
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 HANFORD/INL PROJECT OFFICE 

309 Bradley Boulevard, Suite 11 5 
Richland, Washington 99352 

July 15, 2009 

Mr. Matthew S. McConnick, Assistant Manager 
· for the Central Plateau 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P .O . Box 550, MS A5-l l 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Re: EPA' s Comments on Integrated 100 Area Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work 
Plan Addendum 2: 100 .. K Decision Unit, DOE/RL-2008-46-ADD2, Draft A 

if62.·:x/2-
Dear Mr. McCormick: 

This letter transmits the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency' s (EPA) comments on 
the subject document. A meeting was held on June 30, 2009, to communicate EPA's comments 
and answer any questions. This meeting went well, addressing many of the comments. 
Approximately thirty outstanding comments that need to be incorporated into the document 
remam. 

The attached meeting minutes capture the remaining EPA comments on the document. 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions regarding this correspondence at 
(509)376-3749. 

Sincerely, 

--- ~ ~~Lob~ 
Project Manager 

Enclosure 

cc: 

!~~~~!I 
EDMC 
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Meeting to communicate EPA comments on the Integrated 100 Area 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan Addendum 2: 100 
K Decision Unit 

June 30, 2009 

EPA Hanford/Idaho National Laboratory Project Office 
309 Bradley Boulevard, Suite 115, Richland, WA 

Attendees 
Jane Borghese, CHPRC Larry Gadbois, EPA 
Ella Feist, WCH Jim Hanson; DOE-RL 
Bruce Ford, CHPRC Tony Knepp, CHPRC 

EPA Comments 

Rod Lobos, EPA 
Roger Ovink, WHC 
Jamie Zeisloft, DOE-RL 
Todd Martin, Facilitator 

Page v, lines 14-2 t: The document should clearly communicate the state of data on the 
confined aquifer. There is not currently clarity as to whether the confined aquifer is an 
additional data gap or additional data beyond 199-Well-32B exists. This comment does 
not necessarily require a change to this paragraph; it can be addressed elsewhere in the 
document. 

Page 1-4, line 14: Refers to reactors being "cocooned". Cocooning is an old term that 
assumes actions based on decisions that have yet to be made. The term "cocooning" 
should be changed to " Interim Safe Storage." Also reference the possibility of removing 
the reactors as a serious alternative. 

Page 1-8, lines 9-11: The document should deal comprehensively with all waste sites in 
K Area. Therefore, text should be added to communicate contractor responsibilities, 
decision-making processes (e.g. between contractors) and cleanup plans for these 19 
discovery sites. Describe what will be done 

Page 2-30, lines 1 and 2: This text is not clear and may be incorrect (K West Basin 
should be K East Basin?). Steve Balone will fix this text to ensure clarity and the correct 
descriptors. 

Section 2.4.1: This section outlines the main sources of data ( e.g. Dorian and Richards, 
Limited Field Investigations, etc.). The section should be amended to include three 
additional items: ( l) data from wells that have been drilled; (2) data from the River 
Corridor Baseline Risk Assessment; and (3) knowledge of the K Reactor that is based on 

general knowledge of other reactors. ® !E_(G'. 'l ml u,.-·l w __ ·:-. '-~~rm 
Page 2-34, lines 9-14: These lines have editing errors that will be fixed. ~ , ·:_~@ 

EDMC 
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Page 2-37, lines 28-31: The document should discuss a chromium leach study in this 
text. EPA would like chromium ( effluent, stock and dilute) leach studies to be performed 
that will provide data supporting a Kd for the K Area. If DOE believes sufficient leach 
data exists, it should be discussed here; if not, a discussion of how to fill the data gap 
with leach studies should be discussed. 

Page 4-1, Section 4: Consider renumbering data gaps in numerical order. 

Page 4-1, Section 4: In the introduction of data gaps, the text should refer the reader to 
Table 4-4 to indicate where the data gaps are consolidated. 

Page 4-2, Data Gap #1, lines 17 and 18: The text on Data Gap #1 refers to groundwater 
"beneath unremediated waste sites." This data gap should be expanded or a new data gap 
added that includes the groundwater beneath buildings (including reactors). 

Page 4-4, Table 4-2, Site Code 116-K-2 Trench: This Site Code refers to a "metal" 
storage basin and will be changed to "water retention basin." Or clarify what was trying 
to be said in the sentence. 

Page 4-5, line 7: Change "principal" to "principle." 

Page 4-5, line 8: Delete parenthetical typo. 

Page 4-5, line 11: Change "high volume, retrieved liquid waste sites" to "high volume, 
remediated liquid waste disposal sites." 

Page 4-6, Data Gap #3, lines 8 and 9: Data Gap #3 currently deals only with 
groundwater risks but should be amended to include surface human and ecological 
exposure risks. This data gap will be addressed in the future by other projects. However, 
EPA's concern is that surface risks will exist in the interim (several decades) and 
therefore should be addressed here. Again, this Remedial Investigation needs to be 
comprehensive in the K Area and therefore should include all waste sites that will be left 
behind after remediation, including beneath and beside the reactors. Data Gap #3 should 
be expanded to address this concern. 

Page 4-8, lines 30-? Rod says the data gaps from the hex chrome reach tasks should be 
incorporated. Soil leach study for hex chrome. Put this in Data gap #12 

Page 4-15, lines 29-35: EPA believes an additional chromium well should be drilled. 
This well should be discussed in this section. Additionally, a global change throughout 
the document should be made once the well specifics are determined ( e.g. change "eight" 
wells to "nine" wells, add well to figures, etc.). 

On Figure 4-6, Rod showed approximately where the well should be installed, about 
halfway between 82 and 8, outside the fence. Jim responded that DOE recognizes more 
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data from this area is needed. He added the Yakama Indian Nation has concerns about a 
well in this location and DOE is working with the Yakamas to determine if and where 
such a well could be drilled. 

Page 4-16, line 4: The conversion numbers on this line are incorrect. They will be 
corrected. 

Page 4-23, Table 4-4, Data Need #9: This data need does not communicate whether a 
mixing assumption of l: 1 is appropriate or is being utilized. The group agreed that, for 
this addendum, Data Need #9 is essentially Not Applicable. Further, the issues that are of 
concern for this addendum will be addressed by Data Need #6. The text description on 
Page 4-17 discusses the two data gaps but is overly general. This text will be edited to 
clarify the issue and ensure the text and Table 4-4 are compatible 

The group also discussed whether the 1 : 1 mixing assumption was appropriate for 
, chromium and other contaminants and how it should be communicated in the Work Plan. 

To provide justification for using the 1: 1 mixing assumption, and ensure transparency of 
the decision, the overall 100 Area Integrated Work Plan will be modified to discuss and 
reference mixing data, the Interim Records of Decision and other appropriate data. Each 
addendum will then reference the overall Integrated Work Plan on this issue. 

Pages 4-26 and 4-27: These pages discuss the continued sampling of waste sites that 
have been "Interim closed out." Text will be added (based on similar explanations 
developed for D and H) that clearly defines what "Interim closed out" and justifies why 
additional sampling is necessary. 

Page 4-27, line 28-30: Better clarification of the status and path forward for the 
discovery site process inside the fence is needed here. 

Page 4-37, lines 14-18: This paragraph should be rewritten to clearly indicate how 
bathymetric data is being developed, e.g. utilization of K Area well data, other 
topographic data and geologic interpretation to project formation locations in the river. 

Page 4-38, lines 3-14: Consider inclusion of text here discussing the previously 
mentioned chromium leachability study (comment Page 2-37, lines 28-31). EPA is 
interested in lab leach tests of 40 year-old chromium contaminated Hanford formation 
samples that will lead to data supporting a Kd. EPA is not interested in spike tests 
because they will not test the geochemical mechanisms that have occurred over the last 
40 years. EPA would like the tests to determine if chromium left in the RUM has the 
potential to leach into the aquifer. The contractor and DOE will develop the text and tie it 
to Data Need #10, #12 or both. 

Page C-8, Table C-1, Remediation Schedule: Needs to have a description as to when 
or reference TP A change package .. something.. This should be applied to whole table 
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Page C-10, Table C-1, Class Status column: The use of "Accepted" and "Not 
Accepted" in this column is confusing. The column should be footnoted with a reference 
to Table 2-2 on page 2-27 where the WIDS terms are defined. 

Page E2-13, Table E2-2, Subscript a: This subscript refers to RDL minimum detectable 
concentrations based on current Hanford lab contracts. The RDL concentrations should 
be consistent with the 100 Area RDR, not based on lab contracts. This comment applies 
to other tables in this document (e.g. E2-3 and E2-4) as well as all 100 Area documents. 

Page E2-26, lines 11-20: These lines need to be rewritten, as they are not clear. 

Page E2-29, line 22: Change "recommended" holding times to "required" holding times. 

Page E2-29, lines 25-26: The text referring to holding times specified in lab contracts 
should be removed. EPA Methods provide the requirements for holding times. 

Page E3-3, lines 34-35: Need to add text to require DOE and EPA approval as well as 
state when the borehole is no longer needed. 

Page E3-23, Table E3-4: Reference to "100-0-12" does not belong in this table. 
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