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HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION COMMITTEE
Summary of Mesting
3 Mearch 1995 B-2 pm
Best Western, Seattle

Chairperson. RadL)h Patt called the meeting to order, and intiated introductions. Those ‘
present were: Committee members, Denny Condotta, Greg deBruler, gnd Ralph Peu: ex-officio
member John Etickson, Department of Health; contractor representative, Greg Eidam,
Bechtel, Agency representatives Linde McClain, Mike Thompson, Nancy Werdel, C& Dib
Goswsmi. Chuck Cline, Stan Leja, Ted Wooley, Ecology, Doug Sherwood, EPA, Unofficiel
member, Paige Knight, Hanford Watch; Willism Sanderson, WHC: and tacilitator Naseem

Stan Leja, Ecology, gave 8 presentation about the cost and benefit of the
pump and treat programs at 200 ZP 1 {Carbon Tetrachioride]. 200 pP1 (Ure!'uum]. BP—S
(Cobalt, Technetium, and Strontium), end HR-3 {Chromium]. Ecology is proposing preliminary
ideas for reducipg costs and maintaining the effectiveness of the pump and treat prograrm.
Mr. Goswami pgssed out 8 comparison of projected costs for each well (appendix item A).
There was significant difference between Ecology and DOE estimetes, due largely w'lower'
operational and|support estimates by Ecology, as well a5 8 reduction in well monitoring end
sampling.

200-2Pr1
Mr. Goswami inHicatad bath the Carbon Tet. And Uranium plume were spreading, but at
different rates, [The Carbon Tet. plume hes spread to 4.2 miles’, and is continuing to spread.
Modeling indicaes thet the plume could reach the C-18 crib within five years.

Becsuse of the Jocation and extent of the Carbon Tet. plume, Mr. Goswami questioned how the
C-18 discharge|program may effect groundwater flow. C-18 is being considered for discharge
of water contarhingted with tritium. He indicated that Ecology was concerned that the
discharge progfam could be the driver for Carbon Tet reaching the river. Ecology would like
the three agengies to look at other sites for this disposal project. Mike Thompson, DOE,
indicated othersites have been considered but were dropped from the list for verious

g higher risk ta the Columbia River. DOE-RL would, hawever, be willing to
tions with Ecology and EPA.

Mr. Goswami showed & graph of the Carbon Tet. plume, indicating that should the Interim
Remedial Actioh (IRM) be successful in remaving the Carbon Tet. hot spot, the plume could
possibly be contained, meeting the goals of both the Hanford Future Sites Working Group and
the Hanford Advisory Board. All agency representatives concurred thet it wes nat likely the
groundwater cquld be cleaned to the drinking water standard.

There was somie discussion about the amount of time needed to remove the hot spot and
contain the corftamination. Mr. Thompson seid that to justify pump and treat progrems, it was
important that Bn end point be both determined and planned for. Mr. Goswami indicated thet
should no DNAPL's be present, it was possible that results of the pump and trest program
could be seen within five to seven years. He stressed, however, that an “end point” could not
be calculated uhtil after @ DNAPL investigation. He also stressed that the 200-ZP 1 project is
a mass removag! process, not an attempt to remediete the site.
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When asked for{an approximetion on the cost of the pump and trest program, Mr. Gos.v\fam| ‘
indicated that after the capital investment the program should cost approximately 1 million
per year. DOE's|estimates are double that of Ecology’s. Mr. Goswami indicated thet _rnuoh of
the reduction in|Ecology's cost comes from a reduction in well sampling and monitoring. as
well 82 a 50% in operational management costs.

Stan Leja, Ecoldgy. next gave a presentation about the potentisl savings to be found in well

drilling. He gave several examples of Hanford wells thet have cost upwards of 1209 to 1500

dollars per foot] Part of the problem, he felt, was thet "support” costs were addgd into t':h'e

drilling figure. Mr. Leja indicated that cost comparisons indicats thet DOE is paying a minimum

of 30% more per well than necessary. He also indicated that that gep is even grester if an off-
i s used for dnilling.

Linds McClain, Nancy Werde!, and Mike Thompson all concurred that the current cost of
drilling wells is {ar to high, and that as part of DOE efficiency measures, they are fooking closely

has migrated td the course gravel ares of the Gabbe! Gap, making it very difficult to locate.
Additionally the|extraction well is only pumping 4 gellone per minute, versus the hoped for 17.
For the cost, return on this project is very small, or non existent. The possibility of the

plume going thtough the gap and making it to the Future Sties Working Group Boundery is
"almost nil”.

Strontium 80 removal results on the BP-5 reverse well has been from 1200 to 1500
picocuries per fiter. The proposed drinking weter standard for Strontium 80 is 42 picocuries
per liter.

Ralph Patt asked Mike Thompson if the BP-5 results can be extrapolated Strontium-80
removal at N-Springs. Mr. Thompson felt that the BP-5 project pumped at such minima! levels
that it would be difficult to extrapolate the results to N-Springs. He feit, however, that the
project clearly emonstrated that once pumped Strontium 90 can be treated. Thompson felt
the big questioh et N-Springs was how the pumping would effect the aquifer. The BP-5 project
i i indication how the aquifer was affected by pumping.

me is moving in & northerly direction. Because the project is getting

, both EPA and Ecology felt it should continue. Both agencies felt they could
d date for this project. The egencies said, however., that they do not know

is affected by the pumping. The ursnium plurne is moving at e slower rate
Tet. plume and if left untreated will not reach the river for 190 years. There
in this pragram, but the delsy would mean that future action would cost more.
felt that delays in this program should not be considered because, though

significant re:
determine an

moving slowly, the plme is spproaching the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group
boundary. s @& & i '
ﬁ ’F‘éi;\
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DOE Presantation ) .
Mike Thompsontuﬂined projected costs for the 200 Ares Groundwater projects. Esbrpacea
of new equipment. Ecology and EPA strongly urged DOE to examine using

d equipment in order to reduce costs. They also suggesfgd ﬂwqt th‘ere may
to go to the expense of decontaminating the equipment gince 'ut.wnll be
contaminated at the next site. Estimates for 1895 = 14 million, 1896 = 10 million, and

. All three agencies felt there was significant room for reduction of those

numbers.

Linda McLain fejt she could make a case for the projects listed by Thor_npson. She indicated it
would be very ubeful to have a recommendation from the Hanford Advisary Board indicating
their support fol the pump and treat programs.

Thompson indidated that startup for the pump and treat programs could be staged they were
not eo high. The highest cost of the programs is capital investment. Thompson agreed that
the BP-5 project should be dropped. Thompson would prioritize the other projects in the
following order:| 200 ZP-1, HR-3, and delay 200-UP-1,

The HR-3 projett, chramium, would move forward to determine if the chromium levels
entering the river are sbove the level toxic to fish. if studies show taxic levels to fish, DOE
would consider making the HR-3 project the highest priority. DOE is preparing to send divers
down to the salmon spawning areas to test chromium levels. This test will accur again in the
auturnn, Findinlgs from these tests should indicate whether or not to invest more into the HR-
3 project. Doug Sherwood indicated that they are looking at other chromium sites within the
region s0 that they are applying regulations with a high degree of consistency.

There was dissgreement 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 thq project indicate a high rate of return from pump and treat, and therefore
justify continuation of the project.

Ralph Pett asked Mike Thompson to elaborate on the N-Springs pump and treat program.
Patt felt thet rings represented 8 “big hole” in the DOE's remediation projects.

Thompson indigated thet the Strontium 80 plume at N-Springs did bring up significant
regulatory and pompliance issues. Strontium is entering the river at 3 orders above the levels
set by the drinKing weter standsrd. The barrier wall would have bought time, and allowed the
DOE to get @ hgndle on the problem. The problem of pump and treat without the barrier wall
is that Strontium absorbs strongly to soil. As such, pumping would need to occur at a low rate
to maintain pull up. This would require 8 long pump time and many wells. DOE does not feel
this particular project represents & good cost benefit.

Thompson indigated there were too many unknowns regarding Strontium pump snd treat at
N-Springs. It ig{ nat known, for exemple. if Strontium could be pumped consistently from the
wells. Thompsbn suggested one method for determining whether Strontium could be pumped
consistently wquid be to begin pumping without tresting to see if consistent levels are pulled
up.

Doug Sherwoodl, EPA, found the idea of pump without treatment “appalling”. snd suggested

that DOE shoulld move the treatment facilities from BP-5 to N-Springs to treat contaminated
effluent.
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Mr. Patt indicatdd thet the conversstion did not signal eny adverse reasons for pgrsuing pump .
and treat at N-Springs. Patt said DOE had not demonstrated sny "showstoppers and he was
bothered that was not taking a more aggressive position at N-Springs.

Greg deBruler fgit that the DOE was obligsted to follow stakeholder values and gggressivciy
follow their advige. He was in strong favor of pursuing pump and treat at N-Springs.
Additionally, Mr.|deBruler emphesized throughout the day that the overall budget for pump end
treat at Hanford is negligible compered to other projects. Because the cost is relatively iow,
and the benefit to values stated by sl public working groups o high, the projects should not
be cut.

EPA and Ecology indicated they felt there was enough data from BP-S pump and treat to go
with and IRA on|N-Springs. DOE disagrees. They currently ere in negotistion. Ecology and
EPA would like % see DOE move forward with N-Springs pump and treat milestones using
equipment frorm{ BP-5 wells. Under the ER Refocusing the initial instaligtion of the pump would
occur by Septerhber 30, 1895, draft report on results in by February 28, 1896, and by
November 30, § 996 there could be a clean up decision for N aree groundwater.

Linda McClain
will respond wi

ggested it may not be realistic to expect to know how the N-Springs aquifer
just & six month experiment.

DECISION:
The ER Commi supported the position of the regulstors, and decided to go to the Board
with a recommiendation to John Wagoner to cut the BP-5 and BY-Crib program, continue 220
.ZP and UP-1 pbograms, continue HR-3 programs st existing capacity until chromium tests
are completed, khen revisit to re-prioritize, and begin pump and teat at N-Springs as per the
ER Refocusing Agreement.

TOPIC: 100 AREA

Linda McClain ihdicated it was good that the agencies deferred the presentstion to the Board
for & month. The time allowed the three parties to iron out & majority of the details of the
project. The gining details to be worked out largely have to do with epecific technicel
aspects of the three operable unit cleanup.

Ms. McClain wénts the 100 Area project ta get underway as soon as possible. She esked the

ER Committee re they etood with the plan [appendix item B). Mr. deBruler indicated that
the exposure ldvels as written, were unacceptable, He felt the number 10 “ was not accurate,
and closer to 10°. deBruler also indicated that numbers for background radiation were still in
dispute.

in response Ngncy Werdel and Linda McClain noted that clean up levels will be to Madel
Toxics Contro! Act [MTCA) standards. That is, the MTCA standard of 10* reaches to 15 feet
below soil surfdce. It was unclear from the discussion whether or not the exposure level
increases as depth into the 15 foot level increased. DOE would check on this, and be

pond to that question at the Boerd meeting. Ms. McClain also indicated that
ly only about 5 sites where the contamination level reached 40-50 feet.

The discussion|turned to the 1301 and 1325 cribs. The 100 Area plans going out for public
comment in Agril do not include any discussion on the N-Springs cribs, end are part of the N-
Springs pilot prioject. Thompson indicated that because the 1301 and 1325 cribs are
relatively new, fhere has been little opportunity for decay to play a role in reducing the
exposure leveld. Because many of the radio-nuclides in the cribs are short lived (perhaps as
much of 60% qf the radio-nuclides may be Cobalt 60}, its may be wise to let decay play more

ER COMMITTEE page 4 of 8
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of e role at thesd sites before any remedial action. Both budget and worker exposure is
constraining r charecterizetion of the cribs.

Linda McClain alfo explained that the ER budget estimates have gone down, lergely due to an
acceptance of figld data and testing versus lab tests. In prior budgets 40-50% of the cost wes

enalysis in labs.

DECISION o

The ER Comm agreed to write a letter in support of the 100 Area cleanup projects, and
urging DOE to "det on with it." Denny Condatta will draft a tetter for response by the ' ‘
committee at a March 10 Conference Call. The letter will be reviewed by the Board at its April
meeting.

TOPIC: BOARD TOUR i _

The Board askedl that the ER Committee consider 100 Ares tour sites for the April meeting.
The Board discyssed various options, and determined the following echedule:

s K-Besin we

e 100 HR-3 gump and treat project

e 118 D1 Trdnch (source of chromium plume]

e Disland

s NSEprings

» Barrier Wall

e N Reactor

DECISION:

Tour agenda wifl be submitted to Marilyn Reeves for her consideration. Mr. Patt will discuss
the agenda with) the Chiars et the Monday, March 6 agenda call.

TOPIC: CERE

Relph Patt indidated taht he had not yet received the CERE Report, and that he had hesrd that
its distribution was deleyed by a week. He expects to recveive the report sometime after
Mearch 7. The HAB indiacted they would like the ER Committee to review the report snd bring
recommendatidns to the April meeting. Mr. Patt asked who, armong the ER Committee would
be willing to help review the report. All understood thet the report could be very lengthy.
DECISION:

The ER Committee will help Ralph Patt reveiw the CERE Report. Copies of the report will be

sent to Commi
review work, 8
to other oll ER
March 22. Th
review CERE

out to the Boa
TOPIC: RISK
The Public Invof

e members. Once the report is received the members will distribute the

d submit review comments to Rosemary Guse (westinghouse) for distribution
mmittee members. Reveiws should be submitted to Rosemary prior to

ER Committee will host 8 conference call on Friday, March 24 at 10 am to

mments, and dreft a response letter to the Board. This letter will be handed
at its April meeting.

ESSMENT WORKSEHOP

vement Committee joined the ER Commiittee to discuss the proposed Risk

Assessment W
Arjun Makajani|
workshop with
help the Boerd
cleanup at Ha

The ER Commi
meeting. All

brief explanatid
individua! would

ER CO!
Meeting §

Jorkshop to be sponsored by the ER Committee. The concept of the workshop

and Dr. Jim Ruttenberg regarding their facilitating a risk assessment

Genevieve S. Roessler and Mergrit von Braun from DOE. The workshop would

understand the various risk assessment methodalogies and their impact on
rd.

envisions the full day workshap taking place the day priar to the Board

rd members would be encouraged to ettend. The evening {(Wednesdey

an opportunity for the Board to hold & public forum and panel presentation on

nt. The following day, st the HAB meeting, the panel would give the Board a

n of their various methods of risk assessment, and demonstrate how each
assess specific risks at Hanford, i.e. Carbon Tet, and Strontium 90. This will

March 1995 page S of &
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be an opportunity for the Board to heer different points of view and approaches to risk .

assessment.
The Public Involvement Committee expressed their interest in helping f.he ER Committee with
the public wol . To limit Board members time commitment, Msrilyn Reeves suggested

that the workshpp take place on the Thursday of a ane day Board fneeting. ’g_aving Thureday
night for the pulic workshop and moving the Board meeting to Friday. A(!dmonally. Reeves
thought that either Spokane or Portland would be & better place for thie kind of public
information senjinar.

Merilyn Reeves jiso asked that the ER Committee find a press contact in the Tricities (should
this take place there), that would work with the committee to get the word out about the '
public waorkshog. The ER Committee noted that that was one of the things the ER Committee
wanted to workwith the Public involvement Committee on.

Greg deBruler gnd Betty Tabbott are interested in participating in a conference call with the
workshop [presknters to help them better understand what the Board's needs are.
DECISION:
Rakha will contgct Makajeni and Ruttenberg and arrange & conference call for them to speak
with members §f the ER and Public Involvement Committees’. Rakha will be in touch with
Tabbott around March 13. Ralph Pett will contact Roessler

HANFORD ADVISORY BOARD
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION COMMITTEE
Summary of Mesting
410 March 1885 3 - 4 pm
CONFERENCE CALL

Chairperson. Raiph Patt called the meeting to order, and initiated introductions. Those
present were: Committee members, Marty Benski, Denny Condotts, Greg deBruler, and Ralph
Patt; ex-officic member John Erickson, Department of Health; contractor representative, Greg
Eidam, Bechtel] Agency representatives, Mike Thompson, Nancy Werdel, DOE; William
Sanderson, C. and facilitator Neseem Rakhs, Confluence Northwest

TOPIC: PUMP AND TREAT

Dreft ER Recommendations on DOE-RL Pump and Treat programs were faxed to committee
members for review and comment. Because Mr. Benski does not have a fax, all future faxes
should be sent ko Marty Bensky in care of Gordon Rogers, or to the Richland EPA office.

Mike Thompsoh indicated he would have the specific budget numbers for the ER Committee
13. Ralph indicated he asked for an hour and a half of the Board's agenda
to review the plmp and treat decisions. He thinks there may be some discussion around the
N-Springs recommendation.

Greg deBruler psked that Mr. Patt be ready to discuss the difference between DOE and
Ecology’s budget figures.

ER CO page 6 of 8
Meeting S - March 1995
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Marty Benski fely thet there was some level of inconsistancy in the different regommendgtions
given by the ER Gommitiee. He fekt, for example, that much of the Board's advise yvegardung
the 100 Area ard the CERE report indicate that we do not know specifically what is more
important to teke on. Yet the Pump and Treat advise is setting clesr priorities. He asked
when the CERE {100 Area - and ground water clean up strategies get matched up.

advisory bodies have given clear priority to the DOE, that is, pratect the Columbia River. Both

Mr. deBruler re ded by stating that he felt thet the Boerd, as well as previous public
Iof:h that the Pump and Treat advise were highly consistent with that advise.

he and Ralph P

Mike Thompson| DOE, indicated that the DOE would like ER to comment on specific reasons
why they are re¢gommending the N-Springs pilot project. DOE believes that because the pump
and treat pilot project agreed ta in the TriParty Agreement will only pump S0 gallons per
minuta, the overall impact of the project to the N Ares aquifer will be inconclusive. Additionally,
though a 50g/mh pump will pull strontium, Thompson does not believe it will influenca the
plume no mattel how long the area is pumped.

to drop the project. DOE has consulted with numerous independent experts

DOE's position i
and treat at N-Springs. All have indicated that the project would be & waste of

about the pump
money.

Additionally, Thdmpson indicated that recent studies indicate the amount of strontium
entering the niver is significantly less then first thought. The new numbers come from
Bechtel. The rdgulators have not "blessed” the document. The document will be sent to all ER
bers.

Denny Condottq indicated he would like to defer his recommendstion until after he had &
chance to revieiw new data.

Ralph Patt assérted that one mare study should not meke & difference in the Board's
commitment te protecting the river. Regulators heve indicated that they want the project to
proceed. Only the DOE wants to drop to the project. Greg deBruler fek thet the DOE needs to
listen to their apivisory bodies.

asked if the ER Committse would be willing to walk awey from the project if,
after six monthe, the study did not show any impact to the equifer. Mr. Patt responded by
indicating thet they would be willing to look st and evaluate the resuits, but thet the aquifer

8 the criteria.

b indicated that he would be abstaining from the N-Springs recommendation at

TOPIC: 100 AREA
Denny Condotts
felt that it was mportant that the DOE get on with cleanup and rather than specifying specific
cleanup levels, he suggested that DOE clean to the regulatory level. He fek this wes 8

ER COMMITTEE page 7 of 8
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Greg deBruler et that the MTCA standard of 10° is the best standard to follow, particularly .
beoause there ig little concurrence about EPA/NRC stendards. Erickson indicated that

MTCA was not written for red background.

DECISION:
The group had ro changes for Mr. Condotta’s report. The proposed advise will be included in
the Board's April packet.
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