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Mr. Steve M. Alexander 
Perimeter Areas Section Manager 
Nuclear Waste Program 
State of Washington 
Department of Ecology 
1315 W. Fourth Avenue 
Kennewick, Washington 99336-6018 

Mr. Douglas R. Sherwood 
Hanford Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
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Richland, Washington 99352-0539 

Dear Messrs. Alexander and Sherwood: 
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TRANSMITTAL OF THE NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY (NOD) RESPONSE TABLE FOR THE 300 AREA r1f 
PROCESS TRENCHES (APT) CLOSURE PLAN ~5- 6t_\ 

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Richland Operations Office (RL), is 3<t\ 
submitting the subject response table as required in Section 9.2.2 of the 
Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order. The re ponse table 
documents RL dispositions of the State of Washington, Department of Ecology 
(Ecology), comments received in a NOD on December 22, 1994. 

RL met with Ecology several times during January 1995 to discuss the closure 
plan NODs and electronically transmitted a NOD Response Table to Ecology on 
February 13, 1995. Another version (with one correction to comment #40) was 
electronically transmitted February 22, 1995. The subject response table now 
being officially transmitted is the same as the one transmitted electronically 
on February 22, 1995. 

RL has been working with Ecology and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
in an effort to achieve an integrated public review of the 300-FF-l Proposed 
Plan and the 300-FF-5 Proposed Plan with the 300 APT Closure Plan since all 
three documents are closely related and referenced. The 300 APT Closure Plan 
is slated to begin public review on May 15, 1995, as part of the Hanford 
Dangerous Waste Permit modification review. The schedule for achieving this . 
integrated review has been discussed regularly at monthly 300-FF-l Operable 
Unit and 300 APT closure plan Unit Manager Meetings. Efforts by Ecology to 
meet this tight schedule are appreciated and continued support is requested~.--~~ .... 
meet the May 15, 1995, date. ~,-P.. 
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Messrs. Alexander and Sherwood -2- MAR 1 4 1SS5 

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. R. G. McLeod , RL , on 
372- 0096. 

PRD:RGM 

Enclosure 

cc w/encl: 
R. Buck, Wanapum 
C. Burford, CTUIR 
R. Cook, YIN 
D. Duncan, Ecology 
D. Einan, EPA 
M. Janaskie, EM-442 
M. Jaraysi, Ecology 
R. Jim, YIN 
D. Powaukee, NPT 
D. Sherwood, EPA 
J. Witczak, Ecology 
T. Wooley, Ecology 

cc w/o encl: 
R. Buck, Jr., Wanapum 
W. Burke, CTUIR 
S. Liedle, BHI 
F. Ruck, WHC 
H. Rueben, NPT 
G. Van Sickle, BHI 

s· cerely , ~ ~ 

James E. Rasmussen, Acting Director 
Office of Environmental Assurance, 

Permits and Policy 
DOE Richland Operations Office 

W. T. Dixon, Manager 
Environmental Services 
Westinghouse Hanford Company 

011() 53 



Ln 
c::? 
o::J: -• '...O 
~ 
N'"':! 
~ -ln 
~ -

011653 

C:\ WPDATA \J00APTICPINODINOD. WS2 
300 AREA PROCESS TRENCHES CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 0 

NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY RESPONSE TABLE 
February 17, 1995 

Page 1 of 29 

Comments/Response 

General Comments 

1) The overriding concern that the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) has with 
integrating the process trench closure plan with the 300-FF-l operable unit focused 
feasibility study/proposed plan is the public involvement aspect. Ecology will consider any 
attempts by the United States Department of Energy (USDOE)and its contractors to minimize the 
administrative and technological burdens associated with meeting the requirements of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and The Washington State Dangerous Waste Regulations 
(WAC 173-303), so long as these minimizations are both technically and legally sound. It may 
be acceptable to minimize the public review process through submission of a single document, 
however, this document must propose both the RCRA and CERCLA remedial actions options (i.e., 
an appended proposed plan). 

Response: A single, combined document is not currently proposed. Until the closure plan 
approval schedule deviates from the schedule for Proposed Plan public review (which is not 
yet finalized) the closure plan will remain a stand alone document. 

In response to Ecology's concern regarding the 'technical and legal soundness' of integrating 
the RCRA and the CERCLA activities, the closure plan will not knowingly provide information 
o~ strategy that is not technically or regulatorily sound. 

Specific Comments 

Chapter 1 

Page 1 - 5 

1) Line #7. Treatment by soilwashing of the RCRA TSD soils would preclude a clean closure, 
unless the treated soils were placed outside of the TSD, such as disposition in ERDF. 

Requirement: Clarify how soilwashing will be used for treatment the TSD soils. 

Response: Clean closure is not the current closure strategy for the 300 APT (Section 6.1). 
Currently, some RCRA constituent concentrations in unit soils are above MTCA Method B 
(residential) health-based clean closure levels (HBLs) that would allow this unit to qualify 
for clean closure (see Table 4-1). Because of this and because future 300 Area land use is 
expected to remain industrial, the unit qualifies for "modified" closure to MTCA C 
(industrial) HBLs without cleanup of RCRA chemical contaminants. Modified closure is in 
accordance with the conditions specified in Section II.K.3 of the Hanford Facility RCRA 

Concurrence 
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300 AREA PROCESS TRENCHES CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 0 

NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY RESPONSE TABLE 
February 17, 1995 

Page 2 of 29 

2) 

Comments/Response 

Permit (RCRA Permit) (see Section 6.1.2.3). 

However, the CERCLA OU is considering remediation of OU soils (including TSD unit soils) for 
radionuclides. Soilwashing is one of the primary remedial options presented by the CERCLA 
RI/FS process for the 300-FF-l OU. Soilwashing, if selected, is also anticipated to be 
effective at remediating the remaining RCRA chemical contaminants (Section 7. 3. 2) . If 
regulator approved verification sampling of the TSD unit (Section 7.4) verifies that clean 
closure levels for RCRA constituents have been met by this remediation, then clean closure 
should remain an option. Because of this potential, regulatory closure will follow 
remediation of TSD unit soils for radionuclides that could be required by the Record of 
Decision (ROD) for the 300 - FF-l Operable Unit (OU). 

Text change(s): None required . 

Line #10. Soil washing (for 300 Area application) was developed primarily for the reduction 
of isotopic uranium and nothing else. Because of the difference in the contaminated soils 
that are contained within the TSD and the rest of the OU, it may be inappropriate to consider 
interchangeable placement of the treated soils, because of the possibility of cross 
contamination. 

Requirement: Justify how managing the soils in this way will not create cross-contamination. 

Response: If the ROD selects soilwashing as the remediation method of choice for the OU 
(including the TSD), the remediation would be for radionuclides. However, because such 
remediation would also be effective for chemical contamination, soilwashed soils used as 
excavation backfill would be cleaner (chemically and radioactively) than the soils as they 
were originally excavated. 

Cross contamination, due to the introduction of treated soils bearing listed waste codes new 
to the TSD unit, is a consideration if such codes have not been removed via a "contained- in" 
determination as described in Section 4.3.1. 

Text change(s): None required. 

Concurrence 
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300 AREA PROCESS TRENCHES CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 0 
NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY RESPONSE TABLE 

February 17, 1995 
Page 3 of 29 

Comments/Response 

3) Line #20. Preceding with remediation prior to approval of the closure plan would require 
starting work without public approval . Ecology is not willing to support this approach. 

Requirement: Justify how this can happen, or remove this text from the closure plan. 

Response: Closure plan text is no longer consistent with the current RL position of desiring 
to obtain public approval prior to proceeding with this remedial action. However, 
decontamination and removal has occurred under TSD unit interim status authority prior to 
closure plan approval with Ecology concurrence at other Hanford TSD closure sites. For 
example, the 2727-S NRDWS Facility was sampled and demolished prior to approval of the 2727-S 
NRDWS Facility closure plan via the Hanford Facility RCRA Permit (RCRA Permit). 

Text change(s): Delete the sentence beginning at line 20 . 

4) Line #25. When discussing the possible functional equivalency between WAC 173-303-610 and 
the federal regulations, it is necessary to make a point by point comparison . Examples of 
how this has been done in previous approved documents can be found in most of the RFI\CMS 
work plans. General or blanket statements regarding this are unacceptable. 

Requirement: Provide this comparison within the closure plan. 

Response: The equivalency of a RCRA corrective action and a CERCLA remedial action as past 
practice processes is identified in the TPA Action Plan, Figure 7 - 2. Although the basis and 
rationale for integrating RCRA TSD unit closures and CERCLA remedial actions has been 
established, no implementing procedure is in place . Consequently, the equivalency of the 
RCRA TSD unit closure process with these past practice processes is nowhere identified and 
must be established to regulator satisfaction via this closure plan. Section 5.5 of the TPA 
Action Plan identifies the need for closely associated TSDs and past-practice units to work 
together by assigning TSDs to OUs (TPA Action Plan, Appendix B) and establishing a lead 
regulatory agency (TPA Action Plan, Appendix C) to manage the combined units' activities. 

Text change(s): The verbiage "and interchangeable" will be deleted from lines 26 and 27. 

Concurrence 
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February 17, 1995 

Page 4 of 29 

5) 

Comments/Response 

Line # 29-33. Using MTCA methods A-C to establish Health Based Limits (HBL) for RCRA 
corrective action is very similar to using HSBRAM to establish acceptable risk numbers for 
a CERCLA remedial action. Therefore, it is incorrect to view this as a difference between 
RCRA and CERCLA waste unit management. 

Response: Note: This TSD unit closure is not a RCRA corrective action because the 300 APT 
TSO is not a past-practice unit. 

Both MTCA and HSBRAM are similar in that they establish similarly calculated cleanup levels 
for nonradioactive contaminants based on unit risk. However, only the MTCA Method B formulas 
establishing clean closure levels have been adopted into WAC 173-303-610 governing RCRA TSD 
unit closures. WAC 173-303-610 does not invoke MTCA formulas for any other level of closure. 
As indicated in closure plan section 6.1 . 2.3, only the RCRA Permit (Section II.K.3) invokes 
the use of MTCA in the establishment of "modified" closure HBLs. 

One significant difference, is that HSBRAM calculates risk for radionuclides (the CERCLA 
remediation driver) whereas MTCA does not. However, because the CERCLA unit will now likely 
be using a dose - based approach (section 4. 3. 3) as apposed to a risk-based approach to 
calculating radionuclide cleanup levels, this difference becomes less significant. Another 
difference, is that MTCA does not have the environmental evaluation component of a risk 
assessment. 

This closure plan paragraph specifically indicates that HSBRAM methodology not only 
calculates cleanup levels but also identifies the contaminants of concern to the unit. This 
list is based on performance of a HSBRAM risk assessment. The risk assessment process 
considers exposure assumptions which are based on future land use scenarios . Although 
Ecology has in the past recognized HSBRAM use for purposes of the RFI/CMS past - practice 
process, it has never applied this to a TSO unit closure . If there is no reluctance on the 
part of Ecology to accept HSBRAM risk assessment methodology in identifying contaminants of 
concern to the RCRA unit, then agreements regarding the acceptance of HSBRAM use will not be 
required and this portion of the text can be deleted as being unnecessary. Further, the 
CERCLA use of HSBRAM actually enhances the RCRA cleanup because a HSBRAM risk assessment has 
an ecor isk component, whereas a MTCA risk assessment does not. 

Text change(s): The sentence ending at line 29 will end this paragraph . The lead sentence 
for the next paragraph will state that although some differences exist between RCRA and 
CERCLA, such differences are not significant regarding the identification of contaminants of 
concern and the calculation of cleanup levels . 

Closure p l an text at page 6 - 1, line 19, will be revised to identify that the revision of 

Concurrence 
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NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY RESPONSE TABLE 
February 17, 1995 

Page 5 of 29 

6) 

7) 

Comments/Response 

HSBRAM that is in effect at the time of unit closure will be used. 

Line # 38 . This sentence should read, "Section 121 of CERCLA requires adherence to 
applicable__Q_E relevant and appropriate." 

Requirement: Revise text accordingly. 

Response: Accepted . 

Text change (s): Text will be revised to indicate that Section 121 of CERCLA requires 
adherence to "applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements · (ARARs) ". 

Page 1 - 6 

Line #16 and #17. The reference to MTCA is incorrect. 

Requirement: Change DOE-RL 1992 - c to WAC-173-340 . 

Response: This reference should have been placed after the acronym HSBRAM in this sentence, 
not after MTCA. Note: MTCA was previously referenced as WAC 173 - 340 in Section 1.2 . 3 . 2., 
and need not be referenced again here. 

Text change(s): The subject reference (DOE/RL 1992c) will be relocated in this sentence to 
reference HSBRAM. 

8) Line #18 . It is true that HSBRAM formulas were taken from MTCA, however, this does not 
necessarily mean that the entire HSBRAM can be used for the purpose of establishing HBLs for 
the 300 APT . There may in fact be only portions of the document that would be applicable for 
this purpose. It should be noted that Revision 3 of HSBRAM is currently being developed, 
however, Revision 2 is the one that Ecology is working from. 

Requirement: A discussion concerning the specific parts of HSBRAM that are being used and 
how these sections apply to the closure process will need to happen prior to approval. 

Response: It is agreed that further discussion and agreement from all agencies will be 
appropriate prior to acceptance of HSBRAM methodology for assessing TSD unit risk and that 
all portions of HSBRAM will not be applicable to the TSD unit closure (NOD comment #5) . The 

Concurrence 
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NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY RESPONSE TABLE 
February 17, 1995 

Page 6 of 29 

9) 

Comments/Response 

referenced sentence is emphasizing that a HSBRAM risk assessment provides a high degree of 
confidence that those contaminants eliminated from the list of contaminants of concern to the 
TSD unit, pose insignificant health or environmental risk (Section 4.3.2) and so HSBRAM 
should be acceptable for use by the closure. 

Text change(s): This paragraph will be revised to indicate that both units use risk as the 
basis of establishing cleanup levels. But that 2 differences exist between MTCA and HSBRAM 
that will actually enhance the RCRA closure. One significant difference, is that HSBRAM 
calculates risk for radionuclides (the CERCLA remediation driver) whereas MTCA does not. 
However, because the CERCLA unit could use a dose - based approach (section 4.3.3) as apposed 
to a risk - based approach to calculating radionuclide cleanup levels, this difference becomes 
less significant. Another difference, is that MTCA does not have the environmental 
evaluation component of a risk assessment whereas HSBRAM provides for this. 

Page 1 - 7 

Line# 40 - 42. Agreement by the regulators through the ROD that all waste (e.g . , CERCLA and 
TSD waste) removed during the cleanup is remediation waste has no bearing on the waste 
acceptance criteria for the ERDF. There may be a contained determination made for the F
listed contaminants, thereby allowing the disposal of TSD waste in ERDF, but this has not 
occurred and is not guaranteed. 

Requirement: The ROD or finalized closure needs to provide contingencies for disposal 
options other than ERDF in case the TSO waste cannot be disposed of there. 

Response: Section 7.5.3 already provides waste disposal alternatives to ERDF for dangerous 
or mixed waste . 

All OU waste, including TSD unit waste, that is defined as "remediation waste" by the 300-FF
l OU ROD can be managed and disposed of by the CERCLA unit in the same manner. If such waste 
meets ERDF acceptance criteria it would qualify f<_:>r Environmental Restoration Disposal 
Facility (ERDF) disposal. TSD unit waste could exceed ERDF acceptance criteria is copper is 
concentrated in soil wash fines; however, this could be addressed through predisposal 
treatment (i . e., fixation) 

It is imperative that the ROD be definitive in recognizing the status of TSD unit soils that 
are excavated by the OU due to the presence of radionuclides. If dangerous waste 
concentrations in unit soils are below designation (see the response to comment 10) and if 
the "contained- in determination" is obtained from regulators, such waste could be disposed 
of as low level, non-dangerous waste at a facility that can accept low level waste (e.g ., 

Concurrence 
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10) 

Comments/Response 

Central Waste Landfill o r ERDF) . 

Te xt change(s): The s entence beginning a t line 34 will be revised to indica t e t hat unit 
waste must meet proposed ERDF acceptance criteria to allow ·its disposal there. 

Line# 48 - 52. The closure states that the TSD unit waste, even if it is above clean closure 
levels, does not designate under WAC - 173 - 303. It is important that the exact siting (e.g., 
part, pa r agraph, subpa ragraph , etc.) within the WAC be given and tha t the interpretation of 
the WAC is agreeable to the regulators , otherwise this statement will not rema i n as a part 
of the closure. 

Require me n t: Give the specific siting regarding this issue. Prepare a justification on the 
position t aken. 

Resp onse: If TSD uni t closure waste is no t dangerous waste (i.e . , i s below dangerous waste 
designatio n l e vels of WAC 173 - 303 and does n o t currently conta i n " listed" waste constituents) 
it can be disposed of at an appropriate non-RCRA location. 

Text change ( s) : The subject par agr aph has been rewritten to ensure that regulators recognize 
that TSD unit closure waste that is nondangerous can be disposed of at an appropriate 
non - RCRA location disposal site (e.g . , ERDF or t h e North Process Pond) . Section 1 . 2 . 5 . 2 , 
Regulator Agreements , has been revised to include the North Process Pond as a potential TSD 
un it waste disposal si t e to be consistent with the remedial alternatives under consideration 
by the CERCLA process . 

Concurrence 
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11) 

Chapter 2 

Page 2-2 

Comments/Response 

Line #34-38. This paragraph discusses the composite sampler that has been sampling the 
effluent liquid discharge from 1975 to 1993, with current sampling done through a system 
located outside of the unit. Line# 31 of the previous paragraph describes the current 
discharge occurring at the East trench . Is this discharge being sampled? 

Requirement: Provide sampling results or reference where these results can be found. 

Response: After the ERA (1992) and until the unit ceased operation (December 1994) effluent 
was regularly sampled. From the beginning of operations in 1975 until October 1993, a 
continuous, time proportional, composite sampler was located at the headwork to analyze PS 
effluent at the point of discharge to the environment. After 1993, process sewer effluent 
was analyzed by a sampler located outside the unit and east of 306E Fabrication, Examination 
and Development Laboratory. Both the new and the old sample locations are downstream of all 
discharge points to the PS, and, are therefore considered 'end-of-pipe' for discharges to the 
unit. The new location is adjacent to the ISCO flowrneter which allows flow - proportional 
composite sampling for radionuclides and is out of a radiation zone, making it easier to 
obtain grab samples of nonradioactive analytes. 

This sampling data was taken to ensure adherence to HEDL requirements that the PS meet DWS 
on an average annual basis. This sampling was performed by PNL as requested in letters 
(i.e., not SAPS) and the data (if it has been retained) is likely archived in offsite PNL 
long term storage vaults. However, it is not readily retrievable without the specific, 
sample reference number and these reference numbers have not been retained. 

Text change(s): A sentence will be added to the subject paragraph indicating that this 
sampling was performed by PNL and although the results are likely still archived in PNL's 
offsite, long term storage vaults, they are not readily retrievable. This is because the 
sampling was requested by letter (i.e., not SAPs) and because sampling results are only 
retrievable through the use of specific sample reference numbers that have not been retained . 

Concurrence 
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12) 

Comments/Response 

Page 2-3 

Line #43-44. This sentence describes use of the ERA sampling results as the basis for the 
risk assessment for the TSD unit . The following questions need answers: 

1) Was an adequate DQO process performed based on appendix nine of 40 CFR 264? 
2) What level of validation was performed on the data generated from the ERA sampling 
results?. The differences in levels of validation between a interim CERCLA action and a 
RCRA TSD closure (e.g., CLP vs. non - CLP), may preclude using the data generated under the 
CERCLA action for use in a RCRA closure. Use of the ERA data for risk assessment of the 
trenches may or may not be appropriate. 

Requirement: Agreeable answers with examples will need to be provided to the above 
questions. An evaluation of the ERA data will need to occur to determine if a proper risk 
assessment for the trenches can be performed with the current data available. 

Response: In response to item #1, an adequate DQO process was performed that meet the needs 
for RCRA closure of the process trenches. The number of samples, sample locations, 
analytical techniques and quality of data were all discussed and agreed to by the Tri-Parties 
for the expedited response action. A memo providing regulatory direction for the ERA 
sampling and analyses is included in the ERA sampling and analyses plan. The CERCLA target 
compound and analyte lists coupled with radionuclide specific sampling and TCLP analyses 
adequately addressed the potential contaminants of concern based on process knowledge 
described in the 300-FF-1 Operable Unit Workplan. A total of 39 samples were analyzed per 
CLP protocols at the agreed upon locations within the trenches. A majority of the samples 
were taken at the head end of the trenches where the highest concentrations of contaminants 
were expected to be found and verified per the sample results. In addition to the ERA data, 
two previous sampling events occurred at the process trenches. One of the events consisted 
of 45 samples taken in six borings of which 9 were analyzed per SW-846 protocol as documented 
in the 300-FF-1 Workplan. As a result of the above sampling activities, a full suite of 
analyses have been conducted establishing the highest levels and general distribution of 
contaminants within the trenches. 

All samples except for field screening samples were sent to offsite laboratories for analyses 
and were validated. The validation was performed to EPA Contract Program Protocols and 
guidelines for non-radionuclide analyses. Radionuclide data validation was performed to WHC 
procedures cited in the data validation reports. These procedures have been accepted for use 
by the regulatory agencies. 

Please see the responses to NOD comments #16 and #33 through 44 regarding the quality of data 

Concurrence 
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13) 

taken during the ERA. 

Text change (s) : None required. 

Chapter 3 

Page 3-3 

Comments/Response 

Line #27-31. 
be provided. 

The approved Sampling Analysis Plan (SAP) discussed in this paragraph needs to 
Ecology is not aware of the approval process that was completed for the SAP. 

Requiremen t : Provide the SAP. 
and the da t e it was approved. 
SAP as being v alid. 

Also provide i nformat i on regarding who approved the document 
Thi s information will be nece ssary for Ecology to accept the 

Response: The 300 Area Process Sewer System Sampling and Analysis Plan [SAP], WHC-SD - L-045H
PLN-001, Rev. 0, has been provided to the Ecology Unit Manager (UM) (Mr. Ted Wooley) . 
Ecology approval of this SAP was by letter from Gary Anderson (PE) of Ecology to DOE/RL 
(James D. Bauer), dated March 9, 1993. A copy of this letter has been provided to the 
Ecology UM. 

Text change(s) : None required. 

14) Line #33 - 44 . Table 3-4 is referenced as containing estimated quantities for all chemicals 
discharged from 1975 based on both current a nd historical information, however the hi s torical 
information is non-verifiable. It is also stated that both categories of information are 
used through the RI\FS process to characterize the trench . Ecology's concern with this is 
that all information used to characterize a waste site s hould be verifiab le. Decisions made 
concerning the cleanup will be weighted more on the verifiable information and much less on 
the non - verifiable. 

Requirement : Further discussion o f t he use o f t he his t o rical i nformati on wi ll need to occur . 

Response: All available information (historical included) is used to identify the broadest 
poss ible range of contaminants that may have been discharg ed to a unit during its opera tional 
time frame, and the po t ent ial discha r g e quantities of such contaminant s. Prior to 1993, 
analyses were performed for metals, anions, gross alpha, gross beta, pH , and conduc t ivity. 
Therefore, the only sources of information concerning the discharges of other materials from 
1975 to 1993 (Section 3 . 2.1.2) that were potentially in the waste inventory, such as 
organics, are the building personnel who performed operations involving these materials. 

Concurrence 
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15) 

Comments/Response 

While these estimates are not verifiable, they are the best information available concerning 
these types of discharges. Such information is necessary to attempt compliance with 
regulations requiring submittal of a maximum waste inventory. Where such historical 
information does not contradict established fact, it should be allowed to assist in unit 
characterization . 

Text change(s): The sentence beginning at line 41 will be expanded to reflect that Table 3-4 
includes historical information that was used by the CERCLA unit to identify the broadest 
possible range of contaminants in order to facilitate TSD unit characterization. 

Page 3 - 4 

Line #23-29. There needs to be some clarification as to the intended use of the derived 
concentration guide and how using it allows for compliance to RCRA and WAC-173-303. 

Requirement: Provide this information. 

Response: Neither RCRA nor WAC - 173 - 303 regulate radionuclides. The Derived Concentration 
Guides (DCG) are nuclide-specific concentrations that result in a specific dose to an 
individual . These guides are limits imposed by DOE and are utilized to ensure concentrations 
and quantities of radioactive material released to the environment will not adversely impact 
members of the general public. DCG information was added as a response to prior closure plan 
review comments requesting more information regarding the sensitivity of Retention Process 
sewer (RPS) radiation monitoring equipment. This information has no direct bearing on the 
RCRA closure of this unit. 

Text change(s): A statement will be added at the end of this paragraph indicating that 
because DCGs apply to radionuclides not governed under RCRA, information regarding DCGs is 
presented for reader information only. 

Chapte r 4 

Page 4 -2 

16) Line # 37-47. [a] The concern here is whether or not the analytical process used to 
determine the concentrations of the organic constituents was in any way hindered by uranium. 
In some cases, if enough radioisotope is present in the sample being analyzed, it is possible 
the method of analysis may be inhibited in terms of the detection limits for the organic 
constituents, thus yielding erroneous results. 

Concurrence 
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17) 

Comments/Response 

[bl The contained-in determination will be based primarily on the data that is presented. 
If the data is not convincing, then determining whether or not Method B levels for the 
organic contaminants of concern or met will be difficult, if not impossible. 

Requirement: Provide justification that the analytical procedures performed provided 
adequate detection limits for the organic contaminants of concern and that the data used for 
the contained determination is defensible. 

Response: [al The technical basis for Ecology's concern regarding uranium masking organic 
analysis is unknown. To RL's knowledge, this concern has not previously been investigated 
at Hanford. The WHC/HASM investigation indicates that the potential for such a masking 
condition would only exist if the uranium were present at very high levels, such as in 
percent weight, not at the picocurie level concentrations found at the trenches. 

[bl ERA sampling results are presented in Appendix 7D of the closure plan . Further, the ERA 
data validation report has been provided to Ecology. The data is CLP data that has undergone 
validation in accordance with EPA CLP Statement of Work for Organic/Inorganic Analysis. A 
contained- in determination request from DOE/RL to Ecology also provides additional 
information on the data used to formulate a contained-in determination . 

Text change(s): Section 4.3 . 1 will be reworded for general clarity and to indicate that the 
contained- in determination will only be for the contaminants of concern that are considered 
to be "listed" wastes in accordance with WAC 173 - 303 - 081 and - 082 waste designation 
proce dures - not all waste constituents . 

Chapter 5 

Section s . 2. 2. This section discusses the 
monitoring at the site without mentioning 
monitoring network. 

sampling and analysis plan for groundwater 
the frequency of sampling the wells in the 

Requirement: Sampling frequency for each well should be presented either in tabular format 
as in the year end monitoring report, or discussed in the text. 

Response: Accepted . 

Text change(s): Sampling frequency will be presented in the closure plan text by revision 
to existing Table 5 - 1. 

Concurrence 
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18) 

Comments/Response 

Section 5 . 2.2. Presently one(l) groundwater monitoring well is being sampled on a quarterly 
basis and ten (10) monitoring wells are being sampled on a semi-annual basis. 40 CFR 265.93 
states that if a groundwater quality assessment plan was implemented that sampling must occur 
on a quarterly basis until final closure of the facility. This applies to a system of 
monitoring wells, not one monitoring well. 

Requirement: Provide justification for reducing the quarterly frequency of sampling to one 
well out of a total of 11 must be included in the discussion on the sampling and analysis 
plan. 

Response: The unit no longer receives effluent and indicator parameters are now below 
acceptable limits. Sampling all wells on a quarterly basis rather than the current semi
annual schedule would greatly increase monitoring costs and provide little new information 
regarding the rate, size, and concentrations of the radioactive 300 Area groundwater 
contamination plume(s) beneath the unit . Because of this, and based on recent discussions 
with Ecology (Stan Leja), the SAP will be revised to increase the list of wells that are 
sampled quarterly and to reduce the list of parameters for all sampling. 

Sampling evolution. 

Initially, the 300 APT groundwater monitoring program bypassed the "Detection Monitoring" 
stage and went directly into "Assessment Monitoring". This is because groundwater was 
already known to be contaminated and because it was determined at that time that the existing 
groundwater monitoring wells were inadequate to qualify as "alternate" ground-water 
monitoring, as described in 40 CFR 265 . 90 (d). Under Ecology Compliance Order (DE 86 -
133) ,October 2, 1986, DOE established a compliant monitoring system in accordance with 40 CFR 
Part 265 and WAC 173-303-400(3) by installing 18 new wells in 1986 and 1987. 

These wells were initially sampled monthly for a list of constituents from U.S . EPA guidance 
documents and from information provided by the facility manager concerning the composition 
of the wastes (Schalla et al . 1988). However, only wells 699-S19-E13 (upgradient) and 399 - 1 -
3 (downgradient) were sampled for "the dangerous waste constituents in WAC 173-303 - 9905", and 
this sampling was performed quarterly, not monthly. Currently , well 399 - 1 - 17A is sampled 
quarte r l y and other network wells are sampled bi - annually . 

Since 1987 , a very large amount of hydrogeologic and contamination data have been collected 
from 300 APT wells. Consequently, the reaction of the groundwater system to river stage and 
other hydrogeologic influences are well understood, as well as the rate, extent, and 
concentrations of groundwater contamination originating from the unit. Sampling has 
indicated that since the ERA in 1991, groundwater contamination from the 300 APT has dropped 

Concurrence 
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19) 

Comments/Response 

significantly. Further, in January 1995, the unit was permanently isolated from the process 
sewer (its only source of effluent) thereby eliminating the trenches as a source of 
groundwater recharge. 

To account for these changes, the groundwater monitoring SAP will be revised to increase the 
number of wells that will be sampled quarterly and to appropriately reduce the list of 
parameters for all sampling. The wells that will be sampled quarterly are identified on 
Table 5-1. Quarterly sampling events will alternate between the full list (i.e., uranium, 
tritium, gross alpha, gross beta and volatile organics) and the short list that will just be 
for organics . 

Text Change(s): The paragraphs of the above response under heading sampling evolution will 
be added to Section 5.2.2 (SAP) of the closure plan. 

Section 5 . 3.2, paragraph . According to the 1986 Revised Groundwater Monitoring Compliance 
Plan 16 monitoring wells comprised the monitoring well network. Presently 11 wells comprise 
the monitoring well network. To fully assess the adequacy of the monitoring system will 
require the inclusion of historical background information, including the technical 
justification, (i.e. analytical data) for removing each of the five wells from the 
groundwater monitoring network. 

Requirement: Provide historical information and technical justification that would allow for 
system assessment. 

Response: [Well system history] The original groundwater monitoring plan cited 16 wells. 
However , most of these original 16 wells were not in compliance with RCRA standards. 
Consequently, in 1986, Compliance Order (DE 86-133) was issued by Ecology requiring the 
monitoring network to be upgraded . Eighteen (18) more wells were installed during 1986 and 
1987. This increased the total number of wells to 34. Between 1987 and 1991, 14 of the 
original noncompliant 16 wells were dropped from the sampling network leaving approximately 
20 wells. 

Since 1991, 9 more wells have been dropped leaving the current 11 wells in the network for 
the following reasons. Well 399 - 1 - 19 was designed strictly as an observation well for 
aquifer testing and because it is only open at the bottom is not adequate for sampling. 
Wells 399-1-9, 1-16C, 1-17C, and l-18C monitor only the uppermost, confined aquifer that does 
not require monitoring. The bottom of the unconfined aquifer is still monitored by two 
wells. The final 4 wells, 399-4-11, l-13A, 1-15 and 1-18B, were dropped because they provide 
redundant information due to their location and screened interval . 

Concurrence 
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20) 

Comments/Response 

Only we ll 399 - l - 16B is currently detec ting chemical contamination (TCE only) in 300 Area 
groundwater and then only at MCLs. Such detections are too localized to constitute a 
contaminant plume. Presently, the only identifiable 300 Area groundwater contamination 
plumes beneath the TSD unit are the radioactive uranium and tritium plumes . These are 
readily monitored by the present 11 well monitoring network . Therefore, the 11 wells in the 
current monitoring network (three that are upgradient and eight downgradient) are adequate 
to continue to monitor present and future chemical contamination conditions . 

Text Change(s): The above information will be added to Section 5 . 2.1 of closure plan text . 

Twelve (1 2 ) constituents of concern have been identified in the closure plan. The 
groundwater monitoring plan states that groundwater samples from some of the monitoring wells 
at the site will be tested for WAC 173-303-9905 list of dangerous waste constituents in 
addition to indicator and water quality parameters . The groundwater quality section should 
at a minimum identify the monitoring wells from which these samples were collected, and 
present a short discussion of the analytical results. 

Requirement: Provide a discussion on identification of the appropriate wells, associated 
sampling events and clarification on the analytical results.Groundwater plume maps based on 
the most recent analytical data must be included for constituents detected above or near the 
MCLs. 

Response: Please see the response to NOD comments 18 and 19, regarding monitor ing 
installation and sampling history, proposed sampling changes and the lack of an identifiable 
chemica l contaminant plume . The location of radioactive plume diagrams is identified in 
sect ion 5 . 3. 2 of the 300 APT Closure Plan. 

Text Change(s): None required. 

Chapter 6 

Concurrence 
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21) 

Comments/Response 

Page 6 - 1 

Line #26-28. The remedial action objectives (RAO) also need to meet RCRA and state 
require ments for closure of the TSD . The ROD for the 300 - FF - 1 OU may be able to incorporate 
the elements of the closure, however, these elements may or may not be directly related to 
the ERA and RI\FS work plan for the OU. 

Requiremen t : RCRA RAOs need to be specifically identified i n the closure . There needs to 
be agreement between the dec i sion makers as to whether or not the CERCLA RAOs and RCRA RAOs 
ar e e quivalent . 

Response : No t e: Th e term Remedial Action Objective (RAO) is an RI/FS process term tha t 
app lies only t o a CERCLA remed ial ac tion . 

The CERCLA portion of the activity wi ll only be soil/structure remediation for radionuclides 
that will likel y not e ffec t the a n ticipated strategy of TSD unit c l o sure to industrial 
standards . However, CERCLA remedial actions at the TSD unit could affect unit closure if 
they achieve clean c losure conditions throughout the TSD unit and this is verified by 
regulator approved TSD unit verifica t ion sampling. 

Text change ( s) : 
following : 

Section 6 . 1 will be expanded for clarification and to indicate the 

• The final level of closu re must adhere to RCRA state and federal regulations; 

• TSD uni t closure to industrial standards (without soil remediation) is dependent on 
past CERCLA activities (e.g. , pre- and post - ERA e x cavation soil characterization 
sampl i ng) ; 

• where the RCRA closure is dependent upon CERCLA activities/goals, the CERCLA goals must 
meet / equate to RCRA requirements , 

• TSD unit remediation , if performed, will be performed by the CERCLA unit to addr ess 
only radionuclid e contaminants; 

• remediation of RCRA constituents, if s u b stantiated by the results o f regulator a pproved 
sampling, would be a secondary benefit that could facilitate a higher level o f RCRA 
closure; and , 

• RCRA clean closure of this TSD unit is not a stated goal of the CERCLA unit. 

Conc u r rence 
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22) 

Comments/Response 

Line #35 - 39. It is more appropriate to couch the risk in between l0E-4 and l0E - 6, than to 
simply state that the risk needs to be something less then l0E - 4. The FFS (page 2 - 40) states 
that the contaminants of concern are determined based on a hazard quotient greater than 1, 
and a ICR greater then l0E-6. This needs to be clarified. 

Requirement: There needs to be a discussion between Ecology, EPA, and USDOE regarding how 
and if the risk numbers provided in CERCLA documentation are going to be used for closure of 
the TSO. 

Response: The closure plan text is no longer consistent with the Phase III FS regarding ICR 
from chemical contaminants and will be corrected. 

Text change(s): This bullet will be updated to reflect ICR guidelines now in the Phase III 
FS. The closure plan will reflect a reduction of allowable ICR from 10"" for chemical 
contaminants to 10·5 • The closure plan will also identify toxicity risk from soil and 
groundwater as hazard index (for soil) and hazard quotient (for groundwater). The first 
bullet will be revised to reference table 4-4, which identifies alternative, acceptable dose 
rates for radionuclides. 

Page 6 - 2 

23) Line #7 - 14 The closure options that have been determined for this TSD must be presented in 
a non - confusing manner and made available for public review. To fold the closure options 
into the FFS as primary remediation goals may be acceptable on a purely technical basis, 
however there is a risk that the public review of these options may be hindered. Because of 
this risk, the decision not to list the closure options within the ROD for the 300-FF-l OU 
has not yet been agreed upon by Ecology. 

Requirement: Formal agreement by Ecology, EPA, and USDOE will need to occur on this aspect 
of the administrative process, prior to closure approval. 

Response: If RCRA and CERCLA unit regulators can agree upon shared OU and RCRA unit cleanup 
levels (PRGs) that equate to RCRA closure options (i . e . , modified closure or clean closure) 
the ROD may state RCRA closure plan options; however, the closure plan will equate these 
cleanup levels to the appropriate RCRA closure option. 

Text change(s): The subject text will be revised by deleting the first 2 sentences will be 
deleted as being redundant information. 

Concurrence 
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24) 

Chapter #7 

Page 7 - 2 

Comments/Response 

Line #4-9 . Relocating the remediation waste and capping in place within the 300-FF-l OU 
would not be considered equivalent to excavation and disposal to ERDF or WO25 mixed waste 
trenches primarily because of depth to groundwater. Capping in place will also require post 
closure monitoring and a post closure permit. 

Requirement: Remove or revise this text so that it is not misleading. 

Response: Monitoring or the permitting of an offsite unit for the storage of RCRA dangerous 
waste, or the actual permitting of such a unit, would not be a function of this closure plan. 
Assuring RCRA compliant management of 300 APT TSD unit dangerous waste is the responsibility 
of this closure plan and these considerations are addressed in Section 7. 4. 3, Waste 
Management. 

Text change(s): This paragraph has been deleted and replaced by Section 7.2 . 4 . 

Section 7 . 4.3 will be expanded to indicate that waste still considered as RCRA unit dangerous 
waste, may not permanently (i.e., longer than 90 days) remain at a non - RCRA permitted site 
(e . g., the North Process Pond) unless such waste is specifically designated as "remediation 
waste" (CERCLA waste) and/or the waste is not RCRA dangerous waste (i.e., constituent 
concentrations are below designation and soils do not currently contain a ''listed" waste). 

25) Line# 31 - 37. Soil washing has been proven to be a viable option for only the uranium and 
uranium salts that have been identified within the 300-FF- l OU soils . The discussion 
provided in the closure leads the reader to think that soil washing will provide a 90% volume 
reduction of all the contaminants within the trenches. 

Requirement: Revise this text to accurately discuss the potential application of soil 
washing for remediation of the soils in the 300 APT. 

Response: As indicated in the sentence beginning at line 3 of page 7-3, the Phase III FS has 
identified that treatability tests have shown that soilwashing is also an effective method 
for remediation of chemically contaminated soils. As yet, there is no indication that this 
is an error on the part of the Phase III FS . However, if the Phase III FS is shown to be in 
error regarding the results of treatability tests, then the closure plan will be corrected 
accordingly. 

Concurrence 
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26) 

Text change(s): None required. 

Page 7 - 4 

Comments/Response 

Line #15 . There will be a requirement that the backfill will need CLP verification prior to 
being put back into the trench. Currently, there is no equivalent field screening equipment 
that could be utilized for this purpose. 

Requirement: 
backfill. 

Revise the closure plan to include offsi te sampling requirements for the 

Response: If the backfill needed sampling, such sampling does not have to be CLP for RCRA 
purposes. RCRA federal and state regulations (e.g, Ecology Clean Closure Guidance Document) 
require SW-846 sampling and analysis for TSD unit closure verification sampling. If CLP is 
perceived to be required by CERCLA for a remedial action, it may still not be mandatory for 
all samples depending upon the results of the DQO process for the sampling activity. The 
soil washing process would not be considered or selected as a remedial alternative unless it 
can be shown to consistently achieve PRGs. Soil washing will be monitored to ensure process 
QC via the approved SAP and consequently, should not require resampling. 

Text change(s): The information in the paragraph beginning at line 25 will be reorganized 
to clarify why sampling of trench backfill is not needed, particularly for industrial 
closure . 

Page 7 - 5 

27) Line #44-47. The airborne monitoring will need to coordinated through the Washington State 
Department of Health, and will need to be addressed in the final closure plan . 

Requirement: Revise closure to include air monitoring. 

Response: The need for appropriated airborne monitoring is identified in the closure plan. 
The specifics of such monitoring is generally not provided in the closure plan because it is 
not available until the job-specific safety procedures and field documents are generated. 

Text change(s): The sentence beginning at line 46 will be expanded to identify the field air 
quality monitoring will be in accordance with the approved project health and safety plan. 

Concurrence 
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Comments/Response 

Page 7 - 7 

28) Line #36 - 40. This discussion on the waste management of the mixed waste totally under CERCLA 
needs further clarification and, more importantly, a detailed justification. 

Requirement: Revise the closure to more completely address this. 

Response: Accepted. 

Text change(s): This paragraph has been revised to indicate that low level waste from the 
TSD unit would only require management under CERCLA authority but that mixed waste would 
require RCRA compliant management of the dangerous waste component of the mixed waste. 

Page 7-9 

29) Line #1 - 3. Since capping in place is listed as a possible alternative, why isn't post 
closure monitoring described in this closure plan? 

Requirement: Revise the closure, add text that will address post closure monitoring. 

Response: This section addresses the need identified in WAC 173 - 303 - 610 (3) for a 
contingency closure plan for land disposal units in case the unit must close as a landfill. 
Unit characterization sampling performed by CERCLA has already shown that contingency 
planning for the unit to close as a landfill is unnecessary because the unit can close to 
industrial standards as-is. To this end, closure plan text will require clarification. 

Text change(s): The last 2 sentences will be deleted. A statement will be added that a 
contingent closure in accordance with WAC 173-303-610 (3) is not necessary. Another 
statement will be added that will indicate that if, as anticipated, the unit closes under the 
conditions of "modified'' closure, postclosure care of the unit will be addressed in Chapter 
8.0, Postclosure. 

Concurrence 
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30) 

Chapter 8 

Page 8 - 1 

Comments/Response 

Line #2 5 - 28. If Method A or B cleanup standards cannot be achieved through closure 
activities, 173 - 303-610 mandates meeting the requirements of 173 - 303-610, sections 7-11, 
which addresses post closure care. This means obtaining post closure permits. 

Requirement: Revise the closure plan to require a part B permit. 

Response: Revision O of the closure plan is no longer consistent with verbiage of the RCRA 
Permit (Section II.K) regarding the conditions for entering "modified closure" and will 
require revision . 

Text change(s): The title of this chapter will be changed to Postclosure. All appropriate 
Section 8 . 0 verbiage will be revised to indicate that the postclosure monitoring and 
maintenance of the unit during the period of "modified" closure will be in accordance with 
the conditions of a Postclosure Permit Application . It is the intent of the closure plan to 
use Se ct i on 8. O as the application . Section 8 . O will be revised to indicate that the 
condit ions o f "modified" closure c are will b e specifie d in the Postclosur e Permit 
Application. 

Page 8 -2 

31) Paragr aph 8 . 1. 2 . The assumption that MTCA will apply fo r periodic assessments is incorrect . 
The only sections of MTCA that are applicable are the specific sections regarding cleanup 
standar ds (e .g., - 340-700 through - 340 - 730). WAC - 173 - 340 - 410 is outside of the applicability 
of MTCA f or handling TSD closures. 

Requirement: Revise this entire paragraph to discuss post closure monitoring pursuant to 
173-303-610 only. 

Response: Section II.K . 3 of the RCRA Permit invokes WAC-173 - 340 - 410 for periodic assessments 
along with WAC - 173 - 340-440 for institutional controls for "modified" closure of Hanford Site 
RCRA TSD units. 

Text change(s): Section 8.1 text will reference condition II.K . 3 of the RCRA Permit as the 
regulatory direc tion for invoking WAC - 173-340 - 410 and 440 of MTCA. 

Concurrence 
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Comments/Response 

32) Line #30 - 33. Depending on how the TSD is closed (e . g . , clean, modified, etc.,) one 
assessment every five years may not be adequate. This issue will need further consideration 
by Ecology, EPA and USDOE. 

Requirement: This issue will need resolution prior to closure plan approval. 

Response: The assessment activity spoken of in the subject text is not the only activity 
that will occur at the site under the conditions of "modified" closure . The assessment 
activity will be the basis for determining whether results of all of the monitoring 
activities required by the postclosure permit application (i . e., inspections, groundwater 
monitoring) during the 5 year period of ''modified" closure will allow final closure of the 
unit or whether modified closure care must continue. 

Text change(s): None required . 

Note: The following comments relate to the Data Limitations and Validations Report for the 316- 5 
Process Trenches ERA WHC-SD - EN- TI - 024, Rev O and the 316-5 Process Trench Expedited Response 
Action Volatile Organics Data WHC-SD - EN- TI-042, Rev o. 

General Comments 

33) The QA\ QC proc·eedings for the data packages were generally adequate, however the rejects 
some of the semi-volatile and metals will have to be discussed. Specific questions for these 
concerns will be provided below. A more significant deficiency is that there is no site 
sampling map provided. It is very difficult to make use of sampling results when the 
horizons at which samples a re collected are not well defined. 

Response: Sampling locations and a site sampling map are contained in the Phase I Remedial 
Investigat ion Report for the 300 - FF- 1 Operable Unit, DOE / RL - 92-43, Rev. 0, on page 2F - 9 . 
Appendix A and Appendix B of the RI report specify depth and number of samples taken at the 
process trenches. 

Text change(s): None required. 

Concurrence 



r--
"-1. 
Cl::! -'" '...O, ,..,..,, 
~ ,__~ -Ln 
01'-, 

C:\WPDATA\300APT\CP\NOD\NOD.WS2 
300 AREA PROCESS TRENCHES CLOSURE PLAN REVISION 0 

NOTICE OF DEFICIENCY RESPONSE TABLE 
February 17, 1995 

Page 23 of 29 

Comments/Response 

Specific Comments for The Data Limitations and Validations Report. 

Chapter 3 . 

Page 15, Table 3 - 1 

34) This table indicates high to very high levels of the following constituents: Aluminum, 
Calcium, Iron, Magnesium, Manganese, Potassium, Zinc, and Sodium. Ecology's concern is that 
with the levels indicated there could be a biological toxicity associated with these 
constituents . 

Requirement: These contaminants need to be considered as part of the baseline risk 
assessment for discussion prior to closure approval. 

Response: Section 4. 3. 2 . 3. 1 
Trenches) eliminates calcium, 
following discussion. 

(Phase I Remedial Investigation Soil Contamination, Process 
iron, magnesium, potassium, sodium and zinc based on the 

Although calcium, iron, magnesium, potassium, and sodium exceeded the 300-FF-1 operable-unit 
specific background soil concentrations they have been eliminated from further evaluation in 
the risk assessment using procedures recommended in Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund 
(RAGS, EPA 1989b), the EPA Region 10, Supplemental Guidance for Superfund (EPA- 10 1991), and 
the HSBRAM (DOE - RL 1993) . Calcium, iron, magnesium, potassium, and sodium have a low 
potential for toxicity under environmental conditions and most are essential human nutrients. 
Additionally, the concentrations of calcium, iron, magnesium, potassium, and sodium detected 
in Phase I RI sampling are within the normal range for soils within the U.S . (Brady 1974). 
Zinc was eliminated from further evaluation in the risk assessment because it was present at 
concentration less than risk - based benchmark screening concentrations . 

Section 4. 3. 2. 3. 1 of the Phase I RI identifies manganese as a contaminant of potential 
concern. However, further evaluation of manganese in the baseline risk assessment (section 
6.2.3.2.1 of the Phase I RI) eliminates manganese as a contaminant of concern based on the 
low hazard quotient (HQ) listed on tables 6-21 and 6-22 of the Phase I RI. Furthermore, 
manganese is eliminated as a contaminant of potential concern for the process trenches based 
on the absence of a potential pathway for contamination exposure of terrestrial biota 
(Section 6.3.1.1 of the Phase I RI, Environmental Evaluation, Identification of Contaminants 
of Potential Concern)_ 

Text change(s): None required. 

Concurrence 
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Comments/Response 

Page 17,Table 3 - 1 

35) There nee ds to be a discussion or explanation as to why this entire data package(#Nl09164) 
was rejected. Location and depth of the data collection points will also need to be 
considered . If this data package represents s~veral data points within the trench area it may 
be leaving a significant data gap. 

Requirement: Provide the above information . 

Response: Review of metals case number Nl-09-164 identified this case number as rejected due 
to low, <30%, matrix spike recovery. The acceptable matrix spike recovery for laboratory 
performance is 75 to 125%. The degree of apparent matrix interference noted in this sample 
delivery group is rare, and suggests potential systematic problems with sample digestion or 
the spiking solution used. This case represents only one sample (B01021) out of six taken 
at location 316 - 5W (Pre-ERA) at a depth of 0.50 ft . 

Text change(s): None required. 

Page 19 Tabl e 3 - 1 

36) Se l e n i um is r eported as rejected, why? 

Requirement: Provide this information. 

Response: Review of the validation deliverable documents rejection of selenium results due 
to low (<30%) matrix spike recovery . In accordance with documented data validation 
procedur es for inorganics, the rejected data qualifier (R) is assigned to the associated 
results based on two conditions: 1) matrix spike recovery must be <30%, and 2) the 
associated sample result must be a non-detect. If one or both of the above conditions is not 
met (e . g., matrix spike recovery is >30 % or sample result is a detect), the associated 
sample result is not qualified as rejected. 

Low matrix spike recoveries may indicate a low bias in results of associated samples. It is 
fairly common to see spike recoveries for selenium at the lower bound of the control limits 
(<75%) . Low matrix spike recoveries do not generally affect the ability to detect analytes 
which are present in samples at high concentrations. 

The MTCA Method C value for selenium concentration in industrial soil is 1.75 e +004 ppm . 
The 13 samples of selenium that were rejected, contained no measurable amount of selenium. 

Concurrence 
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Comments/Response 

Text change(s): None required. 

Page F-4, Summary Of Results Data Qualifiers 

37) Aluminum and manganese are rejected, why? 

Requirement: Provide the information\ reasoning. 

Response: There is very limited information available on the four samples analyzed by Hart 
Crowser field screening laboratory. There is no documentation of rejected data identified . 
Data sheets indicated high CCV recoveries for aluminum and manganese, such detected results 
are not normally rejected based on high recoveries. 

The four samples were taken from the east process trench. Manganese concentrations, although 
considered rejected data, measured 760 mg/kg. This concentration is below the MTCA Method 
C limit of 44,800 mg/kg. Aluminum concentrations, although rejected, could not be compared 
to MTCA Method C limits because MTCA does not provide values for aluminum. 

These four samples were collected in addition to the 37 samples that are identified in the 
sample tracking database for the 300 APT project. The 37 samples identified in the sample 
tracking database were submitted to TMA as the primary laboratory and to Weston as the split 
laboratory. 

Text change(s): None required. 

Page F-14 Inorganic Analysis Data Sheet 

38) The data package for sample #BOOVQB reports that silver was rejected, why? 

Requirement: Provide an explanation for the rejection. 

Response: The sample tracking database identifies sample #BOOVQB as a 300-FF - l sample, taken 
at well number 399 - 1-BA. The well is not associated with the 300 APT. The chain of custody 
associated with the sample confirms this fact. The chain of custody is attached at the end 
of this table. 

Text change(s): None required. 

Concurrence 
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Comments/Response 

Page G- 14 Inorganic Analysis Data Sheet. 

39) Aluminum, iron, copper, manganese, and magnesium are reported at potentially unacceptable 
levels. This round of sampling needs to be reviewed for location within the trench. In all 
cases where the reported sampling results are suspiciously high in concentration the location 
from which the sample(s) was taken will have to be delineated, and the potential impact to 
the groundwater assessed. 

Requirement: Provide a sampling map or grid for the 300 APT which includes the depth and 
lateral positioning of each of the sampling points. 

Response: Please see response to comment# 33. 

Text change(s): None required. 

Page G- 18 Inorganic Analysis Data Sheet 

40) Data package# B01021 was rejected. This is confusing. Why does the table provided on page 
G-14 (which is indicated as the same data set) contradict page G-18? Clarification needs to 
be provided to justify the rejection. Ecology recognizes that certain types of rejections 
don't necessarily make the data unusable, however when those situations arise they need to 
be identified so that the data gaps that are created by the rejection of data can be 
lessened . 

Requirement: Provide an explanation of the logic used to reject a data set that was 
previously qualified (i.e., presumptive qualification (N)) within the same data report. Refer 
to pages G-14 and G-1 8. 

Response: Sample B01021 was a split sample which was analyzed by Weston. Data were 
rejected, not because of one quality control deficiency but because of summation of all of 
the many minor deficiencies in analysis and reporting. The deficiencies indicated a lack of 
understanding of quality control procedures, insufficient quality control procedures, and a 
lack of senior data review at the laboratory. These are major quality assurance system 
deficiencies. Generally it is policy to salvage data that are useable, but in this case it 
appears to be a systemic problem and it is prudent to ignore the data unless it must be used. 
In that case the recalculated, qualified data could be reviewed, but accepted with great 
caution. 

Concurrence 
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Comments/Response 

A review of logbook #WHC - N-527 identifies the following relationship between 300 APT samples: 

B01022 
B01021 
B01020 

Duplicate - TMA 
Split - Weston 
Regular - TMA 

Review of the validated parent sample (B01020) and duplicate (B01022) sample results from TMA 
indicates the absence of any collective deficiencies which resulted in qualification of the 
split (B01021) sample results as unusable according to judgement of the validator. The 
combination of parent/duplicate results from TMA should be sufficient to provide useable 
information for nearly all parameters of interest . 

Text change(s): None required. 

Pages I - 24 - 26 Inorganic Analysis Sheet 

41) Data packages for samples #'s BO1044 an BO1046 report high levels of Aluminum, Calcium, Iron, 
Magnesium , Manganese, Potassium, and Zinc. It is obvious that there is a undesirable trend 
associat i ng many of the samples that have been collected for characterization of the 
trenches. 

Requirement: include these data results in the upcoming discussions regarding the potential 
biotoxicity associated with these contaminants and those already previously identified in 
this NOD. 

Response: Please see response to comment# 34 regarding calcium, iron, magnesium, manganese, 
potassium , and zinc. Aluminum was identified as a contaminant of potential concern in the 
Phase I RI Report for the 300-FF-l operable unit, and was evaluated in the baseline risk 
assessment . The baseline risk assessment eliminated aluminum as a contaminant of potential 
concern based on the low HQ (see table 6-21 and 6 - 22 of the Phase I RI). Furthermore, 
aluminum is eliminated as a contaminant of potential concern for the process trenches based 
on the absence of a potential pathway for contamination exposure of terrestrial biota 
(Section 6.3.1.1 of the Phase I RI, Environmental Evaluation, Identification of Contaminants 
of Potential Concern). 

Text change(s): None required. 

Concur rence 
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Comments/Response 

Page L- 16 Inorganic Analysis Sheet 

42) Same concern and requirement from comment (#7) applies to data package for sample# B014Q8. 
See above. 

Response: Please see response to comment# 40. 

Text change(s): None requi r ed . 

• "-.,0 Comments of TCLP Volatile Organic Data 
N"'l 
~ Page A- B-16, Semi-Volatile Organics Analysis Sheet 

43) This report 
hydrocarbons. 
unknowns. 

indicates that there is an extremely high concentration of an unknown 
The question is whether or not there was an effort to identify any of these 

Requirement: Provide informa tion regarding how this matter was handled. If there was 
additional analysis to further identify contaminants of concern , provide copies for 
regulator review. 

Response: Analysts are given direction that if, in the technical judgement of the mass 
spectral i nterpretation of the specialist, no valid tentative identification can be made, the 
compound should be reported as unknown. The mass spectral specialist gives additional 
classifica tion of the unknown compound if possible (i.e., unknown aromatic, unknown 
hydrocarbon, unknown acid type, unknown chlorinated compound) . If probable molecular weights 
can be distinguished they are also included. 

Text change(s): None required . 
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Comments/Response 

Comments for Document# WHC-SD-EN-TI - 042, REV o. 

Page 5 - 6 Sample# B00VS0 

44) The pH analysis was rejected for this sample, provide a reason and the possible ramifications 
that a rejection of this nature would have on the overall usability of this data. 

Response: In case number 9105L597, pH data for sample# B00VS0 were qualified as rejected 
due to insufficient documentation. There are no ramifications associated with the rejection 
of pH since all holding times were met for case 9105L597 and no other deficiencies were 
noted. 

Text change(s): None required . 

Concurrence 


