STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

1315 W. 4ih Avenue ® Kennewick, Washington 99336-6018 ¢ (509) 735-7587

April 13, 1998

Mr. Glenn Goldberg

U. S. Department of Energy
P. O. Box 550, MSIN: HO0-12
Richland. WA 99352

Dear Mr. Goldberg:

Re: Review of the Remedy Selection Process for Remaining 100 Area vuurce uperabte Unit eS8
Waste Sites (DOE/RL-94-61 Appendix N Draft A) and Proposed Plan for Interim KSR
Remedial Actions at the 100 Area Remaining Sites (DOE/RIL-97-83 Draft A) 4

The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) and the U. S. Env*~onmental Protection
Agency (EPA) bave completed the review of the Remedy Selection Proces. or Remaining 100
Area Source Operable Unit Waste Sites (DOE/RL-94-61 Appendix N Draft A) and Proposed
Plan for Interim Remedial Actions at the 100 Area Remaining Sites (DOE. . __-97-83 Draft A).
Enclosed. for your review and response, are the agencies’ comments and questions concerning
both documents. EPA and Ecology look forward to working with the U.S. Department of Energy
to resolve these comments.

If you have any questions or need clarification on any comments or questior -, please feel free to
call Keith at (509) 736-3036 or Dennis at (509) 376-8631.

Sincerely, - spcerely. 77
AR s N Q-
Keith K. Holliday nnis Faulk

100-D Area Project Manager 100-B/C Project Man,
Washington State Department of Ecology U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
KH:skr

Enclosure (2)

cc: Clarence Corriveau. BHI
Dick Jaquish. DOH
Doug Sherwood. LPA
Owen Robertson, USDOE
Dirk Dunning. ODOL















Review of the Remedy Selection Process for Remaining 100 Ar¢  Source Operable
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Unit Waste Sites (DOE/RL-94-61 Draft A)

Page N-11. section N3.1.3, Step 5, third sentence should read “Tt  Tri-Parties have
agreed to disposition 100 Area burial grounds in a separate Propo d Plan and ROD.”

Page N-11. section N3.1.3, Step 3, delete “Also, the burial grounc did not receive
contaminated liquids. soil. or chemicals that could be mobilized t¢ ontaminate
environmental media.”

Page N-13, section M 0. first paragraph, last sentence should read “ For sites that
cannot be “plugged-in” to the preferred remedy due to differing characteristics,
remedial actions will be determined through the appropriate process.”

Page N-14. Figure N-3. include newly discovered to this figure.

Page N-15. section N4.1.2. last bullet, delete “and exposure.”

Page N-16. section N4.1.2, bullets, delete “Method B cleanup stanc ds” and “Draft
DOE standards for terrestrial animals.”

Page N-17. section N4.2.1, delete last three bullets.

Page N-17, section N4.2.2, second paragraph, last sentence, replace a separate
CERCLA process (e.g., ROD ESD, ROD Amendment, EE/CA)” w1 “the
appropriate process.”

Page N-18, section N4.2 .4, fourth sentence should read “Should the . ‘ditional data
show that the site contains contaminants, contaminated media, or otk ' physical
characteristic that fall outside the site characteristic profile, and will ...t plug-in to the
standard remedy. the Tri-Parties will reevaluate the site.”

Page N-18, section N4.2.5. revise this section with the new cost estimates.
Page NA-1, Table NA-1, footnote Estimatt  Cost of Site Remediatic ind explain

the difference in cost per LCY | we  sites. Are there cost breaks fi multiple sites?
Please add the K basin site(s) and RPP/CPP somewhere.
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