

















27.

comparison, since it is not represented in ERDF’s  sposal cost.

RESPONSE: The $6.14 is correct (sum of the ¢ n). This is level of detail is beyond
t  scope of this report and is currently being addressed in a detailed co :omparison of
1 10ve/dispose versus remove/treat/dispose.

MENT: P ¢ C-7, Table C-2. Analytical costs foratt  n scrubbing are zero.
ow? -

RESPONSE: There are no additional analytic requirements for the attrition scrubbing
process.





















cc:

levels, and cost considerations throughout the report and in some tail
in appendix H. Radiation mon irs are not required to control the soil
washing process. Real time monitoring would, however, enhance the
system and could significantly reduce analytical costs making it a
valuable tool.

- Sincerely,

uglas P. Wells, Ph .

John Erickson

Lynn Albin

Al Danielson

Keith Holliday - Ecology
Nichole Kimball - DOE
Glenn Goldberg - DOE
Paul Beaver - EPA
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