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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
Mail Stop PV-11 e C npia, Washington 98504-8711 e (206) 4596000
RAugust 25, 1992

Mr. Ron D. Izatt

Office of Environmental Assur ce,
Permits and Policy CORRESPO
Department of Energy CONﬂgﬁFNCE
P.OC. Box 550 A5-15

Richland, WA 99352-0550

Dear Mr. Izatt:

Re: Notice of Deficiency (NOD); 2101-M Pond System Closure/Postclosure
Plan (M-20)

We have reviewed the 2101-M 1 Response Table dated August 9, 1990.
Enclosed please find our co 8 to the Final NOD Response Table. The
unaddressed issues which we resented by Megan Lerchen, appear at the end of

the most current NODs.

The main issue presented, was the lack of information which was received with
the data packages that were s mitted by DOE after the second set of sampling
at the pond was carried out. Since these issues are now undergoing the

dispute resolution process, the NOD response table may not be the vehicle in
which to address these matters.

Most NOD comments which are in the current table have been addressed, and will
need written documentation that this has been done. The next Unit Managers

meeting will be the appropriate place to determine which issues have been met
thus far.

As far as the dispute resolution is concerned, Ecology has still not received
a response to the letter which was sent by David Jansen on July 17, 1992,

regarding this issue. We are . a stalemate concerning this problem until the
matter is resolved.
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4. B-4/27

Comment: If operations have been te: Lnated, why haven’t lab
drains been removed from the building to the pond?

Requirement: Please explain why these drains have not been
removed, and if not, w 1t purpose do they serve?

6. B-14/52

Comment: Please cite the most curre . SW-846 document, the
cume! mentioned is out of date.

Requirement: Change all citations regarding SW-846 to, "SW-846

1986 (as amended)”, a . follow t requirements as set forth in
the revisions to that docu nt.

7. B-15/25 .
comment: If butanoic acid was rt of the BWIP laboratory and

it is not a common laboratory c aminant, there must have been a
discharge into the pond at one time.

Requirement: Please provide an exp nation for this
contamination.

Comment: Appendix IX has been taken from the 1988 CFR. Please
use the most current edition (1 at the time of writing the
plan.

10. B-19/47

Comment: There have been 3 rev lons to SW-846 since 1982,
Therefore, the most current edi- »»n of this document shall be

used. referring to SW-846, "as amended™ will be used for
citing this document. '

Requirement: Refer to #6.




11. B-20/17-26

Comment: Dropping a pencil on a random number table is not a
scientific way of determining which sample points are to be used
during a sampling event.

Requirement: During future sampling events, determine a
scientific method to designate a sampling point.

12. B-20/48

Comment: It is stated that samples were collected in accordance
with EPA Region X policy, but is not indicated which policy or
document was used to dete Lne this conclusion.

Requirement: State which »olicy and or document was used to
determine that samples were collected in accordance with EPA
Region X policy.

13. B-30/40

Comment: If sample holdi times can not be documented, and/or if
holding times have been exceeded, these samples will be rejected.

Requirement: If these are critical samples, a resampling effort
must be established.

14. B-30/48

Comment: Duplicates and splits are different types of sample.

Réggirement: Delete the word "duplicate” which is placed after
"Sample Split."

15. B-31/1

Comment: U.S. Testing hc 1ling times are not recognized by EPA or
Ecology. Only USEPA holc 1g times are to used for chemical
analyses. If UST holding times were used for samples and these

holding times exceeded U! JA holding times, these samples will be
rejected.

Requirement: If critical samples were lost due to UST holding
times which have exceede USEPA requirements, establish a
resampling schedule.
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17. B-32/6

Comment: Were inorganic. water samples taken, and if so, what type

of preservative was used in these samples?

Requirement: Please indicate which type of preservative was used
in water samples.

18. B-32/41

Comment: This section addresse ¢+ decontamination of sampling
equipment, but no mention was & 18 to how equipment wil be
decontaminated after s: 28 are taken.

Requirement: Please indicate what decontamination procedures wi L
be implemented to clean equipment after sampling takes place,

19. B-36/44

Comment: This section indicates 1at all cyanide samples exceeded
holding times, and states that no levels were found. If a sample
goes beyond holding times, there is a good chance that avels will
not be found. All cyanide samples which have exceeded holding
times are rejected.

Requirement: Since holding times were exceeded for cyanide

samples, a resampling schedule needs to be established for cyanide
analysis.

20. B~36/50

Comment: This section states th&t aboratory blanks were withi
established QC limits. Were these EPA or UST QC limits?

Requirement: Please specify if these QC limits are EPA or UST. If
they are UST, explain how they compare with the EPA limits.

21. B-37/18
Comment Refer to comment :15.

Requirement: 1If the holding times do not meet EPA criteria, these
samples will be rejected and a resampling schedule must be
established.




22, B-99/6

Comment: High levels of chromium were found in unfiltered samples. It
was expressed that this f! 1ing was due to the natural environment. How
high above background levels were the concentrations in these samples?

Requirement: Provide information on elevated chromium levels found at

2101-M Pond. Please indic e where information was obtained on
background levels at the site. '
23. B-99/38

Comment: What "tolerance intervals" were used? Was this the actual
concentration levels as compared to background, or was this the

detection limit? If this is the detection limit, were EPA or UST
detection limits use °

Requirement: Explain tolerance levels, and if these are detection
limits, specify whether I A or UST limits are being used.

24. B-104/52
Comment: Refer to Comment Number 6.

26. B-105/23

Requirement: Provide a ] 3t of the UST detection limits and compare
these with the EPA detection .mits. Also provide the Contract Required

Detection Limits (CRDLs) and the Instrument Detection Limits (IDLs)
that were used.

27. B-105/50

Comment: It is stated that EPA methods were used for anal 1is, but
U.S. Testing detectic 1l: its and holding times were implemented at this
time. Most UST holding times exceeded USEPA standards. Since most

standards exceeded USEPA holding times, all samples which were out of
conformance will be rejec 1.

Requirement: Refer to Comment Number 15.
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