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Dep:artment of Energy

F :hland Operations Qffice
P.0O. Box 550
Richland, Washington 89352

91-£238-050 FEB 23 199

Mr. Paul T. Day

Hanford Project Manager

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

Dear Mr. Day:

REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATIONS AND DOCUMENTATION OF AGREEMENTS REACHED, 1100-EM-1
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

In response to Mr. David R. Einan’s Jetter of January 23, 1991, to

Mr. Robert K. Stewart, directing that certain actions be taken as a part of
the 1100-EM-1 RI, we are hereby formally requesting clarifications on a number
of items in the letter. Additionally, to ensure that personnel of the

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U. S. Department of
Energy, Richland Operations Office (DOE-RL) clearly understand and support the
agreements reached at the informal meeting conducted on February 13, 1991, to
discuss the items in the Tetter, we also wish to document our understanding of
the agreements. Requested clarifications and documented understandings are
attached. (It should be noted that to ensure that both the clarifications and
agreements are understood by all, a draft version of this letter was provided
to you and to Mr. Einan for your review prior to this formal transmittal.
Minor changes have been made in this letter to incorporate comments provided
by Mr. Einan to Mr. Stewart on February 25.)

In requesting the clarifications needed, we are continuing the activity
initiated with the February 13th meeting. (We requested this meeting in
response to the offer in your Tetter to call Mr. Einan if we had any
questions.) By requesting the clarifications and documenting the verbal
agreements reached at the February 13th meeting, we believe that we are not at
this time initiating dispute resolution for any of the items in the letter.
However, we believe that we have not forfeited any rights to initiate dispute
resolution if any of the agreements in this letter are incorrect or after
receiving the clarifications believe that dispute resolution procedures are
appropriate for those issues.




Mr. Paul T. Day —2- FEB 28 1991

We very much appreciate your, Mr. Einan’s and your contractor’s, (Ms. Lacombe)
participation in the February 13th meeting. The meeting was very useful in
better understanding EPA’s positions and discussing the issues.

If you have any questions, please call Mr. R. K. Stewart at (509) 376-6192.

Sincerely,
/7f ;f,/,/z
AT
teven H. Wisness
ERD:RKS Hanford Project Manager
Attachment
cc w/att:
S. W. Clark, WHC
D. R. Einan, EPA
L. Goldstein, Ecology
R. B. Hibbard, Ecology
R. E. Lerch, WHC
T. L. Nord, Ecology
L, '-{ers, WHC

Administrative Record (1100-EM—1)
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CLARIFICATIONS/INFORMATION NEEDED:

These items pertain to questions raised in the January 23, 1991, letter:

[tem 1:

Baseline Risk Assessment

1. Identification of land areas for agricultural/residential land use
exposure scenarios

Explicit identification of the parcels of land for which a
residential/agricultural land use exposure scenario is wanted. It
would be very helpful if these could be shown on a detailed map.
Is the land within the Horn Rapids Landfill to be included?

2. Residential exposure scenario for the 1100-EM-1 baseline risk assessment

What specific residential receptor populations are considered
necessary and appropriate for the residential exposure scenario
requested (residents living on the parcels identified above,
people 1iving adjacent to these parcels, and/or pecple living
within a certain distance of these parcels}. I[f these parcels are
different than the waste sites, what assumptions should be made
with regard to people living on, adjacent, and/or nearby to the
waste sites?

What are the specific exposure pathways for residents that are to
be evaluated and which of these will be used for decision making
at this operable unit? What are the components of these pathways
that are essential (i.e., water uses, garden or agricultural
crops, etc.)?

Are the data presented in the Phase [ RI Report sufficient for use
in the recommended residential exposure scenario? If not, what
additional data is wanted?

In considering the residential scenario, is it sufficient to
present and discuss the results only in the uncertainty section of
the baseline risk assessment?

3. Reasonable Maximum Exposure (RME)

How should the RME presented in the Phase [ RI Report be revised?
Are there specific concerns regarding exposures, descriptiens,
table format, etc.? (It would be helpful if specific examples of
existing reports in which the RME was handled in the manner you
want could be provided.)

Is there specific material presented in the baseline risk
assessment which should be deleted or placed in an appendix to
improve the understanding of and focus on the RME scenario
provided?

If DOE-RL is to develop a residential scenario, should this
exposure be developed as a reasonable maximum residential exposure
scenario?
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4. Toxicity Screening

. Is the toxicity screening methodology used acceptable? What is
your position as to the acceptability of screening to reduce the
list of contaminants which must be considered? Are there specific
cases in which screening is or is not acceptable? Could you
provide examples of screening techniques which are acceptable?

. Are there technical flaws in the toxicity screening techniques
utilized in the 1100-EM-1 Phase I RI report when applied to the
RME scenario developed in the baseline risk assessment?

. Are there specific contaminants that were eliminated during the
screening process which you have determined to pose an
unacceptable risk for the RME scenario developed in the baseline
risk assessment process?

. Please provide additional information regarding what information
EPA’s subcontractor, Planning Research Corporation (PRC), needs to
evaluate the adequacy of the toxicity screening technique.

AGREEMENTS (with some additional clarification needed):

ltem #2: Groundwater Investigation in the Horn Rapids Landfill (HRL Vicinity

We (DOE-RL) understand the position of EPA under CERCLA 120 and will
initiate contacts with the potential responsible party (PRP} and try to
secure the participation of the PRP in the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) & Remedial Action (RA)} for the
1100-EM-1 Operable Unit. As an initial action, we agreed to call a
meeting of the EPA, the Washington State Department of Ecology, Advanced
Nuclear Fuels (ANF), and DOE-RL to discuss future work regarding
delineation and remediation of the plume of contaminated ground water
beneath the Horn Rapids Landfill and ANF’s property. At this meeting
ANF would be informed that they are to be named as a potentially
responsible party (PRP) for investigation/cleanup of the ground water in
the vicinity of the Horn Rapids Landfill.

[Note: Although DOE-RL understands EPA’s position that Sectien 120 of
CERCLA authorizes EPA to require Federal facilities to clean up
contamination on the DOE sites regardless of its source, DOE-RL is
raising the advisability of having DOE perform the function of PRP
notification/Tead rather than EPA (who has the experienced staff and
expertise in cost recovery under CERCLA) as a policy issue to DOE-HQ as
a potential precedent setting action for the rest of the DOE sites.
Until ?uidance is received from DOE-HQ, DCOE-RL will proceed as described
above.

We also agreed to participate in the assessment (as a PRP)} of the
uranium and nitrate plume beneath the landfill and ANF’s property. It
was agreed that the risk assessment to be performed for this plume would
be the same as for the TCE plume; however, it was also agreed that it
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would not be prudent to perform this risk assessment until the issues in
Item # 1 above are resolved. We intend to work with all parties in
assessing additional work needed, including the potential need for
drilling additional wells, for investigating this plume.

Item #3: Vadose Zone Investigation at the Discolored Soil Site

[t was agreed that both parties would pursue a removal action on the
contaminated soils to clean up the site, making further vadose zone
investigation unnecessary at this time.

[tem #4: Geophysical Investigation at the HRL

DOE-RL is in the process of planning and performing an additional
Geophysical Investigation at the HRL as agreed upon at a meeting on

January 14, 1991.

Both parties agreed that no additional action above this investigation
is required.

[tem # 5: Vadose Zone Investigation at the Horn Rapids Landfill

It was agreed that a change request to the original Work Plan for 1100-
EM-1 will be prepared. Approval of the Tocations of the original nine
boreholes drilled during the Phase 1 RI will be requested. Further, it
will be requested that the additional vadose zone characterization
wanted be conducted in the Phase 2 RI in a phased approach as follows:
{1) beginning with results from the geophysical investigation discussed
in #4 above (possibly to include additional geophysical investigations),
subsurface sampling locations in the HRL will be agreed-to by the DOE
and EPA Unit Managers; (2) these locations will be drilled to
approximate depths of four (4) feet and sampled; and (3) based on
results from these sampies, decisions would be made regarding the need
for deeper drilling/sampling. EPA/Ecology will be kept fully informed
of progress and communicated with regarding drilling/sampling decisions
to be made.



S

>

ro

Author

S. H. Wisness, DOE-RL

CORRESPONDENCE DISTRIBUTION COVERSHEET

Addressee

P. T. Day, EPA

Correspondence No.

Incoming: 9101318

subject: REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATIONS AND DOCUMENTATION OF AGREEMENTS REACHED,
1100-EM-1 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

INTERNAL DISTRIBUTION

Approval Date Name Location w/att
Correspondence Control A3-01 X
M. R. Adams H4-55
R. J. Bliss B3-04
L. C. Brown H4-51
G. D. Carpenter B2-16 X
S. W. Clark H4-55 X
K. L. Hoewing B3-06 X
M. J. Lauterbach H4-55 X
R. E. Lerch, Assignee B2-35 X
H. E. McGuire B2-35
T. B. Veneziano B2-35 X
T. M. Wintczak L4-92 X
R. D. Wojtasek L4-92 X
EDMC H4-22 X

54-6000-117 (9/88) (EF) WEF008

Distribution Coversheet




	1.TIF
	2.TIF
	3.TIF
	4.TIF
	5.TIF
	6.TIF

