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May 20, 1997

Mr. Rich Holten

U.S. Department of Energy
B Jox , MSIN  [0-1Z2
Richland, WA 99352

Dear Mr. Holten:

Re: Proposed Plan for Final Remedial Actions 100-NR-1 Source Sites Operable
Unit and Interim Remedial Action at the 1! -2 Groundwater Operable Unit
(DOE/RL-96-102, Draft A)

The Washington State Department of Ecology has com :te its review of the above referenced
document and is providing the enclosed comments.

Ifyo.u or your staff have any questions, please donoth t toconta me at(509)736-3029.

Sincerely,

A2

Phillip R. Staats, N Area Project Manager
Nuclear Waste Program

PRS:sdb
Enclosure

cc: David Olson, USDOE
Larry Gadbois, EPA
Doug Sherwood, EPA
Mary Lou Blazek, OD' :
Administrative Record: 100-NR-1 and 100-NR-2



Washington State Department of Ecology
Comments
1) Page 1, first paragraph, third sentence:
Please delete the word unconfined from the sentence.
2) Page 1, fourth paragraph, first sentence:
Please add the word State after the word Washington.
2 Dhnn 1 wntifinnting ke lack nantagca:
Please replace the word hearing with the word meeting.
4) Page 1, last paragraph:

Please add the following heading prior to the beginning f the last paragraph: Soil
Waste Sites

5) Page 3, fourth paragraph, first sentence:

Please replace the term recreational, with modified CRCIA Ranger scenario similar to the
MTCA C industrial scenario. This change in wording should be consistent throughout
the plan.

6) Page 4, first sentence:

The sentence refers to the remedial action goals; howev  hey are not included in the
text. Please include text which defines the remedial |  goals.

7) Page 4, first paragraph, last sentence:

Please revise this sentence as follows, “. . . beneficial es of the Columbia River,”
and provide a definition in the Glossary of Class A

designation.

8) Page 4, second paragraph:

Please add the following heading to the top of the seco  aragraph: Groundwater Site




9) Page 4, last paragraph, last sentence:

The text states that the CMS did not identify other cc  minants of concern (COC) as
prese: ng a significant risk to human health or the €  -onment in the short term.  his
sentence is somewhat misleading, the CMS was noti nded to identify COCs, that is the
purpose of the LFI/QRA which in this case was limit ~ As work progresses and as other
studies are conducted such as the CRCIA, COCs whi  do pose a significant risk to
human health and the environment may be identified. Please delete this sentence from
the text.

10) Page S, first paragraph, first sentence:

Dlanca ravrica thic naraneanh tn rand ac pr)llo‘”q'

Insufficient information exists -~ make a final remedy decision for Sr-90; therefore,
Ecology, the EPA, and the DOt propose to select Pump and Treat as the preferred
interim remedial alternative. The Pump and Treat System (as recently modified and
restarted in December 1996) has been in « eration since September 1995 at the 100-NR-
2 Operable Unit under the N-Springs xpedited Response Action and associated
Action Memorandum. It removes Sr-90 contamin: 1 groundwater, treats it by ion
exchange, and returns treated goundwater to the unc fined ¢ 1ifer using upgradient
injection wells. The preferred alternative for the interim will also provide hydraulic
control over movement of Sr-90 and other contaminants to the Columbia River and will
not  2clude possible final remedies at this operable un or e source sites operable unit.

11) Page 5, last paragraph, fourth sentence:

Please revise this sentence to read as follows; This process will also satisfy the public
involvement requirements for the RCRA sites.

12) Page 6, fifth paragraph, second sentence:

Please revise the sentence to read as follows; “. .. r¢ :dial action selected for the 100-
NR-Z Iperable Unit, the preferred remedial rnative for the shoreline site,
Institutional Controls, may be reevaluated when a final remedial action for

groundwater is selected.
13) Page 6, last paragraph, first sentence:

Please revise the sentence to read as follows; . . . because the sites are located
1ext-te the N Reactor.




14) Page 6, last paragraph, last sentence:

Please revise the sentence to read as follows: The pr d remedial alternative for these
sites has been included in this plan. This will then al arly action on these sites
should the opportunity occur but in no case later thar nterim Safe Storage action

planned for the reactor building.
15) Page 8, first paragraph, fifth sentence:

Please revise the text as follows. “The development « mitigation plans
to address si -specific . . .”

Paaa Q fAantnnta nuimhar 1-

- Please aelete this 1o0tnote 1Irom the aocument.

16) Page 10, fourth paragraph, second sentence:

Please revise the text as follows; “. . . until treated tc t acceptance criteria. er-a
bili . . i

17) Page 11, fifth paragraph, last sentence:

Please revise the text as follows, on objectives under the

18) Page 13, last paragraph, second and third senten s:

The institutional controls alternative may be protective o uman health however would
not be protective of ecological receptors. Informatic co iined in the Screening
Assessment and Requirements for a Comprehensive isessment, (DOE/RL-96-16, Rev.
0) indicates a current impact to ecological receptors  the 100-N Area shoreline.

19) Page 14, first paragraph, second sentence:

The institutional control alternative would not comply wi AR/ s. It is therefore
misleading to state that it may or may not comply.

20) Page 14, second paragraph, third sentence:
See comment number 19.
21) Page 15, Table 2:

Please provide the costs for all alternatives.




22) Page 15, third paragraph, last sentence:

Please revise this sentence to read as follow » groundwater unusable
for nearly 300 years and presents a potential snvironmental threat . . .”

23) Page 16, second paragraph, fourth sentence:
Please replace the word phenomena with the word p1 erties.

24) Page 18, last paragraph:

intormation as 1t 1S being gathered.

25) Page 19, Institutional Controls for Groundw: r Remediation and River
Protection (Interim and Final Action), last sentence:

Eco! y does not agree with this senténce. Using in nal controls as a final action
wou necessitate a 300 year implementation of this tive. Ecology does not
consider this to be appropriate. Please delete this se from the document.

26) Page 21, fourth paragraph:

The preferred alternative is pump and treat. The last sentence of paragraph should be
deleted as to operate in the hydraulic only mode wor  require a waiver of WAC 173-
218.

27) Page 21, last paragraph:

It is not anticipated that the current contamination le¢ s : groundwater and in the
seeps at 100-N Area will decline to levels below M( d the interim action period of
5 years. Therefore this paragraph should be deleted from the doc 1ent.

28) Page 22, second paragraph, first sentence:

Please revise this sentence as follows, “. . . whilethe w and treat system forhydraulie
control continues to operate . . .”

29) Page 22, Evaluation of Sr-90 Impacts to Aqu c and Riparian Receptors:

The text describes work which is currently under the scope of the CRCIA project. There
is no need to duplicate this effort at the 100-N Area. ¢ ( . and Ecology agreed to
involve stakeholders in an effort to evaluate final remedial actions for the shoreline and
the groundwater operable unit. Please revise the text  ropriately.




30) Page 22, last paragraph, third sentence:
Please delete the text within the parenthesis.
31) Page 22, Evaluation of Alternatives for 100-NR-2:

Please delete the text in this section dealing with final  onev 1ation. The
recommended preferred alternative is an interim action.

32) Page 23, six paragraph, last two sentences:

Dlnncnna Aalata tha Tant bavim nnwmbmnnnan Of t}‘:° naranranh {»‘.-nfn

nterestea 1n approving a watver ot the regulauons.




