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EPA Comments on DOE/RL-2009-45, Draft A, "Sampling and Analysis Plan for the 
300 Area Decision Unit Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study" 

Page 1-1, line 2. The document should be revised to read "This sampling and analysis plan 
(SAP) is written in supportpart of the remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) process 
work plan for the 300 Area Decision Unit. This SAP is a Tri-Party Agreement primary 
document." 

Page 1-1. lines 33-37. This section incorrectly mixes target analytes and contaminants of 
potential concern. These are different concepts. Target analytes refers to an element, chemical, 
or parameter to be quantified by an analytical method. For example, bulk density or grain size 
distribution can be target analytes. These two examples would not be COPCs. COPCs are 
chemicals that are potentially site-related and whose data are of sufficient quality for use in a 
quantitative risk assessment. The RI/FS Work Plan is supposed to identify the COPCs for the 
vadose zone and groundwater. It didn't do so. This SAP has tables of CO PCs for groundwater. 
After they are revised, these should be in the work plan. This SAP doesn't have tables for 
vadose zone COPCs or aquifer matrix COPCs, but it does have target analytes in chapter 1. 
These tables need to be revised to be COPC tables and moved into the work plan DOE/RL-2009-
30. If DOE is adamant about keeping the groundwater and vadose zone COPC tables in the SAP 
rather then moving then into the main work plan, then a prominent reference in the work plan to 
the COPC tables in the SAP is needed, since that would be a significant deviation from a 
standard RI/FS work plan. A SAP is supposed to consist of a field sampling plan and a quality 
assurance project plan. The COPCs for the operable units are a bigger concept and thus belong 
in the main work plan which also must include activities to support analysis of remedy 
alternatives to address the COPCs. Having the COPCs only listed in the SAP is a manifestation 
of this being a RI- rather than a PS-oriented work plan. 

So there is no confusion, the COPCs in the work plan should be for the operable units. The 
RI/FS work plan gathers additional information necessary for the RI/FS report to present an 
alternatives analysis of remedies to remediate the CO PCs to risk and ARAR thresholds. Since 
the data gathering activities presented in the work plan may be focused on specific data needs, 
the COPCs in those activities may be a subset of the operable unit COPCs. (For example, an 
field data collection effort for uranium geochemistry in the deep vadose zone would have the 
uranium isotopes as COPCs but wouldn't have asbestos as COPC for that activity, even though 
asbestos is a COPC for 300-FF-2 vadose zone.) Target analytes for the vadose/aquifer sediments 
include additional parameters to the subset of 300-FF-2 COPCs, such as bulk density or grain 
size. Work Plan target analytes for groundwater samples in this case happen to include all the 
COPCs in 300-FF-5 and would include the other measurements such as field parameters 
discussed in the work plan and SAP. 

An implication of the previous paragraph is that there are analytical performance requirement 
needs for some of the results from methods-based analysis, but there are no analytical 
performance needs for other results from methods-based analysis. As an example, for the 
soil/aquifer sediment analysis, there should not be an analytical performance requirement for 
silicon. Currently there is an EQL listed of 2 mg/kg. Since the earth's crust is about 28% 
silicon, and it is not a COPC, there is not a need for an EQL performance requirement of 2 ppm. 



There are many other obvious examples, one being iron which should not be a COPC, is 5% of 
the earth's crust, but this SAP has an EQL of 5 ppm. 

Table 1-1 identified 3 new boreholes and 11 new wells. These need to be shown on figure 1-1 
using the same nomenclature. Also, the figure 1-1 legend refers to "proposed." This document 
is part of a work plan, not a proposal, so the word "proposed" should be removed. 

Figure 1-2. This figure is titled "Uncertainty Monitoring Well Locations." There ar~ about 32 
wells shown on this figure. Are these new wells to be installed as part of this RJ/FS work? If 
not, how do these relate (include, don't include) the new wells discussed in the work plan? 
Because this figure introduces the new term "uncertainty monitoring wells" which is different 
from the text in the document, it is hard to tell what this figure is supposed to depict. 

Table 1-2 is titled "Master 300 Area Decision Unit Soil/Aquifer Sediment Target Analytes." 
The document should better explain why a single table is acceptable for both vadose zone 
analysis and aquifer sediment analysis. There are many COPCs in the upper vadose zone which 
should not be COPCs in the aquifer sediment. 

Table 2-1. Entry for precision. For project-specific information, an additional requirement is 
that there shall be at least one duplicate sample for each sample set. 

Table 2-2. Please define "Class" in the column heading. Please define the various headings 
under class, i.e. "C", "CL", "CG" ... etc. Please provide the basis for each of the preliminary 
cleanup goals. (See for example, the "action level basis" column in table 2-17 .) Some of the 
300 Area is being cleaned to unrestricted surface use standards, and some to industrial, so please 
provide PCG numbers for each of these land uses. 

Chapter 2 tables. In many public and Tri-Party agency settings in the past year, DOE has stated 
that the cleanup levels in the final RODs for the river corridor will be at least as stringent as the 
interim actions. In contrast, many of the preliminary cleanup goals in the chapter 2 tables in this 
SAP are not as protective as the cleanup levels in the existing 300 Area RDR/RA WP (tables 2-1 
and 2-2). If DOE is going to honor its commitments, the tables in this SAP need to be revised. 

Tables 2-2 through 2-14. These tables are largely redundant. Since these are analytical 
performance requirements, it wouldn't make sense to have different performance requirements 
for the different boreholes. Thus it doesn't make sense to list separate performance requirements 
for each borehole. Work plans/SAPs typically list the performance requirements once for each 
matrix. A good example is the existing SAP for all 300 Area remedial action work, table 2-1 
(DOE/RL-2001-48, Rev 2). In a couple pages this previous SAP covers what has been 
redundantly expanded into 65 pages in this RJ/FS SAP. 

Table 2-15. In contrast to what was done in tables 2-2 through 2-14 for soil, thank you for not 
providing separate tables for groundwater analytical performance requirements for every well. 

Tables 2-2 to 2-18. These tables all include an estimated quantitation limit, EQL. Part of the 
data validation process is to compare actual analytical performance with performance 
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requirements. An important performance requirement is the quantitation limit which needs to be 
set sufficiently below risk/ ARAR thresholds to account for cumulative effects. These tables 
don't have any required detection or quantitation limits . So in this regard, whatever we get back 
from the lab will be deemed good enough during the validation process. That is not appropriate. 
A required detection or quantitation limit needs to be provided. (See for example the current 300 
Area SAP, DOE/RL-2001-48, Rev 2, table 2-1.) 

Tables 2-16 through 2-18. Table 2-16 is for "Non-Risk Assessment Groundwater" samples, and 
tables 2-17 & 2-18 are for "Risk Assessment Monitoring Well Waste Samples." It is not 
intuitive why there would be different performance requirements for sample data that we think 
might or might not be used in a risk assessmet. Risk assessments and non-risk assessments 
typically use (and should use) all available and appropriate data. We should anticipate that same 
behavior in the future and collect data appropriate for both uses. If there is a valid reason for 
having different performance requirements, this should be explained. Otherwise these tables 
should be collapsed into a single table of performance requirements for groundwater samples. 

Table 2-20. For the "Full trip blank" row, and the frequency column, it should state, "One per 
batch, 20 samples maximum, of each media sampled." 

Page 2-96. The document states "When outliers or questionable results are identified, additional 
data validation will be performed. The additional validation will be performed for up to 5 
percent of the statistical outliers and/or questionable data." In other words, 95% or more of the 
outliers or questionable results will be accepted as is without any additional review. That is not 
appropriate. 100% of the outliers and questionable results should be validated. 

General comment. Resolution of numerous EPA comp:1ents on the non-SAP part of the RI/FS 
work will result in changes to the field sampling plan provided in this SAP. EPA's comments on 
this SAP won't restate all these other comments. 

Page 3-4, lines 3-4. The document states "The general intent of the borehole sampling design is 
to begin sample collection at the maximum depth [should be highest point] of the historically 
high-water level." [Note that "maximum depth" suggests into the RUM, confined aquifer, or 
other deepest point of contaminant. In contrast, we are interested in the highest point of 
contamination.] The SAP statement implies good vertical knowledge of where the top of the 
groundwater mound was at varied distances from the high-volume liquid discharge waste sites. 
EPA has participated in enough conversations on this topic to know that there is considerable 
uncertainty in the lateral extent of the groundwater mounds . 

Page 3-4, line 5. The document should be revised to read "The sampling frequency will be 
continuous within from 3.1 m (10 ft) above and below ef-the predicted historically high vadose 
zone-ground water interface." 

Page 3-4, lines 9-11. The document states, "In addition to the target analytes, samples for 
uranium (total and isotopic) and geochemical analysis of sediments ... will be collected at select 
locations." Those are analyses under this SAP to fulfill data needs identified in the work plan so 
they ARE target analytes. As discussed in a previous comment, COPCs and target analytes are 
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different concepts which haven't been used correctly in the work plan and this SAP, but EPA is 
sure DOE can fix this. ote this target analytes idea also applies to the next paragraph in the 
SAP about physical properties. 

Page 3-4, line 11. The document states "will be collected at select location." Please provide a 
reference to a table which defines these select locations. 

Page 3-27, line 6. The document states "the 11 new groundwater wells in the unconfined aquifer 
in the 300 Area, a 4.6 m (15 ft) screen will be installed and centered such that the middle of the 
screen is at the wate( table." For wells where uranium is the target issue, that is appropriate. For 
wells where organics are the target issue, they should have a much shorter screen and this should 
be placed in the bottom few feet of the aquifer (work plan, table 3-4, data needs 4, 5, 11, 20, 21). 
Note that the resolution of data need #21 states "Groundwater monitoring will continue to 
include VOC analyses for wells and aquifer tubes samples whose screens are positioned close to 
the contaminated portion of the finer-grained interval." 

Page 3-27, lines 30-31. The document states "If the completion differs from the WAC 173-160 
requirements, then variances will be obtained from the Washington State Department of 
Ecology." The well variance process is an administrative requirement of the WAC. In most 
settings DOE is eager to point out, and EPA concurs, that CERCLA actions do not need to 
follow the administrative portions of other laws/regulations. Regarding well drilling, DOE 
routinely takes the opposite stance. DOE's actions are not consistent. This SAP is one in a long 
line, over many years, of DOE documents submitted to EPA for review and approval which 
contain the well variance statements. This puts a burden on EPA to discover this recurring 
problem and comment back to DOE. DOE needs to stop doing this on ALL CERCLA 
documents. 
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