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1.

Exec Summary: seems rare that a site would not have contaminated sediment associated with
upland mine waste. How many sites would be ineligible for cleanup under a model remedy?
Page 11-Estimate mine waste volume: will Ecology accept a mine waste volume generated using
a UAV/drone survey?

Page 12-Soil cleanup levels: Noted that cleanups driven by the most prevalent indicator heavy
metals arsenic, cadmium, lead, and zinc will address other heavy metals, and that the cleanup
levels are set to address both human health and terrestrial eco receptors.

Page 14-Model remedies: and Dangerous Waste

a. The text indicates that capping is not approved for sites with Dangerous Waste. This
conflicts with soil testing methods on Page 16-Sampling for a capping remedy that only
specifies sampling to a depth of 6” bgs. How would you know that soils with
concentrations meeting DW criteria are not present below 6” bgs? Also, Page 23-
Capping states The specific metal concentrations are not critical if the property is
properly capped. The depth of the extent of contamination is also irrelevant for the
capping remedy. See comments b and c below to consider and incorporate into
Remedies #2 and #3 to reduce costs for sites with DW soils and make more site
cleanups financially viable.

b. For sites where some quantity of soils qualify as Dangerous Waste based on TCLP testing
could capping in place with an impermeable membrane that does not allow infiltration
be allowed/incorporated into Model Remedy options #2 and #3, if the cap/repository is
designed and stamped by a licensed engineer, and repository is located in a stable area
above a floodplain?

c. Alternatively, could a volume of soil with elevated heavy metals concentrations be mixed
onsite with lower concentration soils such that the mixed soils do not fail TCLP testing?
Could this greatly reduce project costs, make more sites economically approachable for
cleanup, reduce the need for offsite disposal, and significantly reduce greenhouse gas
emissions from tens or hundreds of haul truck trips? Noted that this is discussed briefly
on Page 54-Alternatives considered but not selected — could Ecology reconsider or better
describe why?.

d. Address missing word: “Based on this, capping is not an approved model remedy for
sites with dangerous waste.

e. Address missing word: “The premise of the model remedies presented in this
document is the remedial action that would be implemented as a final cleanup
action, in accordance with WAC 173-340-390.11

Page 15-Compliance sampling: Says that it’s required if you use a remedy that includes

excavation. Suggest clarifying that compliance sampling would be needed for Remedy #1
excavate and haul, and Remedy #3 consolidation and capping to confirm that no contaminated
soils remain outside the consolidation area footprint?



6. Page 16-Sampling for a capping remedy: If only sampling to 6" bgs, how would you know if soils
meeting Dangerous Waste criteria (e.g., failing TCLP testing) are present at depths below 6"
which according to Ecology would disqualify a site from the capping remedy?






