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Headquarters has r a i  sed several i s s ue s  regarding consistency among 
e 5 i n f o rrnu 1 afi-m--pJ-a n s f o r 1 o ~ ~ ~ ~ r n a n a g ~ ~ ~ ~ _ a f _ _ d ~ ~ s e . . b u x l i - -  

By August 7, we would l i k e  t o  have your  response t o  the fo l lowing  waste. 

1 , P1 ease provide budget estimates, i n  year-of-expendi ture dol 1 a r s ,  f o r  
a1 1 pre-remedi a1 act ion  a c t i  v i  t i e s  (CERCLA Phases 1-3 o r  equi V a l  en t  1, 
spec i f ied  by f i s c a l  year and by a c t i v i t y ,  i n  a manner similar t o  the 
attached Table 1. 
TKU-contaminated waste (BTW) only.  
the BTW component, please g i ve  the tota l  program budget and g i ve  
percentage estimates appl icable  t o  BTW i n  parentheses. 

The attached prel iminary Remedial Act ion Logic Diagram and notes have 
been developed i n  cooperation with the HAZWRAP and i den t i f y  how each 
step i n  Table 1 f its i n to  pre-remedial act ions.  The a c t i v i t y  numbers 
on the f i gure  match the a c t i v i t y  numbers on Table 1. 

To ensure consistency among sites i n  est imating the cost o f  remedial 
ac t ion  a1 ternat i  ves, please rev i  se ( i f  necessary) the co s t  estimates 
t o  make the fo l lowing  assumptions. 
include pre-remedi a1 act ion  ac ti v i  t i e s  i n i tem 1 . 

These budget estimates should be f o r  bur ied 
I f  it i s  impossible t o  separate 

2. 

(These estimates should not  

a. "Leave i n  place"  should assume a scenario that  includes s i t e  
c lo sure ,  fol 1 owed by rout i  ne surve i  11 ance, moni t o r i  ng, 
maintenance, and adnii n i  s t r a t i  ve control  s f o r  100 years .  

b.  " I n  s i tu  remediation" should assume a maximum co s t  case:  
ISV ( o r  equivalent)  a s  appropriate,  site c losure,  followed 
by post-closure su rve i l l ance  f o r  100 year s  from the s t a r t  of 
remedial act ion.  

h 

c .  "Exhunati on" shoul d i ncl ude re t r ieva l  , segregation of  TRU 
from LLW, redisposal  o f  LLW, and process ing of TRU waste t o  
meet WIPP-1 i ke c r i t e r i a  (WIPP-WAC). Cost estimates for  

IA -A-00117 
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redisposal  o f  LLW should take in to  account RCRA requirements 
f o r  disposal  . Cost o f  transportation/di sposal of the 
TRU-contami nated waste should not be included (J I O  w i  11 
provide t h i  s ) . 
Cost estimates should be f o r  the BTW component on ly;  
a1 te rnat i ve ly ,  a percentage estimate can- be-shown i n  a . 

manner s im i l a r  t o  item 1 above. Cost  estimates should be i n  
FY87 dol 1 a r s .  

3. f o r  the exhumation scenario,  please provide us with the 
estimated volume o f  TRU waste that  w i l l  require 
transportation/di sposal . This  estimate should be cons i s tent  
with the IDB f i g u r e s  f o r  BT'VI a t  your  s i t e ;  e i ther  the same 

,.Oraft-exphmtfod-mflhe--rr-. 
~I 

4. P1 ease provide more detai 1 regardi  ng proposed sc hedul es f o r  
pre-remedial ac t ion  a c t i v i t i e s .  A t  the minimum, please provide 
s ta r t - f in i sh  dates f o r  each phase (1-3 CERCLA o r  equivalent).  
Please put schedule information on Table 1. 

5. Are your  BTW s i t e s  i n  compliance with EPA monitor ing 
requirements? 
compliance? When w i l l  you be i n  compliance, and what i s  the 
budget t o  achieve compliance (please present t h i s  for  each year ) .  

If not, what w i l l  be required to  b r ing  you i n to  

The proyram w i l l  conduct a workshop on August 24, 1987 a t  the downtown 
irldrriott Hotel i n  Denver, Colorado. The workshop w i l l  be held i n  
conjunction with the National LLW Par t i c ipant s  Meeting. 
i s  being held  f o r  the LLW meeting under the i den t i f i ca t i on  o f  DOE/EG&G 
meeting. Attached i s  a proposed agenda f o r  the workshop. Your 
attendance i s  c ruc ia l  t o  the Phase I 1  e f f o r t  i n  Bur ied Waste. 

A block o f  rooms 

Enclosed i s  a copy o f  the comment reso lu t ions  f o r  the Bur ied Waste 
Implementation Plan. 
reso lut ion.  

Please advise u s  i f  you have any problems with the 

6' 
L/ J.  A. Uetdnore 

blanager 
Jo i  n t  I n tey ra t i  on Office 

U i  s t r i  but ion  
L ,  D. Bates -0KIiL 
T. L. Clernents -INEL 
U. d.  Helton -SRP 
F, E. Sharples -0KNL 
K. W. VOCke -LAIJL 
K. 0. Wojtasek -Hanford 
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RESOLUTION OF LOS ALAMOS COMMENTS ON 
THE COiJlPREHEtJSIVE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR 
IJOE DEFENSE BURIEO TKU CONTAHINATED WASTE 

Los A1 amos provided wr i t ten cotmnents (dated 5/20/87), and subsequent 
verbal comments. Both are documented i n  t h i s  memo. 

Response t o  t he i r  wr i t ten comments are as fol lows:  

Conmient: Page ii. 
m r  the s ix  BTW s i t e s "  t o  the first paragraph. 

Response : Done 

._ - _. .. - - - - - _- - 
~ ___. .__- r " - - .  -. _- - - . - --11 

Coment: Page iv. 
Chanye9200 Cf t o  9230 C i .  

Comment: Page 9 
Add ''for the s ix  BTW s i t e s "  t o  the f i r s t  sentence o f  the second 
paragraph, delete the l a s t  four l i n e s  o f  that  paragraph, and combine the 
t n i r d  paragraph with the second. - -  . 

Response: Done 

Comment: Page 13. 
Add "average annual llto the t h i r d  sentence and change " r a i n f a l l "  t o  
"p rec ip i ta t ion " .  

Hesponse: Done 

Comment: Page 13, second paragraph. 
Delete "sediments of'' from the first sentence. 

Hesponse: Done 

Comnent: Subst i tute  a new tab le  f o r  Table I V . C , l .  

Response : Done 



Corndent: Page 18,  f i r s t  parayraph. 
Change June 1987 t o  August 1987. 

Hesponse: Uone 

Comment: Page 45. 
Change the completion date for  Phase 2 ,  Instal 1 a t i o n  Generic Monitoring 
Plan, f ron  6/87 t o  8/87. 

Response: Uone 

__ -_ " - - -  - _ _  ___ _ _  - - . ~  ". - --- - .  . - .__ Comnent:-.Paye- 51. - . .  
Change 92UO Ci to 9230 C i .  

Response : Done 

_If- 

Subsequently the amended LANL site long range plan was received, dated 
May 22,  1987, and some addi-u- r e - l . a w  . attowing i s  

1987: 
" - B o b  Vocke's response t o  those questions, obtained by telephone on June 9 ,  

Question: 
the t e x t  of the report. 

JIO intends t o  remove reference to preferred a1 ternatives fron 

Response: This i s  acceptable t o  Los Alamos. 

Question: When i s  the completion date for Phase 2b  o f  the CEARP. 

Response : 9/90 

Question: 
i ndicates that i nfomation regardi ng s i t e  AB i s still being prepared? 

Can we remove the sentence on page 13 o f  our report which 

Response: Yes. 

Question: 
regarding area AB acceptable? 

I s  the paragraph we propose inserting on page 1 7  of our report 
(This was read t o  Bob over the phone). 

Response : Yes. 

Question: 
Tnere are two typographical errors:  
and the third line of paragraph 2 has a typographical error  regarding the 
plateau height above the Kio Grande, which we agreed should read "100 t o  
300 meters". I suggested, and Bob agreed, that  we inser t  an errata sheet 
a t  the beyinniny of the appendices. 

Page 2 o f  the LANL S i t e  Long Range Plan. 
''Fni2" should have been ''kmz'', 



RESOLUTION OF INEL COMMENTS ON 
THE COMPREHENSIVE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR 

UEFENSE BURIEU TKU COI4TAMINATEO WASTE 

Kesponse to  spec i f i c  corrunents dated May 19, 1987: 

Coinriletits 1, 3, 5, 6, and 1 7 .  
Rep1 ace " inter im compl iance agreement" with lhemorandum o f  agreement". 

Response: Done 

Coinrdent 2, 12, 13: Please reverse-the order of_-the-.management . 

a-Iternatives t o  "exhumK-Ttmp?ove i n  s i  tu  confinement, and leave-as-is." 
. , . . . . . .. . 

Kes onse: re, o r  t e system-wide bur ied waste p l a n ,  and t o  change the order f o r  INEL 
would be awkward i n  the main p a r t  o f  the report,  though it  i s  perfect ly  
acceptable f o r  Idaho t o  use whatever order they wish i n  t h e i r  own 

iJ0 change: the order was determined to  be most appropriate 

I appendix. -,--- 

-I_ 

Comrnent 4: Page 9. 
Delete "CGdti Idaho, Inc." from the first sentence o f  Section 2. 

Response : Oone. 

Comrlient 7:  
delete 'I (the IdOA only required address ing non-radioacti ve const i tuents  ' I .  

Response: Uone. 

Page 10, t h i r d  l i n e .  

Comrnent 8: 
Keword the fourth  sentence. 

Response: Done. 

Page 10,  second paragraph. 

Corment 9: 
Chanye the acreage of the RHlrlC t o  144 and date o f  establishment o f  the 
KWi4C t o  1952. 

Page 19, Sect ion  2. 

Respose: Uone. 

Cornr,ient 10: Page 19,  Sect ion  2, 
Need a c l a r i f y i n g  sentence "Receipt and disposal  o f  solid TRU waste began 
i n  1954". 

Response : bone. 



Comment 11 : Page 19. 
Change the mass of disposed TKU elements t o  357 Kg. 

Response : Done. 

Comment 14: Page 23. 
Add the annual co s t  f o r  environmental monitoring t o  the f i r s t  two 
a1 ternat ives.  

Response : Oone 

- _ "  
~ _.. . - ..-. .. . - . -  

~ "---_ Comment 15: - Page 23; -Smztion-6;-- 
Need a c l a r i f y i ng  sentence "Th is  estimate i s  based on e i the r  i n  s i t u  
grout ing  o r  i n  s i tu  v i t r i f i c a t i o n  as  the selected improved confinement 
technique". 

Response: tJo chanye: Th is  was explained i n  previous sentence. 

Comment 16: 
Uelete the l a s t  sentence o f  the f i f t h  paragraph regarding monitor ing 
costs f o r  the exhumation scenario,  s ince monitoring w i l l  not be required. 

Response : Oone. 

Page 23, Sect ion  6. 

Coment 18: Page 53. 
Delete the information contained i n  the parentheses : "addi t iona l  
information has been requested from INEL". 

Response: Done. 

In addit ion  t o  these comments, we received a DOE-ID comment by phone 
quest ioning whether we should change the fourth  paragraph on page i t o  
ref1 ect the rev i sed  OOE byproducts de f i n i t i on ,  and t h i  s paragraph has 
been reworded. 

On June 10, 1987, Mike Raudenbush and Tom Clements had a phone 
conversat ion duri  ng which the fol1 owing addit ional  resol u t ions  were 
agreed upon: 

The IlJEL appendix states tha t  there are 57,000 m3 o f  TRU waste 
buried a t  HWMC, and our report  and the IDB g ive  57,100. 
Clernents stated that  the cor rect  f igure  i s  57,100. 

o 



o Page C-3 of  the INEL report  g i ves  a value f o r  tota l  TRU waste 
einplaced i n  the bur ia l  s i t e s  o f  61,989 m3, Clements explained 
that  t h i s  includes waste which was subsequently retr ieved, and 
the difference between t h i s  and 57,100 i s  the amount retrieved. 

o The IFlEL appendix g i ve s  the contaminated s o i l  low estimate o f  
56,640 n3, versus 56,601) 193 i n  our report,  and Clements s a i d  
t h i s  i s  due t o  rounding and he does not care which number we use. 

o On page 30 of  the INEL appendix it i s  stated that  RWMC RCRA 
character izat ion  w i l l  c o s t  $500,000. 
tnat data gathering, ana ly s i s ,  and f i e l d  tes t ing  related t o  the 
RWMC MOA a c t i v i t i e s  w i  11 account f o r  $1~30,000. -The. difference - ---- -- -"r - 

is- betweenractual b-udget estimates -($130,000) and to ta l  program 
co s t  estimates ($500,000). I n  other words, the f i gure  of 
$500,000 includes the $130,000 p lu s  addit ional  a c t i v i t i e s .  

On page 34 it i s  stated 

_-_-_.. --.I - 

o The "Environmental Surve i l lance"  entry i n  the Cost Table on page 
4a i s  part  o f  the $1,000,000/yr estimate f o r  continuing remedial 
correct ive  act ion  and envi ronmental survei  11 ance. The bal ance 

- 2 - 2  r e m e d k f l - c m m W t 7 V e c X o K  

The f i yu re s  on page 46 do not  include the $500,000 estimate f o r  
RWt4C KCKA character izat ion.  

The $14.9 rii i l l ion estimate f o r  pre-remedial act ion  i n  Table 3 o f  
our report  does not  d i r ec t l y  corre late  with the INEL appendix 
because the IlJEL appendix does not car ry  bur ied waste studies  
and KWMC environmental surve i l lance through FY94. $14.9 m i l l i o n  
i s  tne correct  number through 1994 f o r  pre-remedial act ion.  

We rewrote the Sect ion  IV-B-2, which i s  a sumnary of INEL 
Ac t i v i t i e s ,  and I read t h i s  sect ion  t o  Clements. We made 
several changes and then agreed that  it read correct ly .  

He discussed the t h i r d  paragraph of Section I V  0-5 and agreed t o  
delete the l a s t  sentence regarding the unsat i s factory  
performance o f  i n  s i tu  grouting 

INEL f ee l s  very s t rong ly  about us us i ng  t he i r  prec i se  words from 
t h e i r  appendix i n  the UEPA strategy sect ion, so t h i s  has been 
done. The bas ic  problem with NEPA regarding RWMC i s  that  the 
remedial act ion  program i s  s t i l l  not c l ea r l y  defined, so i t  i s  
impossible t o  c lear l y  def ine the associated NEPA strategy,  and 
un t i l  this  i s  done INEL must remain necessar i ly  vague. 



RESOLUTION OF OKNL (HAZWKAP ) COMMENTS ON 
THE COMPKEHENSIVE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR 

OEFENSE BURIED TKU CONTAt4INATED WASTE 

Frances Sharples responded t o  our Buried Waste Plan on May 1 5 t h  with a 
one page l e t t e r  in which she suggested that  the l a s t  appendix (Appendix 
6) be omitted because the t e x t  has been outdated by the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act. 
DOE, JIO, and Fran, we agreed t o  do t h i s ,  b u t  are in the process o f  
updatiny the logic diagram (Figure 3.2) t o  use in Phase 2 o f  the Buried 
Waste Plan. 

In subsequent conversations w i t h  

-. . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .......................... -. ._ ............. 



tKSOLUTIOrJ Old ASG COMMENTS OF 
THE CO14PREHENSIVE IlrlPLEMENTATIOlJ PLAN FOR 

OEFENSE BURIED TKU COldTAMINATED NASTE 

AS6 provided comments on May 12, 1987. 
comrnents would require returning t o  the s i t e s  f o r  addit ional  
information. Therefore, because these comments were received a t  a time 
when the s i t e s  had f in i shed t he i r  l a s t  review o f  the document, and 
because we feel that  some ASG comments, while va l id ,  are beyond the scope 
o f  our document, our strategy was t o  only use those ASG comments which 
d i r ec t l y  challenge the v a l i d i t y  o f  our assert ions.  

there i s  not  contaminated s o i l  a t  some o f  the s i t e s .  

Resolut ion o f  many of ASG's 

. " -" - -  ~ _ - -  - . 

_- -~ General Cornsilent 1 : You -may want t o  c-0-risideraddi t 7  ona l -d i  scus s i  on o f  why 

Res onse: h s i t e s  i n  t he i r  appendices t o  our report,  and we accept the 
i nfonaation that  some of the s i t e s  have no 1 i quid disposal  s i tes .  

We are only putt iny in to  the report  that  information received 

beneral Comment 2: 
Eng l i s h  J , 

Use one o r  the other system o f  measurement ( S I  or 

Hes onse: + most w i  e l y  recognized, even i f  it means mixing S I  and Eng l i s h  un i t s .  
For  example, we use miles  f o r  distance and cubic meters f o r  volume, but 
we do not  use kilometers o r  cubic feet.  

UOE/JIO made the dec i s ion  t o  use whichever spec i f i c  u n i t  i s  

General Comient 3: 
s i t e s  where buried TRU waste ex i s t s .  

Use "waste d i sposa l  un i t s ' '  i n  r e fe r r i ng  to  spec i f i c  

Response: We i n i t i a l  l y  accepted t h i  s suggestion, but several of the 
s i t e s  objected based on the confusion with "so l id  waste disposal  un i t " ,  
o r  other EYA regulatory jargon. Therefore, no change has been made. 

General Comment 4: 
magnitude", we use two o r  three s i g n i f i c an t  f igures.  

Even though some data i s  presented as "order of 

Response: do change: by us ing  several s i g n i f i c an t  f igures,  it al lows 
the sites t o  va l idate  that  t he i r  s pec i f i c  information was indeed u t i l i z e d  
i n  the report,  and while we agree with the engineering s en s i b i l i t y  o f  
th i s  comment, the use o f  several s i g n i f i c an t  f i gures  a i d s  i n  the 
traceabi 1 i ty of data sources. 

j pec i f i c  Comment 1 :  Add the C i  content o f  contaminated s o i l  t o  our 
report.  

Response: Uone 



Spec i f i c  Conuent 2: 
PlOA a t  IIJEL. 

Add the function and r e s pon s i b i l i t i e s  of USGS i n  the 

Response: 140 change: not  considered t o  be essent ia l  information f o r  
t h i s  report. 

Spec i f ic  Cointilent 3: 
planned o r  needed i n  respect t o  the migrat ion  o f  americium and plutonium 
a t  area T a t  LANL. 

Antic ipate the question whether cor rect i ve  act ion  i s  

Response: No Change: Th is  information exceeds the requirements of t h i s  
report. ........ ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

........ ..... ,_I_.___I . . .  _ ......... . .  

Spec i f i c  Coment 4: Mention the distance from the RWMC t o  publ ic  land; 
change the termi no1 ogy ' 'ma l  1 Val 1 ey " . 
Res onse No change: Neither piece o f  information i s  considered t o  be 

_---- - 
&m. 

Spec i f i c  Comment 5: 
accommodate the maximum f lood.  

C l a r i f y  whether the surface drainage a t  INEL can 

Response: do change: Th is  information i s  not  considered es sent ia l .  
- ~ -  

Specific Comment 6: 
page 44 o f  our own a s  being ava i lab le  2/87. 

L i s t  the SRP HRS scores,  which were mentioned on 

Response : Done 

Syecific Coiment 7: 
and therefore was n o t  made pa r t  o f  the Bur ied Waste Plan. 

This comment concerned d i f f i c u l t  t o  c e r t i f y  waste, 

Spec i f i c  Coimennt 8: Mention the start-up o f  the PREPP fac i l i t y  and the 
out1 ook fo r  supercompaction, 

Response: No change: We feel  these two subjects have been adequately 
addressed i n  the report  a s  i t  stands. 

Coiiuoents on Appendices: 

ASG commented on the d r a f t  appendices, which were subsequently rev i sed by 
the s i t e s .  Because the ASG comments were received about the same time as 
the rev i sed appendices from the s i t e s ,  we had no way of communicating 
with the sites t o  request the suggest ions made by ASG. 



Cornrnent 1 :  
Phase 2b at LANL. 

Appendix 1 ,  p. 16 (LAIJL). Add addit ional  scope d i scus s ion  to  

Res onse: 
*we feel the scope as it e x i s t s  i s  su f f i c ient .  

LANL's recent input  d i d  not  add any addit ional  scope f o r  Phase 

Coinrnent 2: Appendix 2, p. 14 (INEL). Typographical e r ro r .  

Response: INEL changed t h i s .  

Coinment 3:  Appendix 2, p. 15 (INEL). Add c i t a t i on s  from USGS-staff  - . _ _  " .  

- ----reports-to-the d i scus s ion  of t h e -  INEL monitoring program, 

Res onse: + the i s cu s s i on  i s  adequate as it stands. 
IWL d i d  not add any addit ional  USGS c i t a t i on s ,  but  we feel 

Coinment 4 :  
not  addressed. 

This comment applies t o  special  case waste, and therefore i s  
- 

Corntilent 5 :  IdEL should be cormended for t he i r  input. 

Response: Done. 

Comment 6: Appendix 4, p. 21 (Hanford). Why does Hanford mention 
dialoyue with NRC? 

Kesponse: We have r a i sed  t h i s  i s s ue  several times with Hanford, and they 
a re  in tent  on leav ing  it i n .  

CoirYnent 7: Appendix 5 (SRP). 
draft SRP EIS should be added. 

The date of Federal Reg i s te r  tiotice of the 

Res onse: We feel this  leve l  o f  deta i l  i s  not necessary that  SRP ' s  + sche u e input  i s  sa t i s factory  as i t  stands. 

Comtient 8: Appendix 5, Table I (SKP). There i s  inconsistency between 
Table 1 of the SRP input  and our volume estimates f o r  SRP bur ied TRU 
waste. 

Kes onse: We have r a i sed  t h i s  i s s ue  with  SRP and have been unable t o  ri"- e i c i t  a response. 



In a f i n a l  review of ASG's report,  I found three incons i s tenc ies  with our 
report: 

o On page 14 ASG states that  ORNL corrective measures s tud ies  w i l l  
be completed i n  1991. 
change was made after ASG went t o  press .  

ORNL has canged that  t o  1992, but the 

o ASG does not  mention CEARP, which i s  the cornertone o f  the LANL 
program. 

o ASG cost f i gu re s  are d i f f e ren t  than ours,  but that  i s  because 
ASG made d i f fe rent  cost assumptions. 

(we assumed a 
"minhum acceptab-le--al-~ernative"--[$208 rn] 1 and a "minimum 
acceptable a1 ternat i  vel' for  A1 ternat ive  2 (we used the 
"reference a1 ternat i  vel' a t  $238 m )  

ASG assumed a "no-action'' 
a1 ternat ive  ($16 m) for Hanford 's  A1 ternatj-Fe- 1 . . ---- ._ 

. - - - *  _ _  

I ca l l ed  these changes i n  t o  J u l i e  D ' h b r o s i a  and John Sease on 
June 12, 1987. 



RESOLUTION OF ORAL COWIENTS ON 
THE COMPREHENSIVE IMPLEMENTAT1014 PLAN FOR 

UEFEtiSE BUKIEI) TKU COWTAI.IINATED WASTE 

The f o l l o w i n g  are responses t o  the ORNL comments on the Buried Waste Plan. 

Coinrnent 1 : Just i fy  a l l  pages t o  l e f t / r i g h t  margins. 

Response: The report will be prepared in accordance with standard JIO 
report procedures. 

.-- - -  

. -Corment-2: - Chdnye-"b'!- to- "65" BTW-si  tes  and- delete the --statement about 
"poor ion exchange properties o f  the s o i l " .  

Response: Done. 

--- Cometit 3: Delete " less  than" from the OKWL a lpha curie estimates. 

Response: Done. 

Comrnent 4 :  Change the cotnpletion of Phase 3 to  3/92. 

Response: Done. 

Comment 3 :  Change OKrlL cost  estimates. 

Response : Done. 

Coinraent ti: 
estimates are for  the ent ire  remedial action program. 

Uelete the footnote on Table 3 t o  the e f f e c t  that cost 

Response: [lone. 

ComrJient 7: 
exhumation scenario i ncl udi ng transportation and d i  sposal costs  and the 
extent t o  which BTW and LLW can be separated. 

Uelete the footnote on the Cost Table regarding the 

Response: Done. 

Conilient 8: On page 1 1  change "corrective measures studies" t o  
hCorrective measure study". 

desponse: Done. 



t 

Coinilient 9: 
a1 ternat i  ve. 

Un page 11 chanye the  d i scus s ion  o f  ORNL as expected 

Kesponse : Keference t o  a preferred a1 ternat i  ve has been deleted. 

Comment 10: Same a s  Comnent 2. 

Comment 11 : 

Response: Done. 

Typo on paye 28. 

. ~ ,,, . ""," ,.-- - -.- 
.._.._...____.._.._.I._ . . ~  _- .. , 

Coimient 12: 
i nput. 

Heplace F igure  IV.E.l  with the f i gure  from the current  ORNL 

Response : Done. 

Comment 14: 
current  OKIJL report. 

Un page 31 r e v i s e  the d i s cu s s i on  o f  co s t s  t o  r e f l e c t  the 

Response: Uone. 

Coiment 15: Same as Comment 14. 

Comriient 16: Same as Comnent 12. 

Oak Kidye a l s o  expressed concern about the status  o f  review o f  t h e i r  
input.  In a conversat ion with John Trabalka on June 12th, he sa id  that  
t h i s  i s s ue  had been reso lved and that  he was sending us a rev i sed  cover 
page delet ing  the word "draft " .  

I n  addit ion  t o  these comment responses, on June 12, 1987, I had a 
conversat ion with Trabal ka i n which I discussed several  addit ional  
changes we are making t o  the document: 

o He agreed that  it was okay t o  delete reference t o  a spec i f i c  
preferred a1 te rnat i  ve i n  our  report. 

o There was some confusion regarding whether there were f i v e  o r  
four  categor ies  o f  BTW s i t e s .  
includes the hydrofracture f a c i l i t y .  

The correct  number i s  f i v e ,  which 



o He ve r i f i e d  that  the NEPA sect ion  as  we have i t  i n  our present 
report  i s  acceptable despi te  the f ac t  that  i t  va r i e s  s l i g h t l y  
froin the sect ion  i n  the Oak Ridge input.  

We discussed some changes t o  schedule dates on page 46 and 
agreed on the nuiabers t ha t  w i l l  be on the f ina l  report,  which 
w i l l  be cons i s tent  with the Oak Ridge appendix. 

The ASti report  has the CMS completed i n  1991, and the correct 
number, cons i s tent  with both the Oak Ridge report  and our 
report ,  i s  1992. 

o 

o 

- .... -. ......... . . .  ..... . ........ -- . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ....... . . . .  ..... 



RESULUTION OF SKP COt4MENTS ON 
THE COMPKEHENSIVE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR 

UEFENSE BURIEU TKU CONTATIINATEU UASTE 

The f 01 1 o w i  ng are speci f i c responses t o  Savannah R iver  I s comments 
received June 10, 1987. 

Coiment 1 : Inventory numbers are cons i s tent  with the 1987 IDB  submittal. 

Response: 
tnat  ne put that cotnillent i n  j u s t  t o  confini i  that  the numbers were 

I spoke with Uonnie Helton on June 12th, and Donnie stated 

Cormnent 2: 

Res onse: Th is  has been done with the fo l lowing  addit ional  
c l a n  i ca t i on s  received from Donnie: 
"cap". 

Change c o s t  numbers i n  Table 3. 

the word ' ' lap" should have been 
The exhumation scenario inc ludes  the segregation o f  TRU from LLW __  --.------ I 

-5- 
~ i ~ ~ S a ~ ~ & e f - L - L - W ,  

Page 2 Comnent 3: 
procedure on page i ii . Change the wording regarding the €IS and CEKCLA 

Response: 
Oonnie) and should be 11/87. 

Done, except that  the 12/87 date f o r  ROD was a typo (per 

Page 2 Comment 4: Change the SRP ROD date t o  11/87. 

Response: Done. 

Page 2 Comnent 5: Change the wording for the SRP preferred management 
a1 ternat ive.  

Response: 
Donnie concurs i n  this. 

We have deleted reference t o  preferred a1 te rnat i  ves, and 

Paye 2 Comment 6: 

Response : Oone. 

Change the wording regarding area 643-28G. 

Page 2 Comment 7 :  Change the wording regarding area 643-7G. 

Response: Done. 

Page 2 Coinnetit 8: Ueleted. 



Page 2 Coiment 9:  Same ds Page 2 Comment 2. 

Page 2 Comment 8: 
re la t ionsh ip  o f  EIS to CEKCLA Phase 2. 

Same as Comment 2 p lu s  change the wording of  the 

Response: Done. 

I n  addit ion,  I spoke with Donnie on the phone on June 12, and he stated 
that  the HHS score for the BTW s i t e s  has been completed and the score was 
U. 
issuance o f  an ROD with a "preferred a l ternat ive"  ident i f ied ,  followed-by" 

that  he recognized the inconsistency,  and he suspected that  the ROD would 
not include a preferred a1 ternative,  but  he does not  want the words 
changed i n  the report. 

I also asked him a b o u t  the apparent inconsistency between the 
.- ._. I 

-----GEWJ--Phase +-in which-a-lternati ves  musxbbe evaluated, Donnie -st-ited 



HESOLUTION OF HANFORD COMMENTS ON 
THE COMPREHENSIVE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR 

DEFENSE BURIED TRU CONTNvlINATED WASTE 

The fo l lowing  are spec i f i c  re so lu t ions  t o  Hanford's comments dated May 
ZU, 1987. Most of these comients are ed i to r ia l  i n  nature, and changes 
have been made to  the report. I n  order t o  save time and ef fort ,  I have 
lumped a l l  these together i n  a s i ng l e  response: a l l  coments o f  a 
c l a r i f y i ng  o r  ed i to r ia l  nature were accepted and changes made. Th i s  
includes a1 1 comments except those speci f i ca l  ly addressed bel ow: 

- _- ......_ ~ 

.__..__--_--Comment 2:-- Add -c l a rW ica t i on  regarding the-decision- to--c%ange' the 
cut-off l i m i t  f o r  TRU waste. 

Kesponse: Done. 

___-_- Comiient 3: 
the deci s i  on d ~ t 9 _ s f s r r o l j _ d _ d l l d l i q U ~ - W B ~ ~ d i - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i  iy . 

Cnanye the wording i n  the second paragraph page i t o  c l a r i f y  

Kesponse: 
sugygested by Hanford. 

Th is  change was made but using d i f fe rent  wording than 

Comment 4:  
the new byproduct ru le .  

Response : 

Change the wording on the fourth paragraph page i to  re f lect  

Thi s paragraph was rewri tten. 

Comment 6: Same as Comnent 4. 

Corrnent 41 : 

Res onse: + W P was chanyed to  shipping the waste t o  WIPP o r  another TRU-waste 
geologic repository,  i n  order not t o  imply that  a dec i s ion  had been made 
to  s h i p  the waste t o  WIPP. 

Change wording on page 37. 

This  change was made except reference to shipping the waste t o  

I spoke with Nick K i r s ch  on June 12th, received addit ional  schedule 
i n fomat i on  f o r  the Reference A1 ternat i  ve Schedule Tab1 e,  which was 
included i n  the report. 



Footnotes t o  Remedial Action Decis ion Logic Diagram 

( a )  CERCLA 103 ( c )  required no t i f i ca t i on  to EPA by 1/9/82 ( ? )  for  any 
f a c i l i t y  that  managed hazardous waste. RCRA 3004 ( u )  requires 
presentation o f  information on a l l  s o l i d  waste management un i t s  a t  a 
f a c i l i t y  as par t  o f  a Par t  B permit appl icat ion.  

(D) Appl icat ion o f  HRS i s  required f o r  a l l  CERCLA-regulated s i t e s .  
KCKA-regul ated s i t e s ,  HKS may sti 11 be appl i ed (proposed 5/13/87). 

( c )  "Remedial Invest igat ion ' '  i n  CERCLA; " F a c i l i t y  I nves t i gat ion "  i n  

( d )  CERCLA requi res  that  remedy se lect ion  be co s t  e f fect i ve ,  RCRA does 
not. 

For 

HCRA; "Phase I I ,  Conf i m a t i  on/Qual i f 5 cat1 _. ~ on" -. - n DOE Order 548O,14!-.., -. 
. _ _  II -- - 

(e ) "Feasi b i  1 i ty Study" i n  CERCLA; "Corrective Measures Study" i n  RCRA; 
"Phase I I I : 
requi res  that one a l ternat ive  from each o f  5 categories  be examined: 

- treatment/disposal a t  an o f f s i t e  f a c i l i t y  approved by EPA - an a l te rnat i ve  which a t ta i n s  EPA standards 
- an a l te rnat i ve  which exceeds €PA standards 
- an alterr iat ive which does not a t ta in  standards but improves 

- no act ion  

Engi neeri ng Assessment" i n  DOE Order 5480.14. CERCLA 
- 

___._I 

the s i t ua t i on  

The environmental impact o f  each a l ternat ive  must be evaluated. This  
should be done i n  compliance with NEPA procedures. 

(f) "Remedial Act ion Design and Construction" i n  CERCLA; "Corrective 
Measures'' i n  RCRA; "Phase I V  and V:  Remedial Act ion and 
Coinpl iance/Verif icat ion"  i n  DOE Order 5480.14. 

(9) No remedial ac t ion  required 

( h )  Defense i den t i f i ed  waste a1 ternat ives  



WORKSHOP 

PHASE 2 BURIED TRU WASTE PLAN 

PROPOSED AGENDA 
AUGUST 24, 1987 : DENVER, COLORADO 

8100 - 8 ~ 3 0  Coffee and Donuts 

8:JO - 9:ou Introductions,  Purpose o f  Workshop M. H. McFadden 
- - .  ___-  _. .- _.._" ~ ---- 

. --__--_-I 9:00--- 11 :OO - . I Ind-+vidual -Site -Presentations on--Current---- 
Buried TKll Waste Status, Plans (15 minutes 
per s i t e ,  followed by discuss ion)  

- Los Alamos 

- Oak Ridge 
- INEL 

I 
_I_ - - _ _ ~  - SRP 

11:oo - 12:OO Review S i t e  Inputs  on Phase 2: 
Issues and C l a r i f i c a t i o n s  

12 :OO  - 1:311 Lunch 

1:3U - 2:30 Continue d i s cu s s i on  o f  Phase 2 Inputs  

2:30 - 3:30 Review Remedial Action Logic Diagram, 
Amend as Required 

3:30 - 4:uo D i scus s ion  on HEPA Strategy 

4:OO - 4:30 Open for Addit ional  Items 

4:30 End 


