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lot), and the specific process that will be employed for the

| alternative approach (e.g., an ESD) must be identified in the
Proposed Plan for the public to comment on. In other words,
DOE would be soliciting comments on two specific cleanup
approaches and obtaining feedback on BOTH at the same
time. In addition, both cleanup approaches must be
acceptable under the CERCLA nine-criteria analysis. As "~
is currently written, DOE is explaining the current proces.

_that already exists for modifications to a signed ROD. As
such, it adds nothing, but potential confusion, to the
document and thus should be removed completely. It is
Ecology’s understanding that EPA will note the
implementation issues associated with remediating an act™--e
industrial complex in the “Description of the Selected
Remedy” portion of the 300-FF-2 ROD that will be
developed after the public comment period is over.

-

02

Ecology recommends rewriting the sentence ‘Candidate s
require additional...” as follows: ‘The twenty candidate s
require additional...’

-

02

Ecology recommends rewriting the sentence ‘Source sites
have been subdivided...” as follows: ‘The forty-seven source
sites have been subdivided...’

03

The Proposed Plan states “The preferred alternative for 3 -
FF-2 OU groundwater contamination beneath one of the
outlying source sites is Institutional Controls and Contim 1
Monitoring.” The statement implies that the only
groundwater consideration applicable to this Proposed P!

is contaminated groundwater associated with one of the
source sites. Neither RCRA nor MTCA separate
groundwater considerations from source site remedial
actions. Furthermore, groundwater considerations appea o
be limited to a risk assessment, institutional controls
associated with 618-10 and 618-11 Burial Grounds, and
institutional controls and continued monitoring associate
with one groundwater contamination plume. This appro 1
does not satisfy applicable RCRA or MTCA requiremen
Therefore, the Proposed Plan should clearly identify that
neither RCRA nor MTCA separates the source site from e
groundwater for remedial/corrective action purposes and ...at
this approach does not satisfy applicable requirements (i ~,
applicable ARARSs). -
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“As documented in the 300-FF-1 and 300-1.--5 ROD, the
selected interim remedy for the groundwater OU was
restricted use and continued monitoring. It was considered
an interim action ROD because there are contaminant
plumes (e.g. tritium and nitrate) that are migrating into 300-
FF-5 OU from other areas of the Hanford site, including the
200 Areas.”

“Remediation of the 300-FF-1 and 300-FF-5 OUs is
underway in accordance with an associated ROD. The
remedial actions presented in this Proposed Plan address
contaminated soil and groundwater associated with the 3¢"
FF-2 OU and are consistent with the ongoing cleanup act 1s
in the 300 Area.”

“Redv ion of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through
Treatment. Treatment (for the ground water) is not a
component of Institutional Controls and Continued
Monitoring.” '

“The preferred alternative- and associated cost estimates 1or
the 300-FF-2 OU waste s...s and contaminated groundwater
are summarized in Table 4. These preferred alternatives are
consistent with the selected remedies for the 300-FF-1 and
300-Ff-5 OUs and are believed to provide the best balanc - >f
tradeoffs among the alternatives with respect to the
CERCLA evaluation.criteria.”

“The preferred alternative for 300-FF-2 OU gfoundwater

contamination beneath the 316-4 Crib is Institutional
Controls and Continued Monitoring. Other potential
remedial technologies were screened out as documented
the 300-FF-2 OU FFS.”

There are two major points of concern with the selection
the preferred alternatives that result from basing the rem¢ -
on assumiptions and remedial technologies identified and
evaluated in the 300-FF-2 FFS, 300-FF-1 and 300-FF-5
RODs. _

1. Newly identified deficiencies associated with the 300- -
1 and 300-FF-5 RODs confirm that the major assumptiot n
the 300-FF-5 and 300-FF-1 RODs concerning industrial ...l
and ground water cleanup exposure pathways and se'~~*~=
of cleanup standards protectiv= of those pathwave ar
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part of the remedy in past RODs to ensure protectiveucss.
An IC monitoring report is required annually to the EPA and
the state from the facility to ensure the effectiveness and
maintenance of ICs. There is a statement that allows the
EPA and the state to require additional elements where there
has been a “significant lapse or failure of an IC.”

The EPA Policy also sets forth a requirement that “A spet 1
situation is presented by facilities or operable units (OUs)
where the ROD has been previously signed and IC
requirements were not explicitly stated. For those sites, F™A
will require that an Explanation of Significant Difference
(ESD) be prepared adding the IC requirements described 1
EPA’s policy) to ensure that ICs remain protective. The
feder: facility will also be required to document in a
periodic monitoring report to the EPA and state, how the ™
requirements are being met. Future Five Year Reviews
would address the adequacy and effectiveness of these IC
requirements.” And “Region 10 expects that when ICs a .
proposed as component of a remedial alternative, the FS will
evaluate a proposed IC with as much care as other remedy
elements.” '

Note: The above institutional control strategy also
emphasizes the urgency to determine the impact on surfac -
water by sampling an “undiluted” point of compliance in
order to have the data reflect the true potential to impact
human health and the river from an industrial ground water
release, a release that may be fully protective or in
compliance with human health and water quality standards _

[

03 1 4

The last sentence of the paragraph states: “The primary
contaminant in the 300 Area is uranium from the fuel
fabrication processes.” As there are other contaminants ¢
concem (i.e., cis-1,2-dichloroethene, trichloroethene, etc.
insert the words “One of” at the beginning of the sentenc
and change “contaminant” to “contaminants”.

03 1 4

Last line

The following statements are related to the identification
that uranium is not the only contaminant of concern:

“The primary contaminant in the 300 area is uranium fro
the fuel fabrication processes.”

“The 300-FF-5 OU consists of contaminated gfoundwate n
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appropriate requirements (ARARs), and worker sarery.
Current land-use documents identify that the 300 area will
remain an industrial area for at least the next 50 years.”

Under state law, sites that are being used for industrial or
planned industrial do not necessarily qualify for cleanup
‘'standards and-remediation based on industrial exposure for
all pathways. If remediation activities (including selectior f
cleanup levels) only considers an industrial land-use
exposure scenario for waste and soil, and excludes protec*~n
of ground water as a potable water source then all pathwa

are not sufficiently protected. Designation of land in the = )
Area as industrial or planned industrial does not
automatically qualify the 300 Area for industrial cleanup
standards (MTCA Method C, Indus*—-1 Method A) for soil
‘and ground water.

There is a process inherent in MTCA that identifies
limitations for the application of industrial cleanup
standards. A site must meet the Industrial definition and
criteria in MTCA (WAC 173-340-745 (1)(b)) and all
pathways must be evaluated concurrently to ensure an
industrial cleanup level is protective of other
media/pathways. One of the most important criteria is the
absence of impacts to groundwater, surface waters and
drinking water.

In none of the 300-FF-2 Operable Unit documents that

'Ecology has currently reviewed has it been indicated that the
OU was subjected to an evaluation to determine if the 300
Area qualifies for MTCA industrial cleanup standards for all
pathways. MTCA cleanup standards within the 300-FF-1 ~ad
as of yet for the 300-FF-2 are not based on the more
protective soil standard. This represents one of the most
outstanding concerns for Ecology in the 300 Area. For
example, uranium, which is acknowledged to have impacted
groundwater in the 300 area, the soil cleanup levels must
represent values that are protective of groundwater.
However, the value that is non-protective of ground wate s
currently being used. Given the possible contamination o
local drinking waters and the importance the Columbia R*-"er
plays for both human and animal life, the 300 Area clean.p
may not be protective ground water.
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Bullet

Include a bullet, which identifies “Waste management from
facility operations, facility transition, D&D, remediation, etc.

{ throughout the 300 Area.”

17

17

The first sentence states: “To determine whether
contaminants pose a threat to human health, the type of
future land use (and, therefore, the amount of time an
individual may be exposed to contaminants) must be
identified.” In addition to assessing threat to human healu,,
applicable ARARSs require the threat to the environment al<o
be evaluated. Also, in addition to land use, exposure
pathways must also be understood to allow the threat to
human health and the environment to be evaluated.
Therefore, the first sentence should be re-written to include
the sessn it of the threat to the environment takir~ into
consideration exposure pathways (i.e., groundwater, surface
water, drinking water, etc.). Recommended wording is as
follows: “To determine whether contaminants pose a threat
to human health and the environment, the potential expo:r e
pathways and the type of potential future land use (and,
therefore, the amount of time an individual may be expo..J
to contaminants) must be identified.”

1ne acronym commonly used for the Hanford
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan and Environmental Impa
Statement is “HCLUP-EIS”.

17

A statement needs to be added to the paragraph, which
indicates the designation of land in the 300 Area for
industrial use does not au.._..atically identify the land as
qualifying for MTCA industrial cleanup standards. Ther s
a process inherent in MTCA that identifies limitations fo he
application of industrial cleanup standards. Some of the
most important criteria are the absence of impacts to
groundwater, surface waters and drinking water. Innon¢ f
the 300-FF-2 OU documents that Ecology has currently
reviewed has it been indicated that the OU was subjectec )
an evaluation to determine if the 300 Area qualifies for
MTCA industrial cleanup standards. This evaluation has
been previously and repeatedly requested in relation to the
satisfaction of applicable ARARs as required by the
CERCLA process. Furthermore, should it be determined
that a property qualifies for industrial standards, a proces..
exists within MTCA to refine further the determination of

the appti~able ~1=anun <tandards. If there is potential
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"Act includes a series of criteria that must be met in order to

Commeni
document is insufficient to use as the sole justification for
land use determination. WA State’s Model Toxics Control

determine the cleanup criteria that must be used for any
contaminated site. A discussion of further justification for
land use determination is needed and a detailed evaluation of
the MTCA criteria is necessary to support subsequent
cleanup criteria. Include this information in the docum

17

Highlight

Include a reference for the 300 Area Revitalization Pro
Management Plan in the second paragraph of “Highlig

17

3-end

The fOllOWing suawciein 18 conc ng
groundwater as a secondary media of concern:

- —..ternal exposure to radiation from solid wastes and
contaminated soils is the primary exposure route. Air, biota,
and groundwater are secondary media of concern because of
the likelihood of these media becoming contaminated is ' s
and/or the magnitude of their potenti contamination is
small.

This statement cannot be supported by other groundwate
work at Hanford. In the 200 Area, compounds that were -.so
thought absorbed by the soils have demonstrated
considerable mobility. Considering the proximity of the
considerable contamination in the 300-FF-2 OU to grow
water, the Columbia River and drinking water sources fc
local communities, an enormous contamination potentia
present. This statement is not technically defensible and
should be removed.

17

4 thru 5 ‘

This section (Human Health) ‘... includes the industrial
inadvertent intruder scenarios.” As mentioned in an earl
comment, cleanup of contaminated sites outside the fenc
surrounding the main 300 Area Complex are to be clean
up to residential standards. Therefore it is necessary to
discuss the residential resident scenario for this documer
well. Include this information in the proposed plan.

wd

—_—

17

10

Risk
Assesmt

1ne human heattn risks of Table 1 were apparently gene :d
without consideration of risks associated with contamina..u
ground or surface water. Therefore, HSRAM and RESRAD
values must be re-generated which calculate potential
contaminant migration using assumptions which are
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