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Mr. Dave C. Nylander

Nuclear and Mixed Waste

State of Washington
Department of Ecology

7601 W. Clearwater, Suite 102
Kennewick, Washington 99336

Mr. Douglas R. Sherwood

Hanford Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
712 Swift Boulevard, Suite 5
Richland, Washington 99352

Dear Messrs. Nylander and Sherwood:

SUBMITTAL OF THE 100-HR-2 RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT FACILITY
INVESTIGATION/CORRECTIVE MEASURES STUDY (RFI/CMS) WORK PLAN, DRAFT A, FOR
PUBLIC COMMENT

Please find enclosed the subject RFI/CMS work plan (enclosure 1) submitted by
the U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Cperations Officz (RL), to the State
aof Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) for public comment per sections
7.4.2, 9.2.1, and 10.6 of the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent
Order.

Also enclosed are RL's responses to Ecology's comments on revision 0 of the
100-HR-2 OU RFI/CMS Work Plan (enclosure 2 [Ecology 1tr. to Staven H. Wisness
from Gary Freedman "100-HR-2 Operable Unit Resource Consarvation and Recovery
Act Facility Investigation/Corrective Measures Study (RFI/CMS) Work Plan,"
dtd. August 26, 1993]). Draft A of this work plan incorporataes all RL's
responses to Ecology comments on work plan text as discussed and agreed to by
Ecology representatives in the final comment resolution meeting held in
December 1993. Upon completion of public review and comment on the subject
document, and satisfactory resolution of comments, RL will submit revision 1
to Ecology for approval.

Copies of Draft A of the 1GQJ-HR-2 OU RFI/CMS Work Plan will be sent to Public
Information Repositories in Richland, Seattle, and Spokane, Washington
Portland, Oregon, in anticipation that the 30-day public comment perio
this work pian will start on January 24, 1994, and end on February 23,
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Messrs. Nylander and Sherwood -2- AN 2
94-ERB-054

Please address any comments or questions regarding this correspondence 1o
Mr. E. D. Goller at (509) 376-7326.

Sincerely,

Y

Steven H. Wisness
END:EDG Hanford Project Manager

Enclosures: As stated

cc w/encls:
o B. Austin, WHC
ot S. Balone, EM-442
LS P. Beaver, EPA
— G. Freedman, Ecology (3)
s M. Wallace, Ecology
= EDMC, H6-08

cc w/o encls:

. Donnelly, Ecology
Hughes, WHC
Henckel, WHC
Patterson, WHC
Scheck, MACTEC
Stanley, Ecology
. Wintczak, WHC
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Comment: Sect 3.1, pg 3-1, para 1

It is Ecology’s bel ' that this background
study may not be completed in a time frame
that will be useful to this work plan.

Recommendation: Alternatives must be
presented here to cover the situation in the
case that this background study will not be
available as a reference.

Accepted. The alternative is to continue to use
background data from Hoover and LeGore and
the HSBRAM rec anded 95th percentile for
background concentrations in the QRA ‘
activities.

24.

Comment: Sect 3.1.2.1, pg 3-3, péra 2

This section references a preliminary soil
background study. See comment number 23.

Recommendation: It should be clarified as to
e o al” ! ient be useful
n )

Accepted. DOE/RL-92-24 Rev. 1, 1993
documents the most recent soil background da
for chemical contaminants. Summary
information will be incorporated and reference
will be made to this new data source.

25.

Comment: Sect 3.1.2.1, pg 3-3, para 2, Figure 3-3,
and Table 3-3

This figure and table are directly referenced
from the most recent revision of Hanford Site
Backeround: Part 1 il Background for

Nonradioactive Analvtes, which has no
mention of Hoover and [ =~~~=_1991,

Recommendation: Please explain this
discrepancy. Are these two documents one
and the same, or is this just an incorrect
reference?

26.

Comment: Sect 3.1.2.2, pg 3-3, para 2

This section refers to sampling results done
near waste sites in the 100-HR-1 OU for
analogy to similar waste sites in the 100-HR-2
ou.

Recommendation: It should be clarified as to
what similar facilities there are to the 116-H-1
disposal trench and the 116-H-7 retention
basin in the 100-HR-2 OU that justify the use
of these results for this analogy.

Accepted. The updated reference is (DOE/RL-
92-24 Rev.1, 1993).

Accepted. The text will clarify that due to the
116-H-2 Trench overflow which may have
affected the Buried Thimble Site in the 100-BR-
2 Operable Unit, soil sampling completed in
connection with that incident may be useful in
characterizing the soils at the Buried Thimble
Site.
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28.

Comment: Sect 3.3.1.2, pg 3-6, para 2, and 3.3.1.3,
pg 3-7, para | ’

The text makes reference to the infiltration
potential being negligible for contaminant
migration from burial grounds. This may be
true in some years, but there is a substantial
amount of precipitation occurring in other
years. For example, during the winter of
1991-92, a record six feet of snow fell in the
Tri-City area. Since the cribs surface consists
mainly of cobble, infiltration rates are usually
higher than native soils.

Recommendation: This release mechanism
needs to be re-evaluated, and presented in a
more feasible manner

oo -3, pg3-7,.paral

The text states that there is no evidence
indicating small mammals and ants bring
contaminants to the surface where wind
transport can occur. There is no mention of
where this observation took place.

Recommendation: If this information was
taken from an existing document, it should be
referenced here.

Accepted. Short-term, simulated and natural
drainage lysimeter studies conducted to aid :
modeling efforts indicated some small drainage
(1.0 to 1.5 cm/year) to depths of 7.6M (Jones,
et al. 1984), Data from longer-term studies in
closed-bottom lysimeters and in a depth-
distribution study at a waste site suggest that
waste movement over a ten-year period appeared
to be upward. (Routson and Johnson, 1990).

For clarification the text will be modified.

Accepted. Reference has been incluc® " - (V™ °
1993) although not released yet, it will prob
be released before completion of this work plan.

29.

Comment: Table 3-5

This table shows values for ®Sr at the 100
areas of Hanford as ten times that of the
distant community samples. This is a
significant difference.

Recommendation: Please give an evaluation
of this difference as a possible cause for
concern.

30.

Rejected. The difference is not a cause for
concern because the values are at non-detectable
levels. When the error margins are greater an
the readings this indicates the inability of the
instrument to detect to that level.

Comment: Table 3-5

The table reads an error for distant community
sampling of ®Sr as +9.000008 pCi/m®. This
is inconsistent with all other error values in
this table.

Recommendation: 1If this is a typographical
error, it should be corrected. If it is not, the
cause for this discrepancy with all of the other
error values on this chart should be explained
in the notes for this table.

Accepted. Typographical error will be
corrected. (9.000008 pCi/m* should be
0.000008 pCi/m?)



















62. | Sect 5.1.1.2.3 activity 2¢-2, pg 54 Rejected. Sampling the active tank is not
required in accordance with a previously agreed
The Septic Systems paragraph addresses the to strategy (100 -1 Work Plan Sec.

inactive septic tank, tile field, and the active 42.1.2.4)

tile field. It should also address the active

septic tank.
63. ' Sect5.1.2, pg 5-7, para 3 Accepted. The RFI Report is a primary
document.
The text incorrectly states that the final RFI
report is a secondary document. It is in fact a
primary document as should be stated in this
paragraph.
64. | Sect 6.0, pg 6-1, para 1 Accepted. Will clarify the first sentence to
read: ... the work described in Chapter 5

The provided work schedule does not include (through su-—*tal of the IRM Proposed Plan)...
all work described in Chapter 5 of this work
plan, as the final remedy is not depicted. ...is
paragraph should be revised to better define
the scope of work as detailed on the schedule.
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