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Dear Messrs. Day and Nord:

HANFORD RISK ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

The September 9, 1991, Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
(Tri-Party Agreement) Changes included a new past practice milestone for the
development of a document describing the proposed methodology to perform risk
assessments at Hanford past practice operable units in compliance with CERCLA
and RCRA past practice requirements. The description/justification states,
"the guidelines to be established will be used on a site-wide basis and will
enhance the consistency in risk assessment methods and in evaluation of
remedial action alternatives". The specific milestone is M-29-03 which
requires that a risk assessment methodology document (primary document) be
submitted in March 1992. Upon approval of the document, it will be
incorporated into Appendix F of the Tri-Party Agreement.

To achieve the goal of submitting an acceptable document in March 1992, the
U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Field Office (RL) and its contractors
formed a task group with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the
State of Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) and their contractors to
discuss the objectives and scope of the risk assessment methodology document.
The task group held numerous and lengthy discussions on all aspects of the
proposed risk assessment methodology. Although not all issues were resolved,
the task group made significant progress in achieving concurrence on many
issues affecting the document. The difficulties involved in writing the
document stem from inconsistent and changing regulatory guidance on the
evolving human and environmental risk assessment process for past practice
decisions. Objectives and reqgulatory authorities are different for the three
parties involved. Therefore it was expected that the first draft of the
document would generate a number of comments from EPA, Ecology, RL, and U.S.
Department of Energy Headquarters (HQ). However, the seemingly widely
divergent responses from the two regulatory agencies was not expected.














