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HANFORD NATURAL RESOURCE TRUSTEE COUNCIL

To: Industrial Economics, Inc. and Rid¢ 1 Inc.
From: Jack Bell, Chairman HNRTC
Date: May 7, 2012

Subject: HNTRC review of Preliminary Estimate of Damages, Phase 1,
Primary Restoration Analysis and Technical Status Report on
Compensatory Ecology Restoration for the 100-K Area

Please find attached the HNRTC’s comments on the Preliminary Estimate
of amages (PED) Phase One, for the 100-K Operable Unit and Columbia
River Component. Comments were submitted by individual trustees and
are organized as such in the attachment. The Trustees have provided a
variety of comments/edits to the documents and posed both technical and
policy level questions on the methodology and results. I noted several
major themes arising from the Trustees comments. There is a major
frustration in the lack of data to document injury to many of the natural
resources, especially in the Columbia River. Many of the Trustees have
questions regarding the value of the PED if there is uncertainty in
quantifying injury and the inability to estimate the cost for restoration.

We look forward to your response to our comments and questions. Please
do not hesitate to contact the individual representatives, listed on the side
of this tterhead, with 1estions regarding their comments. We appreciate
your efforts to produce the reports in a timely and professional manner.
Please feel free to contact me at (208) 621-4710 or by email

with que ons or scheduling time for a formal
response.

Sincerely,
Q[ aSHACD
Jack Bell, Chairman

Cc: Technical Trustees



























Compensatory Restoration

1. Some contaminants of concern such as zinc, Potassim-40 and other radionuclides are not
associated with Hanford operations and should be considered background.

2. Page 7, Contaminants of Concern — It is stated that the COCs came from the RCBRA, CRC
and Trustees. This does not appear to be correct. CRC, for example, has very few COCs that
results from the risk assessment.

3. Page 14, Section 2, Injury Determination, last sentence — The assumption that a pathway
exists from Hanfo. operations and releases to each of the identified injuries is overly broad
and unsubstantiate

4. 1 e 14, Footnote at bottom of p: 3, 2™ line — change the word “that” to “than”.

5. Page 16, Exhibit 9- is suggested a footnote be added explaining that K-40 is a naturally
occurring element.

6. Page 26, Exhibit 16; page 28, Total R¢ Dose; and page 38, Exhibit 24 — The total rad dose

in ese sections is significantly more than indicated in DOE’s environmen  monitoring
reports and appears to be an error.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

C nsatory Restoration

We are concerned about the use of records with geographic coordinate information as this will
limit records primar  to recent records. Since, in many cases, higher levels may have occurred
earlier (e.g. 1980-1990 time frame) exclusion of these data may miss potential injury. I
understand that the level of effort to include this data is prohibitive however some effort should
be made to understand the potential effect of ex: 1sion of this data perhaps through examination
of a small subsample of the non-geolocate data.

er than for the remediation related injury, I did not notice a temporal component to the
injury/service loss. This appears to be an important omission and, when included, should be
sensitive ) the potential for early samples to have higher level of service loss.

1e groundwater data from a single year (2010) may not accurately represent injury. A second
year’s data. preferably from a year in the 1980-1990 time frame, should be considered to

understan the temporal aspect of potential groundwater injury.

Primary Restoration

7T :useof 1 remedial slopes appears to be overly conservative. Some justification should be
provided for using this ratio, or a more realistic slope should be considered.
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Gener: Comments
The PED higl ghts substantial gaps and uncertainties in existing cleanup data and analysis, and
[continues] to call into question the appropriateness and utility of a PED at this stage of the
investigation. For example, even the recommendations for focusing injury are based largely
upon non-detects. As such, we are supportive of IEc’s Phase II proposal to only proceed with a

PED in areas v :re “substantial data exist” to be able to assess probable injury.

£ Tomme Compensatory PED

Unlikely Injury

We believe there is insufficient information available to conclude * ely "~ y” for: f
:¢ aminants and resources. The results are strongly a 1towards ‘w y injur, 0

(among other things): i) questionable representativeness of data, ii) averaging contaminant levels
over large areas and time, and ii) using whole body tissue values.

For these reasons, we recommend IEc only report probable injury and drop the “unlikely injury”
categories unless there is sufficient certainty to affirmatively state that conclusion. As noted
above, we support IEc’s Phase II approach and recommend IEc identify the decision criteria for
determining when it is scientifically appropriate to support an analysis of unlikely injury.

Non Geo Referenced Data

If possible, we recommend reporting contaminant results from the non-geo-referenced samples
that exceed injury screening thresholds in order to get a sense of usefulness of referencing this
data set.

Past Contamination

We recommend discussing the potential injury and/or data gaps associated with past releases,
and strongly recommend calling this out in the introduction. Currently past data and injury is
only incidentally mentioned on page 7 and deeper within the document. We also recommend
describing the temporal scale and distribution of the historic data utilized in the report.

Percent Service Loss
Wecou notfi ow the averaging calculations for Aquatic Habitat Service Losses in Exhibit 26
and would welcome more detailed explanation.

Contaminants Outside Operation Areas

Sediment exceedance summary map: Several exceedances occur outside operation areas. If PED
is conducted by operational area, will exceedances outside operation areas be addressed in the
eventu: site-wide estimate of damages?

In Map/Exhibit A-6 “Sediment Samples Above And Below Zinc Potential Injury Threshold
(Upstream Map)”, There seems to be a mismatch in color between the values on the map and the
legend.

Primary Restc=~*on Report
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