypo ."980'' histead 
of "1980". 

. Mqdify tire first sentence of this paragraph as• follows: 
"The chemical and radionuclide contall1ina:ots from . 
UPRs ... withln 4:6 m'(is H) bf the.i6oo.d surface tm4 . 
(lfe not eo'nsidered a tht'eat te gi<H¼fld~Nater~" . 

Please modify the 1st sentence of the section as follows: 
"According.to the guidance iri Table 6-5 ... are not 
significant because of the C-Onibination of low Se"/erity 

. am! eo11tinued accessibility of the. sites .. . " . 
Either here or in section 4.2; 1 add details about the 
sampling· plans fo'r ·"no action" sites. Include the 
·sample cfos1go. for non-radioactive COCs, The . • -
MARSSIM appro~ch (section ;(2) piru:med for·the rad 
Goes.would be acceptable. . 

In this section reference the section of this document 
that giv~s the sample design to be used for 

· nonradioactive contaminants and ra~ionuclides. 

. Comm~nt accepted. 

. Co:rnmeilt ~cknowledg~d. ·. The text in · 
question reflects the oonc~ptual site . 
model and is consistent with avai1able 
data concerning contami11~nt release 
c~racteristics. N~vcitl1eless, the . 
grolindwater protection PR.Gs have been 
adopted for use in site closeout: 

Comment accepted with modifications .. 
Text will be restated as": .. combination . 
oflow to moderate severity and.: .. " . . . 

Co111ment accepted WI th modifications. 
. ~a.mpling specifications for '\no action" 
. dC9.isf9ns ~e providedjn s·~c~d~ a_3. 7 . . 
Ch:ertifoal 11creerlirig techniques for Il.On~ 

radioi1ct.ive ~QCs are_-disc:ussed:in -
section BJ.6.2; Additional text will be 
a4ded in Section 4.2 addressing "rio .. 
action" sites. · -· · · 

· This ~ectipn discusses ·quality control 
measures used When identifying sample 

··locations: · New "call-out text" will be 
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Comment 
·Number 

15$. 

156, 

151. 

. . 

. ATTAC~NT . 

RESPONSES. TO ECOLOGY COMMl;NTS QNTJIE 200-UR-l Rl/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE . - . . .. . . . . -· . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

·page 

Page_B-18 
SectionB3.1 .l.2 
·2nd paragraph 

PageB-:20 
Section B3:4 
1st sentence of 
paragraph 

Page a-21 and B-
22 . 
Section B3.5 aild 
B.3,6.1.1 

· (DOE/RL-2004-39) 
Comment Re~ponse 

added.to directreaderto sectionB3.0 for 
. sanipling design ·~edficaJion&> · · 

. This paragraph is highly-speculative and un~uppoited; it Tp.is section presents the Conceptual Site 
is notusefuL Delete this ·para~ph. · . . Mddel and the assumed site ·conditions: . 

Insert a new sentence after the first sentence: 
"CoilUUninated soils are not expected to exceed 2 ni 
(6.6 ft) in depth for the sites associate<:! with. the 200-
UR-1 moderate scale spill/leak CSM'. (Figure B~l 7). If 
field observations or measurements, or apalyticfll data 
indicate a depth of contcµnination greater than 2· ni, a 

. site would be sampled in accordance mth the larger 
s~ale sptU/Ieilk site.'C_SM (Figure :a-18\". 

, • : . . . . . . 

The di~c~~sion p1,'-0v.ides the a~Slllilptions . 
m~e concerrimg the vertic.al . . . . . 

.. contaminant :distril:mtfoh. lt describes the 
· ~i~e. conditions th~tweie .con,sidered • · 
during development of tlie sampling 
design. Addition·aI textwill he added to 

: exp la.in that this is-a·preliminary model · 
. based on histoiical inforniatio~ and .. .. 
empirical data~ imd thatthe -modei will 1:>e 
revised as new information is ob,taine<;l. 
Comment acqepted with inodificatfon_s. . 
The.sampling design.for .. moderate scale. 
leak/spill sites and larger scale spill/leak 
sites is the same, as indicated in Section 
B3:5.1. Text wiUbe ~dd~ in Seqtjon ' 

, B3A to show the need to shift to the 
deep~ co~ta~1inaiit distribution Wh~n 

• c~µtatnipation depth exceeds 2 m. A . 
q1llout for Figure: 13.-18 wiil qe included 
in Sectidri B3.5: : · · · · · · 

Prov.ide ·in both of these sections. t]le sample 4esign that . Comment accepted with modifications. 
wi..11 .. b.e:used for nonradioactive contaminants; or . . The:third bullet mSection3.6 on page .· 
provide a :reference to the proper section of the 13~21 will be revised to include ·· 
. document. . . . noriradiolo g1cal field screehlng ( &S 

appropriate) . . The bullet at the top of 
page '.B-22 j.ndicatesthat verification · 
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c _~mmerit 
Number 

158. __ 

159. 

160 .•. 

ATTACHMENT 

RE_SPONSES T_Q F)COLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200.,UR~l RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE 

.Page 

PageB-25 
Section·BS.9 
Page B-26to B~7 
Section B3.14 ,._ 
general 

PageB-28 . 
Section B3.14.2 

{DOE/RL-2004-39) 
Coimnent ;Response 

_ analysis· for chemical" CdCs will be 
. .. : ·. performed at RTD sites where a liquid · 

. . . rele~e rep9rtedly occµrteq.. The third 

Correct "Figure B-18" to "Figure B-19" in the 5111 

. sentence. . 
Add an explariatic>n of how the number of survey and 
samplingJocations were determi,ned, and explain how 

· the sampling design follows guidance from MARSSIM, 
or a similarly recognized document, for the type of 
survey and type of contamination. . 
Provide in tins sec.tion a statement about the sample 
· design for non~radioactive contaminants. Depths of 
greater than I.foot for sampling are-probably required. 

bul1et"ih Section 3.6 will be revised to . 
mciudt:i nonradfological fi~id screening._ 
Section 133.6._2 discusses the ·use of . 
chcihfoal field screening methods for 
detecti~n ofnoni-adiological · · . . 
contamiruints; . ' .. 
Comment accepted. ·. _ 

Comment 39cepted . . Additional text will 
be added to discuss these items . .. 

DOE RL has researched the historical 
analytical results for sample_s collecttX! in 
the BC Controlled Area to determine if 
data exists for non~radiomiclides·. There . 

. does not appe~r to be\my chemical data 

.. for the.BC Co~trolled Area. Therefore, · 
: s~ples :.vi.I~ be po:1lecte4 from 3 hot spot 
areas in the highestcoritaniination zone 
for full suite yhemic$1 :clllaiy~es. - _ . 
CheIUicals: detected through this 
samplii;ig_ ~ffqrt will be ~d<lecl to. the BC 

. Controlled Area cbc li"st. ch~ical 
constituents that are not detected will be 
dropped from further co~sideration. -· 

Page 36 of-43 

01 
a 

0 .... 
a 
<O w 
"' w .... 



•ATTACHMENT 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON .]'.HE ioo~UR,-1 RI/FS W(),llK PLAN, D_RA}'T A ~,ISSUE . · 
·. (DOE/RL-2004-39). 

Com·i:nent Page 
Number 

. Cofument Respo~~e 

·· 161: 

i62. 

163. 

· 164. 

Page B-59 · 
FigureB-19 

-Page B-;:59 : 
. · Figure B-19 

Page B~59 
FigureB.:19 

Page B-61 
F:i.gure B-2-1. 

\ 

Historical radiological characterization , 
.· results indicate that the rnajonty·of • . 
.. contamination occurswjthin the upper6 
. inches of-the foil in ·the BtfCo:ntrolled · 
Atel . An,add1tional sampiihg· interv~l. 
from 1.0-1.5 ft; will beinclud_ed to 
further assess :vertical containiri.ant .. di~tribtitfon. . . . . . 

Change the arrow fi-oin the box "Verify _presence or 
absert~e of; .. "'to point directly to the box "Stake site . 
bolilldaries to encompass potentially c~ntami.riated .· 
area". .. 
From the box "Conduct screeiling of excav~~d material 

. ··. to determine· ifradioiogicruly contaminated'1; add labels . 
on the area to saf ''remov~ material'' and "re~~ning 
ri1aterial~', to clarJfy the diff eierit dn:ectioris from that · .. 
box. . . · · 
Insert a box that explains that samples will be collected 
to test for non~radioactive contaminants . . This box 
. ~i:io~l4 he add~ on the right or°the diagra.ni after the 
.'~o" ai:row, after the box. ''Any radiologic.al.survey 
· readings above background?'' Only if there are no • 
nonradioactive ancfno ·radioact1ve· contam1nants above 
:regulatory levels sh6uld the d~cll11}-entation be .. 

. . submitted for regulatory concurrence. . 

The first box has a bullet for •"ffi survey'' . Add IH to · 
the. list of acronyms iri the front of the document. 

Page. 37 of 43 

. Comment accepted~ 

· Coninient accepted · . 

Cormnent accepted with modifications. 
Adqitional_ t~xt will b~ added to indicate 

. field screen.mg for radiolog1cal and non­
radiological_ cowititiients will be . . 
p@9rmed at liquid reJease sites. 
Samples fodab_otatory"anaJysis will be . 
. col1eded for verification cif removal 
~om:pteteriess or confinnatiort that IJ.O 

. a.et.ion is required, · Liquid r~lease sites 
will be _aft:alyzed for radiological and 
non-radiologjcal _CQCs. . . 
Comment accepted 
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Comment · 
Nu.Dil>er· -
165. 

166. _ 

167. 

168. 

169. 

ATTACHMENT -· 
. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' . . . 

RESPONSES To ECOLOGYCOMMENTs o~ TlIE ioo:-UR-LIUJFS woim PLAN, riRAFr· ARE~1ssut · 

Page 

Page B-68 to B-69 
TableB-5 

Page B-68 to B-69 
Table B-5 

Page B-68 to B-69 
TahleB-5 

-·Page B~68 to B-69 . 
TableB-5 

:Page B-68 to B-69 
Table B-5 

(DOE/)l(,-2004-39) 
Response 

th~ Ghromiupi (Y:Q soil clean,up· leyei .for dire¢t contact -_ .. C.onimeilt. p_fili+y ~ccepte4. The soil 
is ~et by the :inha\atioi;i pat4way because Cr (VJ) is _ -clean:up levelf.o_r the w~ies sit~s outside · 
car~~-()_g~tiic via."iM.aj,a,t.io:ri. Use 2 rug/kg asa soil . _. qfthe Core Zone boundary .are.subjectto _. 
cleanup_leyel, which-applies to the inhalation.pathway tbe2mg/kg value. :Ifowever, the waste 
and accollllts for d$Lresuspertsion. . . sites ·ii1$ide the Core Zcine.are under the 

Iridustnal land use'; The corresponding . 
calculation for industrial use is based on 

_ There is a limit on tJ,le _PRG for lead for.the in.dustrial · 
s~~p.iµio, Please. correct table a..:5: No limit t 000 
mg/kg. This is the Method A value. -
Tb.e following contaminants have industrial direct 
contact PRGs gjve~ as_· "No limit". Repla® the "No --

· linifr"s with the following values: methyl ethyfketone, 
2.1E06 mg/kg; phenol, 2E05 mg/kg (considers dermal 
absorption); 1~1,1 trichloroethane, 3:15E06 mg/kg~ 

• The PRO for residential direct contact for phenol is --
1,67E04 mg/kg; this value accounts for dennal . - · 
absorption. · Replace.the 24,000 mg/kg with l.67E04 
nig/kg. . 

List the.PRGs for e·ach PAH of interest and for each 
pesticide of interest. 

· the same equation, but uses a risk_ of 10-5, 

which tesults in .a soil tleanup value of 
21.3 _mg/kg. · -

· -Conirr,H~nt accepted 

Comment accepted: The Clark tabie 
values will be inserted into the table as 
requested in a comment resolution · · 
nieetjng with Ecology. Please note that · . 
the standard ·Method C value should be 

~ . . . . 

used for phenol, which is l.05E6 mg4g 
in this case. -The standard.MethodC 
values does not incl~de dermal •-· . 
ahs01ption; - · . . _ · _ _ . 

. . The standard Met~od B vaiues are being 
-a'ppropriatel y. used and do not require . 
_ consideration of demi~ absorption. -• 

No specific P AH conipouPds ·or 
. pesticides have been identified as PR Gs; 
Based on analytical results for: PA.Rs -
_ (Method 8310) ~cl pestfoid~s (Method 
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RESPONS]j:S TO:ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR~l RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT.A RE-ISSUE . 
..... 

(DOE~2004-3.9) ·. 
Comment - Page Comment 

•- . 

Respim,se 
Number .. 

,, 8081), PRGs will be id.ell.tified and , 
. . . . . . DOE/FH: will seek concutrerice .with ... 

' Ecol~-~ Qn th~iruse. : · · 
170. P.age B-68 to B-69 · The J.?RGs for .soil for the protection of groundwater, ·• See response to comment 42. This 

TableB:.:5 · · ~mg default value$ 'for variables, are as follows fu · ·. s_ection will be changed and wil cleanup 
P·age B-71 -to B-78 .·. µni~:0f~g/4:g: zjfun..~riy.$.4; arsepic 2.9i; barium 923; PRGs forprotectiort of gro~dwaterwill · 

. . 

TableB-7 beryllihm 63.2; cadmium, Q.69; chromium {III) 2000; . be added. . . 

coppei:-°0:8; leaci 3000; mercury 2.1; molybdenum 32.3; 
nickel i30; silver 5.2; selenium· 13.6; thallium 1.59; ' 

vanadium 2.44E03; zinc 5.91E•3; nittiie.:N/nitr.ite-N . . . 

40/ cyanide··o:s; i:te~tori.e 3~2; acet6nitrile 0.282; .. · 
bcilzene 0.028~'berizyl"alcohor 19.2; ·• . . . .. 
bromodichforornethane 3.68E-03; buuniol 6;62; carbon 
tetrachiodde 3. iE~03; chlorbbenzene-0.87;: ...... 
dicbJoroethy1~q~ Q.36; il ~dichloroethane.4.37; t-2- · 
dichlotpet:h$.le2~32E~03; i ;fdichlorci'ethyle,ne 5.22E-
04; dfohlororriethane 0.022; p~dithlorobenzene 6.03; 

. ·etJ:iylb~riZene 6:05; ethyl ethet9.09; hexane 96.2; . . 
MIBK 310; inethyl ethylketone 21.8; tetraGhlciroethene · 
. 9~tE-63; phenol44; toluene: 7.3; 1,1,l~trichlQ:i-oetliarte . 

: L58; _1, 1;2~tri6hloroethane 4:i7E-03; trichloroethylelie • 
O.Q26; vinyi chlqride 1.84E-:04; xylenes 9.14; TP,H 30; 
PCBs'0;2L .. . . . . . . . .. 

. Unle.ss proper justification can he added to use ~her 
·. values for groundwater protection-, ajd thesevalues to 

•.• tables :B-5. and B-7. · • 

17L Page B-68 to B-69 . Because th.e contamination in .the BC control area came · As indicated in the response to eomment 
TableB-5 . frnm the BC cribs the COC listfor BC cribs shouid be #160; sampling and analys.is will be · 
Page B-71 to B-78 U!>OO, to complete theCOC list for the.BC control area. performed for the BC Controlled Area. 
Table B-7 Isophorone, pentachlorophenol,· and styrene are on th~ The results of that .effort will deterrrrine 
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CoJ;nment 
Numl>er 

172. 

17~ .. 

174. 

175. 

176. 

177. 

· · A'ITACIIMENT . 

·RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE ioo-tTR-lRI/F$ WORK PLAN, DRAFT ARE~ISSlJE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

.. . (DOE~-2004-39) 
Page Comment Response 

COC list.for BC cribs. ,Add them to Table B-5 and B-7. the chemical constituents on the BC : 
. contr~iied Are~ coc list. . . . 

Page B:-68 to B-69 Provide the ration1:1le that allowed qualwcatioi::t for a 
T~ble B-5 . . simplified terrestrial ecological evaluation. ~ccor4ing .to 

. · ··WAC 173-:-340·Tible 749-L Add a footnot~ in the table 
to tdi the rcii<ler where to find thi~ information in the . 
· do_cument. 

Page B-68 to B-69 . . The molybdenum concentration f9r a sim.plified 
-Table B-5 . terrestrial ecological evaluation at industrial sites is 71 . 

mg/kg:. Please insert this-in Table B-5 if these sites 
qualify for a simplified ~valuation. 

Page B-.68 to B-69 After correcting this table with proper values·and 
Table B-5 pathways., indica(e in.the table; usjng shading or any 

. other suitable notation, the PRG-tliat dfotates·ci~up 
for each contaminant. This will be .the lowest value in 
~~h row of the fabie, or background. . . . 

Page B-71 to B-78 Cyclohe,mrione is not ori the list of compounds for 
· Table B-7 method 8260: Please ch~ck to see that the correct 

method is-provided onTable B-7 fur cyclohexancine. 
Page B-19 
T_ahleB-8 

&ologyreque.sts that you use plastic as a sample · 
· CQritainer for Cr (VI). · Iiexavalen:f chiomiQni can · 
adsorb to glass containers. · · · · 

Page B-81 to B-82 · Use of field instn.uii:entation for non.,.r~~oactiye . 
Table B-1 l c~nitaIP.inaJ?:~S fa . ~PC()uraged when detection limit$ are 

adequ,ate; but for.many contallli.nants these methods 
cannotdeted contaminants at.the cleanup levels for 
protection of ~oundwater. Physical samples of soll 
will be needed for verification to address contaminants 
~th Cle~~p le;els beiow the detection limits· c;>f the ·. 
field instruments. · . . . 

Page40of 43 

· Corrnnent accepted. AdditionaiteXt will 
be added . 

Comment accepted. 

Comment accepted. 

Cyclohexanone is analyzed using method 
8270. 

Comment ac~epted. 

Comment ~epted. Soil sain?ltis will 
b_e colkct~d fot laboratory analysis using 
EPA methods for verification of the 
remedial response. Fieid screening 
instrtttnentatioh and a11alyses ~e useci for 
in-process characterization, such as . . . . 
during the removal prbcess. . 
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Comment 
Number 
178. · 

179. 

ATTACHMENT · 

RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS C>N T~ 20~UR~ 1 RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE • 

Page. 

Page B.-83 to B-87 . 
Table B-13, B-14, 
B-15 

-ffiOE/RL-2004~39) 
ComJnent 

':[he $3II1pli.ng scheme is too sparse for making . 
deci~io:tis about cleanup. For instance, two samples are 
way~QO few to n;\pr~sent ar~as asla.J:'geas 5Q'om2

; Soil 
· varial5jlitf genenill)'"ftcieases-with area: . Contaminant 
concentration variability should be used as a basis for 
choosing sampling densities...,. the software pack~ge 

. Vis~ Sample Plan_ should be us.ed to determine the 
number of samples needed for verification; 

Response ·· 

Large sites are the result of• 
dissellli,nation of a thin interval of · _. 
radiologically contaminated. mate.rial, · 
sucJ:La~ wiii<1~1owi1 particulates, ··. · 
tumbleweed parts, and/or aruinal feces .. 
• Once this contaminated interval has be:en 
scraped off the sit~~ a. layer of native soil 
should he ~xposed at background . . 
ci:>ncentratiom;. Following excavation 
·and "t'iiior to sample collection~ thorough 
coverage of the site surface vrill be • 

· accri•mpifahed through a radiological 
walkover s.urvey, to provid<iaciditio1.1al 
verlncation of the· completeriess ofthe 
removal action. Based on subsequent 
discussions with Ecology; the sampling · 
approach will be modified. For the · 
instance cited, two niulti-increment 
_samples will he co~iected. Each multi-
. in<;r~n,:ent,sample ~11 consist of 20 
rajidomlycollectecl sulfsamples:. With 
fuis· approach a total.of 40 sub samples 

. will be taken from throughout . site. This 
samplln.g data along with the final . 
radiological survey data will be sufficient · 
to verify completeness of the removal. 

Page B-::81 
Table -B.,.16 

Add to tbfatable the physicai samples that wiff be taken . ·_ See re$ponse to comment 160. 
in the BC Control Area to test for hazardous metals and · 
PCBs. If radionuclide~ were <lisper~~ by animal 
droooings iri the BC Control atea, metals from the BC 
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Comment 
·Number 

180. 

181. 

183. 

. ATTACHMENT 
·. · . . 

·. RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200;.0R-l RI/FS WORK PLAN; DRAFf A RE~ISS~E .. 

Page 

Page C-16 . 
TabieC-4 

/ 

AppendixD 

PageD .. 3 
Appendix.: D 
Section Dl.2 

J.\poendix D, Table 

· (OOE/RL-2004"'.39) 
Conunent 

cribs would. accompany those radiotiudides: Physical 
sampi~s from the 'BC C::ontrol .Area must be taken to. · . 

. demonstrate that there are no haziitdous metals 
·cUspersed in tlie area 

Response 

P1ease add sufficient detail to the description of the cost Comment accepted. Costs will be re-
estimathig assumptions. to explaip. the apparent . . evaiuated and the text will be reVi$ed as 

. discrepancies in ~nit costs between different site~. -For ··. _appropriate. 
~j(aip.p_l~;-p:i~ Wv:.eJ.of 4t#~il_in ¢~, "03 ,1 ·1'.rencb . . .. 
·.Template" is insufficient for the reyi.ewer to understand .· 
the difference in ERDF Dispos~ Costs in Table C-4. · · 
F.or example; the difference-in ERDF disposal cost for 
Sites 200-E-'29 arid i0O~E.;53 is >50%, the differ.erice 
~etween ~3 39 per. :cubic fo~tciisposed and' $237-per · 
cubic foot disposed: · 
Revise the text to read: ~'In general, this CERCLA 
pernri¢ng exemption will be extended to all response . 
action activities conducted at the 200:. UR-1 OD. waste · 
. sitesi vlith the ffiCCoption of the Resom=es ConservktioB 
. and Reoo~i~ry A·et of 17:=;97,;, m1its, _v,rhieh ~ · 
incorpororod inte WA'1890008:967m Hanford FaeilitY 
ROM P~f~ Ecology wasfrot abl~.to i:q:entify any 

. RCRA TSDs a.ssimied to the 200-UR-1 du. . . . 
Revise the text to read:- "; .. ,speeifically associated with · 

. ·developing nsk-:based concentrations .for cleanup · 
.(WAC 173-340~74(.t, ''Umestricted·lanci use soil .• 
cleanup _st~ndatds? WAC _173 .. 340~74?, «soil Cl¢anup 
Stancrar4s for itidushi.al Properties;'' and WAC 173- · · 
340-7 4 7 "Deriving:soil concentrations for ground ·water · 
protection:')!' . Update Table D.,2 accordingly. 
Chapter 4 "Potential Applicable .or Relevant arid 

· Comment accepted. 

Comment accep(ed. Changes t6 the text 
and Table· n ..:2' will be inciuded. . . 

Table 0~2 will be revised appropriately. _ 

. . 
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ATTACHMENT 

. RESPONSES TO .ECOLOGY COMMENTS ON THE 20~UR-l RJ/FS -WORK PLAN; DRAFf A RE-ISSUE . . . . . . . . . OEIRL-:2004~39 , . . . . . . . . . ----~-~~-
·Comment 
Number 

Page 

D-2 

Comment 

Apprppi:lateRequirements~' of DOE/RL-98,-28 lists 
:mttltipI~.ARARsJqat·sh,oulci be include in TableD~2. -. 
.Please i:e~eva}.1,uite potentiaiARARs and.update Table 
p:.2. · .. . .. 

..,· 
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Response 

-0 
ll) 

co 
CD 

Q, 

<JI 
a 

0 .... 
a 
CD w 
"' w .... 


