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Re: Comments on the Draft InteJrfttd Sampling and 6n1tx1t1 ri,n

tor Samples Mea,uring ► 10 u,Rem/Hq:w;:

Dear Mr, Wisness: 

Ye received �he draft integrated plan on February 11, 1992, in 
fulfillment o! the January, 1992, Target Milestone M•lO-OS-Tl. How�ver, 
we are concerned that the overall message o! t;lui 1ntflgrated plan is that 
USDOE will fail to meet its curreul. 1m\l !uture obligations due to a lack 
of capacit.y tor analytical laboratories capable of h1mdling samples over 
10 mR/hr. Specific c_omments regarding th11 1n�egl;ated plan are enclosed. 

In sum, the Int•sr•tttd SamplJ.113 and Analy:rJ..s Plan seems to be an 
amalgamation of portions of other repor�• without clearly integrating 
the various parts and sectiont1 t.o fo1·1n a \l5able, cohesive product. Even 
after identifying a major shortfall in analytical capacity this document 
doesn't recommend actions or additional e!!urt.M to verify the problem, 
And while some recommendations uu how t.u .-ddress this issue are made, 
some are not acceptable and 0v11r.-ll t.laey are not :sufficiant to corr•�t 
the problem. Although the letter of the targ\Ct milestone has been met, 
the raault doesn't help us in termfii of en.suring that project schedules 
can ba met and will not serve to provide a �u!f1�1ent basis s�ppo�ting 
future milestone change9. 
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These comments were prepared in conjunction w1~h EPA. If you have _~ny 
questions , please concacc Ms . Megan Lerchan of my staff at (206) 438-
3089 or Mr . Doug Sherwood of the EPA Richland Field Office ae (509) 376• 
9529. 

__ .Sincerely, 
✓- ·.,.. ·· · ,,. ,) ✓,,,,-;£{_·· .- .,.---7 

I / __.,/ ~ , __. __ ,,,.. 
' - {_, .. ---···"g_/'~ _ _.,, . ..,.,,,,_ __ 

D.fi'!Zf ~a~n. l' . E. 
Hanford Project Manager 

DJ/ML 
Enclosure 

cc : J . Clark• USDOE , Richland 
P. Day• EPA, Richland 
D. Duncan• EPA. Seattle 
D, Sherwood - EPA, Rich l and 
D. Nyland•r • Ecology, Kennewick 
M, Lerchen • Ecology , Olympia 
T . Veneziano • Adminiacracive Record 



1. 

..c, 

,..... 

2 • 
.,a 

-

,..... 

..a 

3. 

N 

-

N 

r.... 

4. 

-d�J:, :t� 
.t,� � -

. '• -:-­•-· -· ,· 

Oommenta on th• Draft Integrated 
sampling and Ana1ysis Plan:for 

SJmpl•• Moasuring > 10 mllem/Hour 
WHC•EP-0!>)3 

March 6, 1992 

?AU comment 

9 

13 

21 

2, 

Sect.iun 2 .1, Anal)>t.ic&l t..boracoriea. in the second p•r•&raph of 
this section, various additional projects and programs are described 
which ara aupporud by PNL' s 32, Laboratory and WHC' 11 222-S 
Laboratory. However, th• plan doe•· not .give a projection or 
•"-t.111, .. te of the laboratory throughput required for the•• project•. 
An estimate of the atutlyt.ic.111 uquin1mentli of these other prog,:ama 
1s neaaed to determine the full ext:ent o! the shorcfal.l and 1!' 
rediscribution of these or ot.her project• would significantly 
improve t.ha t.hroughput for greater than 10 mR/hr sample.. 

Part 3. 0, Prioritization Criteria, Priority 2 is to meet. t.lu, t.111·111s 
of formal agreements between DOE, and local, St.ate and Federal 
agancie,; but excludes permits. This is nut: acceptable, tho terms of 
per1nits must: be mec. It seems clear th11c with the potential for 
criminal and civil 11ab1l1t.y, permits should 1.ie incorporateid in 
Priority 2 (se� Section 3.1.2, Priority Subcatesory 2A) . 

Part 4.0, Integrated Schedule, the plan states that: the integratod 
9ampl1ng scheaule 1a presented in T•bh 4-1. However, an 
examination of Table· 4·1 shows ·that the table actually gives the 
projected program needs and is not a :u;h�dulo. ln addition, there 
is no indication of whether this "schedule" im.:urporaces the 
predtceed laboratory capability short!all nur what program(s) will 
cake prctcedence in the allocation ui scarce resourcea. Finally, no 
indication 1.9 given of which, if any, of tbe AEU' s listed meet 
multiple program naQds. 

Part 5.0, Actions Necessary to Support Mileat:one M·l0•00, In 
Sect:ion 5 .1, Analytical Laborat.0ri1u1, it: may be inferred _that 
Milestone M-10-00 will be mhsed unleu t.111• upgrades ducribed in 
Section 2. l are fundad and implemented ahead or t.li• cun·e11t schedule 
in accordance with dates in Table ,.1. If these dates are met, then 
the laboratory throughput is projected to be as depicted in Figure 
5-1. However, an exam1nat1on of Figure 5·1 shows that even with the
accelerated upgrades, the laboratories will not anu:it. the projected
needs until almost the year 2000. Furthermore, t.h� language in Pare
5. O suggest.a that only Milestone M• l0-00 is in j4ilopardy due to ch•
shortfall in > 10 mR/hr analytical capability. n1e t.1th and part
are both misleading because if t.ht! laboracory capacity. ahortlalLh
as dramati.c as projected in the plan, many c&lf»U�memt mileston•s will
be impacted, not just M•l0,00.
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Section 6. 2, Tank Grouping, the-- te-xtr-- dhcw.-se• grouping tanka 
together based on proceaa knowledge, Limited overall sampling and 
analysis will than be performed on each gruup. Given tha reoord for 
ancurate knowledge of non•radioace1ve tank constituent invontoriao, 
th1a is not an accepcable alternacive. 

Section 6,6, New Laboratory, coses are cit.-u for constt'\lction of a 
new laboratory with a mission aimilar to th& 222-S and 325 
laboratories. Please forward cop1H of t.hfl report• of tho Qtud! aa 
in which these costa were developed to both EPA and Ecology. 

There appears to be mis takes in the ref ereucu; for example I the 
most current revision of the Dangerous 'fla�ce R.egul11t.i.uus 1 Chapter 
173-303 WAC, ia April, 1991.

From the description of the role:i and reaponsibilitie• of 
Westinghouse Han!ord Company (WHC) and Batt.mlle Memorial Institu�• 
Pacific Northwest Laboratory (PNL), 1t does nut seem •• though t:hflra 
ia sufficient coordinat.1on between the two laboratory operators. 
For example, it is nor. clear whether HElS will be in place at PNL as 
well as at WHC. 

Seetion B.5.1, Program Description, 1t. is stated that RCRA and 
CERCLA have been integr.ated at the Hanford Site ao that thtiy arG 
essentially the same. Although it is a goal under the Hanfr>rd 
Federal Fsclliey Agreement 4nd Con$eni Order to integrate th- two 
proerams, this has not been finalized. Mor� particularly, it would 
not btt advisable to proceed as thou!!,h the programs hdve b•,m 
integrated without approval frolD the approprhte authorities at: both 
EPA ancJ El'.Ology. See encloaurc. 
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