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1. Pg 2-5, Line This line refers to the NRDWL and S_WL as "two TSO 
26 units." This is incorrect and needs correction. SWL and 

NRDWL were planned to be incorporated into one 
document but, the SWL was never a TSO. 

2. Pg 4-1, Para Updating the background statistical analysis is 
4.2 performed annually. Interim standards do not allow for 

this. An alternate monitoring program should be 
established. 

3. Stuart Luttrell Comments 
4. P.1-1 The text states : "Closure ofNRDWL will be H Remove the reference to 

coordinated with the Comprehensive Environmental coordination with CERCLA. 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA) as part of the 200-SW-I Soil Operable Unit 
(OU). Groundwater cleanup will be addressed under the 
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200-PO-l Groundwater OU decision documents." 

According to our TPA Section Manager, this is not 
consistent with the schedule to close the NRDWL and 
SWL by 9/30/22 (TPA Milestone M-037-12). That date 
is well before any CERCLA decision would be in place. 
Also, the statement is vague - if it did apply, what are 
the details of the coordination? 

5. 2/2.7/2-5 The sentence indicates the obj ectives of the groundwater 
monitoring program at NRDWL is , " ... _complying with 
applicable RCRA requirements for interim status TSD 
units where no impact to groundwater has been 
identified." The scope of a groundwater monitoring 
program under 40 CFR 265 Subpart F encompasses 
more than monitoring a TSD where "no impact to 
groundwater has been identified." Monitoring programs 
under RCRA include the possibility of assessment 
(compliance), corrective action, and post-closure 
monitoring. 
Please remove the last part of the sentence "where no 
impact to groundwater has been identified." 

6. 2-17/ Incorrect analysis list was cited . The "Groundwater 
Footnote 10 Monitoring List" Appendix IX of 40 CFR 264 is 

replaced (at 173-303-110(7)) with Appendix 5 of 
Chemical Testing Methods for Designating Dangerous 
Waste, Ecology Pub. #97-407, revised December 2014. 
Correct this citation or clarify why the Appendix IX list 
was cited. 

We can agree that RCRA clean closure is not an option 
for this site, so why is the statement made, " ... that 
NRDWL would have to satisfy for RCRA clean 
closure." Please remove this phrase or provide more 
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information that puts this in context. 

7. 2-27//36-38 This statement asserts just one transport mechanism -
soil vapor. The discussion of pore volume on page 2-28 
does not account for heterogeneity and preferential 
pathways of flow that may be established. Clastic dikes 
are one potential cause of preferential pathways, and 
have been mapped at the northwest corner of the Central 
Landfill. 

8. 2-28//4-7, The assertion in these statements is not supported with 
Figure 2-11 any actual data that has been provided. I don't see any 

valid basis for the statement, "Concentrations of VOCs 
detected in groundwater decrease away from the vadose 
zone source(s) and are correlative with decreasing 
concentrations in soil gas with distance from the 
source." (underline added for emphasis). The 
conceptual drawing on Figure 2-11 also has this 
inadequacy. No correlation whatsoever can be made 
between groundwater and vadose zone soil gas 
concentrations without soil gas data. 
Provide supporting data for these statements or remove 
them and Figure 2-11 . 

9. 4-1/4.2/19-27 Interim status requirements at 40 CFR 265.93(b) states 
the statistical comparisons are, " ... with its initial 
background arithmetic mean." Interim status 
requirements do not provide for updating the 
background mean, that final status requirements allow. 
Either NRDWL should be operating under a final status 
plan to implement this approach (updating the 
background mean), or it should be in an alternate 
monitoring program described in 40 CFR 265.90 (d). 

10. Elis Eberlein 
11. p. 1-1, line NRDWL is not a " non-operat ing interim status 

14 treatment, storage, and dispos al (TSD) unit 
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regulated as a land disposal unit" . Hanford has a 
FINAL status permit although not all units have 
final status conditions at this point. The correct 
wording should be something like this. "The 
NRDWL is a final status closure unit operating 
under interim status requirements". 

12. p. 2-5 line Text says "non-hazardous constituents from the 
13 adjacent SWL". I assume thi s refers to the 

halogenated constituents such as PCE, TCE, TCA, 
DCA, carbon tetrachloride and acetone mentioned 
on page 2-20. The text is correct that they 
originated from the SWL, but all these constituents 
are toxic chemicals and referring to them as "non-
hazardous" is not correct. I suggest removing the 
the word "non-hazardous" from this sentence and 
defer the discussion to later in the chapter. 

13. p. 2-20, line 1, 1-Dichloroethane is incorrectly spelled. 
27 

14. p. 2-31 , See comment # 1 
Table 2-2 
title 

15. p. 3-1, lines "this RCRA interim status GW monitoring plan 
7-9 will be replaced according to a schedule ... " This is 

incorrect. The GW monitoring plan will be 
submitted with the complet permit application for 
NRDWL. NRDWL is a landfill and will not be 
"clean closed" so the permit application have to 
assume landfill closure and fulfill all the 
requirements associated with that. 

Review No. 

Page 

Pa e 4 of 4 

/ 



C:\Users\jsim461\Desktop\GW Monitoring RCR-LLBG WMAI CombinedFrNAL.docx 

REVIEW COMMENT RECORD 
Date 
11/9/15 

Project No. 

Document Number(s)/Title(s) 
Interim Status GW Monitoring 
Plan for the LLBG WMA-1, 
DOE/RL-2009-75 Rev 1 

Program/Project/Building Number Reviewer 
Elis Eberlein 
Stuart Luttrell 
Jeff Ayres 

Review No. 

Page 

Page 1 of 3 

Organization/Group 
WA Dept of Ecology 

Location/Phone 

Comment Submittal Approval: Agreement with indicated comment disposition(s) Status: 

Organization Manager (Optional) Reviewer/Point of Contact 

Item Page 
#/section# 

Line# 

1. p. 3-1, lines 
8-10 

2. Page 2-
8/Figure 2-1 
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Comment (s) (Provide technical justification for the 
comment and detailed recommendation of the action 

required to correct/resolve the discrepancy/ 
problem indicated.) 

"this RCRA interim status GW monitoring plan will 
be replaced according to a schedule ... . " This is 
incorrect. The GW monitoring plan will be submitted 
with the complete permit application. The Gis present 
in this landfill will not be "clean closed" so the permit 
application has to assume landfill closure and fulfill all 
the requirements associated with that. 
The gravelly sand colored green has no specific 
legend information. What does the green indicate? 

The depth of basalt at well E32-4 needs to have a 
"?" or something indicating it is estimated, 
because the well did not penetrate to the basalt 
depth 

Hold 
Point 

Reviewer/Point of Contact 
Date 

Author/Originator 

Disposition (Provide 
justification if NOT accepted.) 

Status 
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3. Page 2- The depth of basalt at wells E32-4, E28-28, and 
10/Figure 2- E28-27 need to have a "?" or something 
3 indicating it is estimated, because the well did not 

penetrate to the basalt depth. 
4. Page 2- The depth of basalt at three wells need to have a 

12/Figure 2- "?" or something indicating it is estimated, 
5 because the well did not penetrate to the basalt 

depth. 
5. 2-20/2.6/38- It is suggested that leached waste" . . .is probably 

40 and still within the trench or the adjacent sediments 
Figure 2-10 beneath the burial trench, as depicted in Figure 2-

10." Figure 2-10 does not indicate the location of 
leached waste beneath a trench. What is the 
vertical straight line under the trench? 

6. 2-22//8-9 Figure 2-10 does not provide the information 
stated in this sentence. 

7. 2- This seems to present a different argument 
22/2.6.2/30- regarding vadose zone transport than does the 
34 NRDWL plan. I need to understand more 

completely. 
8. 2- The travel time calculation seems to be in error. A 

22/2.6.2/30- velocity of 5 cm/yr equates to .05 m/yr. It would 
34 take approximately 1,400 yrs to travel to 

groundwater under the conditions stated. 
9. 3-1/3 .0/7-12 The idea of a "schedule" in the Permit will need 

to have some discussion. Apparently, compliance 
schedules will not be allowed in the final permit. 

10. 3-1/3 .2/33- What is the basis for the location of the new well? 
35 First, is the objective to provide another 

monitoring well for the entire LL WMA-1 or the 
portion of Trench 9 that contains dangerous 

Review No. 

Page 

Pa e 2 of 3 
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waste? Also, how was the location decided -
some statistical approach (MEMO), information 
from historical groundwater chemistry 
distribution and contaminant movement, 
professional judgment, or a combination? 

11. 3-1/3 .2/40- I would exercise caution using the word 
42 "immediately," especially in view of the distance 

of the planned well to the location of the 
dangerous waste disposal. 

12. 4-1//23-27 Interim status requirements at 40 CFR 265.93(b) 
states the statistical comparisons are, " .. . with its 
initial background arithmetic mean." Interim 
status requirements do not provide for updating 
the background mean, which final status 
requirements allow. Either LL WMA-1 should be 
operating under a final status plan to implement 
this approach (updating the background mean), or 
it should be in an alternate monitoring program 
described in 40 CFR 265 .90 ( d). 

13. Page 2-22, Is the "10 to 65.8 percent" mentioned the percentage 
Line 41 of silt in the soil matrix or is it the total percentage of 

the formation within the column? 


