


protectiveness for the environment must be deferred, in accord with EPA guidance (Section
4.5 of OSWER 9355.7-03B).

Following on comment #1, it is not clear that for at least some OUS the current cleanup will
be protective when completed. As an example, we looked at the status of groundwater in the
100 B/C area, an area where most of the priority cleanup has been completed, and a site for
which the Five Year Report states that remedies are protective (“No issues or actions specific
to the 100-B/C area were identified during the review.”) Working with information in the
March and May draft reports, we surmise that:

DOE’s approach for this operating unit (OU) is that groundwater remedial measures were
not warranted because it was anticipated that source cleanups would resolve groundwater
contaminant issues.

e Most priority cleanups at the B/C area have been completed (all priority ! 1d sites  wve
I n completed, along with 8 of 10 priority sites for buried solid waste). such one
should expect to see decreasing concentrations of contaminants at this site. However, as
described in the March and May reports:

o Chromium concentrations have been steady or declining.

o DOE has acknowledged that for sites in the 100 Area, “deep vadose z« > chromium
residues continue to act as a reserve for future contamination of groundwater.”

o Strontium 90 concentrations are neither increasing not decreasing in ~ onitoring
wells.

o Tritium concentrations have increased in some wells and aquifer tubes and declined
in others. One well had a sharp increase in concentration (to eight times the drii ing
water standard) during 2005.

o The pilot ecological risk assessment for the B/C area identified antimony and nitrate
as contaminants of concern, and also noted elevated concentrations of :hnetium 99,
trichloroethylene (TCE), and TCE degradation products.

In contrast to DOE’s finding of protectiveness, Oregon looked at the questions used for that
assessment and finds answers different from DOE (for a finding of protectiveness, answers to
these three questions need to be yes, yes, and no, respectively):

e Isthe remedy functioning as intended? No. Concentrations of many contaminants in
groundwater have not decreased. Some have increased. Moreover, the vadose zone has
been recognized as a reservoir for chromium and as a source of chromium to
groundwater.

Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, etc. used at the time of remedy  ection still
valid? No. C :anup has not led to decreased concentrations of contaminants in
groundwater. Vadose zone s0ils have been found to be an important reservoir for
chromium.

Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of
the remedy? Yes. The pilot ecological risk assessment for the B/C area identified
antimony and nitrate as contaminants of concern.

In other words, it can be argued that the B/C area does not satisfy any of the three questions,
and the remedy 1s not protective of groundwater in this area. It could be that there will be a






to include conside ion of all contami 5. We also encourage — JE to defer statements of
protectiveness regarding the environment until ecological risk assessments are completed. We

yok forward to continuing to work with DOE on Hanford cleanup that wi insure long-term
protectiveness of human health and the environment.

Should you have any questions or wish to discuss any of our comments, please call Paul Shaffer
of my staff at 503-378  -56.

Sincerely,

e/

’ Niles
Assistant Director

cc: Nick ( 0, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Jane Hedges, Washington Department of Ecology
iford Natural Resource Trustee Council






