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1. Ref: General Comments, page 2, paragr.~. ,!·,s l :;nd 2; Declined; the QAPjP is not m ed 
as a "stand-alone" document; it is inlende l l.o ~-e :rn; ,lemented in conjunction with other 
elements of the subject Work Plan, and to l;e implemented by the Environmental 
Inves tiga tion Instructions (Ells) and other µroce (!.,.,·ul documents referenced therein. EPA 
guidance documents for Work Plan and Q;•_PjP ?reparation (e.g., Section 7 of QAMS-005, 
Section 2.3.2.4 of Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies 
Und er CERCLA) permit the incorporation of information by reference to other plans or 
procedures in order lo reduce redundancy, complexity, and preparation costs. 

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

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

• Bulle t 3; Declined; Data Quality Objectives (DQOs) for all analytical parameters 
arc discussed at length in Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 of the Work Plan, and are 
further d efined 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; train ing and calibiration requirements are separately 
identified in Ells and olher Sections of the QAPjP, but the text will be clarified. 

• Bullet 5; Declined; equipment requirements are defined within EIIs; the EIIs 
that will apply to the various sampling investigiations are identified in Table 
QAPjP-2; please note, howevQ!', that the Ell 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; d e la 1ied discussions of individual task activities are 
provided in Section 5.0 of the Work Plan, af. n o~h_;, t.-petition of these discussions in the text 
of the QAPjP would be redundan t. The QAPjP l:; intended to be implemented in conjuclion 
with the other elements of the subject work p lan, 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 d efinition of sampling locations, frequency, and other schedule-driven 
considera tions 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 lo clarify the purpose of the DOW. 

Page I of '-1 '7 ---- . -



4. Ref: Comment A-2; Accepted in Pa rt; the text will be clarified and modified to cite 
standard procedures for screen ing and shi;:-:11ent of potentially radioactive samples; 
calibration details included in the procedures will not be reiterated in the QAPjP, however. 
See response lo comment 10 below. 

5. Ref: Comment A-3; Declined/Discuss; 1 !1.: no1i-CLP analytical reference methods cited in 
the QAPjP were selected on the basis of an und ,.~:- t;•nding reached between EPA, Ecology, 
and DOE in the work plan re-scoping mee ting conducted on June 27, 1991; see the discussion 
of Data Quality O bjectives (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 furth er; 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; Ell 2.3 will be added to Table QAPjP-2. 

8. Ref: Commen t A-6; Declined; the air inves tigation described in Section 5.1.7 of the Work 
Plan is limited in scope due to the low probability of disturbance of significant soil volumes; 
air quality sampling in compliance with EH 5.12 will not be required. 

9. Ref: Comment A-7; Accepted; the noted ElTs 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 EIJs governing their use. Field equipment 
will be drawn from a centrally managed calibration and maintenance facility that services all 
measuring, inspection, and testing functions ;:; t the Hanford site, not just the environmental 
engineering functi ons; inclusion of procedural detail in the QAPjP could precipitate 
inconsistencies between the QAPjP and lak" v~rs, ') ;1s of the source procedures. In addition, 
EPA guidance for work plan and QAPjP prepr, ,ation permits the incorporation of documents 
by reference, as noted in comment response l. 

Calibra tion me thods for analytical laborator~· eq t• ;pment 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 laboratory. Laboratory selection will not be finalized until DOWs have been 
prepared for the inves tigation; see comment response number 4. 

11. Ref: Commen t 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 Quan titation 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 
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QAPjP, and as such will be subject to reguia tory 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 QAPjP is inappropriate in a situation in which the EPA reference methods 
must always take p 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 QAPjP 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 
incorpora ted 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 ·.·:lll be clarified and modified to cite Ell 14.1 and 
WHC-EP-0372, the HEIS Users' Ma nual. 

16. Ref: Comment A-14; Accepted in Part; the ~ecisioil on whether or not to reanalyze 
depends on sample material availability, ho]:::;1g t;me, and other factors, and will be made as 
part of the n onconformance resolution proces:, di ~': '...l~:sed in Section 13. The text will be 
clarified. 

17. Ref: 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 summarized under the separate reporting function described in Section 14. Note 
that the last sentence of Section 14 requires an assessment 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 subject Work Plan, and to be implemented by the Environmental 
Investiga tion 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 Gu idance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies 
Under CERCLA) permit the incorpora tion of information by reference to other plans or 
procedures in order to reduce redundancy, complexity, and preparation costs. 

2. Ref: General Comments, page 2, pa ragraph 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 Sc..: lion~ 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 of the Work Plan, and are 
further defined in Section 3 and Tatle QAPjP-1; however, please note that 
Section 3 and the table will be clarifiPd pursuant to comment response number 
11 and to correct the Work ' ) )r1 n crn~3-:2ferences. 

• Bullet 4; Accepted in Part; tr .. ining and calibiration requirements are separately 
identified in EIIs 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 
QAPjP-2; please note, however, that the Ell 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 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 loca tions, 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 Inves tigation 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 cite 
standard procedures for screening and shipm~,1t oi potentially radioactive samples; 
calibration details included in the procedures wil! ~\Ot 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 selected 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 Objectives (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; EJI 2.3 will be added to Table QAPjP-2. 

7. Ref: Comment A-5; Declined; calibration control procedures for field equipment are 
adequately defined in the cited proceduref. 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 tes ting function at th ! Hanford site, not just the environmental 
engineering functions; inclusion of procel!ural detail in the QAPjP could precipitate 
incons istencies between the QAPjP and Jal r versions of the source procedures. In addition, 
EPA guidance for work plan and QAPjP prepa re ~' '""fl 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 laboratory. Laboratory selection will not be finalized until DOWs have been 
prepared for the investigation; see comment response number 4. 

8. Ref: Comment 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 regulatory review and approval prior to implementation. 

9. Ref: Comment A-7; Declined; reporting units must be as defined in the governing 
reference me thod in order to ensure compa ·abilty 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, if' ":) , pc~:: tion of such detail by reference to the 
standard me thods reduces redundancy, cc,mpL,xity. and preparation costs, and eliminates any 
potential inconsistencies between the QAPji- .:. nd iuture revisions of the standard methods. 

10. Ref: Comment A-8; Declined; physical parar.ittcrs 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 
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this document. 

11. Ref: Comment A-9; Accepted; the text will be clarified. 
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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), Department of Energy/Richland Operations (DOE/RL), Department of 
Energy/H ead Quarters (DOE/HQ), International Technology Corp. (IT), and Westinghouse 
Hanford Company. This document provides the responses to the EPA comments 
transmitted to the DOE and dated December 23, 1991 (100-BC-1) and December 30, 1991 
(100-BC-5). 

The responses to the EPA comments 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 L' V number when responding to individual EPA 
comments. 

1. Revisions of work plans lo include ad.:! itic ll.::.! material on geology, hydrology, 
ecology or sources. 

It is our pos ition that the majority of the comments which call for the addition 
of ma terial (which is primarily background in nature) would not be productive 
a t this stage of the program. This type of information will become available 
during the course of the RF] (RI) . Additionally, we believe this was the 
ag reement w hich we had reached during the last round of comment 
dispos ition discussions. Consequently, many of the comments will be rejected 
0 11 this basis. 

2. Revise the wo rk plans to includ e in formation on 100 Area Risk Assessment, Feasibility 
Studies, Ecological Investiga tions, elc. 

At lhe time that the work plans were drafted Gune-September) many issues 
w re not fully resolved. We do not believe that it would be productive to 
upda te the wo rk plans to reflect these activities. We will clarify references to 
documents and actions lhat have since occurred, however, new material will 
not l,e incorp ora ted . 

3. Cla rifica tion of the Hanfo rd Site Pas t P ractice Investigation Strategy. 

Many comments related the need to better integrate the work plan activities 
with the Hanford Site Pas t Practice Investigation Strategy. This presentation 
\viii be improved after discussion w i:h the three parties and expect that many 
comrnen ts will be resolved by this c. Cll OP . 

4. Clarifica tion of the information conta: ,_d in descriptions of work (DOW). 

How the DOWs will be enfo rced will need to be discussed with the three 
pa rties . The discussion of the DOWs in text will be improved and it is 
ex pec ted tha t rnany comments w ill be resolved by this action. 

1 
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Commen ts will also be classified as recommended by Ecology. 

Tech nica l - T 
Technica l requirements included in DOWs - D 
Programmatic - P 
Editorial - E 

The responses to comments w ill be as fo ll.-,, ,,~ : 

Accep t 
Accep t in part - d iscussion w ill be p rovided 
Rejec t - discussion w ill be p rovided 
Discuss (Requires regu la tory inp ut to determine response) 

The responses to these comments should be considered preliminary because 
d iscuss ion among the three parties may lead to changes. Comments that have been 
accep ted may be cha nged to accep ted in pa rt as the comment is actually incorporated in to 
the text. 

2 
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Comment Class Response 
Number 

10O-BC-5 Operable Unit - EPA Comments 

2.1 E Accept 

2.2 E Accept 

2.3 T Reject. See topic 1. 
-- ---- · 

2.4 E Accept 

3.1 E Accept 
- -

3.2 T Accept in part. Although information is provided regarding 
bioaccu mula tion factors , Section 3.3.2.5 states that "bioaccumulation 
po tential is no t used as a screening criterion for the operable unit 
contaminan ts." The same is true for contaminant mobility. The text in 
yueslion wi ll be cl 1a 11ged from "focus will be on those contaminants ... " 
lo "contaminants wi ll be examined with respect to the following 
characteris tics:" 

3.3 T Accept in part. A m o re approp riate method for determining toxicity 
w ill be used. Howeve r, use of cancer potency and reference dose 
health fa cto rs for this preliminary assessment are not appropriate. 

m 
3.4 T Accept in part. The text regarding the impact of radionuclides refers 

lo a qualit a tive ana lys is, not the preliminary assessment conducted in 
Section 3.3. The text wil l be clarified. The list of genera l contaminant 
:,C reening paramete rs wi ll be removed from Section 3.3.3 and Table 3-
36. Rationale for paran1ete r selection and discussion of how they will 
be used wi ll be provided in Section 5. 

3.5 T Reject. Identification of remediation alternatives, such as treatment 
technologies, for the IRM w ill take place in the focused FS. It would be 

? ·(V prema ture lo begin ide11tifying treatment alternative technologies 
before data is available from the LFI. 

-
3.6 T Reject. See response to c0n 1lllU'- t 3.5. 

---
3.7 E Accept in part. A bold circle will be added to the legend to d epict 

primary co n taminant ~. ~ ur-:c>s. 1 h e a rrowh ead poin ting from 
"Inges tion" to "Biota" wi ll be , einoved. The biota receptor will not be 
fur ther characte rized. Section 3.3 is not intended to be an exhaustive 

t:, ana lysis of expos ure p a thways, nor is it intended to limit the scope of 
1-i" further in ves ligations. 

u p Accept 

'? '·- r Accep t 

3 
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Comment C lass 
N u mber 

:-1 .3 E 

-!.4 T 

4.5 T 

5.1 E 

5.2 E 

5.3 r 
5.4 E 

5.5 T 

5.6 T 
I' 

5.7 T 

5.8 D 

~ T 

~1/ 

5.10 T 

~~ ,rl ~(~ 
~ 

5.11 T 

Resp onse 

--
Accept 

.. - ·· · 
Reject. Soil sampli ng al th e .:::epi.h anticipated in the groundwater 
investigations cannot be feas ibly performed with a backhoe. 

·-
Discuss ~UQD\ \(\ ~a.M- '\..,-hl~~ - A:x~-
Accept. Soil samples for physical property analysis will be taken from 
the d eep well, and soil samples for chemical analys is will be taken from 
lhe sha llow w ell. 

Accept 

Reject. See response to 100-BC-5 comment 4.4. 

Accept 

Accept 

Discuss. The objectives for a d dressing potential pipeline leaks needs to 
be clea rly identified . 

Reject. The d eep well w ill be completed at the bottom of the first 
confined or partia lly confined aquifer encountered during drilling. 
O ther portions of the lext w ill be modified as required to be consis tent 
w ith th e aforemen tioned s ta tement. Completion in the d eeper u p per 
confined aq ui fe r was cons ide red, but not adopted because drilling to 
such depths cou ld no t be justified without first d ete rmining whe ther 
contaminan ts h ad pe1a e rJ ted into shallower confined or partially 
confined aqu ife rs . 

- ·--
Accept 

·- . -
Reject. Th e potentia l Ii mite,~ usefulness of slug tests is acknowledged 
in the text; however, such tes ts are not planned to be conducted within 
th e temporary as ings and screen s because test a~vipes mar resulli~ 
ll II f I d . t · t th h J I '-'' <f \.<,"b Lf.,m(' lf'M 1e co apse o oose se 1men s m o e o e. 0 t1 1~ 1 ,.. 8 1:~ 1,.,._.\ '"' \\ (\ " 

Accept in part. The text w ill be modified to indicate that continuous 
measuremen ts of tempera ture and wate r level are being conducted in 
three wells in each of the H, B/C, and F Areas, and w ill be used to 

z 
:::J 

~ -~ 
-ii:> \_w,11-(_ ~ 

Bc:i\\orn ~ 
q;,..~a_,6¼ 

~ ~~rtJ( 
-\~me . w, t\ . 
~-:)~ 
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IJe...~ 
"4;~hl~ ~ 

· q 
ll 

~ 
es tablish general trends an d help correlate the quarterly wate r - -

~','{)\~~ \CL~ 

(\, \0"":>"t D_~ 
CV. ~Cf\, Ct~1I samp ling result s w ith changes in river stage. Continuous 

measurements of add itiona l water quality paramete rs may be made at 
a la te r da te if needed lo su pport site rem~ation. 

\ \ 
Accept 

I 

I 
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Comment !Class Respon s 
N urnlP r 

5.12 E Accept. Section 5.1.11 w ill be revised to reference the Hanford Site 
Baseline Risk Assessm n t Methodology (HSBRAM), which makes use of 
the guidan e d ocum en ts in question. 

5.13 T Accept in part. Th e te m inology developed for human health analyses 
is largely applicable to en vironmental assessments. However, Section 
15.1.11 wiJI be revised to r ference the HSBRAM, which makes use of 
g uidanc f r environm ntal evaluations and describes its application. 

5.14 T Accept 

5.15 E Accept 

6.1 E Accept 

6.2 E Accept 

6.3 E Accept 

8.1 E Accept 

A. l through 1.9 Appendix A .......... . ... ---- - -- . - -
D-1 T Accept. l lowever, gt. o lo<•,y l!' ~pping will not be done as part of the 

shoreline mapping. A refe ren ce will be added to Section 5.1.3.2 in the 
work plan. 

0 -2 T Reject. Seepage samp li ng has been completed. This comment will be 
used in d evelop ing the sampling recommendations in Milestone M-30-
02. 

0-3 T Reject. A longer-te rm monitoring program can better be planned and 
· (\ ~ implem ent ed based on the results of Milestones M-30-03 and 04. 

'l 'yp os nd M iscellaneous Comments 

1 E Accept 

2 E Accept 

3 E Accept 

-1- E Accept 

5 E Accept 

I' E Accept 0 

7 E Accept 
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omment C lass Respon se 
Number 

100-BC-1 Operable Unit EPA Comments 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

2.4 

2.5 

3.1 

3.2 

3.3 
--

r1CJ,~ 

' lS' ~\ .,. \ 

~ 

3.4 

a.9 -~ Qr6i:> lffi 

f~6,12.-b m.a d ,~ ... 

p 

D 

p 

E 

E 

T 

T 

T 

T 

T 

l 

oc{ 

T 

Accept 

Accep t in part. A discussion of the DOWs will be added to 
the text. A table of planned DOWs will be added to Chapter 
5. 

Accept 

Accept 

Ac ept 

Accept 

Accept 
---- -

Reject. The r c r.~rner.::! '2 d data are being provided by the 
100 Area ecologic~! .:;tl.·~J·• The data on structurally and 
functionally important species are provided in the Data 
Synthesis Report and the information on sensitive species 
and habitat will be provided in a report. 

Accept 

Accept 

Rej ect. The qualitative assessment conducted in Section 3.3 is 
the identification of imminent and substantial 
endang rments, based on existing data. Such a condition, if 
it exists, can be us ed to justify an expedited response action 
(ERA) or interim remedial measure (IRM). These topics are 
d es ribed in the first paragraphs of Sections 3.3 and 3.3.4. 

There is no relatignship between Section 3.3 and the risk 
assessment methodology described in Section 5.1.11. 

Reject. The level of detail recommended by the reviewer is 
not appropriate for Section 3.3, given its preliminary nature. 
Section 3.3 is not intended to be an exhaustive analysis of 
exposure pathways, nor is it intended to limit the scope of 
furth er investiga li, ns . 

6 
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omment Class Response 
Numb r 

3.5 T Accept in part. Although information is provided regarding 
bioa umulation f tors, 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 question will be changed 
from "focus will be on those contaminants ... " to "contaminants 
will be examined with respect to the following 
characteristics:" 

11-------+-- ---+------ - · -- •·•- - , - -----------------11 

3.6 T 

3.7 T 

3.8 T 

3.9 E 

3.10 T 

' 

Accept in part. A , nnre :.ppropriate method for determining 
toxi ity wiJl be used . However, use of cancer potency and 
refer nee dose l Ith fa ctors for this preliminary assessment 
are no t appropria te. 

Accept. The lis t f general contaminant screening parameters 
will be remove l from Section 3.3.3 and Table 3-36. Rationale 
for pa rameter selection and discussion of how they will be 
used will be pr vided in Section 5. 

Accept in part. The text in question refers to a qualitative 
risk analysis, not the preliminary assessment conducted in 
Section 3.3. The text will be clarified. "---L,u-\ \\ \u_ ct.Ad ~J , f\ ~ t. ~~ 

Accept in part. Title of Section 3.3.4 will be changed to "Use 
of Qualitative Risk Assessment to Make Interim Action 
Decisions" as p er the DOE Letter Report for Rescoped Work 
Plans (dated July 1991). However, as described in the first 
paragraphs of Sections 3.3 and 3.3.4., the identification of 
immin nt and substantial endangerments can be used to 
justify an expedit d response action (ERA) or interim 
remedial measure (IRM). 

~(iQVJ.QJ -
~t~~Section 3.4 is a preliminary assessment of remedial 

alternatives and it currently observes several types of land 
use. 

3. 11 E Accept 
11- ----------------- - - --·----------------~· 

3.12 T H.cjc ' L A d ela i\~ ,.- J ,, esent.:ition of waste treatment will be 
provid ed in the l~S. 

11---------- - -------- - ·- -------------------~· 
3.13 T Accept 

3_·14 T Accept 
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Comment Class Response 
Number 

3.15 Accept in part. A bold circle will be added to the legend to 
d epict primary 011taminant sources. The arrowhead 
pointing from "Ingestion" to "Biota" will be removed. The 

I 
biota receptor, ·:'. n o~: c- f ~rther characterized. Section 3.3 is 
not intended to be an exl,austive anafysis of exposure 
pathways, nor is it intenrted to limit the scope of further 
investigations. 

3.16 T Accept 

3.17 T Accept 

4.1 T Accept 

4.2 T Accept 

4.3 T Discuss 
-~ \,\(\,Q._ ~(CQ0Cj,a.A- '> Q-.xJ.\~. ~~-14. /'-"'~ \ ~ 1\t t\" 

1;f:, ( ~ . ,...,~ C'-,, .rrt- kxh.-,O Lo\
0 

\\ r~ u"\r~1, ..a D(h.'D-,___C:::.t: ::-\..w~ (A;M-,--1~ 
I I 

4.4 T Accept 6'd\ d-;l}Q) 
4.5 T Reject. The latera l extent of contamination will be ---ru w ~ ev.~ 

. determined by the observational approach during the ~ -¾V-..( C. k\.)~~ 
implementation of the remedial alternative. s·1k ~lb.\ Adfl? \":> Mr'-\-

~-.¼oeAc~ 
A pilot study is planned, however, it will be 4.6 T Accept in part. fJCt.::it -¥k ~ k 

completed as a separate activity. A borehole will be added at \p~~~ 
this fac ili ty. I 

4.7 T Accept 

4.8 p Accept 

4.9 T Discuss \(e ,iJ 
..... 

4.10 T Rej ect. The use of unalogous facilities was discussed as the 
preferred approa : 1. ' Sa.mp ling would be used as a secondary 
measure. 

5.1 T Accept ~,u'f"\ 
5.2 T Accept in part. A table will be added to Chapter 5 as ~ \"'\D 

~ G"-'S 
ri2co n 1111 e 1 ldeJ . A smface radiation survey is not planned at ~ --) I 

ti 1e I 00-13 -·1 area. 

5.3 T Rej ect. Please see the re~se to 4.5~ _:) 

5.4 D See topic 4. c._tkA Mc.J\J P¼ll\ 9- (5'(\ . 

5.5 T Discuss J1~r [ 1c) BG--S 
\J 

8 
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Conunent Class 
Number 

5.6 B 

! .7 T 

8.1 E 

I l. ~ 1 - • - ~ ...:_ .J... W • • t _ r ti 1 , 

. ~ ; I i 

__,.. _ , .- "!:'-.:--c 

Rffponae 

........ .... _ . ..... 

Accept Section !i.1.11 wH1 be reviled to reference the 
Hanford Site B•• lln lwk A11e11ment M•thodology 
(HSBRAM), which maktt uu of the guidance documen11 ·1n 
qutttion . 

.... 

/ 
I 

Accelt In part. The terminology developed for hunwt · · · 
htal · analyan la largely applicable to environmtntal u1e11m 
enb. How ver, SeclJon 5,1.11 will be revlted to reference the 
HSBRAM, which kea UH of guidance for environmental 
evaluations and describet Its application. 

Accept 

A.1 throqh A.15 Glenn Mlll• 

9 
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Response to EPA General OAPjP Comments 

General Comments, page 2, paragraphs 1 and 2; Declined; the QAPjP is not intended as a 
"stand-alone" document; it is intended to be implemented in conjunction with other elements 
of the subject Work Plan, and to be impl nented by the Ells and other procedural documents 
referenced therein. EPA guidance documents for Work Plan and QAPjP preparation (e.g., 
Section 7 of QAMS-005, Section 23.2.4 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. 

General Comments, page 2, paragraph 3; 

Bul1ets 1 and 2; Declined; sampling locations, frequency, and schedules will be 
defined in Descriptions of Wo.·k (OOWs); see comment response number 3. 

Bullet 3; Declined; Data Qu ::._;- o~; -::lbes (DQOs) for all analytical parameters 
are discussed at length in S t ic c 4.!.·t and 4.1.2 of the Work Plan, and are 
further defined in Section 3 and Tc:1ble QAPjP-1; however, please note that the 
Section 3 and table will be c!a i ~2 !1":~uant to comment response number A-9 
and to correct t1 e cross-refert:nce~ co the Work Plan. 

Bullet 4; Accepted in Part; training and calibration requirements are separately 
identified in Ell~ 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 investigations are identified in Table 
QAPjP-2; please not that the Ell references and Table QAPjP-2 will be screened 
for consistency with Work Plan requirements, pursuant to comment response 
number A-4. 
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. 
ornment Class Response 

Number 

100-U -1 Operable Unit - EPA QA PjP Comments 

A-1 p 

A-2 T 

A-3 T 

A-4 E 

Accept 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 wu utd be redundant. The QAPjP is 
intended to he implPmented in conjunction with the 
other e leme tu.~ 0; '"l i ; ;,:ibject work plan, and to be 
implemente by \.t'e :;is and other procedural 
documents ref Prenc->0 therein. EPA guidance for 
work plan an Ql ._,;~• p·eparation consistently 
pe rmits the incorpo ration of documents by reference 
in orde r to reduce redundancy, complexity, and 
preparation costs. Final definition of sampling 
locations, frequency, and other schedule-driven 
cons ide rations will be made through Descriptions of 
Work (DOWs); DOW preparation requirements will 
be addressed in an Environmental Investigation 
Instruction (Ell) and provided for regulatory review as 
an update to WHC-CM-7-7, Environmental 
Inves ti ga tion an d Site Characterization Manual. The 
QAPjP text will be modified to clarify the purpose of 
the DOW. 

Accept in Part. The text will be clarified and modified 
to cite standard procedures for screening and 
shipment of potentially radioactive samples; 
a libration deta ils included in the procedures will not 

be reiterated in the QAPjP, however. See response to 
comment A-8 Lelow. 

Discuss. Th~ non-CLP analytical reference methods 
cited in the Q . PjP were selected on the basis of an 
understanding reached between EPA, Ecology, and 
DOE in the ""' t ' · pian re-scoping meeting.conducted 
?n June 27, 1991 · see 1.h~ discussion of Data Quality 
Objectives (L ~ tJs) :mder Topic 6 in the meeting 
minutes produL--.d ~ _luly 6, 1991. As noted in the 
meeting min m es, fF A 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. 

Accept. 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. 

1 
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Commen t C lass Response 
Numb r 

A-5 E Accep t. EIJ ,A.J • ..., · . ·.; : ~ ~ - ~c odded to Table QAPjP-2. 

A-6 E 

A-7 E 

A-8 p 

Reject. The c.i , investigation described in Section 5.1.7 
of the Work fl an i.,; :~r.1i ted in scope due to the low 
probability of d is l:.n ·bance of significant soil volumes; 
a ir quality sarnp ling in compliance with Ell 5.12 will 
not be req uired. 

Accep t. The no ted Ells will be added to Table QAPjP-
2; see comment response number A-5. 

Reject. Calibration control procedures for field 
equip ment are adequately defined in the cited 
procedures and the Ells governing their use. Field 
equipment w ill be drawn from a centrally managed 
calibra tion and maintenance function that services all 
measuring, inspection, and testing functions at the 
Hanfo rd site, no t just the environmental engineering 
fu nctions; incl us io n of procedural detail in the QAPjP 
coul d p recip itate inconsistencies between the QAPjP 
and late r versions of the source procedures. In 
add ition, EPA guidance for work plan and QAPjP 
prepara tion consistently permits the incorporation of 
documents by reference in order to reduce 
redu ndancy, complexity, and preparation costs. 

Calibration n thods for analytical laboratory 
eq uipment will be determined in large part by the 
ty pe, make, .... .... ir.q:.;•.1fa cturer of the equipment, the 
requiremem c. o f t!"'€ : ~~ndard EPA reference rr.ethods 
identified in Table QA.PjP-1, as well as the 
requi remenl~ ,f th '? 1::~oratory's own QA plan. The 
acceptability of those methods must be approved on a 
case-by-case bas is for each analytical laboratory. 
Labora tory selection will not be finalized until DOWs 
_have been prepared for the investigation; see 
comment response number A-2. 

2 
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r.=======;====:;:::======== -= ·- - --=================ii 

Comment Class 
N u mber 

A-9 p 

A-10 T 

A-11 T 

A-12 p 

Res ponse 

Accept in Part. The text and Table QAPjP-1 will be 
re vised to present detection limits as Practical 
Q uantital ion Limits (PQLs) where SW-846 methods 
a re invoked, a nd as Contractually Required 
Q uan titation Limits (CRQLs) where other EPA 
m e thods are specified. Maximum values for PQLs will 
correspond d irectly to those defined in 40 CFR 264 
Appendix IX. Maximum values for CRQLs and target 
ra n ges for precision and accuracy will be based on 
w h at can re liably be achieved in the laboratory under 
normal co n d itions. The revised Table will represent a 
minimum stand a rd that must be met by the 
procurement agreements negotiated with individual 
la bo ra to ries; any justifiable deviation required from 
the minimum sta ndard so established will require a 
fo rmal cha nge to the QAPjP, and as such will be 
s u bject to regu la tory review and approval prior to 
implementation. 

Reject. Reporting units must be as defin ed in the 
govern ing r eren ce method in order to ensure 
compa rability cf dat...i . Extraction of procedural detail 
fo r in clusio1~ 1r , ti,c QAPjP is inappropriate in a 
s itu ation in w ~ lier. ) '. 1,: EPA reference methods must 
a lways take prece ,ience. Moreover, incorporation of 
s uch d eta il by reference to the standard methods 
reduces redunda ncy, complexity, and preparation 
costs, a nd e li m ina tes any potential inconsistencies 
b~ lween th e Q APjP and future revisions of the 
s tanda rd methods. 

Reject. Physica l parameters of soil will be tested by 
the s tandard ASTM methods specified in Table 
Q APjP-3, excep t where no ASTM standard exists and 
th e soils labora to ry must develop a procedure and 

,subm it it for approval prior to use. As in all cases in 
which subcon tractor procedures are required, 
regu la tors h ave access to such documents for review 
purposes a t any time through the WHC Technical 
Lead. ASTM me thods a re in the public domain, and 
w ill no t be sepa ra tely provided. These tests were 
incorpo rated in res ponse to a specific EPA request. 

Accept. The tex t will be clarified. 

3 
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Comment Class Response 
Number 

A-13 P Accept. The t xt will be clarified and modified to cite 
Ell 14.1 and WHC-EP-0372, HEIS Users' Manual. 

A-14 P Accept in Part. The decision on whether or not to 
reanalyze depends on sample material availability, 
holding time, and other factors, and will be made as 
part of the nonconformance resolution process 
discussed in S ct ion 13. The text will be clarified. 

A-15 P Accept in Part. Assessments of data accuracy and 
completeness should be performed in the context of 
the data validation process; any corrective actions 
r quired as a resu lt of that process would 
automatically irigger the documentation and reporting 
actions that , o tdd bP considered in the data 
assessment r v\.'....:.:>.:-, . • ":-.d eventually sum~qrized under 
the s para le re~ );'"{r 6 iunction described i.n Section 
14 . Note th at the l2st sentence of Section 14 requires 
an assessmen~ --,f l~•P :;·✓aall adequacy of the total 
measurement system relative to the data quality 
objectives, which would include any issues related to 
accuracy and completeness. Sections 8, 12, and 14 will 
be cla riiied . 

4 
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on 1nen l Class Response 
Number 

100-B -5 O perable Unit - EPA QAPjP Comments 

A-1 p 

A-2 T 

A -3 T 

A-4 E 

Accept 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 lo be implemented in conjunction with the 
other elemer G of the subject work plan, and to be 
implemented by the Ells and other procedural 
documents r~foren~Pd therein. EPA guidance for 
work plan and QAP_iP preparation consistently 
permits the iu orporation of documents by reference 
in order l n ~duce r ::; ..1 1Jndancy, complexity, and 
preparation :... ,, sls. r'inal definition of sampling 
locations, frequency, and other schedule-driven 
considerations will be made through Descriptions of 
Work (DOWs); DOW preparation requirements will 
be addressed in an Environmental Investigation 
Instruction (EII) and provided for regulatory review as 
an update to WHC-CM-7-7, Environmental 
Inves tigation and Site Characterization Manual. The 
QAPjP text will be modified to clarify the purpose of 
the DOW. 

Accept in Part. The text will be clarified and modified 
to cite standard procedures for screening and 
shipment of potentially radioactive samples; 
calibration details included in the procedures will not 
be reiterated in the QAPjP, however. See response to 
comment A-8 below. 

Discuss. The non-CLP analytical reference methods 
cited in the QAPjP were selected on the basis of an 
understanding reached be~een EPA, Ecology, and 
DOE in the work plan re-scoping meeting conducted 
,on June 27, .i. 9~1; see the discussion of Data Quality 
Obj ctives (DQOs) under Topic 6 in the meeting 
minutes pro• .. ~~\r ':' rl .-,n_ July 6, 1991. As noted in the 
meeting mi: utE: s: EPP .. agreed with the basic 
philosophy, but wished to evaluate it further; to our 
knowledge, ,10 ,:oucPr.ns with the DQO approach or 
analytical mtiho<.lvlogy were subsequently raised. 

Accept. Ell 2.3 will be added to Table QAPjP-2. 

5 



Comment Class Response 
Number 

A-5 P Reject. Calibration control procedures for field 
equipment a rc adequately defined in the cited 
procedures a d the Ells governing their use. Field 
equipment ·~ i!I be dr3wn from a centrally managed 
calibration , nd 1rni:.~enance function .that services all 
measuring, in spedi0n, and testing functions at the 
Hanford sit . n o !11 -; t the environmental engineering 
functions; inclusion of procedural detail in the QAPjP 
could precipi tate inconsistencies between the QAPjP · 
and later versions of the source procedures. In 
addition, EPA guidance for work plan and QAPjP 
preparation consistently permits the incorporation of 
documents by reference in order to reduce 
redundancy, complexity, and preparation costs. 

A-6 p 

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, as well as 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 A-2. 

Accept in Part. The text and Table QAPjP-1 will be 
revised to p · -ent detection limits as Practical 
Quantitation Limits (PQLs) where SW-846 methods 
are invoke ·, ~~d ~s Contractually Required 
Quantitation- U , 1its (CRQLs) where other EPA 
methods are ::,pecified. Maximum values for PQLs will 
correspond dir ct~:,- to those defined in 40 CFR 264 
Appendix IX. M;:i. imum 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 must 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 regulatory review and approval prior to 
implementation . 

6 
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Comment Class Response 
Number 

11------+-----+-------- - - --------------~, 

A-7 T 

A-8 T 

A-9 p 

Reject. Reporting urii~s must be as defined in the 
governing ref~renc.e P.:.:lhod in order to ensure 
comparability 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, incorporation of 
such detail by reference to the standard methods 
reduces redundancy, complexity, and preparation 
costs, and eliminates any potential inconsistencies 
between the QAPjP and future revisions of the 
standard methods. 

Reject. Physical parameters of soil will be tested by 
the standard ASTM methods specified in Table 
QAPjP-3, except where no ASTM standard exists and 
the soils laborato ry must develop a procedure and 
submit it for approval prior to use. As in all cases in 
which subcontractor procedures are required, 
regulators 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 
incorpora ted in response to a specific EPA request. 

Accept. The text will be clarified. 

7 
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1 0 O ·- (l C - 1 C o 111111 en t Re s o 1 u ti on 11 e e t i n g 
ri •a11 ·u,u-y 10, 1')92 

General Topics 

• EPA Policy on Star t of Intrusive Work 

• 1 0 0 - BC - l W o ,, I, p 1 " 1) P r o d u c t i on S c he d u 1 e 

• 100 Area Feas1 ll:i l 1 ty S Ludy Strategy 

• l O O Ar ea IR l'I S t r " t e q y 

• Disposal Fac1 l i ty Stra legy 

100 - 0C- 1 OU Schedule 

.. P r· o p o s e d T r e a l a b i J i t y P 1 an 1·1 i l e s t on e 

• Scope ot 100 - BC - l Treatability Tests 

• DOE - HQ Review R~quiremenls 

• Initiation of Remedial Action Field Activities 

• Schf:'dules 

100- nc -- 1 Wo l<plan Com111enl l<esolu lJon s 

Page_c) '-l_ of. 'i 1 



Gener~d l opics 

• E r A p () l ·i C. y O 11 s t ,-\ l' t O t 1 fl l r · u s i Ve w O r k 

- EPA stc1tes tl, c1 l inln1sive worl<. can nol begin u11lil workpLH1 
submi tted for public revie w 

- Uriqirial u11Ll ers landinq l11a l intrusive work can begin with a DOW 
- This repres£•11 ls a new position 

• 1 0 0 - BC - l Wo r k p l en, P rod u c l i on S c he du l e 
- Set> at lac hme,i t 
- Ua se d upon discussions on 2/6, it may be possible to deliver 

Wor kpl an by :.S/ l6~ lb 
~ 100 Area Feasibility Study Strategy 

- 100 Area FS u e fines re111ec..lial alternatives to be considered (8/1/92) 
- 100 Area Tre a tabilil y S ludies Plan (8/1/92) based upon 5/1/92 draft 

of 100 Area FS report; Oefines what treatability studies are needed 
t o s u p po r t w h c1 t I I< l'I s • 1 d en t i ·f i e s w h i c h OU s a r e i n v o 1 v e d a n d 
p I' e l i 111 i n a r y s c he cJ u l e s 

- Need OU Speci-fic freatability Plan (8/1/92 for. 100-BC-1) to provide 
details 

• 100 Area IRM ~lrategy 
- 100 Area IRM Program Plan (8/1/92) based upon 100 Area FS 

re po r t and 1 0 0 Are a TS p l an ; Def i n es s c he du l e for i n i t i a l I R l'I s 
n e e d e d lo p rove con c e p t "' and i den t i f i es rem a i n i n g l RI~ s 

• Disposal Facility Strate~ y 

100 -- BC -- 1 OU S c hedule 

• Proposed ll'eatability Pl..tn 1'l~Je•-:. tone 
-- EPA p r op b s e d 111 i l es l on e f o r Ju Ii e , 1 9 9 3 
-· l'-h-' e d t o i d e n l i ·f y s c o p e o f p l a n 

- \J e believe lll c1 t il 1>Jill be met by 8/1/92 cteliverable, "OU Specific 
T r e a t a b i 1 i t y I-' l .:1 n " 

• Sco pe of 100 - BC - 1 lreat ability Tests 
- Limi led lab or bench top t es ts 
- Defi11ecl in fl/1/92 del lvt>rable, "OU Specific Treatability Plan" 

.. DOE - 110 Revi ew f< equir ement s 

• Initiation of Remedial Action Field Activities 
- Cla 1' ification required as lo (1) what constitutes the end of the 

investigative stu dy and ( 2 ) what is substantial physical work 

• SchE-dules 

100 - BC - 1 Wor kp lan Comment Resolutions 
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ttachment 
Work pl , n 1> ro duclion schedule 

F br u a ry 7, 1992 

Ac tivily\Op e r a ble Unit 

1. Hedline text available 
( ~e a ss umption q) 

2. HedJ ·i11e llrafl ayreed to 

3. Hl.:' t.Jlin e sc he dul e s a vail ab l e 

BC-1 

original 
2/7 

c,...'V 

~v~\ 
revised 
217 

2/18~ 2/10 

3/2 

'L I~ t.Jljue schedules a(Jreed to 3/9 

f ( ,4~~~ 
2/21 ~~ 

5. Guld e r completes review lira-ft~ 1~ • 3/9 ~~~-
6. He view dratt comwenl s di s po ;;ed 

~ I \ 

j tA CAA NJ'- ' . 
7. u,lder goes to pressPJu 

8. WIIC re ceives workpLrns 

3/16 3/] 

3/23 3/6 

ll/6 3/13 

2/14 

2/24 

3/9 

3/16 

3/16 

3/23 

3/30 

4/13 

'I. DOE - HI. l a u ~ it~ wur Ip l ,rn s 4/13 3/1~ 4/20 

Nute: It e 14a s in bold print are ou c ritical path. t. /Jc {'(\DU., (.,(ll'l\.ct'\ IAua..\ I <Lbk ~ 
Ass umption 

1. Ac tivity o n resolving com111 e 1) ts on remaining worl<.plans (l<R-1, l<R-ll, FR-1, 
F H- :s , NH - 1 , n d NH - 2 ) w i l l I I ave c1 1 o we r pr i or i t y and w i 11 ti~ o t interfere w i th 
l h e a b ve 0 111 111 i tml-'I) l S. ~pfL bb-u::X '>C"\. ~ 'b\.\U, ~wend . 

Ac tivity Notes 

1. n e dl in e t e xt a v a i Ld.J l e : 

2 lzs QA?l a . A re dlin e of ll, e 0 /1P jP i; i ll be available 2/21. ~(\4\~~~-
EPP-r C\ A; 
-:::::=======- · == -

2 . 

l5o0 z/2-5' 
b. Ge n er i c s e c ti o n s c1re as ·fo llows: Chapter 1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.£1, 5.2, 6,7, 
App e 11di x r~, B, C _, ct l d D. fh (:-se will be the same for all workplans 
~ x ce pt f or mino r diff ere n ces in source vs. groundwater and possible OU 
~ p~c ifi c ref e r e n ces . 

c . All u1)re s olv e d comm e nl s wi ll be resolved by February 10, 1992. 
l'Ht a h11, e nt 1 is a li s l of curnc> ntly unresolved comments. 

d • Li m i l e d c h a n g e w i l 1 lJ e 111 .11..J e t o t he D a t a l'I .rn a g em en t P l a n a n d i t w i 11 
li e r e 11 a 111 e t.J "l11for·111 d ti o n l'lan ,:•1 1~,n •: ~ Ou erview". Redline draft will be 
c\ v d i 1 a b l e F e b r u a r y 1 ll , 1 9 9 ~, • T i , e l r1 , g e r d a t a III a n a g em en t i s s u e w 1 1 1 n o t 
t> e a d cfr e s s e d by t he s e • p 1 an s ·: · t 

'·-- U\' .. ~- (5"\_ -\-wD dlt-t1.)) 566 
Re dlin e d ra ft a gr ee d to: 0 -

a . Writt e n agr eement o f c h a ng es to the redline text agreed to. 
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... 

b • C ha n g es to t ll e QA P j P c1 n d D l'l P w i l l be w or k e d i n to l he rev i e w d r a f t 
on a timely basi s . 

c. Any time savl:.'u on agr ee inC) to the redline drafts will result in an 
e a r l i e r d e l i v e r y_ cl a_te. . .:.. 

3. Redline schedules av a ilable; 

a • I< e J l .1 n e s c.: he c.J u l e s r e -f l e c t i n g E PA · s p r o po s e d m .i l e s t on e s ct n d o t he r 
possil.Jl e changes ( s u c t1 as P)( ll:.'11ded DOE-HQ revi~w time) will be pre-pared. 

b • I f n o a d d i t i on a l 111 i l e s t on L' s 2.. ; e p r o po s e d b y E c o 1 o g y , t he r e d 1 i n e 
s c he du l es w i l l i n c l u d e on 1 y u ~ h '--" r _Joss i b l e c ha n g es ( s u c h as e x ·tended 
DOE - HO re view tim e ). New 1ni l £:: s-+o ,c:s will have to be identified and 
agreed to during the redli11 e rev 1 ew • . 

q_ Re dline schedules agreed to: 

a. Redline schedule approval (Item q) must be completed no later than 
two wee ks prior to Golder going to press. This will allow time to react 
to a11y c hanges coming out o"t tile workplan dr,.=dt review. 

b • ~ e ~ c h i n g a g r e em e '}_!._~~-.!_~'::~.- t ha n t he n o t e d d a t e w i 11 n o t a c c e 1 e r a t e 
workplc,n deliver y. If the re:•dline text (Item 2) is agreed to earlier 
l ha n t he d a t e s ho 1>rn .,__ t ll e r e Ll l_i n e __ s c he du l e a pp r ova l may be on t he 

~ r i t i ca .~ _1..t_!_.=_ 

5. Golder completes review draft: 

a. GolJC:'r requires ll1r ee weeks to revise the text based upon the 
redline r\l) rt.~1:.• 111 e nt. This 111 c 1uc.Jes adapting the generic text to the 
s p e C i f l C Ou ' i n C O r µ 0 Ir a l i n g C O II) ml:' n t s ' 1 0 0 k i n g f O r r 1 p p l e e f t e C t s an d 
inconsistencies, ,1 L1A check, ct nd producing review copies . !_'2_i_~---~-a-~ 
reduced ·for BC - l __ lw_l ___ s i _m_1_lar r_educ_tion for BC - 5 can· t be assured at this 
tim e. -~· ·- ·---

6. l~ ev it>w cJ,, ~ft commt:-nts dispo'::ie J: 

c1 • T h i s a s s um es a 111 e e t i n g or t e l e con ·f e re n c e to a g re e u po n an y c ha n g es • 

7. Golder goe s to pres s: 

a . Gold er generall y r eq uir~ s t~u ~eeks to print, collate, bind, check, 
"11 d d t?l i v e r 1>JO r Id "n s l u W w: . · T hi s w a s red u c e d to one week f o r BC -

1 and dep __ end1n u on timing and availability of printing 

equipment, up t o a week may be saved may be saved for BC-5. 

8. WHC receives workplans: 

a . WHC requires a we ek to check workplans and transmit to DOE. This 
via_s redu_ce t.l __ t_o twn _d ,:\_YS __ fnr BC - 1._ 
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9. DOE - RL transmits workplans: 

a. DOE requires at least lti,o days to check in the workplans and put 
them into distribution. Ti,is Wc'\S reduced to one day for BC-1 . 

.. 
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November 4, 1991 

Mr. Steve lark H4-55 
Westinghouse Hanford Company 
P.O. Box 1970 
Richland, \Vash ington 99352 

199806.271-91 

WHC Order MLW-SVV-073751, Task Order 91-12 
100 Area Feasibility Study 

~ommcnts on the 100-DR-1 and 100-HR-3 Rescoped Work Plans 

D ear Mr. Clark: 

As required by 1 ask 2.4 of the subject task order, IT Corporation has reviewed the 
subject work plans. Our comments are enclosed. 

If you have any qu estions, please call me at 943-6728. 

Sincerely, 

GRC:grc 

Project No. 199806.112.02.06 

cc: A. Krug - WII _, 

Enclosure 

Regional OHice 

1045 Jadwin Avenue. Suite C • Richla nd, Washington 99352 • 509-943-6728 

IT 01po ra/10n is a w liu l/ y o wned su1Js1d1ary of lntema/ional Technology Corpora/1on 



1.0 IN RODUCTION 

REVI EW OF THE 100-0R-l AND 100-HR-3 
WORK PLANS (DRAFT C) 

IT CORPO RATION 
Nove,;!h(:,· t; 1991 

IT Corporation, working under task order LO Westinghouse Hanford Company 
( W II C ) , was as s i g n e d to rev i e w hrn of the res coped work pl an s for the 1 0 0 Are a 
RI/FS pr ograms, as follows: 

RCRA Facility Investigation/Co rrec tive Measures Study Work Plan for the 
100-DR- 1 Operable Unit, 1/anford Site , Richland, Jvashington, 
DOE/RL-89- 09, Draft C, and 

RCRA Facility Investigation/Correct ive Measures Study Work Plan for the 
100-HR-3 Operable Unit, Hanford Site , Richland, Washington, 
DOE/RL-88-36, Draft C. 

2.0 SCOPE OF THE REVIEW 

The scope of the task entails reviewing the rescoped work plans for 
consistency with the Hanford Site Past Practice Investigation Strategy 
(Thompson, 1991) and the Hanford 100 Area Feasibility Study Project Plan (IT, 
1991). In addition, the following documents were considered: 

• ll anford Federal Facility Ag reement and Consent Order Change Package, 
5- 16- 91 

H nford Site Baseline Risk As sessment Methodology (DOE/RL,1991) 

• Meeting Minutes, Unit Manag er Meet ings on 100 Area Work Plan Rescoping 

The vrnrk plans were revie\1/ed for co 1. si ','2 ncy with these documents. Technical 
adequacy and appropr iateness of the ~~o ~o~ed field investigations were not 
considered and no editorial revie\v \AJ .'.> co J1JCted. 

3.0 APPROACH 

Review of tl1e 100- DR-1 and 100- HR-3 work plans indicate that they are 
generally incons istent with the past pract ice strategy document and do not 
accurately present the dependen cies and interrelationships among activities 
leading to the Record of Decision (ROD) . According to our discussions with 
both ~.JIIC and the Department of Energy (DOE), it was agreed with the regulators 
that each of the subject work plans should present a detailed description of 
the limit ed field investigation (LFI) and a general overview of the entire 
process which takes an operab l e unit (OU) to a ROD. The work plans present 
the current conceptua l understanding of the OU in Chapters 2 and 3 and the 
details of the LFI in Chapter 5 and the QAPjP. Chapter 4 of the work plans 
presents lhe raliona le and approach t1 seJ in the work plan, but fails to 
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adequately describe the follow- on act i"it;~~ and the sequencing/dependencies 
of all the activities required to re ~_11 ~n s~2rable unit ROD. To assist the 
work plan authors in clarifying the i,1te,, ·eiationships of the elements 
proposed in the work plans, IT has developed a logic diagram (Figure 1) which 
depicts a time-sequenced flow of activities required to reach a ROD for an 
operable unit. The diagram is based on the past practice strategy document 
and is specific to the rescoped work plans. Note that the diagram assumes 
that interim remedial measures (IRM) pathway is followed to accomplish early 
cleanups, i.e., no expedited response actions (ERAs) were identified for these 
operable units in the unit manager meetings. This chart is intended to be a 
visual aid in describing the entire p ocess of characterization activities, 
risk assessments (RA), treatability studies, and feasibility studies (FS) for 
the high and low priority sites within an operable unit and for the operable 
unit as a whole. Figure 2 depicts the flow of activities for the entire 100 
Area from initial characterization through the implementation of final cleanup 
remedies. 

Each element of these logic diagrams is described below and is referenced in 
additional work plan comments which follow. Figure 1 is a time-sequenced 
logic diagram whi h describes lhe a tivities conducted in selecting a final 
remedy for n operable unit. 

3.1 Time- Sequenced Logic - LFI Through OU ROD (Figure 1) 

STEP 1: LIMITED FIELD INVESTIGATION (LFI) 

This LFI is a data collection/ J,dracterization activity for the high 
priority sites in an operable:.. .. : !:. 1; •j consists of data compilation, 
non- intrusive investigations, int.i- tJsi":. investigations, and data 
evaluation subtasks. High and ~ow priority sites were agreed upon at 
unit ,nanager meetings by the TPA pa:t~e$. The LFI, along with data from 
the 100 Area Wide Studies and tile I~M risk assessment, is documented in 
the LFI Report, a secondary document. The LFI, the Area Wide Studies, 
and the 100 Area FS are conducted concurrently. 

STEPS 2 TIIROUGII 6: AREA-WIDE STUDIES 

The area wide studies consist of a series of investigations being 
conducted on a 100 Area or Hanford-wide basis. These investigations 
include the river impact study, the shoreline studies, the ecological 
study, the cultural resources study, and the Hanford background study. 
These studies will provide data to be used in the LFI Report and in all 
phases of risk assessment. The Area Wide Studies will be conducted in 
parallel with the LFI and the 100 Area FS. 

STEP 7: 100 AR EA RISK ASSESSMENT METIIOOOLOGY 

The 100 Area Risk Assessment Methodology is presented in the document 
Hanford Site Baseline Risk Assessment Methodology (OOE/RL, 1991). This 
document will serve as the basis for all risk assessments to be 
performed at Hanford and will ensure consistent application of risk 
assessment methodology to be employed in the 100 Areas. The various 

2 



l eve l s of r i sk ass essment i nc lude: 

• Ri sk asse ssment f or IRM decis ions 
Base li ne r isk assessment for low priority sites 
Ri sk assessment s for remedial alternatives assessments as part of 
focused fe as ibili t y tudi s 
Cumu l at ive r i sk assessment for final OU remedy selection. 

STEP 8: IRM RI SK ASSESSMENT 

The IRM ri sk asses smen t ut ili zes existing information, data collected 
du ing the LFI for t he high pr ior ity sites, and data from the area wide 
studi es for use in IRM decisions prior to the IRM focused feasibility 
st udy. The IRM risk asses sment should incorporate all available data 
and be as quantitati ve as poss i bl e, but . in the absence of sufficient 
data to perfo rm a qu an titat ive r i sk assessment, a qualitative risk 
assessment can be used for IRM se l ec tion (as defined in the past 
pract ice stra t egy) . 

STEP 9: LFI REPORT 

Th LFI Repo rt is a secondary doc ~menl summarizing the data collection 
act ivi t i es co nducted dur i ng th~ im iced field investigation of the high 
pr ior ity sites. The repor t i ncl de j i1formation from the IRM risk 
as s es s men t and the are a w i de s t u J i e : . The L F I Report w i 11 be s u mm a r i zed 
i n t he In ter im ROD doc ument . Th i s report will be compiled at the same 
t i me as t he IRM/FFS Report and the IRM Plan. 

STEP 10: 100 AREA FEASIBI LITY STUDY (PHASES I & II) 

The 100 Area Fe asibi l i ty Study , Phas es I and II consists of four 
subt asks: contamin ants of conce rn identification, ARARs identification, 
al tern at ives developmen t , and al t ernatives screening. These subtasks 
will be performed on an 100 Area-wide basis and will provide the 
foundation fo r all subseque nt foc used feasibility studies to be 
performed for IRM sel ect i on and fo r final remedy selection in each 
operabl e unit. Thi s Phase I/II st udy does not include detailed analysis 
of al te nat i ves. The focused FSs will perform the detailed analysis 
us i ng site- spec ifi c data. Deta ·1s of the 100 Areas FS are defined in 
the Project Plan fo r t hi s effort (IT, 1991). 

ST EP 11 : FOC USED FEASIBI LITY STUDY ( IRM ) 

Thi s foc used FS (IRM) consists of a detailed analysis of the 
al ternat i ves developed i n t he 100 Area FS for selection of the 
alternat i ve to be i mp l emented for t he IRM. Modeling will be performed 
as part of th e detail ed ana lys i s, if required, and alternative risk 
ana l ys i s vd ll be performed at tl, . same level as the IRM risk assessment 
presen t ed i n Step 8. Informat i on f rom the treatability studies and 
t echnol ogy demonstrati on pro j e~t _ (SPe Step 18) will be used in the 
an a 1 y s i s Of alter n at i Ve s . Th t FF~ ( Ir\n i s d O C ume n t e d i n the FF s Rep Ort 
( IRM ) . 
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STEP 12: FFS REPORT (IRM) 

Tl e FFS Report (IRM) is a pri1nary document summar1z1ng the data from the 
100 Area FS, the treatability studies and demonstration projects, and 
the detailed analyses conducted during the focused feasibility study for 
IRM alternative selection. The FFS Report {IRM} will be incorporated 
into tf1e Interim ROD document along with the LFI Report and the IRM 
Plan. 

STEP 13: IRM PLAN 

The IRM Plan is a primary docume11t describing the plan to implement the 
IRMs for an operable unit. Th e IRM Plan, which is essentially the same 
as a conventional CERCLA Prop ,~ ~-1 P~2~, serves as the primary means of 
public notification for solicit at1 on ~f comment on the proposed action. 
This docun ent will be prepared !:ullowing the issuance of the LFI Report 
and the FFS Report (I RM) . 

STEP 14: INTERIM ROD 

The Interim ROD is a primary document \<Jhich summarizes all information 
contained in the LFI Report, the FFS Report (IRM}, and the IRM Plan. 
The ROD is defined as the CERCLA document used to select the method of 
remedial action to be imµlemented at a site after the FS/proposed plan 
process has been completed. In this case, the Interim ROD covers the 
high priority site{s) and the specific remedial actions implemented as 
IRMs . A final operabl e unit HOD will be issued after the low priority 
sites are characterized as neces sary and the cumulative risk assessment 
and focu e<l FS for final remedy selection have been completed for the 
operable unit as a whole. 

STEP 15: LOW PRIORITY LFI 

The low priority waste sites in an operable unit were identified in 
meetings between DOE, EPA, and Ecology. Characterization activities 
will be conducted on these sites as agreed in the meetings and as 
necessary based on risk assessment needs. Not all low priority sites 
will be characterized prior to remediation; some may be remediated 
during cleanup of adjacent sites. Although the LFI of low priority 
sites will be conducted later in the process, all low priority sites 
must be add ressed prior to fina ·: operable unit remedy selection. Data 
from this LFI will be us ed to d velop a baseline risk assessment for the 
1 ow priority sites and to perfo r·:, "· c 11n,ul at i ve risk assessment for the 
entire operable unit. The inf1Jrllc'~.iori .~rom this investigation will be 
compiled in a Low Priority LFI Keµort. 

STEP 16: LOW PRIORITY BASELINE RISK A~~ES~MENT 

The low priority baseline risk assessment will use data collected during 
the LFI of the high priority sites, the LFI for the low priority sites, 
and the 100 Area Wide Activitie s and will be documented in the Low 
Priority LFI Report. The low priority risk assessment will be 
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int grated into the cumulative risk assessment for the operable unit. 

STEP 17: LOW PRIORITY LFI REPORT 

The information from the low prinrity LFI and the low priority baseline 
risk as essment will be compiled and presented in the Low Priority LFI 
Report. 

STEP 18: TREATABILITY STUDIES AND T \liJG~ru·r DEMONSTRATIONS 

Needs for treatability studies a. d t~c~ri0logy demonstrations to support 
future detailed analyses of remedial alternatives will be identified in 
the 100 Area FS. Information col lected in these studies and 
demon strati ons wi 11 be used in the FFS for IRM se 1 ect ion and in the FFS 
for final remedy selection for the operable unit. These studies and 
demonstrations can be conducted upon their identification in the 100 
Atea FS and may run concurrently with the high priority LFI and IRM risk 
assessment. 

STEP 19: WASTE DISPOSAL SITE DEVELOPMENT 

Prior to implementation of IRMs or final remedies, the issue of waste 
disposal must be addre ssed. Dev lopment of a site to dispose of wastes 
removed f om the operable unit s will be an ongoing process but obviously 
so1ne disposal capacity must be in place before remedial activities which 
generate s ignificant waste volumes can commence. 

STEP 20: IRM IMPLEMENTATION 

IRMs proposed in the IRM Plan and the Interim ROD will be implemented at 
this point. The impl ementation will consist of three basic phases: the 
design phase, the con struct ion phase, and the operations phase. These 
phases wi 11 vary in scope and complexity among IRMs with respect to 
manpower needs, equipment expenditures, durations, etc. This activity 

an run concurrently with other· activities such as the low priority 
LFis. Any data collected as a e~ ult of the IRM implementation will be 
us d "in lhe cumulative risk as e~ .12n~ and the final remedy selection 
for the operable unit . 

STEP 21: CUMULATIVE RISK ASSESSMENT 

The cumula t ive risk assessment will utilize data collected in both the 
higt1 and low priority LFis, the Area Wide Studies, the treatability 
studies, the IRMs, and any additional studies which may be required to 
evaluate the cumulative risk associated with the waste sites in the 
operable unit. This risk ass essment will then be used in the focused 
feasibility study for final re1nedy selection to evaluate alternatives 
for the final cleanup of the operable unit. 

STEP 22: FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR FINAL REMEDY SELECTION 

Using the alternatives developed and screened in the 100 Area FS, 
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info mation from the focused f - ~~i~:1ity studies for IRMs, and the 
cumulative risk assess11ent, a fh.-d rF:; will be performed to select 
alternatives to be used in fin n1 cleanup of the operable unit. The 
study will be summarized in a p_,·,m~.~:,· <locument. 

STEP 23: OPERABLE UNIT FFS REPORT 

The Operable Unit FFS Report summarizes the information from the FFS for 
final remedy selection. The report will be used to develop the Operable 
Unit Proposed Plan and the Operable Unit ROD. 

STEP 24: OPERABLE UNIT PROPOSED PLAN/ROD 

The Operable Unit Proposed Plan and Operable Unit ROD present a summary 
of all information generated from the various studies conducted at the 
operable unit and for the 100 Areas. The Proposed Plan differs from the 
ROD summary in that it is brief and is written in simple layman's ter~s, 
since it is used primarily to inform members of the public. The primary 
reports generated during the process will be referenced and a preferred 
final remedy for operable unit cleanup will be recommended. 

Figure 2 is a logic diagram depicting the relationships between all operable 
unit activities leading to closure on a 100 Area basis. 

3.2 Time- Sequenced Logic for the 100 Aggregate Area (Figure 2) 

While the previous diagram showed the flow of activities on a site-by-site 
basis for an individual OU, this diagram depicts the logic for the aggregate 
area as a whole, showing how all OU activities roll up into final remedy 
decisions and implementation for thr ' J!,01 0. JOO Area. The steps described 
below are conducted in a continuing an<'. overlapping sequence for each operable 
unit starting with the highest prior~ty ~U and moving towards the lowest 
priority. The sequence overlaps such ti, ai· , for ex amp 1 e, fi na 1 remedy 
implementation may be underway for the hi,Jhest priority OU while the lowest 
priority OU may still be in tile LFI phase. Specific steps are described as 
follows: 

STEP 1: 100 AREA WIDE STUDIES 

The 100 Area Wide Studies consist of a series of investigations being 
conducted on either a 100 Area or Hanford-wide basis. These 
investigations include the river impact study, the shoreline studies, 
the ecological study, the cu ·ltural resources study, and the Hanford 
background study. These studies provide data for the risk assessments 
for both IRM and final remedy selection. 

STEP 2: 100 AREA RISK ASSESSMENT METIIODOLOGY 

The 100 Area Risk Assessment Methodology is presented in the draft 
document Hanford Site Baseline Risk Assessment Methodology (DOE/RL, 
1991). This document will serve as the basis for all risk assessments 
to be performed at llanford and will ensure consistent application of 
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risk assessment in light of the strategy to be employed in the 100 
Areas. The methodology will be used in the risk assessments for the 
high prio r ity sites, the low priority sites, and the cumulative risk 
assessment necessary for final emedy selection. 

STEP 3: 100 AREA FEASIBILITY STUDY (PHASES I AND II) 

The 100 Area Feasibility Study consists of four subtasks: contaminants 
of concern identification, ARARs identification, alternatives 
develop 1ent, and alternatives screening. These subtasks will be 
performed on an Area wide basis and will provide the foundation for the 
focused feasibility studies to be performed for each operable unit and 
for final remedy selection. 

STEP 4: LF I /RA II I GH PRIORITY SITES 

The LFI/RA for high priority sites consists of data collection and a 
risk assessment based on available data which will be used in the 
se l ect ion of IRMs. The risk as es sment may be qualitative if sufficient 
information for a complete qua11titative baseline RA is not available. 

STEP 5: FFS/ IRMs HIGH PRIORITY S IT C~. 

The FFS/IRMs for the high prio r 1ty sites consist of the detailed 
analysis for alternatives ide. i ficJ in the 100 Aggregate Area FS and 
the resulting propos ed IRMs fo e~~h operable unit. 

STEP 6: IRM IMPLEMENTATION HIGH PRIORITY SITES 

The implementation of IRMs at the high priority sites in each operable 
unit will satisfy the need for earlier cleanup action at the Hanford 
Site; also additional data for a quantitative risk assessment will be 
coll ected as IRMs are implemented. 

STEP 7: LFI/RA LOW PRIORITY SITES 

The LFI/RA for low priority sites will be conducted as necessary at each 
operable unit. The informati6n will be used in the cumulative risk 
assessment and fin al remedy select ion. 

STEP 8: CUMULATIVE RA/FF S 

The cumuhUve RA/ FS slep compiles all the data collected for an 
aper ble unit and co,nbines the data into a quantitative RA to be used in 
tie FFS for final emedy sele tion . 

STEP 9: OU RODS 

The ROD for each operable uniL ~ummarizes the data collected throughout 
the RFI/CMS process and prese~t - the preferred method of final cleanup 
for each operable unit . 
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STEP 10: FINAL REMEDY IMPLEMENTATION 

The final cleanup remedies for an operable unit will be implemented in 
ti is stage of the process. 

4.0 WORK PLAN COMMENTS 

Comments specific to the two work plans reviewed are presented below. General 
comments are listed first and present an overview of the specific comments 
which follow. The specific comments are presented in three sections: comments 
specific to both work plans; comments specific to 100-0R-l work plan; and 
comments specif i c to 100- HR- 3 work plan. 

4.1 General Comments 

The comments presented here are genera1 1r1 n~ture and represent an overview of 
suggestions for improvement of thew · ~ ~~ans. Specific comments are 
presented in later sections. 

1. The scope and objectives of the work plans need to be more clearly 
defined. The work plan has tw0 objectives 1) to present a detailed 
plan to collect and compile data on the high priority sites through 
the LFI and 2) to present an overview of the process and steps leading 
to the ROD for the operab 1 e unit. 

2. The dual terminology created by the use of both CERCLA and RCRA 
authorities is very confusing. A single set of terms should be 
developed and used consistently throughout all the work plans, and it 
is suggested that CERCLA terminology be used as the standard, similar 
to our suggested descriptions given in Section 3.0 of this review 
document. It is understood that Ecology may object to this. If use 
of CERCLA terminology is not possible, then a consistent set of RCRA 
terminology should be used and not interchanged with CERCLA. One 
approach might be to include a glossary at the front of the document 
defining terms and the functional equivalency of terms. For example, 
focused CMS is functionally equivalent to focused FS. 

3. he entire process from RFI/(t1S to operable unit ROD should be 
p1esented in a time- sequenced format, as suggested in Section 3.0 of 
tl1is document. This information is vital to understanding the role of 
the work defined in the work plan as it relates to the entire cleanup 
process as defined in the str tegy document. The information should 
be included in Chapter 4 of the work plan as part of the rationale and 
strategy discussion. 

4. The rel at i onshi ps between tht.> · •H"~ p I ans and the 100 Area-wide Studies 
being conducted should be pres nted early in the document and with 
sufficient detail to give a c!2lr ~~ct~re of information flows. The 
type of information being collected in each study should be described. 
An example is the 100 Area FS where lists of contaminants of concern 
and ARARs are being developed. These studies should be referred to in 
appropriate sections in the work plan to add clarity to the 
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dis cuss i ons concet ni ng act i vit ies which relate to the area-wide 
studi es . 

4. 2 Specifi c Comments Conunon t o Both Hork Pl ans 

The follo wi ng comments re late to t he same sections in each of the work plans; 
t he page numbers for both work pl an \ ar e included for reference . 

1. Section 1.1 
100- DR- l Page WP 1- 2, 100- HK-3 P~ge WP 1-2 

The pur pose and scope of t he RFl / CM ~ is presented in Section 1.1. This 
sect i on should include a sta ·ctti~ n~ 01 purpose and scope of the work 
pl ar. The work pl an should descr ibe in detail the data collection 
proces s of the lin1ited f i el d investigation with a general description of 
the ent i re process through t he operable unit ROD. Chapter 5 of the work 
pl an and the QAPjP present t he detail of work activities for the LFI. 
Cha pters I and 4 should include more information on the big picture. 
Figures 1 and 2 and accomp anyi ng text in Section 3.0 of this review 
doc umen t could be used to present a more concise, clear description of 
t he fl ow of activi t ie s necessary to reach an operable unit ROD and begin 
fin al cl eanup at t he OU . 

2. Sect i on 3.2 , 
100- DR- l Page WP 3- 15, 100- HR- 3 Page WP 3- 14 

Thi s sect i on dis cusses potent i al corrective action requirements (CAR). 
The t ext fo r thi s section should clearly state that the CARs presented 
a e genera l, preli mi nary, may no t be complete, and thus are of limited 
ut ili ty . Reference should be made to the ARARs deve 1 opment being 
cond uct ed as part of t he 100 Are a Feasibility Study. A discussion of 
the re l at ionship bet ween the 100 Area FS ARARs development and 
subsequen t document s should be included. 

The t t ree t ypes of CARs are each presented in a different format: the 
cont an1inant- speci f i c CARs are bull eted and include either no standards 
or an example standard, t l1 en r efe r to the regulation for complete 

tandards ; the act ion- spec i f~ CARs are bulleted but only include the 
reg ul at i on title and t he gener a~ LiL 1t ion; and the location- specific 
CARs are pre sented i n ta bul a " f. ir .a ·~ and include detailed citations as 
we ll as r equirements , prereq u· _i t es , and descriptions of the regulation . 
All t he CA Rs should be prese J 0 1 1 0 J ~imilar and consistent format. 

3. Sect i on 3 .3 
100- DR- 1 Page WP 3- 20, 100- IIR- 3 Page WP 3- 18 

Sect i on 3.3 i s a pre li mi nary qua litative assessment of the impacts of 
t he known on t amin an ts based on existing data. The final sentence of 
t t1 e page di scusses t he re fi nement of conclusions of the section but it 
i s vag ue. Addition al di scussion of the relationships between data 
co llect i on and the var ious r i sk as sessments which will be performed in 
the operabl e unit wou ld cl arify t he section. The text from Figure 1 of 
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this document could be used here. The role of the risk assessment 
methodology development shoulci . b~ discussed in this section. 

4. Section 3.3.2 
100- DR- l Page WP 3-23, 100-HR-3 Page WP 3-23 

This section is titled "Contan:inan~- Characteristics" and presents the 
criteria used to determine contaminants of concern (COC) for the 
operable unit. Reference should be made to the COC determinations being 
conducted as part of the 100 Area FS. 

An example of the type of discrepancy which exists between the work plan 
ard current studies is the half-life cutoff used for radionuclides. The 
100 Area FS uses a two year half-life cutoff, i.e., any radionuclide 
whose half- life is shorter than two years is not considered as a 
contaminant of concern (except for N reactor). This cutoff allows for a 
minimum of 10 half-lives since the last reactor (other than N) was 
shutdown at the K Area more than twenty years ago. The work plan uses a 
one year cutoff which results in a decayed value of lE-06 of the 
o iginal activity of the radionu lide. 

5. Section 3.4 
100- DR- l Page WP 3-27, 100-HR- 3 Page WP 3-27 

This section presents preliminary corrective action objectives and 
corrective measure alternatives. Several new terms are presented in 
this section, but are not adequately defined. Also terms are used 
interchangeably which do not represent identical concepts. A glossary 
should be developed using consistent definitions from the TPA, the 
strategy document, and other ac~ epted sources. The following terms 
require definitions: 

Limited field investigation (!_ FT) 
RCRA facility investigation ( :{!: l J 
Remedial investigation (RI) 
Feasibility study (FS) 
Focused feasibility study (FFS) 
Corrective measures study (CNS) 
Focused corrective measures study (focused CMS) 
Final corrective measures study (Final CMS) 
Record of Decision (ROD) 
Final ROD 
Interim remedial action 
Interim corrective measure 
Interim remedial measure (IRM) 
Aggregate area/focused corrective measure study 

These terms should be clearly defined and consistently used throughout 
the document. Using a s ingle set of terms would greatly reduce the 
confusion although Ecology will probably object to adopting CERCLA 
terminology. If RCRA terminology is used, it should not be mixed with 
CERCLA terminology (See General Comment 2). 
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6. Section 3.4.4 
l 00- DR-l Page WP 3-32, 100- IIR-3 Page WP 3-33 

The term aggregate area/focused corrective measures study is used in the 
final paragraph of the section. This term is unclear and should be 
d fined in greater detail so the meaning of the paragraph is clear. 

7. Section 4. 1 
100- DR- l Page WP 4- 1, 100- HR-3 Page WP 4-1 

This section attempts to present the rationale for the RFI/CMS process 
leading to the OU ROD. The rationale is rather vague and incomplete. 
Figures 1 and 2, or a similar diagram, should be used to explain the 
entire process to operable unit ROD. The charts visually represent the 
interrelationships and activity dependencies and clarify the need for 
each step of the process. 

8. Section 4. 1 
100- DR- l Pages WP 4- 1 to 4- 9, 100- HR-3 Pages WP 4-1 to 4-9 

This sect i on presents the rationale for the RFI/CMS and outlines the 
data qual i ty objectives process o The purposes for data collection are 
pr sented early in the section and are reiterated throughout the 
following subsections. Some~ 1c~nsistencies exist in the purposes. The 
primary purpose of the work p ~ d l1 i~ Jdta collection for determination of 
the IRMs. Pages WP 4- 1 and -Jo : +h~ 100-HR-3 work plan include a list 
of project purposes which are u ed to justify each activity of the field 
program, yet lists the priman ;)llr! u.- ~ third on the list. If data 
collection for IRM determination i~ primary it should be listed first 
with the other purposes being econdary. This theme should be carried 
th roughout the entire section. 

9. Section 4.1.1.2 
100- DR- l Page WP 4- 4, 100-HR-3 Page WP 4-4 

The second paragraph states that the 100 Area aggregate investigations 
and the l ow priority sites will be described, yet they are never fully 
addressed. No references are made to the sections where these are to be 
discussed. Section 4.1 should . include the big picture concepts, either 
in text or by use of diagrams such as Figures 1 and 2 of this document, 
wt ich address both the 100 Area aggregate investigations and the low 
priority sites. 

10. Section 4.1.2.2 
100- DR- l Page WP 4- 6, 100-0R-3 Page WP 4-6 

The work plans state that the methodology for conducting risk assessment 
is under development. The risk assessment methodology was issued in 
September, 1991 in draft form and should be referenced here. 
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11. Section 4.1.2.3 
100-DR-l Page WP 4-7, 100-HR-3 Page WP 4-7 

A brief mention of treatability studies is made in this section. The 
rest of the work plan is devoid of discussion of treatability studies 
and technology demonstrations. Information on these activities needs to 
be included in the work plan even if none are currently identified. 
Data f om these activities will be used to supplement the FFS and IRM 
selection. Treatability study and technology demonstration needs will 
be identified in the 100 Area FS. 

12. Section 4.1.2.4 
100-0R-l Page WP 4-7, 100-HR-3 Page WP 4-7 

The section on baseline risk assessment should incorporate the risk 
assessment methodology for the Hanford Site. 

13. Section 4.1.2.4 
100- 0R- l Page WP 4- 7, 100-HR- ? ra9 F WP 4-7 

The third paragraph of the sec t ion references input parameters for 
modeling activities \~hich wil bP. '\;>, •~ci on results of "recent studies at 
the Hanford Site" but does not ues~noe the scope of these studies 
sufficient to understand how they will support subsequent activities. 
The studies should be listed and briefly described to at least indicate 
the types of information they will generate. 

14. Section 4.1.2.5 
100- DR-l Page WP 4-8, 100- IIR- 3 Page WP 4-9 

This section ~hould leference the ARARs development being conducted as 
part of the 100 Area FS. 

15. Section 4.1.2.6 
100-0R- l Page WP 4-9, 100- HR-3 Page WP 4-9 

This section tends to be confusing and should be reworked. The flow of 
information and sequence of activities is not clearly defined. Use of 
the type of information given in Figures 1 and 2 could be useful here. 
Reference should be made to the 100 Area FS. 

The term final CMS should be better defined to clarify the purpose of 
the section and to clarify the relationship between the focused CMS and 
the final CMS. 

16. Section 4.2.1 
100-0R- l Page WP 4-10, 100- HR-3 Page WP 4-10 

LFis and IRMs are presented~ tr.~ preferred pathways for the work in 
this operable unit. The ratiL n~ le ~-or using the IRM pathway instead of 
the ERA pathway should be bri efly ~~~ted. This information can be 
extracted from the past practi Le st~ cttegy document. 
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17. Sect i on 5. 1.8 
100- DR- l Page WP 5- 16, 100- IIR-3 Page WP 5- 16 

The ecol ogi cal inve tigat i on i s one of the 100 Area-wide activities. 
These should be bri efly descr i bed early in the work plan and in Appendix 
D- 2. Th e re lationship between t he 100 Area-wide activities and the 
operabl e unit speci f ic act iviti es should be clearly delineated. The 
f low of information and data uses associated with the area-wide studies 
should be briefly di scu ss ed or a reference to this information as 
present ed in Chapter 4 shoul d be made. 

18. Secti on 5. 1.11 

19. 

20. 

100- DR- l Page WP 5- 17, 100-HR- 3 ~s ~ WP 5-17 

The types of risk assessment s sho uid be clearly defined and 
di f ferent i ated . The ROD proce s w: !l include the risk assessment 
methodology develo pment , t he ris k ns sessment (primarily qualitative) for 
IRM sel ec tion, the risk assessment for the low priority sites 
(quantit at ive, if data are obt ain able, otherwise qualitative) for the 
l ow pr i or ity site s, and t he cumul ative (quantitative) for use in final 
remedy se l ection. These r i sk asse ssments tend to become confused in the 
text in this secti on; they shou ld not be used interchangeably. Care 
should be taken to spec i fy t he ap propriate level of RA at the 
appropr i ate point in t ime . 

S ction 5.1.11 
100- DR- l Page WP 5- 17, 100- II H-3 Page ~JP 5- 17 

The f i rst paragraph of this secti on discusses the baseline risk 
assessment and the dat a whi ch will be used in the RA. One of the data 
sou ces lis t ed is t he correct i ve measures study, which is incorrect. No 
data co ll ec tion is proposed for t he CMS and the baseline RA is actually 
a data source whi ch support s the CMS. 

Sect io n 5. 1.11. 1 
100- DR- l Page WP 5- 18 , 100-HR-3 Page WP 5- 18 

The contami na nts of concern id~nt i f ication activity being performed in 
the 100 Area FS should be referred to in this section. The contaminants 
of concern listed i n t he wo rk I l an are based on existing data and should 
be stat ed as preliminary. The contaminants of concern may change based 
on work be i ng conducted in the l!JO t1.rea FS and as data are co 11 ected in 
the LFI. 

21. Sect i on 5. 1. 11.2 
100- 0R- l Page WP 5- 19, 100- HR- 3 ~as8 WP 5- 19 

The f in al paragraph of th i s sect ion is very vague. It is not at all 
clear as to the value of th e uncertainties analysis and its further use 
i n dec i s ion-making . The paragraph either needs to be expanded and made 
more spec i fic or del eted. 
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ep sob ~ dcfi e secondary document in the text. 

24 . Section 5.2 
100- 0R- l Page WP 5- 20, 100-HR-3 Page WP 5-20 

One term for the focu ed CMS should be defined and used throughout this 
section. The text is confusing because focused CMS, CMS, final FS, and 
su~nary FS are all used here with no clear differentiation between the 
terms. A standard glossary of terms should be developed and adhered to. 
U ing terms interchangeably, ·.,I e:" in fact they have different meanings 
or connotations, should be a1iu1~t-:G. 

25. Section 5.2.3 
100- DR- 1 Page WP 5- 24, 100-HR -_ r~~p WP 5-22 

The operable unit schedules which are included as part of the work plans 
show the various reports which will be generated in the LFl/focused CMS 
process leading to IRMs . These reports should be defined in this 
section. Two reports are discussed here, the corrective measures report 
and the proposed plan, but the text is unclear as to exactly which 
reports are being referenced. The text should clearly state the report 
name, the type of information to be included in the report, and the type 
of document, either primary or secondary. A clear differentiation 
should be made between the IRM CMS report, the IRM Plan, and the Interim 
ROD and the final CMS and ROD for the operable unit. 

26. Section 5.2.4 
100- 0R- l Page WP 5- 26, 100- HR-3 Page WP 5-26 

This section is entitled "Final Corrective Measures Study" and implies a 
final CMS for the entire 100 Area which would result in the issuance of 
an area-wide ROD. The strategy document defines the final remedy 
selection path on an operable unit basis and in discussions with the 
regulatory agencies, it was agreed that the strategy document would not 
extend beyond the OU ROD. The issue of an aggregate area ROD remains a 
point for future negotiation; therefore the work plans should discuss 
the process up to and including the operable unit ROD. 
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AGGREGATE AREA 
TIME-SEQUENCED LOGIC FOR OUs TO FINAL REMEDY IMPLEMENTATION 
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