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RESPONSES TO EPA COMMENTS
ON DRAFT QA PROJECT PLANS FOR THE
100-BC-1 AND 100-BC-5
OPERABLE UNIT WORK PLANS

100-BC-1

1. Ref: General Comments, page 2, paragi-;: hs 1 and 2; Declined; the QAl |

as a “stand-alone" document; it is intende.d to e imriemented in conjunchon with other
elements of the subject Work Plan, and to Le 1mplemented by the Environmental
Investigation Instructions (Ells) and other procedusal documents referenced therein. EPA
guidance documents for Work Plan and Q:APjP preparation (e.g., Section 7 of QAMS-005,
Section 2.3.24 of Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies
Under CERCI.A) permit the incorporation of information by reference to other plans or
procedures in order to reduce redundancy, complexity, and preparation costs.

2. Ref: General Comments, page 2, paragraph 3;

. Bu ts 1 and 2; Declined; sampling locations, frequency, and schedules will e
defined in Descriptions of Work (DOWs); see comment response number 3.

. Bu 't 3; Declined; Data Qualily Objectives (DQOs) for all analytical parameters
are discussed at length in Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 of the Work Plan, and are
further defined in Section 3 and Table QAPjP-1; however, please note that
Section 3 and the table will be clarified pursuant to comment response number
11 and to correct the Work Plan cross-references.

. Bullet 4; Accepted in Part; training and calibiration requirements are separately
identified in Ells and other Sections of the QAPjP, but the text will be clarified.

. Bullet 5; Declined; equipment requirements are defined within Ells; the Ells
th,  will apply to the various sampling investigiations are identified in Table
QAPjP-2; please note, however, that the EIl references and Table QAPjP-2 will
Le screened for consitency with Work Plan requirements, pursuant to comment
response number 6.

3. Ref: Comment A-1; Accepted in Part; detaned discussions of individual task activities are
provided in Section 5.0 of the Work Plan, as no‘ey, sepetition of these discussions in the text
of the QAPjP wo d be redundant. The QAPjP ic intended to be implemented in conjuction
with the other elements of the subject work plan, and to be implemented by the Ells and
other procedural documents referenced therein. EPA guidance for work plan and QAPjP
preparation permits the incorporation of documents by reference as noted in comment
response 1. Final definition of sampling locations, frequency, and other schedule-driven
considerations w  be made through DOWs; DOW preparation requirements will be
addressed in an Ell and provided for regulatory review as an update to WHC-CM-7-7,
Environmental Investigation and Site Characterization Manual. The QAPjP text will be
modified to clarify the purpose of the DOW.
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4. Ref: Comment A-2; Accepted in Part; the text will be clarified and modified to cite
standard procedures for screening and shiry:nent of potentially radioactive samples;
calibration details included in the procedures will not be reiterated in the QAPjP, however.
Sce response to comment 10 below.

5. Ref: Comment A-3; Declined/Discuss; 11:c non-CLP analytical reference methods cited in
the QAPjP were selected on the basis of ai und=r-tinding reached between EPA, Ecology,
and DOE in the work plan re-scoping meeting conducted on June 27, 1991; see the discussion
of Data Quality C jectives (DQOs) under Topic 6 in the meeting munutes produced on July
6, 1991. As noted in the meeting minutes, EPA agreed with the basic philosophy, but wished
to evaluate it further; to our knowledge, no concerns with the DQO approach or analytical
methodology were subsequently raised.

6. Ref: Comment A-4; Accepted; the text and Table QAPjP-2 will be screened for consistency
with regard to the anticipated scope of work as outlined in Section 5 of the Work Plan.

7. Ref: Comment A-5; Accepted; EIl 2.3 will be added to Table QAPjP-2.

8. Ref: Comment A-6; Declined; the air investigation described in Section 5.1.7 of the Work
Plan is limmited in scope due to the low probability of disturbance of significant soil volumes;
air quality sampli jin compliance with Ell 5.12 will not be required.

9. Ref: Comment A-7; Accepted; the noted Ells will be added to Table QAPjP-2; see comment
response number 7.

10. Ref: Comment A-8; Declined; calibration control procedures for field equipment are
adequately defined in the cited procedures and the Ells governing their use. Field equipment
will be drawn from a centrally managed calibration and maintenance facility that services all
measuring, inspection, and testing functions at the Hanford site, not just the environmental
engineering functions; inclusion of procedural detail in the QAPjP could precipitate
inconsistencies between the QAPjP and later versi~ns of the source procedures. In addition,
EPA guidance for work plan and QAPjP prepa.ation permits the incorporation of docuinents
by reference, as noted in comment response i.

Calibration methods for analytical laboratory equipment will be determined in large part by
the type, n “te, and manufacturer of the equipment, the requirements of the standard EPA
reference methods identified in Table QAP)P-1, and the requirements of the laboratory's own
QA plan. The acceptability of those methods must be approved on a case-by-case basis for
each analytical laboratory. Laboratory selection will not be finalized until DOWs have been
prepared for the investigation; see comment response number 4.

11. Ref: Commer A-9; Accepted in Part; the text and Table QAPjP-1 will be revised to
present detection limits as Practical Quantitation Limits (PQLs) where SW-846 methods are
invoked, and as Contractually Required Quantitation Limits (CRQLs) where other EPA
methods are specified. Maximuin values for PQLs will correspond directly to those defined
in 40 CFR 264 Appendix IX. Maximum values for CRQLs and target ranges for precision and
accuracy will be based on what can reliably be achieved in the laboratory under normal
conditions. The revised Table will represent a minimum standard that shall be met by the
procurement agreements negotiated with individual laboratories; any justifiable deviation
required from the minimuin standard so established will require a formal change to the
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QAPjP, and as such will be subject to regutatory review and approval prior to
implementation.

12. Ref: Comment A-10; Declined; reporting units must be as defined in the governing
reference method in order to ensure comparabilty of data. Extraction of procedural detail for
inclusion in the QAP]jP is inappropriate in a situation in which the EPA reference methods
must always take recedence. Moreover, incorporation of such detail by reference to the
standard methods reduces redundancy, complexity, and preparation costs, and eliminates any
potential inconsistencies between the QAPjI* and future revisions of the standard methods.

13. Ref: Comment A-11; Declined; physical parameters of soil will be tested by the standard
ASTM methods specified in Table QAPjP-3, except where no ASTM standard exists, the soils
laboratory must develop a procedure and submit it for approval prior to use. As in all cases
in which subcontractor procedures are required, regulators will have access to such
documents for review purposes at any time through the WHC Technical Lead. ASTM
methods are in the public domain, and will not be separately provided. These tests were
incorporated in response to a specific EPA request based on the review of an earlier draft of
this document.

14. Ref: Comment A-12; Accepted; the text will be clarified.

15. Ref: Comment A-13; Accepted; the text :vill be clarified and modified to cite EIl 14.1 and
WHC-EP-0372, the HEIS Users' Manual.

16. Ref: Comment A-14; Accepted in Part; the lecisicii on whether or not to reanalyze
depends on sample material availability, hol:iiiig ume, and other factors, and will be made as
part of the nonconformance resolution process dizcussed in Section 13. The text will be
clarified.

17.  ef: Comment A-15; Accepted in Part; assessments of data accuracy and completeness
should be performed in the context of the data validation process; any corrective actions
required as a result of that process would automatically trigger the documentation and
reporting actions that would be routinely considered in the data assessment process, and
eventually suinmarized under the separate reporting function described in Section 14. Note
that the last sentence of Section 14 requires an asses  :nt of the overall adequacy of the total
measurement system relative to the data quality objectives, which would inlcude any issues
related to accuracy and completeness. Sections 8, 12, and 14 will be clarified.
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100-BC-5

1. Ref: General Comments, pages 1, paragraphs 4 and 5; Declined; the QAPjP is not intended
as a "stand-alone" document; it is intended to be implemented in conjunction with other
elements of the s >ject Work Plan, and to be implemented by the Environmental
Investigation Instructions (Ells) and other procedural documents referenced therein. EPA
guidance documents for Work Plan and QAPjP preparation (e.g., Section 7 of QAMS-005,
Section 2.3.2.4 of Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies
Under CERCLA) permit the incorporation of information by reference to other plans or
procedures in order to reduce redundancy, complexity, and preparation costs.

2. Ref: General Comments, page 2, paragraph 1;

. Bullets 1 and 2; Declined; sampling locations, frequency, and schedules will be
defined in Descriptions of Work (DOWs); see comment response number 3.

. Bullet 3; Declined; Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) for all analytical parameters
are discussed at length in Scotione 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 of the Work Plan, and are
fu er defined in Section 3 an{ Takle QAPjP-1; however, please note that
Section 3 and the table will be clarified pursuant to comment response number
11 and to correct the Work Plan crosz-references.

. Bullet 4; Accepted in Part; training and calibiration requirements are separately
identified in Ells and other Sections of the QAPjP, but the text will be clarified.

. Bullet 5; Declined; equipment requirements are defined within Ells; the Ells
that will apply to the various sampling investigiations are identified in Table
QAP]jP-2; please note, however, that the EIl references and Table QAPjP-2 will
be screened for consitency with Work Plan requirements, pursuant to comment
response number 6.

3. Ref: Comment A-1; Accepted in Part; detailed discussions of individual task activities are
provided in Section 5.0 of the Work Plan, as noted; repetition of these discussions in the text
of the QAPjP would be redundant. The QAPjP is intended to be implemented in conjuction
with the other elements of the subject work plan, and to be implemented by the Ells and
other procedural documents referenced thercin. EPA guidance for work plan and QAPjP
preparation permits the incorporation of documents by reference as noted in comment
response 1. Final definition of sampling locations, frequency, and other schedule-driven
considerations will be made through DOWs; DOW preparation requirements will be
addressed in an Ell and provided for regulatory review as an update to WHC-CM-7-7,
Environmental Investigation and Site Characterization Manual. The QAPjP text will be
modified to clarify the purpose of the DOW.

4. Ref: Comment A-2; Accepted in Part; the text will be clarified and modified to ¢
standard proced ‘es for screenirig and shipmeni of potentially radioactive samples;
calibration details included in the proceduies wil niot be reiterated in the QAPjP, however.
See response to comment 10 below.

5. Ref: Comment A-3; Declined/Discuss; The non-CLP analytical reference methods cited in
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the QAPjP were s: cted on the basis of an understanding reached between EPA, Ecology,
and DOE in the work plan re-scoping meeting conducted on June 27, 1991; see the discussion
of Data Quality C ectives (DQOs) under Topic 6 in the meeting munutes produced on July
6, 1991. As noted in the meeting minutes, EPA agreed with the basic philosophy, but wished
to evaluate it further; to our knowledge, no concerns with the DQO approach or analytical
methodology were subsequently raised.

6. Ref: Comment A-4; Accepted; EIl 2.3 will be added to Table QAPjP-2.

7. Ref: Comment A-5; Declined; calibration control procedures for field equipment are
adequately define in the cited procedures and the Ells governing their use. Field equij ent
will be drawn from a centrally managed calibration and maintenance facility that services all
measuring, inspection, and testing functions at the Hanford site, not just the environmental
engineering functions; inclusion of procecural detail in the QAPjP could precipitate
inconsistencies between the QAPjP and latcr versions of the source procedures. In addition,
EPA guidance for work plan and QAPjP prepare '~ permits the incorporation of documents
by reference, as noted in comment response 1.

Calibration methods for analytical laboratory equipment will be determined in large part by
the type, make, and manufacturer of the equipment, the requirements of the standard EPA
reference methods identified in Table QAPjP-1, and the requirements of the laboratory's own
QA plan. The acceptability of those methods must be approved on a case-by-case basis for
each analytical \boratory. Laboratory selection will not be finalized until DOWs have been
prepared for the investigation; see comment response number 4.

8. Ref: Cominent A-6; Accepted in Part; the text and Table QAPjP-1 will be revised to present
detection limits as Practical Quantitation Limits (PQLs) where SW-846 methods are invoked,
and as Contractually Required Quantitation Limits (CRQLs) where other EPA methods are
specified. Maximum values for PQLs will correspond directly to those defined in 40 CFR 264
Appendix IX. Maximum values for CRQLs and target ranges for precision and accuracy will
be based on what can reliably be achieved in the laboratory under normal conditions. The
revised Table will represent a minimum standard that shall be met by the procurement
agreements negotiated with individual laboratories; any justifiable deviation required from the
minimum standard so established will require a formal change to the QAPjP, and as such will
be subject to rey “atory review and approval prior to in | ementation.

9. Ref: Comment A-7; Declined; reporting units must be as defined in the governing
reference method in order to ensure compayabilty of data. Extraction of procedural detail for
inclusion in the QAPjP is inappropriate in a situation in which the EPA reference methods
must always take precedence. Moreover, in~z.pc-ztion of such detail by reference to the
standard methods reduces redundancy, compl.xity. znd preparation costs, and eliminates any
potential inconsistencies between the QAPjI” and iuture revisions of the standard methods.

10. Ref: Comme A-8; Declined; physical parar:«ters of soil will be tested by the standard
ASTM methods ecified in Table QAPjP-3, except where no ASTM standard exists, the soils
laboratory must aevelop a procedure and submit it for approval prior to use. As in all cases
in which subcontractor procedures are required, regulators will have access to such
documents for review purposes at any time through the WHC Technical Lead. ASTM
methods are in the public domain, and will not be separately provided. These tests were
incorporated in response to a specific EPA request based on the review of an earlier draft of
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Comments on Draft B of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work plans for

the 100-BC-1 and 100-BC-5 operable units were provided by the Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA), D artment of Energy/Richland Operations (DOE/RL), Department of

Energy/tlead Quarters (DOE/HQ), International Technology Corp. (IT), and Westinghouse

Hanford Company. This document provides the responses to the EPA comments

transinitted to the DOE and dated Deceinber 23, 1991 (100-BC-1) and December 30, 1991
(100-BC-5).

The responses to the EPA cominents are based on the letter dated January 7, 1992
addressed to Paul Day, EPA and Timothy Nord, Ecology from Steven Wisness, DOE.
There are four topics that are prevalent throughout the EPA comments. These topics are
described below, and will be referred to by number when responding to individual EPA
comments.

1. Revisions of work plans to include additicnial material on geology, hydrology,
ecology or sources.

It is our position that the majority of the comments which call for the addition
of material (which is primarily background in nature) would not be productive
at this stage of the program. This type of information will become available
during the course of the RFI (Rl). Additionally, we believe this was the
agreement which we had reached during the last round of comment
disposition discussions. Consequently, many of the comments will be rejected
on this basis.

2. Revise the work plans to include information on 100 Area Risk Assessment, Feasibility
Studies, Ecological Investigations, etc.

At the time that the work plans were drafted (June-September) many issues
were not fully resolved. We do not believe that it would be productive to
update the work plans to reflect these activities. We will clarify references to
documents and actions that have since occurred, however, new material will
not be incorporated.

3. Clarification of the Hanford Site Past Practice Investigation Strategy.
Many comuments related the need to better integrate the work plan activities
with the Hanford Site Past Practice Investigation Strategy. This presentation
will be improved after discussion wiih the three parties and expect that many
cominents will be resolved by this ¢ cuon.

4. Clarification of the information contaiiied in descriptions of work (DOW).

How the DOWs will be enforced will need to be discussed with the three
parties. The discussion of the DOWs in text will be improved and it is
expected that many comments will be resolved by this action.
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Comments will also be classified as recommended by Ecology.

Technical - T

Technical requirements included in DOWs - D
Prograinmatic - P

Editorial - E

The responses to comrnents will be as follovw::

Accept

Accept in part - discussion will be provided

Reje - discussion will be provided

Discuss (Requires regulatory input to determine response)

The responses to these comments should be considered preliminary because
discussion among the three parties may lead to changes. Comments that have been
accepted may be changed to accepted in part as the comment is actually incorporated into
the text.
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Comment [Class |Response

Nuinber

100-BC-5 Operable Unit - EPA Comments “

2.1 E Accept

22 E Accept "

23 T Reject. See topic 1.

24 E Accept

3.1 E Accept

3.2 T Accept in part. Although information is provided regarding
biocaccumulation factors, Section 3.3.2.5 states that "bioaccumulation
potential is not used as a screening criterion for the operable unit
contaminants." The same is true for contaminant mobility. The text in
(uestion will be changed from "focus will be on those contaminants..."
to "contaminants will be examined with respect to the following
characteristics:"

33 T Accept in part. A more appropriate method for determining toxicity
will be used. However, use of cancer potency and reference dose
health factors for this preliminary assessment are not appropriate.

3.4 T Accept in part. The text regarding the impact of radionuclides refers
to a qualitative analysis, not the preliminary assessment conducted in
section 3.3. The text will be clarified. The list of general contaminant
screenting parameters will be removed from Section 3.3.3 and Table 3- "
36. Rationale for parameter selection and discussion of how they will
be used will be provided in Section 5.

35 T Reject. ldentification of remediation alternatives, such as treatment
technologies, for the IRM will take place in the focused FS. It would be

4.4 premature to begin ideuiifying treatment alternative technologies
before data is available from the LFL

3.6 T Reject. See response to conuuert 3.5.

3.7 E Accept in part. A bold circle will be added to the legend to depict
primary contarninant scurzes. The arrowhead pointing from
"Ingestion” to "Biota" wiil be reinoved. The biota receptor will not be
turther characterized. Section 3.3 is not intended to be an exhaustive

X analysis of exposure pathways, nor is it intended to limit the scope of
q - - - .
- 7 further investigations.
4.1 P Accept
£.2 | Accept

- (\\<{\Y> \gb A o telomn . 3
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General

100-BC-1

100-1BL--1

100- BC-1 Comment Resolution Meeting
Febnwary 10, 1992

ALEMOA

Topics

EPA Policy on Start of Intrusive Work
100-BC-1 Warkplan Production Schedule
100 Area Feasability Study Strateqy
100 Area IRM Strategy

Disposal Facility Strateyy

00 Schedule

Propused Treatability Plan Milestone
Scope ot 100-B(-1 Treatability Tests
DOE-HO Review Requirements

Initiation of Remedial Action Field Activities
Schedules

Workplan Comwent Resolulions
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General

100-BC--

lupices

EPA olicy on Start of Intrusive Work

- EPA states thal antyusive work can not begin unlil workplan
stomitted for public review

= Uriginal understanding thalt intrusive work can begin with a DOW

= IThis represents a new position

100- -1 Workplan Production Schedule

- See altachment

- Based upon discussions on 2/6, it may be possible to deliver
Workplan by 37137164

100 nrea Feasibality Study Strategy

= 100 Area FS defines remedial alternatives to be considered (8/1/92)

- 100 Area Treatabalily Studies Plan (B8/1/92) based upon 5/1/92 draft
of 100 Area IS report; Defines what treatability studies are needed
to support what IRMs. Identifies which OUs are involved and
preliminary schedules

— HNeed OU Specific Treatability Plan (8/1/92 for 100-BC-1) to provide
detalls

100 Area IRM Strateqy

- 100 Area IRl Program Plan (8/1/92) based upon 100 Area FS
re ort and 100 Area TS plan; Defines schedule for initial IRMs
needed to pruve concepts and identifies remaining IRMs

Disposal Facility Strategjy
ou ¢ hedutle

Proposed Treatability Plan viriestone

- EPQA proposed wmilestone tor June, 1993
Meed to 1dentify scope ot plan

- We believe that 1t will be met by 8/1/92 deliverable, "0U Specific
Treatability Plan®

Scope of 100-BC-1 freatability Tests

- Limited lab or bench toup tests

= Defined 1n 8/1/92 deliverable, “0U Specafic Treatability Plan®
DOE-HO Review Requirements

Initi1ation of Remedial Aclion Field Activities

- Clarification required as to (1) what constitutes the end of the
investigative study and (2) what is substantial physical work

Schedules

100-BC-1 Workplan Comment Resolutions
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9.

DOE-RL transmi s workplans:

a. DOE requ res at least
them into distribution.

two days to check in the workplans and put
[hjEHwas reduced to one day for BC- .
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