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RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY COMMENT S ON THE 200-UR-1 RU/FS WORK PLAN DRAFT A RE-ISSUE

‘Comment

Office and the Washington State Department of
Ecology agreed that the nature and extent of
environmental contamination at many of the 200- UR-l
waste sites could be characterized using the -
“Observational Approach.” That approach was

| previously described in the 200 Areas. Remedial .

Investzgatzon/Feaszbzlzly Study. Implementatzon Plan -
Environmental Restoration Program, DOE/RL- 98-28.

1tis method of plannmg, designing,-and mlplementmg

are d1al action that uses a limited amount of initial

' field characterization data to generate an understandmg

of field condltlons Then, additional information is
gath »d durmg remedial actions to make “real time”

actions, 1sed oncol ngency planning performed

| Page Comment Response
'{ Number ’ o : : .
- Title Delete “and Bngmeermg Evaluatlon/Cost Analys1s” .Comment acknowledged. RL considers
from the title. | wotk plan Section 5:-an “EE/CA” and an-
important part of the document. The title
S - | will therefore be retained
. | Pageiii Co  probably discuss wind-blown contamination as a | Comment accepted. Will include
-Executive cal . factor in last sentence, I think one of the largest | statement that redistribution of
Summary UF  several square miles- from a burial ground, was | radiologically contaminated particulates
1* paragraph ' ex: ‘bated by airborne dispersal.” - by the wind and/or animal intrusion has
o R ) _ ocourred at some locations.
Page i | Ch e to “The 200-UR-1 OU consists of 148 waste ~ | Comment accepted. |
1* paragraph sites” with the addition of West Lake site. o :
Page iii Dé  :2™ paragraph and replace with: - Comment accepted with Modifications. -
2"¢ paragraph “The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operauons The last two sentences of the original

| paragraph will be retained.

“decisions in the field to guide the direction and scope of | -

befc mniobilization to the ‘ﬁgl.d. Sites identified #~rthe
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_ ATTACHMENT
RESPONSES TO E( ] GY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFI‘ A RE-ISSUE
: - (DOE/RL—2004-39)
| Comment Page. C  nent Response
Number - : o ' 4 : ' '
' | 2nd paragraph res 1se action.” Note that the observational approach | changes w111 be made throughoutt
' is: eamlining approach. ' ' - | document when concurrence is
S -established concerning the appropriate
termmology
‘49, | Page 4-1 Ch: e “one 200-UR-1 site (BC Controlled Area)” to | Comment ‘accepted.
3rd paragraph “tw  200-UR-1 sites (BC Controlled Area and West o
Lal . ' _ ' : , , _
50. | Page 41 Change Comment acknowledged. See responses
Last paragraph e “The EE/CA was prepared” to “The alternatives | to comments #1 and #10.
~ evaluation and cost analysis was prepared” and g
“The EE/CA identifies™ to “The evaluatlon
. -identifies” and -
¢ “Thus the EE/CA serves as” to “Thus the
‘evaluation, which is the.equivalent of an
: ‘ EE/CA, servesas”. - : : , ’
51. | Page 4-1 D . last 2 sentences on page and replace with Commient acknowledged. See responses
: “ on5.0 recommends the preferred response for the | to comments #1 and #10.
L ca late sites.” - [
52.| Page 4-2 to 4-5 stion is included for criteria for selection sites for | Criteria for selection of sites for
Section4.1.1to .| MESC/IC/MNA. -Add 2 section to discuss this, separate MESC/IC/MNA. is presented in Section
4.1.4 from the RTD section. ' 5.0 as part of the alternatives analysis for
' candidate RTD sites. Additional text
- will be added in Section 4.0, explammg
the next step in the regulatory process in
‘which an altematrve analysm is
- - performed.
>3, Page 4-2 Pro s for the DQO document. It is | Comment accepted. Please note that a
Section 4.1 dift is document without the DQO. CD was provided to Ecology containing

the current “=aft of the 200-UR-1 DQO
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ATTACHMENT

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

(DOE/RL-2004-39)

Comnent Page Co nent Response
Number
65, | Page 4-8 Ad  west lake tc discussion. Need to add a; Comment Accepted.
Sections 4.1.9 and | characterization approach for west lake.
4.2
66. | Page 4-9 Mc  fy the 4™ and 6% bullets to read: Comment accepted with modifications.
Section 4.2.1 o “Samphng, dﬂd dnaly sis for #if FEH Verification sampling and analysis will
einatis at $he soil Jocation \Vith the h10hest level be performed for potential COCs on a
of contammatlon for waste characterization and | site-specific basis. A list of the
disposal decisions. radiological and ronradiological COCs 1s
A verification radiological survey and subseguent provided in the SAP, COCs that will be
ver  ation of soil sampling and laboratory analysis for | cvaluated at each candidate RTD site are
3l CC0s 1o document the successful removal of identified using Tables B-15, B-6, and B-
contaminated media to levels below PRGs.” 7.
67. Page 4-10 The first sentence should include a reference to Figure | Comment accepted
Section 4.2.2 2-4.
68. Page 4-10 The text states “In Phase I, the initial site evaluation ;| Comment accepted. The next sentence
Section 4.2.2 characterization objectives are developed and focus on | states, *“The project is currently
de nination of current contaminant  levels, | conducting Phase I activities”. Text will
development of the preliminary CSM, and | be revised to include a discussion
determination of initial sampling and radiological | concerning use of the DQO process and
sur  / specifications for a limited ficld investigation.” ; presentation of the scoping sampling
This should have been completed through the DQO | plan in the SAP (Appendix B).
process and should be documented in the attached SAP.
Ple :revise the document accordingly.
69, Page 4-10 Delete “a unigue,” n last paragraph. Conyment accepted
70. Page 4-11 The text references *“a Historical Site Assessment Conunent accepted with modifications.
Section 4.2.2.1 (HAS).” Provide a reference to this docament or attach | The reference will be provided. The
it as an appendix to this work plan. HSA has been prepared as a separate
7777777 document.
71 Page 4-11 Wi are “Derived Concentration Guideline Levels” Comment accepted. Additional

Section 4.2.2.1

and where do they come from. Please provide

discussion defining “Derived
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ATTACHMENT

RESPONSES TO EC  LOGY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RI/FS WORK PIAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE

(DOE/RL-2004-39)

Comment Page Co aent Response
Numtber
e  nation in the text. Concentration Guideline Levels™ will be
provided 1n the text
72. Page 4-11 The second bullet 1s “Development of initial scoping Comment accepted. Text will be revised
Section 4.2.2.1 i sa1  ing and radiological survey specifications for a to include a discussion concerning use of
- 0 d field investigation.” This should have been the DQQ process and presentation of the
i co leted through the DQO process and should be scoping samphing plan in the SAP
do nented in the attached SAP. Please revise the (Appendix B). Text changes will be
do  nent zccordingly. niade to be consistent with response io
comment 68.
73. Page 4-8 Ac  West Lake to Section 4.2, and propose a Comment accepted
Section 4.2 characterization approach.
74. Page 4-12 Pa ., 1% bullet: Define the term “key™ in the bullet or | Comment accepted. A more detailed
Section 4.2.2.2 re; e it with a more detailed description of where description will be provided.
sa1  les are to be collected.
75. Page 4-12 Pl 2 define “key areas™ and explain how they are Comment accepted. A more detailed
Section 4.2.2.2 e fied. description will be provided. Text
Part 2 changes will be consistent with response
1o comment 74.
76. Page 4-12 Ct e the second bullet to read * Dc,u,mlmc, if Comment accepted with modifications.
Part 3 su:  ont data iz avaﬂab‘e to # Maximuem radiation levels and
Section 4.2.2.2 =e ealouisio a B8% radiological COC concentrations will be
fevels in each zone.’ documented. The true niean (as
estimated by the 95% UCL on samnple
mean) will also be calculated.
77 Pagc 4- 13 Ir first bullet, inclade non-rad COCs for verification | An additional evaluation is being

pl scs.

conducted to determine whether analysis
of non-rad COCs within the BC
Controtied Area is needed for
verification purposes. The current
conceptual site model does mclude
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ATTACHMENT

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

(DOE/RL-~2004-39}

Seciion 4.2.3.5

the data needed to complete site closure

documentation.” Ecology would like to point cut that
the analytical detection Jevels used for the verification
analysis must be low enough to document compliance

with groundwater protection values established in WAC

173-340-747. In addition, the analytical resuiis must be
documented for all COPCs.

Commeni Page Co; nent Response
Number
distribution of non-radiological COCs by
plants or animals at levels that would
exceed PRGs. Further discussion is
needed with Ecology concerning
inclusion of non-rad COC's in the BC
Controlled Area.
78. Page 4-13 In several places the text refers to a “treatability test™ Comment accepted. Text will be added
Section 4.2.2.5 but il is not clear what the purpose of this text might be. | to briefing explain the objectives of the
Ple  add text explaining what the treatability test treatability test(s).
might be testing and how it wiil be used.
79. Page 4-14 The Xt states that the “Survey criteria will meet the Comment accepted. Text will be added
Section 4.2.3.2 agreed-to Derived Concentration Guideline Level set to explain how the “agreed-to Derived
for the BC Control Area.” Please provide a reference Concentration Guideline Level” for the
ndicating where the “agreement” is documented. BC Control Area will be established.
This is the radiclogical survey scan
capability as it corresponds to the
measured actvity in the soil.
80. Page 4-14 Change the last sentence to rpad A. llat of the scwvnmo Comment accepted.
Section 4.2.3.4 techniques i ¢ S wiey ofthe o
ider [ied for use at UPR sites is presented in the SAP
in/ osendix B
&1. Page 4-15 The text states that “Verification analysis will provide See response to comment 42.  PRGs for

the COCs will also be calculaied per the
methodology described in WAC 173-
340-747 for determination of derived soil
concentrations for ground water
protection. Soil PRGs protective of
ground water will be shown in
comparison to analytical detection
requirements.
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ATTACHMENT
RESPONSES O EC GY COMMENTS ON THE 200—UR—1 RUFS WORK PLAN DRAFI‘ A RE-ISSUE
- I - N (DOE/RL—2004-39) '
| Comment- | Page Co nent Response
Number ' : . o :
82. ' Page 4 15 I third sentence there is a double “that” please Comment accepted
- Section 4.2.4 d one. e
83. | Page4:17 1 sttom left box needs to be modified to indicate Comment accepted Frgure 4-1 w111 be
' Figure 4-1 v appens if a waste site is NOT rejected by the modified to include an additional step to
' T fors. - - . I | address the need for confirmational - ,
‘ o sampling for certain.candidate reJected or| .
. e - ) ' ) no action waste sites. -
- 84, Page 4-18 - - Thrs ﬁ gure needs to be modrﬁed to mclude evaluanon ' Comment accepted.
Figure 4-2 of1 -rad PRGs. .
85. Page 5-1 Ch: e Section 5.1_ and 5.1.1 Titles from “. . . Justlfy | See prevrous responses 10 the requested
- | Rer  /sal Actions” to *. . . Justify Response Actions”. | changes in‘terminology from “Removal”
T o to “Response”. Text will be modified to
be consistent with the selected: -
terminology and used throughout the rest.
. ' of the document, .
86, Page 5-4 bullet, change “Bloaccmnulatron” to ‘Comment accepted. The revrsed bullet
' ' N cumulatron and bro-magmﬁcatlon will 1nd1cate “Bioaccumulation and bio-
_ : magnification (as. appropnate)
87. Page 5-4 paragraph of Section 5.1.2.3, insert a new Comment accepted.
' ' ce between thie exrstmg first and second
ces: :
PA gulda.nce does not have a correspondmg
lOIl L] . . .
Page 5-4 The text states that “most of the srtes have been ' Comment accepted W1th modrﬁcatlons
Section 5.1.2.3 red, thereby limiting ecological access.” Text will be modified. Approximately ,
' rer; Table A-4 indicates that several of the waste half of the waste sites have a stabilization.
ave no stabilization cover, or a shallow cover. -| cover.. ) ' o
revise text to accurately reﬂect the potentlal for ‘
ical exposu o o ‘ ,
189, | Page 5-4 st bullet should include “inb=T=*on” as an The Central Plateau Ecologi~»1 DQO

RO ELLL 1L ol TR ERVERTY
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 ATTACHMENT

Section 3.5.2.1

I fional Controls, and Monitored Natural
2 axlon, contaminants would remain'in the UPR
- sites, with controls to prevent 1nadvertent human and

‘| biol  :al intrusion into the areas until contaminant

con  raticne honenth the existing soil cover reach

RESPONSES TOECO! GY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RI/FS WORK PLAN DRAFT A RE ISSUE
: . o (DOE/RL-2004-39) -
-Comment Page Col tent Response
Number o -
I ~ g ated, - ’ - - o o
| 91. - | Page 5-6 - Cl e “WAC 173-340 also specifies a...” to “WAC | Comment accepted with modifications.
1 173-340 spec1ﬁes a standard point of comphance of 15 | The text will be reworded to discuss the
feetanda. I WAC standard ‘point of comphance of 15
- ' ' ' S feet. A
92. Page 5-6 1 xt only addresses the cay of radloactlve : .| Comment accepted.
’ Section 5.4.1.2 ¢ rinants. -Add text addressing the. remammg non- |- ' ‘
Ti )Cs which will NOT decay but may expenence -
- n [ attenuation ' ‘
93 Page 5-7 3 agraph in Section 5.4. 1 3 change “Removal Comment accepted with modlﬁcatlons
IR ' 1 logies do not” to “The-observational approach. The text will be modified to state thata-
doésnot™. = : : o removal response using the observatlon
o - N . , approach does not....
| 94. Page 5-8and 5-9 '/ itional sampling DQO would consider the | Comment accepted w1th modlﬁcatlons
: c ences of making a bad decision. For Additional text will be added in the 3rd.
r \ation, a decision to continue MNA and maintain paragraph on page 5-9 where a failure of
e g soil cover could result in bio-intrusion and re- | institutional controls is discussed.
I : of contamination. “That’s consistent with the Because of the short vertical extent of
h - of the URs, and should be considered in contamination at the UPR waste sites
* mentability” and “effectiveness” —please revise where an existing 'soil cover is present,
tl t accordingly. ' : ' re-release of contamination caused by
: _ | bio-intrusion, if it were to occur, would
result in’ relatlvely minor redlstrlbutlon .
3. | Page 5-8 1 Alternative 2, Maintain Existing Soil Cover, Comment Ack:nowledged Add1t10na1

text'will be added to identify the
" potential of biologicel vectots to. -
‘transport radioactive contamination. -
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ATTACHMENT

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

(DOE/RL-2004-39)

Comment Page Co ment Respounse
Number
100, Page 5-10 Mc By text to read: “Confirmation sampling will be Comment accepted with modification.
Section 5.5.3.1 used to verlf} that resuiu.z! contammahon levels dost | Indicate remedial actions “will comply
AP EAIS l COR iy with potenial with selected ARARS.” not “potential
% ~\;{ ARARs.”
107. Page 5-10 Lecaving contaminants in place below 4.6 m (15 ft) bgs, | Comment accepted with modifications.
Section 5.5.3.1 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 ARARs. The remediation of the 200- waste sites that would threaten ground
UR-1 QU Waste Sites should incorporate the water. Addition of so1l PRGs 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
soii removal associated with liquid
release sites. 1f coniamination deeper
than 15 ft is encountered, other remedial
alternatives would need o be considered
in consultation with Ecology. Text will
be added to clarify this point.
108. Page 5-11 Re-consider that novement of waste to ERDF would Comment accepted with modifications.
1* paragraph result in a “minor” reduction in mobility, given the Text will be revised and the word
imp ance of animal & plant intrusion as sccondary inor” will be removed.
release mechanisms for the URs. Revise your texi
accordingly.
109. Page 5-11 Other than BC Controlled Area. which sites are “larger, | Text will be added to specify that the as a
5" paragraph more complicated” and could reguire years to group, the numerous railroad waste sites
remediate? may require more time to vemediate than
other UPR sites because of logistics
associated with removal activities, waste
handling, and disposition of multiple
waste streams.
110, Page 5-12 Del. 2" paragraph. It docsn't apply because “this Comment accepled.
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ATTACHMENT
RESPONSES TO EC( Y COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE
(DOE/RL-2004-39)
Comment Page Co nent Response
Number
¢ ion is not expected in the 200-UR-1 waste sites.”
111 Page 5-13 I revise the text to read: “For some sites, final Comment acc  ted.
Section 5.6 ¢ p u i aoiivitios may be Hasissd nand
¥ :moval costs reduced....”
112. Page 5-14 t ‘e documentation supporting the statement “The | Comment accepted. The text will be
Section 5.8 L ites are not a threat to groundwater and mainly revised to say, “Because the UPR sites
¢ t of surface radioactive contamination......” mainly consist of surface radioactive
contamination caused by small
leaks/spills, windblown particulates,
tumbleweed parts, and intrusion by
animals, they are not considered a threat
to groundwater.”
113. Page 5-14 Is the statement “Generally placement of a 50i] This sentence will be revised to restate
Section 5.8 st:  zation cover was followed a decontamination or | its intended meaning,
cl  paction” correct., or were the soil stabilization
cC preceded by decontamination or cleanup
ac  3?
114. Page 5-27 In = sites that were not approved for reclassification. | Comment accepted.
Table 5-6 Fc 25 where ecology is just requesting “confirmatory
sa  ng”, ecology requests creating a new category of
Just “samples™ versus classifyving them as RTD or
Y TC/MNA.
115. Page 5-27 W yes RTD have an asterisk following it? The The asterisk will be replaced and an “‘a”
Table 5-6 a . 1s not included in footnotes, Delete if not used | inserted. The footnote for “a” can be
tc fy something. found at the bottomn of table 56 on page
777777 ) 3-28
116, Page 5-27 2w :sites are listed as 220-E-110 and 220-E-115, Comrnent accepted,
Table 5-6 cor  to 200.
117. Page 5-27 Site  PR-200-W-166 is listed for both preferred Conument accepted with modifications.
Table 5-6 rer  es. Therefore, instead of 52 waste sites for RTD | The two remedies were identified for
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ATTACHMENT
RESPONSES TO E( GY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE
(DOE/RL-2004-39)
Comment | Page Co ent Response
Number
clarification as to why these are checked for both is not
§ ient o understand--add additional explanations
t  ese unusual sites.
122 Page A-1 / Nest lake area to listing of the 200-UR-1 Operable | Comment accepted.
Table A-1 {  Waste Sites.
123 Page 6-2 4 e the text to read: *,...ACTION Comment Acknowledged. See the
Section 6.1.1 3 ORANDUM i R e response to Comment 27.
8383 will be issued.....”
124, Page 6-2 The paragraph that discusses CERCLA closure options | Comment accepted.
Section 6.1.2 does not address how these cleanap standards will be
u nthe 200-UR-1 OU. Please add a detailed
e ation of how Method B and Method C cleanup
st rds will be used in each media and the regulatory
pi  oreach. Discuss how clean closure will be used
at  200-UR-1 OU waste sites.
125. Page 6-3 R :thetext toread: “Public involvement, inc'hlding Comment accepted.
Section 6.1.2 pt notices and an opportumty to comment, will ¥«
' srdansessai-nosessrv-ie satisfy CERCLA
re =ments The pubhc also will be able o review
ar mment on the FS and any p# 1 £
c¢  ions that will be contained. ...
126. Page 6-4 A ie following bullet: Comment accepted with modifications.
Section 6.2.2 Soil sampling and analysis for non-rad COCs. Text will be modified to clanfy that soil

sampling and radiological surveys will
be performed as part of all remedy
verification field activities. Analytical
requirements are associated with the
potential COCs groups (radiological only
or radiological and nonradiological) that
have been identified for each site thatis a
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RESPONSES TO ECOLOGY

ATTACHMENT

(DOE/RL-2004-39)

COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE

Comment Page Comment Response
Number
candidate for sampling.
127. Page 6-4 e the text to read: “....Hanford Environmental Comment accepted.
Section 6.2.2.2 nation System numbers an mvcntory of
mvesn gat10n~denved waste contamcrs AVE
on nformntion foy rad ; .
L1305, and any chemma} ﬁled-scrfaenihD results.”
128. Page 6-4 Please elaborate on the statements: Comment accepted. Additioral text will
Section 6.2.3 2 “During development of WMP-19920 be added to elaborate on these
(pending), listed waste issues were resolved.” statements. The 200-UR-1 DQO
and document (WMP-19920) will be issued
& “‘Sampling and analytical requirements or to incorporate changes that may be
specific analytes needed to support designation | needed following resolution of
activities were identified and the requirements cortments pertaining to the SAP. Please
noted in WMP-19920.” note that a current drafl of the DQO was
Eci gy has not reviewed or approved of WMP-19920. | provided to Ecology on CD daring
{t is impossible for Ecology to determine if waste is Ecology’s review of the Draft A Work
being managed in accordance with ARARs. Plan.
129. Page 6-5 Re =ihetextioread: *.. .based on radiofogical field | Comment sccepted.
Section 6.2.5 sa1 ing and TGO sampling results; documenting the
extent of contaminated soils removed from the site and
disposed of at ERDF; documentation of the v»rlﬁc«tion
radiological survey and OO sampling results: and..
130 Page 6-5 E gy bas not reviewed an official released DQO and | Comiment accepted. The 200-UR-1

Section 6,2.5.1

can not determine if the “analytical quality criteris
outlined in the DQQ” comply with ARARs. Provide
additional explanation.

DQO document (WMP-19920) wiil be
issued to incorporate changes that may
be needed following resolation of
comments pertaiming to the SAP.
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RESPONSES TO |

ATTACHMENT

01 GY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RUFS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE

(DOE/RL-2004-39)

ot
uJ covtide of the data to background

: Comment Page Comment Respeonse
Number
131. Page 6-S Revise text to read: “....or nsk based levels if Comment accepted.
Section 6.2.5.1 : SEEEEE
a  existing process kn.owledge. O
132. Page 6-6 Revise the 3 and 4™ bullets to read: Comment accepted with Modifications.
Section 6.2.5.2 o “A site map shomng, the grid for the initial and | The 3™ and 4" bullet statements will be
verification {30 survey and the revised to differentiaie between field
surface contamination delir Leated during the screening activities for COCs {mainly
initial i 3 radiological surveys, but includes other
Ad ussion of removal action including hot-spot techniques if nonradiological COC could
sam  ng, excavation, field screening 1he excavation be present) and final verification
surfaces for continued presence of s ot COC radiological surveys and sampling and
contamination, soil screening, verifi cation radloloolcal analysis for COCs.
surveys and (¥ sampling results, waste
cha erization, management and disposition,
exc  tion backfill, compaction, and {inal grading”™.
133. Page 6-6 Sug it changing the title of this Section to “Remedial | Comment accepted with Modifications.
Section 6.2.6 Invi  gation Report for BC Cribs Area” (and add The RI report is for the BC Controlled
We ke site if reclassified into this operable unit). Area (200-UR-1 OU wasie site number
UPR-200-E-83), not the BC Cribs Area.
West Lake will also be added to the title.
134 Page 6-6 Revise text {o read: “....and concentration of Comment accepted.
Section 6.2.6 con ainants based on sampnn«T results; i i
coptentration of U005 agaipst rogulatory Hmus
assessing contaminant mt» and transport;..
135 Page 6-7 Rev the text to 1ead by using & sxmpla Comment accepted with modifications.
Section 6.2.6.2 Lomp.mson of a5 :, o the 22% | Thas staternent will be added in addition

to comparison of the maximum deteeted
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RESPONSES TO ECt

ATTACHMENT

(DOE/RL-2004-39)

GY COMMENTS ON THE 200-UR-1 RI/FS WORK PLAN, DRAFT A RE-ISSUE

Comment Page Co nent Respoitse
Number
concentrations, P43, and with appropriate cleanup value to background. This would be the
levels.” most conservative approach.
136. Page 6-7 Revise text to read: “.. ..auamst rei,ulatox y Standarm or | Comment accepled.
Section 6.2.6.2 risk-based levels if 4 i §
regiaory standards av
process knowledge.....”
137. Page 6- Re' etexttoread: “Risks initially will be evaluated Comment accepted with modifications.
Section 6.2.6.3.1 by compamoq io risk-based standards such as WAC Additional text will be added to
173-340-235744, <L ictod Land Use Soil Cleanup | differentiate the risk-based standards for
Sta  ards fes-de 2 200-UR-1 waste sites located inside the
core zone versus those for sites located
outside the core zone.
138. Page 6-9 Revise text to read: “Additional analysxs wm be Comment{ accepted with modifications.
Section 6.2,6.3.1 performed using WAL $73-340-747(3 o Text will be revised to indicate that
srrepeae ajternate fate and lransport model (e.g. additional analyses will be performed
ST P [PNNI.-11216, STOMP — Subsurface that will meet potential ARARs when
Xransport OV er Multlple Phase Apphcat}on Gmda j) assessing the impact to groundwater.
i i WAL »
47483 10 assess rmpact o 1he ar oundwatu
i35. Page 6-10 Ecc gy 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 will be revised to indicate that the
“screening-level ecological risk assessment” is in ecological risk evaluation will be
c iance with ARARs. However, the ecological risk | compliant with potential ARARs.
a nent will need to comply with requirements
r)rowded n WAC 173 340-7490 “Terrestrial Ecological
i tion Process.” Please revise text accordingly.
140. Page 6-10 } frst bullet, inchude “inhalation™ as an exposure See response to comment §9.
Section 6.2.6.3.2 1 vy for inverteh*=s and burrowing mammals.
141. Page 6-10 ) <t states that A risk management decision will Comment accepted. Additional text will

(53
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