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HANFORD AEVISORY BOARD
ENVIOMENTAL RESTIORATION COM MrTrEE

summary of Meeting
3 March 1995 8 -2 pm
Best Western, Seattl

Chairperson. Re h Patt called the mneeting to order, and initiated introductions. Those

present were: mmittee members, Denny Condotta, Greg deBruler, and Ralph Patt; ex-officio

member John E ickson, Department of Health; contractor representatie. Greg Eidam,

Bechtel-, Agency presentatives Lindo McClain, Mike Thompson, Nancy Werdel. DOE; Dib

Goswami. Chuc Cline, Stan Leia. Ted Wooley, Ecology Doug Sherwood, EPA Unofficial

mnember, Paige night. H-anford Watch; WilliamfSanderson, WHC; and facilitator Naseem
Rakha, Canfluene Northwest

TOPIO PUMP A D TREAT

Dib Goswamni ar dtan Leis, Ecology, gov" a presentation about the cost and benefit of the

pump and treet rograms at 200 ZP I (Carbon Ttruchiorlde], 200 UPI (Uranium), B3P-5

(Cobat, Techn urn, and Strontium), and HR-3 (Chromium), Ecology is proposing preliminary

ideas for reducl g casts and maintaining the effectiveness of the pump and treat program.
Mr. Goswami p rsed out a comparison of projected costs for each well (appendix item Al.
There was signi cant difference between Ecology and DOE estimates, due largely to lower

operational and support estimates by Ecology, as well ors a reduction in well monitoring end
sampling.

201--P-1
Mr. Goswamni in liceted bath the Carbon Tet. And Uranium plume were spreading, but at
different rates. e Carbon Tat plume has spread to 4.2 miles', and is continuing to spread.
Modeling indica es that the plume could reach the CA 8 crib within five years.

Because of the locetion and extent of the Carbon Tet. plume, Mr. Goswami questioned how the
C-1 B discharge program may effect groundwater flow. C-i 8 is being considered for discharge
of water conta meated with tritum. He indicated that Ecology was cancerned that the
discharge prog am could be the driver for Carbon Tet reaching the river. Ecology would like
the three ageni ies to look at other sites, for this disposal project Mike Thompson, DOE.
indiceted other sitas have bean considered but were dropped from the list for various
reasons, includ g higher risk to the Columbia River. DOE-RL would, however, be willing to
continue inves gtions with Ecology and EPA,

Mr. Goawamni s iowed a graph of the Carbon Tet plume, indicating that should the Interim
Remedial Actio i(1PM) be successful in removing the Carbon Tet. hot spot the plume could
possibly be con aned, meetng the goals of both the Hanford Future Sites Working Group and
the Hanford A isory Board, All agency representatives concurred that it war, not likely the
groundwater ciuld be cleaned to the drinking water standard.

There was sore discussion about the amount of time needed to remove the hot spot and
contain the ccr maination. Mr, Thompson said that to justify pump and treat programs, it was
important that n end point be both determined and planned for. Mr. Goswami indicated that
should no DNA D's be present, it was possible that results of the pump and treat program
could be seen tin five to seven years. He stressed, however, that an "end point! could not
be calculated u -6 after a DNAPL investigation. He also stressed that the 200-ZP I project is
a mass removi I process, not an attempt to remnediate the site.

ti
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When asked fran approximation on the cost of the pump and treat prngram, Mr. Goswamni
indicated that al br the capital investment the program should cost approximately I million
per year. DOE's estimates eam double that of Ecology's. Mr. Goseami indicated that much of
the reduction in Ecology's cost comes from a reduction in well sampling and monitoring. as
well as a 50%c in operational management costs,

The costs of Is can be divided into the following categories:
a Treatab~ity as

SDrilling 1
*Sampling a d Monitoring
*Project Ma agement
*Use of Exis ng Resources

Stan Leis, Ecli ;y next gave a presentation about the potential savings to be found in well
drilling. He gav several examples of Hanford wells that have cost upwards of 1200 to 1500
dollars prrfo Part of the problem, he felt, war. that "support" costs were added into the

d ilngigure r. Leja Indcated that cost comparisons indicate that DOE is paying a minimum
of 30% more p.r well than necessary. He also indicated that that gap is even greater if an off-
site contractor wa used for drilling,

Uncle McClain, ancy Werdel, and Mike Thompson all concurred that the current cost of
drilling wells is far to high, and that as part of DOE efficiency measures, they are looking closely
at ways to strir out excess cost

8P-5
The three age 'es are talking about shutting down the OP-5 project. The plume is small, and
has migrated t)the course gravel area of the Gabbel Gap, making it very difficult to locate.
Additionally the extraction well is only pumping 4 gallons per minute, versus the hoped for 17.
For the cost, I&areturn on this project is very small, or non existent The possibility of the
plume going th vugh the gap and making it to the Future Sties Working Group Boundary is
.almost nil".

Strontium 90 r movel results on the BP-5 reverse well has been fromr 1200 to 1500
picocuries per !tr. The proposed drinking water standard for Strontium 90 is 42 picocuries
per liter.

Ralph Patt ask d Mike Thompson if the BP-5 results can be extrapolated Strontium-90
removal at N-S Drings. Mr. Thompson felt that the 813-5 project pumped at such minimal levels
that it would btdifficult to extrapolate the results to N-Springs. He felt however, that the
project clearly imonstrated that once pumped Strontium 90 can be treated. Thompson felt
the big questio at N-Springs was how the pumping would effect the aquifer. The BP-5 project
did not give an indication how the aquifer was affected by pumping.

200-UFLI
The uranium p me is moving in a northerly direction. Because the project is getting
signiffiicant me both EPA and Ecology felt it should continue. Both agencies felt they could
determine an d date for this project The agencies said, however, that they do not know
how the aquilf is effected by the pumping. The uranium plume is moving at a slower rate
then the Carb Tet plume and if left untreated will not reach the river for 190 years. There
could be a dela in this program, but the delay would mean that future action would cost more.
Doug SherWoo felt that delays in this program should not be considered because, though
moving slowly. e,.lujrne is approaching the Hanford Futu.re Site Uses Working Group
boundary>. ij> iZ

ER CO Epage 2 of 8
MeewiO -wuyMatch 1995



04/17/1995 15:24 5038737709 NASEEM RAKHA PAGE 03

DOE Pme~ n
Mike Thompson outlined projected costs for the 200 Area Groundwater projects. Estimates
include the costo new equipment Ecology and EPA strongly urged DOE to examine using
already purcha d equipment in order to reduce costs. They also suggested that there may
be limited rea to go to the expense of decontaminating the equipment since it will be
contaminated the next site. Estimates for 1995 = 14 million, I1996 w 10 million, and
1997 = 6 millic -. All three agencies felt there was significant room for reduction of those
numbers.

Undo McLain fetshe could make a case for the projects listed by Thompson. She indicated it
would be very u full to have a recommendation from the Hanford Advisory Board indicating
their support the pump and treat programs.

Thompson indi ted that startup for the pump and treat programs could be staged they were
not so high. Th highest cost of the programs is capital investment. Thompson agreed that
the BP-5 proje should be dropped. Thompson would prioritize the other projects in the
following order~ 200 ZR-I. HR-3, and delay 200-UP-I,

The HR-3 projet chromium, would move forward to determine if the chromium levels
entering the ri!r are above the level toxic to fish. If studies show toxic levels to fish. DOE
would consider making the HR-13 project the highest priority. DOE is preparing to send divers
down to the sa on spawning areas to test chromium levels, This test Will occur again in the
autumn. Findin from these tests should indicate whether or not to invest more into the HR.
3 project. Dou Sherwood indicated that they are looking at other chromium sites within the
region so that ey are applying regulations with a high degree of consistency.

There was dis reement among the agencies about whether or not 200-UP-1 should be held
up. Any delay, herwood felt. would ultimately cost the taxpayers more. Additionally, current
results with th project indicate a high rate of return from pump and treat, and therefore
justify continua 'an of the project

Ralph Patt aski d Mike Thompson to elaborate on the N-Springs pump and treat prugram.
Patt felt that NSrings represented a "big hole" in the DOE's remediation projects.

Thompson indi mted that the Strontium 90 plume at N-Springs did bring up significant
regulatory and mpliance Issues. Strontium is entering the river at 3 orders above the levels
set by the drinking water standard. The barrier wall would have bought time, end allowed the
DOE to get a hi ndle on the problem. The problem of pump and treat without the barrier wall
is that Strontiun absorbs strongly to soil. As such, pumping would need to occur at a low rate
to maintain pul up. This would require a long pump time and many wells. DOE does not feel
this particular roject represents a good cost benefit

Thompson indii md there were too many unknowns regarding Strontium pump and treat at
N-Springs. It is not known, for example, if Strontium could be pumped consistently from the
wells. Thomps 3n suggested one method for determining whether Strontium could be pumped
consistently weId be to begin pumping without treating to see Kf consistent levels are pulled
up.

Doug Sherwooli, EPA, found the idea of pump without treatment *appalling, and suggested
that DOE should move the treatment facilities from 8P-5 to N-Springs to treat contaminated
effluent.

ER CONU E page 3 of 8
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Mr. Paidia d that the conversation did not signal any adverse reasons for pursuing pump0
and treat at,=- rings. Patt said DOE had not demonstrated any "showstoppers" and he was
bothered that was not taking a more aggressive position at N-prngs.

Greg deBruler It that the DOE was obligated to follow stakeholder values and aggressively
follow their advise. Ha was in strong favor of pursuing pump and treat at N-Springs.
Additionally, Mr. delruler emphasized throughout the day that the overall budget for pump and

treat at Hanfor is negligible compared to other projects. Because the cost is relatively low.

and the benefitr values stated by all public woridng groups so high, the projects should not
be cut

EPA and Ecolog indicated they felt there was enough data from BP-5 pump and treat to go

with and IRA on N-Springs. DOE disagrees. They currently are in negotiation. Ecology and

EPA would like tDsee DOE move forward with N-Springs pump and treat milestones using
equipment fron BP-5 wells. Under the ER Refocusing the initial installation of the pump would

occur by Septet ber 30, 1995, draft report on results in by Februaryi 29, 12396. and by
November 30. 996 there could be a clean up decision for N area groundwater.

Uinda McClain ggested it may not be realistic to expect to know how the N-Sprngs aquifer
will respond l ust a six month experiment.

DECSON:
The ER Commh e supported the position of the regulators, and decided to go to the Board
with a rvacomm ndation to John Wagoner to cut the SP-5 and BY-Crb program, continue 220
..ZP and UP-I p grams, continue HR-3 programs at existing capacity until chromium tests
arm completed, en revisit to re-prioritize, and begin pump and teat at N-Springs, as per the
ER Refocusing greement.

T0P10 100 EA
Linda McClain idicated it was good that the agencies deferred the presentation to the Board
for a month. e time allowed the three parties to iron out a majority of the details of the
project., The ining details to be worked out largely have to do with specific technical
aspects of the ree operable unit cleanup,

Ms. McClain wl nts. the 100O Area project to get underway ars soon as possible, She asked the
ER Committee Yhre they stood with the plan (appendix item 2) Mr. deBruler indicated that
the exposure le els or. written, were unacceptable. He felt the number 10 -' was not ac-curate,
and closer to I Y. deBruler also indicated that numbers for background radiation were still in
dispute.

In response N cy Werdel and Uinda McClain noted that clean up levels will be to Model
Taxies Controal 'I IMTCA) standards. That is. the MTCA standard of 10' reaches to 15 feet
below soil SU ce, It was unclear from the discussion whether or not the exposure level
increases as pth into the 15 foot level increased. DOE would check on this, and be
prepared to pond to that question at the Board meeting. Ms. McClain also indicated that
there were rea Iy only about 5 sites where the contamination level reched 40-50 feet

The discussion turned to the 1301 and 1325 cribs. The 100 Area plans going out for public
comment in A.ril do not include any discussion on the N-Springs cribs, and are part of the N.-
Springs pilot project Thompson indicated that because the 1301 and 1325 cribs are
relatively new, ere has been little opportunity for decay to play a role in reducing the
exposure levels Because many of the radio-nuclides. in the cribs are short lived (perhaps as
much of 60% &the rado-nuolides may be Cobalt 601, Its; may be wise to let decay play more
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of a role at thest sites before any remedial action. Bath budget and worker exposure is
constraining be r characterization of the cribs.

Und. McClain al o explained that the ER budget estimates have gone down, largely due to anl
acceptance of field data and testing versus lab tests. In prior budgets 40-50/6 of the cost was
analtysis in labs.
DECIS11ON
The ER Commile agreed to write a letter in support of the 100 Area cleanup projects, and
urging DOE to "Se on with kU" Denny Condotta will draft a letter for response by the
committee at a March 10 Conference Call. The letter will be reviewed by the Board at it April
meeting.
TOPMC BOAR TOUR
The Board askethat the ER Committee consider 100 Area tour sites for the April meeting.
The Board disc seed various options, and determined the following schedule:
* K-Basin we

10 IOHR-3 mp and treat project
*118 01 T nch (source of chromium plume)
* 0-sland
*N-Springs
*Barrier We I
*N Reactor

DECISION:
Tour agenda wi I be submited to Marilyn Reeves for her consideration. Mr. Patt will discuss
the agenda we the Oirs at the Monday. March 6 agenda call.

TOPI CERE
Ralph Patt indii ated taht he had not yet received the CERE Report, and that he had heard that
Its; distribution Yas delayed by a week He expects tn reeveive the report sometime after
March 7. The 4AB indiacted they would like the ER Committee to review the report and bring
recommendati no to the April meeting. Mr. Patt asked who, among the ER Committee would
be willng to he review the report All understood that the report could be very lengthy.
DECISION-

Th RComm' a will help Ralph Patt reveiw the CERE Report Copies of the report will be
sent to Comm' e members. Once the report is received the members will distribute the
review work, a d submit review comments to Rosemary Guse (westinghouse) for distribution
to other all ER mmittee members. Reveiwes should be submitted to Rosemary prior to
March 22. Th, ER Committee will host a conference call on Friday, March 24 at 10 am to
review CERE 0 mments, and draft a response letter to the Board. This letter will be handed
out to the Boar at Its April meeing.
TOPIQ RISK ESSMVENT WORKSHOP
The Public Inv ement Committee joined the ER Committee to discuss the proposed Risk
Assessment orshop to be sponsored by the ER Committee. The concept of the workshop
Ariun Makajani ad Dr. Jim Ruttenberg regarding their facilitating a risk assessment
workshop with nevieve S. Roessler and Margrit von Braun from DOE. The workshop would
help the Board uderstand the various risk assessment methodologies and their impact on
cleanup atHam frd.

The ER Cormiw envisions the full day workshop taking place the day prior to the Board
meeting. All & rd members would be encouraged to attend. The evening (Wednesday
night), would b an opportunity for the Board to hold a public forum and panel preentation on
Risk Asseusm nt. The following day, at the HAB meeting, the panel would give the Board a
brief .explanaVU n of their various methods of risk assessment, and demonstrate how each
individual woul assess specific risks at Hanford, i.e. Carbon Tat, and Strontium 90. This will

ElkCo page 5 of 9
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be an opportun' for the Board to hear different points of view and approaches to risk
assessment

The Public Invoh ment Committee exprvesed their interest in helping the ER Committee with
the public work p To limit Board members time commitment, Marilyn Reeves suggested
that the worksh ip take place on the Thursday of a one day Board meeting, leaving Thursday
night for the put 6r. workshop and moving the Board meeting to Friday. Additionally Reeves
thought that eit er Spokane or Portland would be a better place for this kind of public
Information ser~ mar.

Marilyn Reeves iso asked that the ER Committee find a press contact in the TH-cites (should
this take place tere), that would work with the committee to get the word out about the
public workshol The ER Committee noted that that was one of the things the ER Committee
wanted to work wihthe Public Involvement Committee on.

Greg deBruler End Betty Tabbott are interested in participating in a conference call with the
work.shop (pres nters to help them better understand what the Boards needs are.
DECISION:
Rakha will con ct Makajani and Rutteniberg and arrange a conference cell for them to speak
with members )fthe ER and Public Involvement Committees'. Rakhe will be in touch with
Tabbott around March 13. Ralph Patt will contact Roessler

HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION COMMITTEE

Summary of Mmaing
10 March 19135-3 -4pm

CONFERENCE CALL

Chairperson. R Iph Patt called the meeting to order, and initiated introkdutons. Those
present were: ommittee members, Marty Benski. Denny Condotta. Greg deBruler, and Ralph
Patt; ex-officio iemrber John Erickson, Department of Health; contractor representative, Greg
Eidam, Bechtel; Agency representatives, Mike Thompson, Nancy Werdel. DDE; William
Sanderson, W C% and facilitator Naseem Rakhe, Confluence Northwest

TOPICQ PUMP D TREAT

Draft ER Reco~ mendations on DOE-RL Pump and Treat programs were faxed to committee
members for *wand comment. Because Mr. Benski does not have a fax, all future faxes
should be senrttMarty Elenaky in care of Gordon Rogers. or to the Rlichland EPA office.

Mike Thomrpso1 indicated he would have the specific budget numbers for the ER Committee
by Monday, Me c 13. Ralph indicated he asked for an hour and a half of the Board's agenda
to review the p imp and treat decisions. He thinks there may be some discussion around the
N-Springs reorrnndation.

Greg deBruler esked that Mr. Patt be ready to discuss the difference between DOE and
Ecology's budga figures.

ERC page 6 ofS9
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Marty Benski feh that there was Some level of inconsistency in the dafferent recommendations
given by the ER CmmiUee. He felt. for example, that much of the Boards advise regarding
the 100 Area ar the CERE report indicate that we do not know specifically what is. more
important to tak on. Yet the Pump and Treat advise is se~ng clear priorities. He asked
when the OERE - 100 Area - and ground water clean up strategies get matched up.

Mr. eBruler e dad by stating that he felt that the Board, as well as previous public
adisr bodieve given clear priority to the DOE, that is, protect the Columbia River. Both
he and Ralph Pat felt that the Pump and Treat advise were highly consistent with that advise.

Mike Thompson DOE, indicated that the DOE would like ER to comment on specific reasons
why the are re mmending the N-Springs pilot projemt DOE believes that because the pump

and treat pilot p -ject agreed to in the Tni-Party Agreement will only pump 50 gallons per
minute. the over all impart of the project to the N Area aquifer will be inconclusie. Additionally,
though a 50gOr- pump will pull strntium, Thompson does not believe it will influence the
plume no matte -how long the area is pumped.

DOE's position i to drop the project DOE has consulted with numerous independent experta
about the pump and treat at N-Springs. All have indicated that the project would be a waste of
money.

Additionally, The mpson indicated that recent studies indicate the amount of strontiumn
entering the ri r is significantly less then first thought. The new numbers come from
Bechtel. The gulators have not "blessed" the document. The document will be sent to all ER
Committee bers.

Denny Condo indicated he would like to defer his recommendation until after he had a
chance to revieo new date.

Ralph Patt asserted that one more study should not make a difference in the Board's
commitment tcprotecting the river. Regulators have indicated that they want the project tW
proceed. Only t e DOE wants to drop to the project. Greg deBruler felt that the DOE needs to
listen to their alv15ory bodies.

Mike Thompsoi asked if the ER Committee would be willing to walk away from the project if,
after six mo the study did not show any impact to the aquifer. Mr. Patt responded by
indicating that ey would be willing to look at and evaluate the results, but that the aquifer
issue can not the criteria.

Denny Cond Indr~icated that he would be abstaining from the N-Springs recommendation at
this time.

DIECISON:
The ER Commitee will bring the recommendations drafted by Mr. Patt to the board meeting
DOE will send ae ER Committee the Bechtel N-Springs report.

TOPIQ 100 A EA
Denny Condo reviewed his draft ER recommendation on 100 Area cleanup. Mr. Condotta
felt that it was mportant that the DOE get on with cleanup and rather than specifying specific
cleanup levels, ae suggested that DOE clean to the regulatory level. He felt this was a
defensible po. ion to both the public and to government officials.

John Erickson ncdicated that the Department of Health is currently working on developing red
level standa for soil and water.

ER CO E page 7of 8
meeting S _ March 1995



04/17/1995 15:24 5038737709 NASEEM RAKHA PAGE 08

Greg deBru.ler that the M4TCA standard of 10 is the best standard to follow, particularly
because there iE little concurrence about EPA/ NRC standards. Erickson indicated that
MTCA was not v ritten for red background.

DEISKON:
The group had rochanges for Mr. Condottes report, The proposed advise will be included in
the Board's Apr packet.
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