








Summary

This document describes the monitoring plan to meet the requirements for interim status groundwater
monitoring at Hanford Site low-level waste burial grounds as specified by 40 CFR 265, incorporated by
reference in WAC 173-303-400. The monitoring will take place at four separate low-level waste manage-
ment areas in the 200-West and 200-East Areas, in the central part of the site. This plan replaces the
previous monitoring plan.

This plan briefly describes the regulatory framework, site characteristics, and hydrogeologic setting
of the areas to be monitored. It summarizes the previous monitoring results and outlines a conceptual
model for possible contaminant transport from the burial grounds.

This plan specifies the wells and constituents and frequency of monitoring, which includes new wells
that have been proposed for installation in fiscal year 2005 as part of Tri-Party Agreement( PA)
Milestone M-24. Sampling and analysis protocols, quality assurance/quality control requirements, and
methods of data management, interpretation, and reporting are described. Appendix A summarizes the
Sampling and Analysis Plan.
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Groundwater monitoring is also performed at or near the LLWMAs for RCRA past-practice purposes
or Comprehensive, Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act ((  RCLA). LLWMA-1
and LLWMA-2, in the 200-East Area, fall within the 200-BP-5 Groundwater ( :rable Unit. LLWMA-3
andl NMMA-4 in 200-West Area fall within the 200-ZP-1 Groundwater Operable Unit (a small part of
LLWMA-4 is technically within the 200-UP-1 Groundwater Operable Unit).

CERCLA and AEA monitoring complement the information from the RCRA monitoring and
provides additional context for interpretation of the RCRA monitoring results. In some cases, the same
constituents are monitored for other programs as well as the RCRA requirements. In that situation, the
éampling 1s combined to avoid redundancy and increase efficiency of monitoring.

.2 Change ’ontrol

Periodically, it may be necessary to modify the sampling performed at the LLWMAs. Minor modi-
fications such as changes to analytical methods (while still meeting equivalent or better performance
criteria) do not require modification to this document and will be documented in the roject files.
Occasionally, additional samples will be collected or additional analyses performed to investigate unusual
results or confirm results that exceed statistical comparison values. These additions will be documented
in project files. Changes to sampling dates may occur so cosampling for other objectives is optimized or
if scheduling or equipment problems occur. These changes will be documented in project files unless
they permanently alter the monitoring under this plan.

Interim Change Notices (ICNs) will be issued for other changes to the well network or constituent
lists and for other small updates. For example, if wells cannot be sampled and must be removed from the
well network, a change request will be submitted to the sampling and analysis task and an ICN will be
prepared, documenting the justification for the change. Revisions to s document may be made to
document more extensive changes or to incorporate several ICNs into this plan.

3 Repor Structure

Section 2 of this report provides background data on the waste operations, and hydrogeology. It
discusses other monitoring activities in the vicinity of the LLWMASs and summarizes important aspects of
previous groundwater monitoring. ©  includes a listing of constituents of interest for RCRA monitoring
at the LLWMAGs and a description of regional contamination, which is not believed to originate in the
burial grounds.

Section 3 of this report describes the RCRA groundwater monitoring to be instituted at the LLWMAs.
The monitoring well network, sampling frequency, and sampling protocols are discussed. The specific
description of the sampling and analysis plan will be deferred to Appendix A to facilitate sample
scheduling and streamline sampling and analysis changes.

Section 4 contains information on the project’s quality control procedures and how they support this
plan. Section 5 discusses the way data are managed, evaluated, and reported.
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Figure 2.1. Comparison of Generalized Hydrogeologic and Geologic Stratigraphy (from Williams et al.
2002)
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Flow direction at LLWMA-2 has been generally to the west, under the influence of groundwater
mounding at B Pond, east of the area. In fiscal year 2002, trend surface analysis indicated flow generally
to the southwest, but no realistic determination of flow direction could be made from trend surface
analysis of fiscal year 2003 data. The basalt surface above the water table in the north part of LLWMA-2
constrains possible flow directions in the unconfined aquifer. However, it is possible that flow is influ-
enced by continued drainage of the unsaturated sediment and recharge flowing down the basalt surface to
the saturated aquifer sediment. For these reasons, no attempt will be made to update the designation of
wells as upgradient or downgradient until a stable flow direction is reestablished.

Flow direction at LLWMA-3 was to the north-northeast near the start of RCRA groundwater moni-
toring, in the late 1980s (Last and Bjornstad 1989). With the cessation of most waste-water discharges to
ground, groundwater flow has shifted toward the east. In fiscal year 2003, the flow direction was deter-
mined to be to the east-northeast (70 degrees). It is likely that flow will shift further to the east as water
levels continue to decline, barring any additional influence from remediation systems.

Flow direction at LLWMA-4 was generally to the west and northwest near the start of RCRA ground-
water monitoring, in the late 1980s (Last and Bjornstad 1989). With the cessation of most waste-water
discharges to ground and the initiation of pump-and-treat remediation for the 200-ZP-1 Groundwater
Operable Unit, groundwater flow generally has reversed to the east. Flow direction varies somewhat with
location in the waste management area and with operation of the remediation sy 'm. Treated water is
reinjected into the aquifer west of LLWMA-4 so the system affects the upgradient chemistry as well as
the gradient.

2.3 Sum 1ary of Previous Groundwater Monitoring

231 LLWMA-1
2.3.1.1 History of Monitoring Networks

Monitoring wells at LLWMA-1 were = talled between 1987 and 1992 for RCRA inte = status
detection monitoring. Sampling across the Hanford Site was suspended for a period in fiscal year 1990
and 1991. A pre-existing monitoring well 299-E32-1 was monitored until 1990 and replaced with well
299-E32-7, which was drilled in 1991. All other wells installed for RCRA monitoring remain as part of
the network. In or about 1993, e flow direction was re-evaluated and the designation of wells as
upgradient or downgradient was updated.

2.3.1.2 Exceedance of Statistical Comparison Values

Specific conductance in we 299-E28-26, then considered downgradient, exceeded the upgradient-
downgradient comparison value in 1990, triggering assessment monitoring. However, assessment
monitoring concluded that the elevated specific conductance was caused by nitrate and other constituents
from upgradient facilities (Mercer 1993a). The monitoring reverted to detection monitoring in 1994.

DOE informed Ecology in 1999 that a nitrate plume from upgradient sources was impacting down-
gradient well 299-E33-34 in the northeast corner of LLWMA-1. Specific conductance continues to
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in monitoring wells and well pumps. Thus, any chromium detection must be considered in context of the
surrounding conditions. Chromium and other metal samples will be filtered because dissolved and sub-
0.45 pm particles provide a reasonable measurement of the mobile metal fraction. In addition, stainless
steel well construction at the LLWMAS s biases unfiltered metal samples. Sodium, iron, and manganese
are required groundwater quality parameters. Other metals will support the chromium and major ion
analysis of groundwater. The most important additional metal constituents are calcium, magnesium,
potassium, and nickel.

~Nitrate is a ubiquitous Hanford Site groundwater contaminant that may be present in the burial
grounds. It is highly mobile as an anion in groundwater under site conditions. Sulfate and chloride are
required groundwater quality parameters that are also a potential site contaminant found as anions. Nitrite
is an additional anion that su; orts the interpretation of nitrate and general groundwater quality.

Extensive volatile organic contamination is present in 200-West Area groundwater, with carbon
tetrachloride being the major concern. Chloroform, trichloroethene, and tetrachloroethene are also
detected. These constituents may have been disposed to the 200-West Area burial grounds along with
toluene and xylene. Benzene and ethylbenzene, components of petroleum hydrocarbons that commonly
contaminate groundwater, will also be included in volatile organic analyses. Additional constituents may
also be reported, d ending on laboratory contractual arrangements. Volatile organic compounds will
only be included for analysis at LWMA-3 and LLWMA-4 in the 200-West Area because they are
generally not seen as groundwater contaminants in the 200-East Area. Required analysis of total organic
carbon and total organic halides will provide some screening information on these and other organic
contaminants in the 200-East Area.

Analysis of alkalinity supports the characterization of general groundwater quality because it allows
the calculation of charge balance for samples with metal and anion analyses. Turbidity, temperature, and
dissolved oxygen are field measurements that support data interpretation.

Lead and mercury likely were disposed to the LLWMASs in the past but are not considered mobile
under site conditions. Monitor : of these species was specified in the previous monitoring plan and will
be continued for at least a year after © aslen itation of this plan to maintain continuity. However, due to
the lack of indication of impacts from these constituents, frequency will be reduced to annual.

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are present in the encapsulated naval reactor compartments
disposed in LLWMA-2. However, all drainable liquid PCB has been removed from the compartments,
sorbent added and the compartments form special high-integrity containers designed not to fail until long
past expected post-closure care is terminated. Polychlorinated biphenyls are strongly sorbed to sediments
and are not seen as a groundwater risk. Monitoring of these compounds will continue for at least a year
after implementation of this plan to maintain continuity with previous monitoring but frequency will be
reduced to annual. The PCBs are regulated under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA).
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Any other wells are identified as being needed at the LLWMASs will be prioritized through the TPA
Milestone M-24 process. The wells would be added to this plan through an ICN after they are ready to be
sampled.

3.3 Sampling and Analysis Protocol

RCRA groundwater monitoring for the LI ~ Gs is part of the Hanford Site Groundwater Performance
Assessment Project (groundwater project). This section describes the groundwater project’s protocols for
sample collection and analysis. RCRA groundwater monitoring for the LLBGs is part of the groundwater
project and follows the project’s quality assurance plan. Groundwater monitoring for LLBG will follow
the requirements of the most recent revision of the quality assurance project plan; this monitoring plan
need not be revised to cite future revisions of the quality assurance plan.

Project staff schedule sampling and initiate paperwork. The project uses subcontractors for sample
collection, shipping, and analysis. Quality requirements for the subcontracted work are specified in
statements of work or contracts.

The statement of work for sampling activities specifies that activities shall be in accordance with a
quality assurance project plan that meets the requirements defined in EPA (2001). Additional require-
ments are specified in the statement of work.

Groundwater project staff conduct laboratory audits and field surveillances to assess the quality of
subcontracted work and initiate corrective action if needed.

3.3.1 Sche 1ling Groundwater Sampling

ie groundwater project schedules well sampling. Many Hanford Site wells are sampled for multiple
objectives and requirements, e.g.,, RCRA, CERCLA, AEA. Scheduling activities help manage the
overlap, eliminating redundant sampling and meeting the needs of each sampling objective. Scheduling
activities include the following:

e Each fiscal year, project scientists provide w. lists, constituent lists, and sampling frequency. Each
month, project scientists review the sampling schedule for the following month. Changes are
requested via change request forms and approved by the sampling and analysis ta lead and the
monitoring project manager.

e Project staff track sampling and analysis through an electronic schedule database, stored on a server
at Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL). Quality control samples also are managed
through this database. A scheduling program generates unique sample numbers and a special user
interface generates sample authorization forms, field services reports, groundwater sample report
forms, chain-of-custody forms, and sample container labels.

e Sampling ar analysis staff verify that well name, sample numbers, bottle sizes, preservatives, etc.

are indicated properly on the paperwork, which is transmitted to the sampling subcontractor. Staff
complete a checklist to document that the paperwork was generated correctly.
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e At each month’s end, project staff use the schedule database to determine if any wells were not
sampled as scheduled. If the wells or sampling pumps require maintenance, they are rescheduled
following repair. If a well can no longer be sampled, it is cancelled and the reason is recorded in the
database. DOE will notify Ecology if sampling is delayed past the end of the scheduled quarter or if
a well cannot be sampled.

3.3.2 Chain of Custody

The sampling subcontractor uses chain-of-custody forms to document the integrity of groundwater
samples from the time of collection through data reporting. The forms are generated during scheduling
and managed through subcontractor procedures.

3.3.3 Sample Collection

The procedure for groundwater sampling is described in subcontractor procedures. Data collected
during sampling of each well are recorded on groundwater sample report forms. Samples generally are
collected after three casing volumes of water have been purged from the well and after field parameters
(pH, temperature, specific conductance, and turbidity) have stabilized (i.e., after two consecutive
measurements are within 0.2 units pH, 0.2°C for temperature, 10% for specific conductance, and turbidity
<5 Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU). For routine groundwater samples, preservatives are added to
the collection bottles before their use in the field according to subcontractor procedures. Samples to be
analyzed for metals are usually filtered in the field so that results represent dissolved metals.

3.4.4 Analytical Protocols

Procedures for required field measurements are specified in subcontractor procedures. Each instru-
ment is assigned a unique number that is tracked on field documentation and is calibrated and controlled
according to subcontractor procedures. Additional calibration and use instructions are specified in the
instrument user manuals.

Laboratory analytical methods are specified in contracts with the laboratories, and most are standard
methods from Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Wastes, Physical/Chemical Methods (EPA 1986) or
Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and Wastes (EPA 1979).
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4 © Qualit Ass r: ce

The groundwater project’s quality assurance plan is compliant with EPA Requirements for Quality
Assurance Project Plans (EPA 2001). A quality control plan is included in the groundwater project
quality assurance plan, and quality control sampling requirements for subcontracted work are discussed in
the statement of work.

The groundwater project’s quality control program is designed to assess and enhance the reliability
and validity of groundwater data. This is accomplishec 1rough evaluating the results of quality control
samples, conducting audits, and validating groundwater data. This section describes the quality control
program for the entire groun vater project, which includes the LLWMAs.

The quality control practices of the groundwater project are based on the Tri-Party Agreement Action
Plan, Section 6.5 (Ecology et al. 1998). Accuracy, precision, and detection are the primary parameters
used to assess data quality (Mitchell et al. 1985). Data for these parameters are obtained from two
categories of quality control samples: those that provide checks on field and laboratory activities (field
quality control) and those that monitor laboratory performance (laboratory quality control). Table 4.1
summarizes the types of samples in each category and the sample frequencies and characteristics
evaluated.

4. Qual y ‘ontrol Crite; 1

Quality control data are evaluated based on established acceptance criteria for each quality control
sample type. For field and method blanks, the acceptance limit is generally two times the instrument
detection limit (metals), method detection limit (other chemical parameters), or minimum detectable
activity (radiochemistry parameters). However, for common laboratory contaminants such as acetone,
methylene chloride, 2-butanone, and phthalate esters, the limit is five times the method detection limit.
Groundwater samples that are associated (i.e., collected on the same date and analyzed by 1e same
method) with out-of-limit field blanks are flagged with a Q in the database ) indicate a potential
contamination problem.

Fir lduplicat must agree within 20%, as measured by  : relative percent  fference PD), to be
acceptable. Only those field duplicates with at least onc  ult greater than five times the appropriate
detection limit are evaluated. Unacceptable field duplic  results are also flagged with a Q in the
database.

The acceptance criteria for laboratory duplicates, matrix spikes, matrix spike duplicates, surrogates,
and laboratory control samples are generally derived from historical data at the laboratories in accordance
with Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Wastes, Physical/Chemical Methods (EPA 1986). Typical
acceptance limits are within 25% of the expected values, although the limits may vary considerably wi
the method and analyte. Current values for laboratory duplicates, matrix spikes, and laboratory control
samples are 20% RPD, 60%-140%, and 70%-130%, respectively. These values are subject to change if
the contract is modified or replaced.

4.1



Table 4.1. Quality Control Samples

Sample Tvne Primary Characteristics Evaluated Frequency
Field Quality Control I

Full Trip Blank Contamination from containers or 1 per 20 well trips

transportation
Field Transfer Blank Airborne contamination from the 1 each day volatile organic

sampling site compound samples are

collected

Equipment Blank Contamination from non-dedicated 1 per 10 well try

sampling equipment

dedicated equipt

Duplicate Samples

Reproducibility

1 per 20 well trij

Laboratory Quality Control

Method Blank Laboratory contamination 1 per batch
Lab Duplicates Laboratory reproducibility Method/contract
Matrix Spike Matrix effects and laboratory accnracy Method/contract
Matrix Spike Duplicate T aharatary repradncihilitv and accuracv Method/contract
Surrogates Recovery/yie_ld B o Method/contract
Laboratory Control Sample | Accuracy I per batch

Double Blind Qtandarde

Accuracy and precision

Varies by constituent'®

(2) When a new type of non-dedicated sampling equipment is used, an equipment blank should be
collected every time sampling occurs until it can be shown that less frequent collection of equipment
blanks is adeauate to monitor the eauinment’s decontamination nrocedure.

Table 4.2 lists the acceptable recovery limits for the double blind standards. These samples are

prepared by spiking background well water (currently wells 699-19-88 and 699-49-100C) with known
concentrations of constituents of interest. Spiking concentrations range from the detection limit to the
upper limit of concentration determined in groundwater on the Hanford site. Double blind standard
results that are outside the acceptance limits are investigated and appropriate actions are taken if

necessary.

Holding time is the elapsed time period between sample collection and analysis. Exceeding

4.2

recommended holding times could result in changes in constituent concentrations due to volatilization,
decomposition, or other chemical alterations. Recommended holding times depend on the analytical
method, as specified in Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Wastes, Physical/Chemical Methods (EPA
1986) or Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and Wastes (EPA 1979). Holding times are specified
in laboratory contracts. Data associated with exceeded holding times are flagged with an “H” in the
Hanford Environmental Information System (HEIS) database.






analytical data for wells sampled within that quarter (quarterly reports). The quarterly data reports
include any data flags added during the quality control evaluation or as a result of prior data review.

Project scientist evaluation. As soon as practical after receiving biweekly reports, project scientists
review the data to identify changes in groundwater quality or potential data errors. Evaluation tech-
niques include comparing key constituents to historical trends or spatial patterns. Other data checks
may include comparison of general parameters to their specific counterparts (e.g., conductivity to
ions) and calculation of charge balances. Project scientists request data reviews if appropriate (see
Section 5.2). If necessary, the lab may be asked to check calculations or reanalyze the sample, or the
well may be resampled. After receiving quarterly reports, project scientists review sampling
summary tables to determine whether network wells were sampled and analyzed as scheduled. If
not, they work with other project staff to resolve the problem. Project scientists also review
quarterly reports of analytical and water-level data using the same techniques as for biweekly
reports. Unlike the biweekly reports, the quarterly reports usually include a full data set (i.e., all the
data from the wells sampled during the previous quarter have been received and loaded into HEIS).

Quality control reports. Staff report results of quality control evaluations informally to project

staff, DOE-RL, and Ecology each quarter. Results for each fiscal year are described in the annual
groundwater monitoring report.
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S 1t M: aige ent, Evaluation, and Repc g

This section describes how groundwater data are stored, retrieved, and interpreted.

S.  Load g and Verifying Data

The contract laboratories report analytical results electronically and in hard copy. The electronic
results are loaded into HEIS. Hard copy data reports and field records are considered to be the record
copies and are stored at PNNL. Project staff perform an array of computer checks on the electronic file
for formatting, allowed values, data flagging (qualifiers), and completeness. Verification of the hard copy
results includes checks for (1) completeness, (2) notes on ¢ dition of samples upon receipt v the
laboratory, (3) notes on problems that arose during the analysis of the samples, and (4) correct reporting
of results. If data are incomplete or deficient, staff work with the laboratory to get the problems
corrected. Notes on condition of samples or problems during analysis may be used to support data
reviews (see Section 5.2). A

Field data such as specific conductance, pH, temperature, turbidity, and depth-to-water, are recorded
on field records. Data management staff enter these into HEIS manually through data-entry screens,
verify each value against the hard copy, and initial each value on the hard copy.

5.2 1 _.eview

The groundwater project conducts special reviews of groundwater analytical data or field measure-
ments when results are in question. Groundwater project staff document the process on a review form
and results are used to flag the data appropriately in HEIS. Various staff may initiate a review form, e.g.,
project scientists, data management, and quality control.

Typical data review actions may include rechecking laboratory calculations and records, recounting
radiochemical samples, re-analyzing samples, or simply flagging data as suspect in the HEIS database.

5.3 Statisticc v: 1ation

Statistic: upgradient-downgradient comparisons are required to test for potential impacts to ground-
water at RCRA interim-status monitoring facilities (40 CFR 265.93). For each of the four indicator
parameters, the owner or operator must calculate the arithmetic mean and variance, based on at least four
replicate measurements on each sample, for each well monitored and compare these results with its initial
background arithmetic mean. The comparison must consider individually each of the wells in the moni-
toring system, and must use the Student’s t-test at the 0.01 level of significance to determine statistically
significant increases (and decreases in the case of pH) over initial background.

The implementation of the statistical test method at the Hanford Site, including the LLWMAs is
described in more detail in Hartman (2000) and Chou (1991). If the statistical critical mean comparison
value calculated from upgradient wells is lower than the detection limit, then the detection limit is used as
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the statistical comparison value. This typically occurs for total organic carbon a  total organic halides at
LLWMA-1 and total organic halides at LLWMA-2. Statistical comparison values may be updated
periodically due to changes in upgradient conditions, changes in flow direction, or changes in detection
limits.

If comparisons for upgradie  wells show a significant increase (or pH decrease), the information
must be submitted in the Hanford Site annual report (see Section 6.5). If the comparisons for a down-
gradient well show a significant increase (or pH decrease), then the well is re-sa1 1led and split samples
are sent to different laboratories to determine if the exceedance of the comparison value was the result of
laboratory error. In addition, the original samples may be re-analyzed if laboratory error is suspected.

If the exceedance of the statistical comparison value is confirmed by the re-sampling, then written
notice is provided to the regional administrator within seven days that the facility may be affecting
groundwater quality. Within 15 days after the notification, a groundwater quality assessment program
must be developed and submitted. In some instances, it is possible to determine immediately that the
statistical finding 1s not the resu  of contamination from the facility. In that case, the regional admin-
istrator is notified and an assessment program is not instituted.

Flow direction changes at LLWMA-3 that have occurred in recent years necessitate the reclassifi-
cation of upgradient and downgradient wells. Monitoring wells 299-W10-20 and 299-W10-21 were
formerly categorized as upgradient wells but are currently downgradient of parts of the LLWMA. These
wells are included as downgradient wells in this plan, although they continue to be affected by contam-
ination from upgradient sources. Statistical comparisons will be suspended until a new background well
or wells are installed under the TPA Milestone M-24 process and background values are re-established.
As discussed in Section 2.3.3.3, however, it is likely that upgradient wells along the west side of
LLWMA-3 will have lower levels of contaminants from regional plumes than the downgradient wells
further east since the contamination moved into the area from the south. Thus, exceedances of statistical
comparison values can be expected until the regional plumes migrate downgradient.

54 1terpretatic

After data are validated and verified, the acceptable data are used to interpret groundwater conditions
at the site. Interpretive techniques include:

e Hydrographs — graph water levels vs. time to determine decreases, increases, seasonal, or man-made
fluctuations in groundwater levels.

e Water-table maps — use water-table elevations from multiple wells to construct contour maps to
estimate flow directions. Groundwater flow is assumed to be perpendicular to lines of equal
potential.

e Trend plots — graph concentrations of chemical or radiological constituents vs. time to determine
increases, decreases, and fluctuations. May be used in tandem with hydrographs and/or water-table
maps to determine if concentrations relate to changes in water level or in groundwater flow
directions.
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e Plume maps — map distributions of chemical constituents are in the aquifer to determine extent of
contamination. Changes in plume distribution over time aid in determining movement of plumes and
direction of flow.

e Contaminant ratios — can sometimes be used to distinguish between different sources of
contamination.

5.5 Reporting

Reporting requirements for sites in interim detection status are fulfilled through the groundwater
project’s existing reports (e.g., RCRA quarterly reports submitted via e-mail, and annual reports issued in
March [e.g., Hartman et al. 2004]). Chemistry and water-level data are reviewed after each sampling
event and are available in HEIS.

If the exceedance of the statistical comparison value is confirmed by the re-sampling, then written
notice is provided to the regional administrator within seven days that the facility may be affecting
groundwater quality. Within 15 days after the notification, a groundwater quality assessment program
must be developed and submitted. In some instances, it is possible to determine immediately that the
statistical finding is not the result of contamination from the facility. In that case, the regional
administrator is notified and an assessment program is not instituted.
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¢~ lwa Jua y Assess ent rogra

This section presents the outline of a groundwater quality assessment program as required by
40 CFR 265 93. The outline describes a more comprehensive groundwater monitoring program capable
of determining v ether hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents have entered groundwater, the
rate and extent of migration of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents in the groundwater, and
the concentrations of hazardous waste constituents in the groundwater. The plan must specify the
number, location, and depth of wells; sampling and analytical methods for those hazardous wastes or
hazardous waste constituents in the facility; evaluation procedures including any use of previously
gathered groundwater quality information; and a schedule of implementation.

If analyses of indicator ara1 ters coni n a significant increase (or pH decrease), a specific
groundwater qual ' assessment plan will be submitted within 15 days. The determination of rate and
extent of contaminant migration and concentrations of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents in
groundwater must be made on a quarterly basis until final closure of the facility or until the facility
returns to detection monitoring (if the facility is determined not to have impacted groundwater with
hazardous materials).

The outline of the groundwater quality assessment program presented in Table B.1 describes actions
that may be taken to meet the objectives of the assessment.  1e nature of the particular indication of
impact from the facility and the site-specific conditions ay require alteration to the outlined program.
The program may be implemented in a phased approach, so that certain activities are performed, based on
the results of prior steps.
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40 CFR 265.93. “Preparation, Evaluation, and Response.” Code of Federal Regulations, U.S. Environ-
mental rotection Agency.
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