7

Confederated Tribes and Bands Established by the
of the Yakama Nation ERWM Treaty of June 9, 1855

January 24, 2017

Mr. Dennis A. Faulk, Program Manager
Office of Environmental Cleanup

Hanford Project Office

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
825 Jadwin Avenue, Suite 210

Richland, Washington 99352

¢ “ject: Review ol DJET™ 2016-01, Draft A, Rev 1 Hanford Site 2016 CERCLA Five- Year
Review Report

Dear Mr. Faulk:

We appreciate the opportunity to review this document, and while response is not required, it is
our hope that these comments will be taken under serious consideration. Yakama Nation (YN)
ER/WM Program requests a meeting with DOE and EPA to discuss our concerns and address
adverse effects to cultural resources.

We look forward to discussing our vision of cleanup and all our concerns with you further.

Sincerely,
Marlene George 56/
Acting YN-ER/WM Projects Manager

CC:

Ms. Alexanara K. >mitn, Washington State Department of Ecology
Ray J. Cory, Assistant Manager for the River and Plateau

G. Bohnee, NPT

R. Buck, Wanapum

Susan Leckband, HAB

R. A. Lobos, EPA

K. Niles, ODOE

R. Skeen, CTUIR

Environmental Portal

Attachments: #1: Comments on DOE/RL-2016-01, Draft A, Rev 1 Hanford Site 2016 CERCLA
Five- Year Review Report












100-HR-3:

Clarify actions to be taken or evaluations to be done to inform the location of long-term
secondary sources of slow leaching CrVI into the aquifer (see DOE/RL-2016-09, REV 0
5GW-58416]). Clarify how this information has affect on the protectiveness of the interim or
potentially the final remedy.
Section 2.9.5.5.12 of the last review stated the potential of new contaminants (such as carbon
tetrachloride and chloroform) for the 100-HR-3 being identified based on groundwater
sampling. Clarify if this uncertainty was evaluated in this review and what future actions may
need to be occur and whether these are issues to carry forward.
Clarify how RCRA actions at the 183-H SEB support remedy protectiveness determinations.
The following may need to be considered under 100-D area:
o New wells were planned for the southern are of the 100-D plume as the CrV1
concentrations are declining more slowly than in nearby wells (199-D5-103 &
ISRM barrier areas). How was this factored into the protectiveness review?
o Clarify if the new extraction well uj  idient of well 199 3-95 has | pu ~ to
operation and how any data was factored into the protectiveness review.
o Clarify how the following information from DOE/RL-206-09 was factored into
the protectiveness review.
= Farther north of well199-D8-96, moderate levels of contamination
remain, despite the remediation in the area. It is theorized, based on two
lines of evidence, that contamination may remain near the 166-DR-1 & 2
Trenches, causing this portion of the plume to remain at relatively
constant levels;
= 1. CrVI was detected at 148 ug/L in well 199-D8-99 when it was
installed in 2010 (currently an injection well). No source area was
identified for this contamination, but the well is located near the
trenches.
= 2. CrVI concentrations in nearby we  199-D8-68, -71, -91 remain near
20 ug/L (Figure 4-16). These wells are located between the 116-DR-1 &
2 Trenches and the River, with no other source in the vicinity. As a
result, the concentrations in this area should have been below detection
after 5 years of injecting clean water upgradient. The continued presence
of moderate to low-level concentrations may be related to a source area
being masked by the injection of clean water at well 199-D8-99.

100-N Area:

Issues at 100-N: Continued elevations of Sr-90: Wells 199-N-81 & 199-N-67 (11,000 -15,000
pCi/L) & Rivershore aquifer tubes -1908-N outfall -preferential pathway to river-leaks from
the fuel storage basin and pipelines between the N Reactor and river. Three (3) new wells are
planned-2014 GW report. Also within the untreated portion of the apatite barrier have wells
with exceedances over 800piC/L. The data from the seeps is not included in the GW plume
shapes. Clarify how this information was incorporated into the review and what issued were
resolved and which are not and need to be carried forward.

Replacement well for TPH monitoring is planned-When is it expected to be in place? How
was this factored into the review and is it an issue to be carried forward?

There appears to be a source of Hex Chrome at well 199-N-80 although there exists the
possibility of source being 100-K area trench. It doesn't appear to be moving laterally. How
was this factored into this review and is it an issue to be carried forward?

Well-N-41 is another source of hex chrome concerns. How was this factored into this review
and is it an issue to be carried forward?






