


RCRA Facility Investigation/Corrective Measures
Study Work Plan for the 100-NR-1 Operable Unit,
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington
Draft A

Commenters were: Argonne National Laboratory/Department of Energy, Headquarters (DOEHQ), Martin
Marietta HAZWRAP (HAZ}, General Support Services Contractor (GSSC), Department of Energy, Office
of Environmental Restoration and Waste Management -~ On-Sitec Remediation Branch (DOEER),
Department of Energy, Office of Chief Counsel, Richland (DOECC), Washington Public Power Supply
System (WPPS), Department of Energy, Nuclear Materials Compliance Division (DOENM).

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment 1

The document was not reviewed specifically for editorial errors, however, when found they have
been noted (See Editorial Comments). A technical editing for correct spelling, sentence structure
and grammar should be undertaken. (GSSC)

R n mment 1

The document is being edited once again to correct any spelling, sentence structure or grammatical
problems.

Comment 2

The EPA guidance document suggests that a "Cost” and "Key Assumptions Section” be included
as sections in the work plans. These two sections would help in putting into perspective the
proposed work. (GSSC)

Response to Comment 2

Per written and verbal instructions from DOE-RL, cost and key assumptions section will not be
included in the work plan at Hanford,

Comment 3

Before a RFI/CMS work plan can be developed, the existing data (for example; details of site
specific geology and hydrology, contaminate occurrences as presented in Sections 2.2.2, 2.2.3, and
3.1.2) should be defined such that data gaps can be identified. One method would be to construct
a summary table. Also, references have not been made of all of the site specific information and
studies that have been done or are currently underway. Examples of the ongoing programs
include: 3-D modeling of the disposal trenches being undertaken under the "Liguid Effluent
Study”, monitoring of 1301-N, 1324-N, and 1325-N liquid waste disposal facilities done under
"RCRA Ground-Water Monitoring Projects for Hanford Facilities”. The lack of depth in the
scoping and development of the work plan is apparent. (DOE-HQ, GSSC)



Response t mim

In order to meet the milestone dictated by the Tri-Party Agreement, document review had to be
somewhat limited out of necessity. However, 150 documents are referenced in this work plan and
more than twice that many were examined by the writers. Document citation was based on whether
the documents were considered relevant to development of the work plan. Regarding the Liquid
Effiuent Study and RCRA Groundwater Monitoring Studies, a number of these documents have in
fact been cited. The 3-dimensional monitoring of the 100-N Area and its interactions with the
Columbia River is in very much a draft form and cannot be referenced. In addition, the work plan
specifies an initial data review and evaluation task, in which data from ongoing programs and
investigations conducted after development of the work plan will be addressed. No changes to the
document are warranted regarding this comment,

Comment 4

A discussion of the local physiographic setting should be expanded to provide a greater emphasis
on the salient topographic features (geomorphology, drainage swales, etc.) which may effect
transport of contaminates at the site. This includes local recharge and discharge of ground water,
overland flow due to a precipitation event, and eolian processes. (DOE-HQ, GSSC)

Respon: mment 4

FPhysiographic factors of the 100 Area have been discussed to the extent applicable and appropriate in
Section 2.2 "Physical Setting.” Salient topographic features are addressed in the section on
topography. Drainage swales, overland flow and surface water issues are discussed in the section on
surface hydrology. Recharge and discharge of the aquifer are discussed in the hydrogeology section.
These sections show that the major inflitences of the surface geomorphology on contaminant
transport gqre the Columbia River and the glacial "hurmmocky" typography. The presence of the
Columbia River provide a strong sitewide influence on migration that is locally affected by the glacial
"hummocky" terrain depending upon the extent and type of constituent release. This will be
emphasized in Section 2. It will be noted in the geology section that no evidence of significant
aeolian erosion or deposition was noted during facility inspections.

Comment 5

The text calls out for all current and new monitoring wells to be sampled quatterly for the long
list of analities . This appears not to be cost effective, An analysis of the initial round of
sampling should allow the development of a greatly reduced anality list. This list may vary from
area to area depending on the identified contaminates of concern. Additionally, based on the
initial sampling round, a reduction in the numbér of wells included in the monitoring network
could be undertaken. {(GSSC)

Response to Comment 5

The intent of the sampling plan is to present an initial episode of sampling employing the long list of
analytes for a suite of wells to be determined during an early well evaluation task. Subsequent
sampling rounds will be analyzed for a reduced list, to be determined on a case-by-case basis
depending on initial results. The document will be reexamined to ensure that this is made clear and
revised where it appears to be necessary to clarify this point. It is agreed that a reduction in a
number of the wells for this program is appropriate and the text states that the wells fo be sampled

will be based upon on initial suitability study. Please refer to the response to Specific Comment
#80.



? 4

1,

Comment 6

A consistent set of standards needs to be used over the different NR Operable Units, These
standards should cover: legends, map and cross-section scales/formate, standard set of plates,
standardized boiler plate to cover: vegetation, generalized geologic settings and stratigraphy,
meteorology, etc. Such standards developed at this operable unit could be used on future work
plans. This would reduce variations between work plans and reduce cost through reduction of
duplication of effort by each contractor. (GSSC, DOE-HQ)

1. omment 6

1t is agreed that consistent set of standards should be used over the different 100-N operable units.
In developing the two work plans, thus far in 100-NR-1 and 100-NR-3 standards have indeed been
developed regarding legends, scales and plates, and we expect that these standards will be used
eventuaily when the work plan for 100-NR-2 is prepared. No changes to the document are
warranted.

Comment 7

The issue of inclusion of HGP within the work plan should be discussed. HGP was not one of
the signers of the consent order, If a third party agreement has been signed with HGP it should
be mentioned in the work plan. (GSSC)

R nt 7

The HGP is a facility operated by the Washington Public Power Supply System on land leased from
the Department of Energy. The Department of Energy is owner of the property and its potential
environmental problems, whether the legal authority is based on CERCILA or RCRA. Because
DOE, as property owner, is a potential responsible party, it is completely appropriate and in fact
necessary that the HGP be included in this work plan. It will be noted in the introduction to the
work plan that the HGP is operated on DOE-owned property.

Comment 8

Another methad for the collection of aquifer parameters that should be included is the use of dye
tests. With the large number of sampling points (wells, springs), the addition of non-intrusive dye
tests would be appropriate for the determination of travel times, estimations of K and dispersion,
etc. Dye could be introduced at a variety of points at the site and monitored at the springs and
any of the other monitoring wells. From this testing the areal distribution of aquifer parameters
could be collected. (GSSC)

Response to Comment 8

Dye/tracer tests could provide useful information for identifying the natural groundwater flow regime
that is established in the 100-N Area after ail disposal of reactor effluents is terminated. Dye/tracer
tests will be added to the proposed investigations for this purpose.



Comment 9

The hydro-geologic conceptual model presented in the work plan is very general in nature. Based
on the information available on the site (past studies), a more detail conceptual model
addressing the regional flow regime could be constructed and should be presented in the work
plan, This detailed model should address the interaction of the regional vertical flow and that
induced by the extensive ground water mound at the N Reactor with special attention on
contaminate transport. (GSSC)

Respon: men

Very little information is currently available to determine the vertical flow patterns and impacts on
the deeper aquifers that may have resulted from the disposal of large volumes of liquids and the
formation of large ground-water mounds at the site. Much of the proposed investigation is designed
to determine these impacts. However, the discussion of regional flow will be expanded to include as
much information as is readily available conceming flow in and between the principal water-bearing
zones beneath the Hanford Reservation. A brief review of analysis of the impact of mounding on the
deeper water bearing-zones at nearby 100 Areas will also be undertaken. If any significant impacts
have been identified, a brief discussion of these impacts will be added to the work plan.

Comment 10

A plate or figure identifying each of the structures located within the area covered by the 100-
NR-1 work plan needs to be supplied. This is required so that the reader of the work plan can
locate the structures called out in the text., Also a similar figure or plate which exhibits the
location and areal extent of the unplanned releases would be helpful along with grids showing the
location of sampling points/geophysical lines. (GSSC, DOE-HQ, DOE-RL ERD)

se t mm 0

Such a figure identifying the structures at the facility is being prepared and will be included in the
next revision of the work plan.

Comment 11

A vast amount of information is presented in the work plan. It is difficult to match the
investigative work to be conducted within the NR-1 source units. This plan cutlines the larger
scale work that is being conducted over the entire 100-NR Operable Unit. It may be appropriate
to identify separately the source and ground water investigations. (DOE-HQ)

Response ment 11

The plan does indeed identify separately the source and groundwater investigation. Task 1 of the
Phase I RFI, discussed in Section 5.3.2 of the work pian, is the Source Investigation. Task 6,
discussed in Section 5.3.6, is the Groundwater Investigation. No changes to the plan are required by
this comment.
























Res mmen

This section was not written to comply with sections of 40 CFR nor with sections of the Washington
Administrative Code. The section is merely to describe the tanks that are there as background to
activities suggested in this work plan. No alterations to the document are warranted.

Comment 27

P WP-133, F' ire 46: Section 3.1.1.1.3.3.4 calls out the 163-N Demineralization Plant which is
not shown on the Figure. (GSSC)

™-iponse to Con gnt 27
Accepted. The building will be clearly identified on the appropriate figure.

Comment 28

Page WP-148, Section 3.1.1.3.8.4; The text states that this pond did not receive any list or
characteristic waste. State the rationale for inclusion of this site into the RFI. (GSSC)

Respons™ “~ “or-—-nt 28

The filter backwash discharge pond is included for the following reasons: (1) the pond is listed on
WIDS, (2) while there is no documentary evidence that listed or characteristic wastes were discharged
tot’ " pond, validatable sampling of the remaining pond sediments or pond v ers has not been
done. For these reasons, the pond is included. A statement clarifying that no documentation for
hazardous wastes or materials at this site will be added to the description.

Comment 29
Page WP-165, Section 5.3.2.2.2: The buildings, structures, power lines and pipelines a
interference with the proposed geophysical survey techniques (for example, a magne rey and

overhead power lines). This should be clarified in the proposed work plan. (DOE-HQ)

Respc

The w.  plan will be revised to clarify the potential effects of buildings, structures, power lines and
pipelines on proposed geophysical survey techniques.
Comment 30

Page WP-167, Secti  3.1.1.4: : inclusion in this investigation of 7 potential sources
originating from the HGP is highly questionable based on the following:

1. The HGP is not covered under the TPA and any corrective action must be taken by HGP.
(GSSC)
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2. The hydraulic gradient in the area indicates any ground water contamination due to sources
originating with  the confines of HGP would migrate directly towards the river and would
have little to no impact on the gr« 1 water underlying the lands covered by the TPA.
(GSSC)

Respon; ~ “~ ~ymment 30

Issue #1 - It is appropriate that the HGP be covered in this document. Please see the response to
general comment #7 above.

Issue #2 - The direction of ground-water flow in the vicinity of the HGP has not been clearly
identified. However, some component of flow parallel to the river is expected, particularly since the
dissipation of ground-water mounds in the 100-N Area. In addition, even if ground-water flow is
pnincipally towards the river, an investigation of any significant source of potential contamination
would be required to ensure that the impact on the river would be adequately understood. No
changes are required to the work plan.

Comment

Page WP-167, Section 3.1.1.4.1: 1e text states that the 20,000 gallon diesel storage tank at HGP
is monthly dip tested for product levels. This tank contains a Levelometer which is read every
working day. (WPPS)

J -~ inse to Comment 31

The description of the diesel storage tank will be clarified to add this information.

Comment 32

Page WP-167, Section 3.1.1.4.2; The inclusion of HGP NPDES as a source is questionable based
on the above comment. (GSSC)

1l pomsgto ™ "2

Please see responses to general comment #7 and specific comment #30 abo  No changes are
wired to the work plan.

Comment 33

Page WP-169, Section 3.1.1.4.3: This section refers to an oil spill which was contained by the
pond. This spill occurred on January 2, 1987 and originated at the N-Reactor and was cleaned up
by UNC and JAJ in early Febn ' 1987. UNC provided the Supply System with some
documentation. (WPPS)

Resg~--2.to Comment 33

The section will be revised to include this information.
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more detailed presentation of the sampling undertaken under each of the individual programs and
during each month of the specified period would be extremely tedious and difficult to undertake;
while adding little additional value to the discussion. Consequently, the identification of those wells
included in Table 25 but not Table 26 is not planned at this point.

Comment .

Page WP-197 & 8, Section 3.1.2.2.3.4, Para. 2 & 3: State/clarify the significance of the fact that
the wells with the contaminates are adjacent to the river. Also a statement on the : 1pling
procedure used, especi  if the ple had or had not been filtered would be appropriate.
(GSSC)

esponse | 7 - 38

It is unclear whether any significance can be attached to these wells being located next to the river.
The source of these contaminants has not yet been identified. An attempt to identify the most likely
source of the contaminants found in the referenced wells will be undertaken. If a reasonable source
is identified, it will be identified accordingly. Otherwise, a statement will be added to clearly indicate
that the source of these elevated levels of potential contaminants is not known. An attempt will also
be made to determine if the samples were filtered.

Comment 39

Page WP-199, Section 3.1.2.2.3.6, Para. 1,2, 3: # itional text needs to be added addressing the
source of these contaminates. This additional text would be appropriate in the section discussing
sources. (GSSC)

Response to Comment 39

Additional efforts will be made to identify the source of these constituents. However, the source may
not be apparent and a statement (o that effect may have to be added.

Comment 40
Page WP-206, Section 3.1.2.2.4, Para. 2: The last sentence is unclear. C expand on this
concept. An additional discussion on diffusion gradients, cation exchan; cts of changes

in water chemistry on the mobility of contaminates would be appropriate. (GSSC)
Response t mmen

As has been discussed, a few sentences clarifying the concept of saturating a soil’s adsorption
capacity will be added to an earlier paragraph in the same section. However, no additional
discussion regarding the various geochemical factors that influence radionuclide migration will be
added. We have presented such a discussion in Section 3.1.2.1.4 and have referenced this discussion
at the beginning of this section (pg. 201, paragraph 2). Also please refer to response to Comment 35
on page 14.






>,

figure. While all source units will not be identified, the three most relevant sources will be identified
(1301-N, 1324-NA, and 1325-N).

Comment 44

Page WP-218, Section 3.1.2.2.4, Para. 2: The paragraph is suggesting that vertical flow in the area
of the ground water mounds causes higher contaminate concentrations with depth in adjacent
wells. WP-217, Section 3.1.2.2.4, Para. 1 does not appear to agree with this statement. (GSSC)

P --ponse to Comment 44

This paragraph begins by confirming that the general pattern, namely that much contamination has
been limited to a relatively narrow zone centered around the water table, is not confirmed by tritium
data. However, as previously discussed in this section, the strontium and other radionuclide data do
seem to confirm this pattern. The reason for the apparently different behavior of these materials is
not known and will be assessed during the RFI. Consequently, no changes in the text appear

necessary.
C mt 45
Page WP-220, Section 3.1.2.2.4, Para. 3: This paragraph states that samples from wells N-23 and
N-26 have identical concentr r Fe, Mn, Ba, and Cr. It is highly unlikely to have identical
concentrations even in a sam [t, let alone from two different wells. Suggest that the data

files be check. (GSSC)
Response ¢ mment 4.

This statement was meant to indicate 't the peak concentrations observed from these two wells (as
a group) were the quoted amounts. The : ement will be edited to avoid this confusion.

Comment 46

Page WP-232-233, Table 33: The text refers to I re 21 for the location of the sampling points.
Yet the figure does not have labels showing the 10cation of the sampling points. (GSSC)

- to Comn ° *~

A figure will be added identifying sampling locations that are referenced in this table.

Comment 47

Page WP-241, Section 3.1.3.1, Para. 1: This section discusses a study that was conducted on the
 «cts on vegetati  adjacent to 116-N-1 Crib and trench. Clarify the purpose and add the
reference. (GSSC)

. ary

R n mm
? section will be revised to clarify the purpose of the study, which was to compare the relative

availability of radionuclides to plants be and after liquid radioactive wastes had passed through
soil. The reference is already included in the report.
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Comment 48

Page WP-254, Figure 84: An explanation for why the 100- -4 aggregate ground water unit
extends out to the middle of the river and the 100-NR-1 does not may be warranted. Also, 100-
NR-3 does extend out to into the river and the figure shows it stopping at the river bank. The
addition of gross groundwater contours would also help define the relationship of the units to
each other. (GSSC, HAZ)

Response to Comment 48
The figure will be revised to remove the 100-KR-4 groundwater unit boundary that is in the middle of
the river. The figure is  rely to show that these units are adjacent. 100-NR-3, which is not called

out in this figure, does not in fact extend out into the river and this is discussed earlier in the work
Dplan.

Comme 49
Page WP-255, Section 3.1.5.3: There is currently an ongoing study of the ground water
contaminate migration from t 200 area. This information can be found in the sitewide "RCRA
Monitoring Project For Hanford Facilities”. This ongoing work should be referenced. (GSSC)

™ --ponse t mment 49
The ’RA Monitoring Project for Hanford Facilities have indeed been referenced in the groundwater
section of the work plan. Specific studies of contaminants from the 200 Area entering the 100-N
Area have not been discovered in these documents. No change to the work plan is warranted.

Comment 50

Page WP-255, Section 3.1.5.2, Para. 2: This paragraph references to Figure 79 as a map showing
bo laries of the operable units. Figure 79 is a graph. (GSSC)

Respo~~~ tc 7=~

The paragr 1 willbec gedtorc toFig 84.

Comm 51

Page WP-258, Table 47: Several of the ARAR listings appear to be erroneous. For example, 40
CFR 191 is not "applicable”; nor on page WP-261 is the Shoreline Management Act since the
Hanford Site is a NPL site pursuant to CERCLA. The State of Washington’s Model Toxic

rol Act should be "potentially relevant and appropriate” rather than "applicable”. (DOE-RL

Response to Comr— - “*

The referenced entries will be changed as si—sted except that the MTCA, as adopted, is considered
an AR R for CERCLA sites and will likely ve applied at RCRA corrective action sites. Therefore,
MTCA is considered an applicable potential CAR for the 100-NR-1 operable unit.
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Comment 52
Page WP-258, Para. 2, 2 Sentence: I would define applicable requirements as those statutes and
regulatic  which would apply  a matter of law if the Hanford Site had not been listed on the
NPL. (DOE-RL CC)

Respon [ 52
The sentence will be changed to "the propriate CAR for the above should be protective of human
health and the environment since all of these...".

Comment 53
Page WP-258, Table 47: This table should list proposed regulations or s  dards as to-be-
considered (TBC) criteria. If promulgated as final before signature of the ROD, proposed
regulations or standards become potential ARARs. Until promulgated, the proposed regulations
or standards are TBCs, which may be used in the absence of ARARSs (CARs) or where ARARs
(CARs) are not sufficiently protective. (DOENM)

Respon mmen

The text will be changed as indicated.

Comment 54

P . WP-260, Table 47: The NCP not appropriate to list as a potential CAR (or ARAR).
(LUENM)

Respons mment 54

The text will be changed as indicated.

Comment 55

Page WP-265, Table 49: Units can not be found on the table. State what the units are for the
values listed. (GSSC, H/ ~— ~ JE-HQ)

Response t mmen

The table will be revised to give units.

Comment 56
Page WP-266, Table 50: Footnotes a, b, and c can not be tied into the above table. (GSSC)
R mmen* <€

Footnotes a and c will be added in their proper place. Footnote b is on the table.
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Response to Comment 64

While the 100-D water intake has been tested, evidently the analytical results are not available at this
time. As soon as the results are available, they will be incorporated into the work plan.

Comment 65

Page WP-305, Section 4.3.2.2: The relationship between this ranking and the EPA methodology
needs to be explained. (HAZ, GSSC)

Resp ~ 7 n 63

The ranking system described in this section is based on the strategy for pursuing these investigations
as presented in the work plan. A brief discussion will be added discussing how this strategy relates to
EPA methodology.

Comment 66

Page WP-307, Table 59, Grouping 3, 22 Corridor UPR: Is the ranking for this spill correct?
When you compare it with the rest of the grouping only septic systems have as low of a ranking.
The text description would suggest that it could be higher. (DOE-RL ERD)

R n mmen

Further investigation and inspection at the site regarding the Corridor 22 UPR, reinforce this ranking
of 3. The spill was evidently less than a 100 gallons. Most of which was apparently cleaned up.
The description of the unit and the table will be revised to conform with this new information.

C ment 67

Page WP-316, Section 4.3.4, Para. 2: If an investigation of potential sources has been done at
HGP nstateit. It appe that a double standard is bei  applied in that all potent sources
within the DOE controlled portion of the facility are being investigated inclusive of sampling
while HGP is not. If the rational for this exclusion is that the 3P is not covered by the TPA

t  stateit. (€

s

R t mment 67

An investigation of potential sources at the HGP has been conducted and can be found in Section
3.1.1.4 of this work plan. The ranking for these units is given in Table 59 and discussed in Section
4.3.2.2. Source sampling is being conducted only at those sources in the 100-N Area at which an
immediate or near-term threat potentially exists, not at all sources within the DOE-controlled portion
of the site. No immediate or near-term threat from the HGP units is apparent. Therefore, no source
sampling is planned during Phase I of the RFI at the HGP. The sections noted will be revised as
appropriate to clarify these issues.


































Comment 2

Page SAP/QAPP-8, Table QAPP-1: This table does not designate the level of analysis as is
implied in Sections 3.0 and 8.2.1. (GSSC)

to Comment 2

‘References to the table designating levels of analysis will be removed.

Comment 3

Page SAP/QAPP-18, Section 5.0: State who will be in charge of the project quality records (i.e.
the logging in and disburs  :nt)? (GSSC)

gsponsr *~ Commen
Reference will be made here to the Westinghouse Environmental Engineering Technology and
Permitting Function Quality Assurance Program Plan WHC-EP-(0383.
Comment 4
Page SAP/QAPP-27, Section 8.1, 4th bullet: Analytical results or data deliverables should also
include  ary search (for GC, S) result for non-target analities and anality calibration data.
(GSSC)
i mment 4
The ! will be revised to include library search resuits for non-target analytes and analyte calibration
data.
Comment §
Page SAP/QAPP-28, Section 8.2: ~ = which OSM procedures are used for validation. (GSSC)
ot
«ce will be made to the Westinghouse document, Sampling Management and Administration
WHC-CM-5-3.
Comment 6

Page SAP/QAPP-30, Section 9.0: State that the "alternative Laboratory” has been approved and
who approved it. (GSSC)

T on mir

Reference will be made to the Westinghouse Environmental Engineering Technology and Permitting
Functions Quality Assurance Program Plan (WHC-EP-0383), which meets NQA-1 criteria 4 and 7.
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Doanmnmnn to Comment to Plates A & B

The plates are being revised and may be included in the work plan as figures rather than as plates.
The following comment resolutions will be incorporated as part of these revisions:

Issue #1 - The horizontal and vertical scales for the plates will be the same, if appropriate, in the
new presentation.

Issue #2 - The cross-sections will be clearly labeled and located on location maps.

Issue #3 - The location of the wells used for the cross-sections will all be shown.

Issue #4 - See #3 above.

The geological portion of the text will be revised to more clearly illustrate the importance of the data

presented in the cross-sections.

Comment to Plate C

PLATE C: The following comments apply:

1. Not all of the buildings called out in the text are listed on the plate. Some of these include
* 7 "hwing: 105-N Reactor Building, 109-N Heat Exchanger Building, 163-

ralizal | Plant, 183-N Water Filtration Plant, 107-N Basin Recirculation Facility,

109-N Mix T °, 120-N-4 Non-hazard  and Non-radioactive Chemical Storage Area.

2.  __e call outs of structures are different on the plate then that call out in the text.

3. A legend needs to be added to explain the use of symbols used on the map. For example,
the meaning of the short and long dashed lines.

4. If all of the sources are to be located, then those sources with the confines of the HGP
should be shown.

It would aid in reading and following the work plan if a figure was supplied which included the | |~
call outs. (GSSC)

I onse to Comment to Plate C

Issue #1 - A separate plate will be provided showing the callouts of all structures referenced in the
work plan.

Issue #2 - Further QC will be done to ensure the matchings of structures referenced on the plate and
in the text.

Issue #3 - A legend will be added.

Issue #4 - The potential sources within the HGP will be shown on the plates.
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Comment 4

Page WP-28, Section 2.1.5, Para. 4: __e last sentence of the page is unclear and poorly written.
(GSSC)

Re: t mment 4

The noted sentence will be clarified.

Comment §

Page WP-33, Figure 9: No reference is given for this figure. Was it developed within the
organization that wrote the work plan. (GSSC)

Response t mmen

The figure will be referenced.

Comment 6

Page 46, Figure 17: This figure is oriented in the wrong position and needs to be corrected.
(ANL/DOE-HQ)

T sponse to Com nt6

The figure will be oriented properly.

Comment 7

Page WP-47, Section 2.2.2.2.5, Para. 1: Deposits : described as :terogenous and poorly
mixed". "Mixed" is not a geological term, a2 re appropriate term is "poorly sorted”. (GSSC)

Respons mr—t7

The term "mixed" will be replaced with "sorted.”

Comment 8

Page WP-49, 50, Figures 18 & 19: Addition of points on the map showing the location of data

points would add confidence to the reviewer that the map is not based on only a few data points.

(GSSC)

E to Com—--+ °
The maps have been select ~ from standard Hanford references. It is beyond the scope of this
work to contour the entii ~~ ford site. The maps will be properly referenced ¢ ~ the data points
can  examined by con. those references.
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Response t mment 1

To provide continuity in Section 3.1.2.1.1, Section 3.1.2.1.1.2 will be retitled "Subsurface Soil
Samples.”

Comment 14

Page WP-185, Section 3.1.2.2.1: The use of "p/m" and "p/b" units should be spelled out. The
abbreviations "ppm" and "ppb" should be used. (ANL, GSSC)

Respon mment 14

The abbreviations "p/m" and "p/b" are sta " “d intemational units and usage which are specified in
Westinghouse Hanford Company guidance, and should be familiar to scientists and engineers. No
change to the work plan is warranted.

Comment 15
Page WP-228, Table 31: What are the units? Curies? (GSSC)

Response to C ent 15

Units will be added to table.

Comment 16
Page WP-294, Table 56: Under Geologic additional data needs include: depositional environment,
geometry and areal extent of stratigraphic units, mineralogy, vertical and horizontal lithologic
variations. Under Ground Water additional data needs include: vertical and horizontal variability
of hydraulic conductivities. (GSSC)

R nse t mment 1

These additional data needs under geologic and groundwater will be added to the work plan.

Comn 17
Page WP-314, Section 4.3.3.5, Para 1, Sentence 1: Correct "access” to "assess”. (GSSC)
Res mment 17

The suggested change will be made.
Comment 18

Page WP-315, Section 4.3.4, Para. 1: The last sentence needs clarification. It is not clear if
entire 100-NR-2 is ranked a 1 or not. (GSSC)
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Resr~--¢ to Comment 18
The 100-NR-2 operable unit is not ranked as a whole. The sentence in question clearly refers to the
previous sentence in which it is specified that the units are ones that may have impacted groundwater

or the river. In addition, it is clear from the discussion earlier of ranking and source units that none
of the three operable units, as a whole, is ranked. No change to the document appears warranted.

Comment 19

Page WP-328, Section 5.2.1, Para. 1, #2: The reference needs to be completed. Section 3 (v)
of what law or regulation. (GSSC)

R n mment 19

The reference will be properly completed.

Comment 20

Page WP-332, Section 5.3.2.2.3, Para. 2, Sentence 1: Appears to be an incomplete sentence.
(GSSC)

Meomm-- e to Comment 20

The sentence will be revised to form a proper sentence.

Comment .

Page WP-334, Table 61: An apparent error in the number of samples is found in the section
covering 1314-N LWLS. (GSSC)

Respon mment 21

The table on Page WP-334 will be correct

Comment 22

Page WP-357, Table 64: State what methods 625 and 624 are. Are these EPA methods out of
SW-846? If so, add footnote stating it. (GSSC)

Re mment 22

The test methods will be properly referenced.

Comment 23

Page WP-359, Section 5.3.3.1: There are two sections with the same section headings. (GSSC,
DOE-RL ERD)




Response to Com ot ™

Duplicated Section 5.3.5.1 will be correctly numbered.

Comment 24

Page WP-375, Section 5.3.6.2.2.2, Para. 3: Please reword the second sentence two negatives are
used in the sentence incorrectly. (GSSC)

R n mment 24

The sentence will be corrected by changing the word "unidentified" to "identified.”

Comment 25

Page WP-378, Section 5.3.6.2.4: After a complete explanation of what a slug test is, the narrative
introduces the Ferris Method without a preamble, explanation or reference. If the authors
assume this level of working knowledge for the reader then it would be  jropriate to omit t
extensive explanation on slug tests. (DOE: . ERD, GSSC)

L AL

R nse _t mmen

The elementary description of slug test will be removed from the text and the Ferris Method will be
clearly identified by a reference.

Comme 26
Page HSP-10, Section 2.1.2, Bullet 3: "..hard, hat..." should read "...ha hat...". Alsoitisunc r
what "substantial protective footwear” consists of. If this is defined in a ¥ T safety manual then
a reference to it would be aj opriate. (DOE-RL ERD)

Response *~ Tomment 26

The typo in the reference to hard hat will be co  ted. Substantial protective footwear will be
defined.
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Comment 88

Page SAP/QAPP-1, Section 1.3; Page SAP/Q¢ P-16, Section 4.1.1: Section 1.3 references

unreleased document "Westinghouse  nford Company quality assurance (C "~ p- for
Compreh  ‘ve Envir ntal Response, Compensation, and Liability Act ¢ CLA)
remedial  stigation/feasibility s y (RI/FS) activities”. It is not yet clear ient will

be released. This document should not be referenced until it is ositive that it v ™ be released.
(DOERL-QAD)

Respon. mmen

Reference to the document will be removed. The second and third sentences of Section 1.3 will be
removed and replaced with "It is an element of the RFI sampling and analyses plan (SAP) prepared
specifically for this phase of investigation and is prepared in compliance with the Environmental
Engineering Technology, anc' ™ itting Function Quality Assurance Program Plan (WHC 1990a).
This plan describes the means seiected to implement the overall QA program requirements defined

by the Westinghouse Har“--- ~-~any ~ ality Assurance Manual (WHC 1989a) accommodating
the specific requirements jor project plan jormat and content agreed upon in the Han[ " Federal

Facility Agreement and Consent Qrder (Ecology et al. 1989)."

Comment 89

Page SAP/QAPP-25, Section 6.0: The calibration procedures for levels I, II and IV of analysis
should be listed. (DOERL-QAD)

om nf |

Level I, II, and IV calibration procedures will be included in this section.
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