MAY 30 2077

MEETING NOTES
Data Quality Objectives for the Waste Management Area A-AX

MEETING NUMBER: WMA-A-AX-DQO-2017-4
MEETING DATE: April 13, 2017
LOCATION: 3110 Port of Benton Boulevard, Richland, WA

ATTENDEES:
Jim Alzheimer (Ecology) Jim Field (WRPS) Beth Rochette (Ecology)
Mike Barnes (Ecology) Paul Gassman (WRPS) Kristin Singleton (WRPS)
Marcel Bergeron (WRPS) Bob Hiergesell (WRPS) Harold Sydnor (WRPS)
Jan Bovier (DOE-ORP) Melissa Holm (WRPS) Cindy Tabor (WRPS)
Joe Caggiano (Ecology) Scott Luke (WRPS) Robin Varljen (WRPS)
Ryan Childress (TerraGraphics) Alan Olander (WRPS) Mign Walmsley (Ecology)
Kathi Dunbar (WRPS) Julie Robertson (Freestone)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: These meetings are to promote discussions among Washington State
Department of Ecology (Ecology), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the U.S. Department of
Energy Office of River Protection (DOE-ORP), and Washington River Protection Solutions (WRPS) to develop data
guality objectives (DQO) for Waste Management Area (WMA) A-AX vadose zone soil. Representatives from the
DOE Richland Operations Office (DOE-RL) and the Central Plateau contractor (CH2MHILL Plateau Remediation
Contractor [CHPRC]), were invited to participate to promote integration. A DQO process for the same purpose
was started in 2011 but was suspended prior to completion in May 2011. Agreements and progress made as
part of the 2011 effort will be leveraged in support of the current DQO process.

Lists of agreements and actions (including the status of any actions) are documented in the meeting notes.

PURPOSE OF MEETING: This meeting was called to continue the WMA A-AX vadose zone characterization DQO
process initiated in January 2017.

STATUS OF PRIOR MEETING NOTES: Ms. Tabor stated that meeting notes for the March 1, 2017, meeting
(Meeting #2) were in Ecology review and that the meeting notes for the March 30, 2017 meeting (Meeting #3)
were in internal review.

DISCUSSION: Ms. Tabor provided Handout #1 to support the discussii

1. - alSch ~ ° Ms. Tabor provided a preliminary schedule for the remainder of this DQO process
(Handout #1, Agenda). The overall schedule goal is to complete a draft DQO summary report this fiscal year.
intermediate steps will be to discuss sample locations in May and August, the constituent list in June, and
DQO steps 5 and 6 in July. See action 2017-04-13-01.

2. Approach: Ms. Tabor led a discussion of the proposed DQO approach to applying the results of eact QO
step to the Tanks A-104/105 focus area DQO and also to WMA A-AX as a whole (Handout #1, Attachment 1).
There was a recognition that further discussion will be needed to reach agreement on Step 4 regarding the
definition of the WMA A-AX boundary.

3. Information on Tank A-104 DQQO: Ms. Tabor stated that the planned DQO process for Tank A-104 is
scheduled for fiscal year 2018. She noted that the scope and objectives have not been defined yet.
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ACTIONS (3 pages)

WMA-A-AX-DQO-2017-4

whether wells can be included within the
A-104/105 focus area boundary.

AcTIon Actionee vescription Status
Nitmhar
ZULl/-U4-13-U3 | 1apor Ada rootnote to 4715717 Handout #1, New.
Attachment 3, Table 3 listing background
level reports.
2017-04-13-04 | Rochette Ecology will discuss the use of “MTCA C New.
for cleanup” and “500 mrem/yr above
background via industrial land-use
scenario” in Handout #1, Attachment 3,
| Table 3.
201/-04-13-05 | Tabor Review PNNL report 15141 to determine | New.
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WMA-A-AX-DQO-2017-4
Handout #1

1)

2)
3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

WMA A-AX DQO Meeting # 4 - March 30, 2017
Agenda
General Schedule:
¢ Completion of DQO this FY
e May: Discussing Potential Sample Locations (Part of Step 7)
e June: Discussing Constituent List (Part of Step 3)
s July: Discussing Steps 5and 6
e  August: Continuing Step 7 and closing out any other steps
Note: Prelimary Schedule that may change, as needed.
Approach (Attachment 1)
Information on Tank A-104 DQO

Re-review Steps 1 and 2 (Discussed at Meeting #3): {Attachment 2)

s Problem, Goals, Objectives, Principle Study Questions, and Decision Statements

e {New Discussion) Estimation Statements — Do we need specifics for Focus Area Tanks A-104/A-

105

Start Step 3: Information Inputs — what type of data is needed
Step 4: Define Boundaries

(Attachment 3: Table 3. Bases for Identification and Setting of Acceptable Levels for Decision
Statements and Table 4. Potentially Appropriate Field Methods and/or Analytical Methods)

Review of Agreements and Action Iitems (New and Old)

Next Meeting: May ?
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Table 4. Potentially Appropriate Field and An;

al Methods for Vadose Zone Soil for Characterization

Potentially Appropriate Field Pa
Method/Analytical Method

ter Possible Limitations

Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR):

Radar-reflection surface geophysical
survey technique that detects contrasts
in di-electric constants in the below-
grade environments from the surface.

Requires subjective interpretation of the
reflected signals. Lack of reflective below-grade
surfaces or the presence of interfering matrices
can complicate or invalidate the findings. The
presence of nearby buildings and utilities can
interfere with reflected signals. Fines (e.g., clay
and heavy fly ash) can act as a reflector to the

Electromagnetic Induction (EMI); Und  ound structures or interferences radar signal.
Surface geophysical survey technique
that measures electrical conductivity in The presence of nearby buildings and utilities
below-grade soils based on detected can interfere with reflected signals.
changes in electrical fields. G rally
used to support the interpretation of
GPR surveys.
Surface Geophysical Exploration:
Results are impacted by interference from
Electrical Resistivity Imaging can be Resi ity (conductivity) infrastructure such as pipelines, tanks, buildings,

acquired to develop shallow andde  2-
dimensional and 3-dimensional images.

and other large features.

Large Diameter Hole {LDH) Conventional ~ G
Drilling
(e.g., cable tool): '

rsical Logging and Laboratory Analysis Most drilling methods have difficuity in cobbles
and houlders. Waste/tailings are brought to the
surface and need to be properly contained and
disposed, increasing cost and risk of exposure to
workers.

Not viable for new exploration in the tank farms
due to waste generation and logistics (e.g.,
dome loading and access).

LDH Geophysical Logging  5ross and isotopic gamma emissions

Larger size instrument has lower detection limits
{more sensitive) but does not fit into a smal!
diameter hole (SDH) (<3-inch); therefore, is not a
compatible technology for use with direct push
methods.
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Table 4. Poter lly Appropriate Fi

and Analytical Methods for Vadose Zone Soil for Characte-iration

Potent y Appropriate Field
Method/Analytical Method

Parameter

Possible Limitations

LDH Geophysical Logging {cc

1ued)

The count rate can effect accuracy and precision
of measurements.

Gamma emissions from fission products, Am-241,
Pu-239, and Np-237

It is considered by some to be more accurate than
sampling and laboratory assay because the assay is
performed in situ with less disturbance of the
sample, there is higher vertical spatial resolution,
and the sample size is much larger. This method may
also be more economical than traditional sampling
and analysis.

This method does not assess radionuclides or
daughter products that do not emit gamma rays.
The gamma energies from these isotopes are at
the low end of the spectrum, which results in
high numerical minimum detectable activities
and possible matrix effects from other isotopes.
This technique requires the use of a single casing
(installed by drilling or driving) in contact with
the soil formation. The detector is too large to
fit in a SDH (<3-inch); therefore, is not a
compatible technology for use with direct push
methods.

Neutron emissions from plutonium

Because of the very low incidence of
spontaneous plutonium fission and alpha-N
reactions, the passive neutron profile is orders
of magnitude lower than the gamma emission.
The detector is too large to fit in a SDH {(<3-inch);
therefore, is not a compatible technology for use
with direct push methods.

Active neutron emissions from transuranics

Although neutron activation methods have been
developed, they are not expected to be useful
for this initial characterization effort. At present,
these technigues are too expensive and time
consuming, and logistical problems are
associated with the handling of intense sources
or generators. The detector is too large to fit in
a SDH (<3-inch); therefore, is not a compatible
technology for use with direct push methods.

Beta emissions

Not a fully developed technology.
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