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STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

1315 W. 4th Avenue ® Kennewick, Washington 99336-6018 ¢ (509) 735-7581

April 21, 1994

Mr. K Mike Thompson
Operable Unit Manager

U. S. Department of Energy
P.O. Box 550, H4-83
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Thompson:

Re:  Comments on the Proposed Plan for Remedial Measure at the 100-HR-3 Operable
Unit, DOE/RL-94-102, Draft A; and 100-HR-3 Operable Unit Focused Feasibility
Study Report, DOE/RL-94-67, Draft A

The Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) and the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), the support agency, have completed the review of the 100-HR-3 Proposed Plan
for Interim Remedial Measure (PP) Report and the 100-HR-3 Operable Unit Focused Feasibility
Study Report (FFS). Our review indicates the need for clarification in certain areas.

Please respond to these comments, in writing, within 30 days. If you have any questions or
concerns, please contact me at (509) 736-3049.

Sincerely,

Bimpmes B2 et

Wayne W. Soper, Operable Unit Manager
Nuclear Waste Program

WS:SS:skr
Enclosure

cc: Kevin Oates, EPA
Larry Gadbois, EPA
Dick Biggerste® BH]
Administrative Records: 100-HR-3 Operable Unit
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ECOLOGY COMMENTS FOR 100-HR-3 PROPOSED PLAN

GENERAL COMMENTS:

1. The Proposed Plan states the USDOE preferred alternative for the 100-HR-3 Operable Unit is
[nstitutional Control/Continued Current Actions. This is not the preferred alternative Ecology
and EPA recommend. Due to Chromium (VI) levels at 10 to 40 times the chronic water quality
criteria of 11 ppb in near river wells in the D and H areas, Ecology recommends a more active
remediation alternative. The alternative should address; the continued evaluation of in-situ
treatment for the reduction of Chromium (VI) to Chromium (III); and the installation and ramp-
up to full scale pump and treat within 15 months post ROD in both the D and H areas.

2. There is confusion as to the Points of Compliance for groundwater cleanup decisions. Points
of Compliance for the groundwater in the 100-HR-3 area are currently set at near river wells
(DOE/RL-94-113, Draft A). Chromium is the Contaminant of Concern in this area with action
levels set at chronic (11 ug/L) and acute (16 ug/L) Ambient Water Quality Standards for juvenile
salmon (EPA, 1986). All Chromium is assumed to be toxic hexavalent Chromium.

3. There is some concern the Columbia River Comprehensive Impact Assessment (CRCIA) will
not be completed in time to be of any use to remediation of this Operable Unit. Activities should
not b ucpendeat on this study.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS:

1. Page 1, first paragraph. Add reference to Figures 1 and 2.

2. Page 1, third paragraph. The FFS has not been approved by Ecology or EPA. Also, include
DOE/RL-94-67.

3. Page 1. Place documents listed for review in appendix.

4. Page 1, Shaded box. When was the Institutional Control/Continued Current Actions
alternative picked? Are we sure the CRCIA will still be done? Recommend removing this box
altogether.

S. Page 2, Site History, third paragraph. Take out the words "thought" and "possible" in the
first sentence. Contamination is known! There are other potential uses of the land . . . cultural,

residential, etc. In the second to the last sentence take out the word "potentially."

6. Page 2, Site History, last paragraph. What else is known to have occurred in the 600 Area?
The Public will want to know if any monitoring is occurring in the 600 Area.

7. Pages S and 6. On Figs. 3 and 4 change concentrations to ug/l (ppb).
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8. Page 7, Summary of Risk, first paragraph. Remove the two sentences starting with
"Currently". . . and ending with "risks."

9. Page 7, Human Health Risk, first paragraph, last sentence. Take out any reference to the
regulators using or preferring the occasional-use scenario. The regulators prefer to see the

frequent-use scenario.

10. Page 7, Human Health Risk, third paragraph. List the unacceptable human health and
ecological risks if the frequent-use scenario is used. Take out the last sentence.

11. Page 7, Human Health Risk, last paragraph. List contaminants which are above one HQ for
frequent-use.

12. Page 8. Put shaded box up front.

13. Page 8, first paragraph, second column. Take out this paragraph.

14. Page 8, second paragraph, second column. Institutional control/continue current actions
(GW-2) is not the alternative preferred by Ecology and EPA. Removal/lon Exchange (GW-5) is
the alternative recommended by the regulatory agencies.

15. Page 9, first column. Chaiigc tc fit with the above listed preferred alternative.

16. Page 9, second column. The PRG which applies is the Ambient Water Quality Criteria for
Chromium (VI) of 11ppb. Ecology and EPA believe the point of compliance should be new well
points at the river. At this location the PRG of 11 ppb would be applied.

17. Pages 11 & 12. All the costs appear to be over-estimated. Please provide cost data and
justifications.

18. Page 14. Redo Table 3. The pie diagrams are confusing.



9915339, 1548

ECOLOGY COMMENTS FOR THE 100-HR-3 FOCUSED
FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT

General Comments:

Overall, the 100-HR-3 Focused Feasibility Study appears to contain the necessary information to
support the 100-HR-3 Proposed Plan. However, the document is biased toward the institutional
control/continue current actions alternative. This is not the regulator's recommended direction.
Due to contamination of the groundwater with Chromium (VI), and the Columbia River, it is
Ecology's recommendation remediation is necessary. Furthermore, costs associated with the
various remediation efforts appear to be greatly inflated. The FFS needs to provide not only
justification for the costs presented, but also provide potential cost saving measures which will
still accomplish the remediation. You must keep in mind, although the land-use scenario has not
been agreed to, the QRA justifies the need for remediation of groundwater contamination.

Specitfic Comments:

1. Page ES-1, third bullet.
Disagree with the wording in this bullet. The preferred alternative of GW-5 is aimed at
containment (protection of the Columbia River) and aquifer cleanup.

2. Page ES-1, fourth bullet.
The frequent-use scenario should be used, not the occasional-use.

3. Page ES-1, fifth bullet.
Why was 2008 used as the finite lifecycle for the IRM and not 2018?

4. Page ES-2, first paragraph.
Add COPC's for frequent use. See page 2-2, fifth paragraph.

5. Page ES-2, second paragraph.
Take out last three sentences of this paragraph. They are confusing.

6. Page ESF-1, Figure ES-1.
Redo chart, or take out. Pie diagrams are confusing.

7. Page 1-5, section 1.5.3.
What "other sources?"

8. Page 1-6, section 1.5 4, first paragraph.
Rather confusing. Even though there is not a milestone, at this time, to evaluate the mteractlon
surely this information will be presented as it becomes available.
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9. Page 1-7, section 1.5.6, first paragraph.
A. Redo numbers in this paragraph to reflect the agreed to PRG of 50 ug/L (MTCA).

B. List suspected sources. If we really think chromium contamination in the H Area is caused by
contamination originating in the D Area, we need to monitor the 600 Area.

10. Page 1-8, section 1.6, first paragraph.
Include other COC's if the frequent-use scenario is used, such as technesium-99.

11. Page 1-11, 1).
Identify the "wells near the Columbia River"

12. Page 1-12, section 1.8.
Fix the same three bullets as the first three comments.

13. Page 2-2, section 2.2, third paragraph.
Use numbers and explain what the numbers mean, so everyone can understand them.

14. Page 2-2 and 2-3.
It was agreed to use the near river wells. Some of the contaminants have been identified in the
river. Sampling is currently taking place in the salmon redds in the river.

15, Tables 2-1, 2-2, 2-3.
Put in a column of MCL's.

16. Page 3-1, fourth paragraph.
Fix bullets to reflect previous comments.

17. Page 3-2, section 3.1, second paragraph.
The recreational scenario will not be used. The frequent-use scenario will be used to determine
remedial action goals for the IRM.

18. Page 3-2 and 3-3.
Delete this paragraph, it is misleading. Also, fix COPC's to reflect frequent-use.

19. Page 4-1, third paragraph.
What technologies is the last sentence referring to? Please list them.

20. Page 4F-3.
I assume figure 4-3 is for GW-5.

21. Page 5-1, section 5.0.
Please provide Ecology with discs of all input data which was used for the modeling effort. We
need to verify the model.

22. Page 5-3, section 5.2.6.
Hydraulic conductivities seem too low. Provide more information and references in this area.

4
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23. Page 8-1, section 8.1.
Give numbers for risk associated with the frequent-use scenario.

24. Page 8F-1.
Fix the Figure. Take out the pie diagrams.

25. Page 8T-1, 8T-2 and Section 1.1.

Provide summaries of cost data on these pages. Costs appear over-inflated. Although, the
information is probably in Section 1.4, it is well hidden.



