


Inter-Agency Management Integr: on Team (IAMIT)
Meeting Minutes
March 15, 2018

1) Topic: Review IAN.:ax Action .. acking xable
(See Handout)

Table 1. Actions Items

A) PUREX Closure Plan, Part A — There were no updates provided today. This

action remains open.

B) Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) Request t~ * ttend TPA Quarterly Milestone

Review and Project Manager Meetings — The [AMIT reached a consensus that it
is opposed to the HAB’s request to attend the TP A meetings. MSA stated that
the public involvement (PI) teams have been briefed on the request, and the point
was made that since the HAB’s request was made verbally, the response could
also be made verbally. DOE-RL recommended that the communications team is
briefed before the PI team responds to the HAB in an effort to be prepared in the
event there are inquiries from the HAB. This action was closed.

Table II. Status Updates

A) All-Electronic Administrative Record (AR) — MSA pointed out that there is a new

B)

C)

update to this action, highlighted in blue, stating that DOE has recently authorized
MSA to implement an upgrade to the AR. MSA noted that this action has been
carried for some time, and that DOE-RL had suggested closing this action. ‘
DOE-RL concurred that the su  estion had been made, and noted that the
upgrades to the AR will take about a year. DOE-RL suggested revisiting this
action once the upgrades are complete  Ecology suggested deleting the action.
Ecology stated that when the v rades are completed in a year, it would be ready
to sign a TPA change form for an all-electronic AR. This action was closed.
TPA Five-Year Review — MSA stated that there were no new updates to this
action, but there are some upcoming major changes to Appendices H and I, and
that! on5.5isalsol 1gaddr MSA 1t 1 . |

the HAB that a reprint is planned in 2019. Ecology stated that discussions
continue on Appendices H and I, and ORP’s attorney will be sending information
to Ecology’s attorney this week. This action remains open.

Milestone M-037-10/Closure Actions for Fiv~ “~~~“ed TSDs — MSA stated that
this action is associated with Section 5.5 and addressing TSD units inside of an
operable unit. Ecology noted that this issue was discussed at the previous IAMIT
meeting, and that Ecology’s attorney was going to send a Section 5.5 markup to
DOE-RL’s attorney, which has not yet happened. Ecology stated that the EPA
and Ecology legal staff have been discussing the issue.

Ecology stated that CHPRC, through DOE-RL, had requested milestone relief
because they were at the point of needing to work on the closure of the TSDs or
being at risk of missing the milestone. Ecology indicated that discussions are
ongoing with CHPRC and DOE-RL, and a meeting was held yesterday. Ecology
stated that draft TPA changes and proposed TPA milestone char ~~s have been
shared with CHPRC and DOE-RL. Ecology stated that it will be sharing the




2)

proposed TPA milestone changes within the next month, with the understanding
that DOE-RL/CHPRC are at risk of missing the milestone. This action remains
open.

Table III. Recently Closed/Other Agreements

A) None.

Topic: New Action Items

*Note DOE-RL and Ecology staff, along with DOE-RL and Ecology IAMIT
members contributed to this discussion. That distinction is noted for clarity when
necessary.

A) Briefing/lOve *~ ~ *“  Loading Fac* 1™ ~ * pl~--*%ilif ™ *"ulate
Emission Fact~~ “PEF) for Calculating Soil Inhalation Cleanup Levels — DOE-RL

(staff) distributed a one-page handout outlining the dispute being presented today.
DOE-RL stated that the purpose of today’s briefing was to determine whether the
IAMIT was willing to assist with resolving the MLF vs. PEF dispute between
DOE-RL and Ecology project managers. DOE-RL stated that the purpose of
seeking an JAMIT decision was to provide a unified path forward for multiple
projects and prevent the debate from coming up again. D( -RL noted that a
resolution from the IAMIT was not being sought today. DOE-RL provided a
background on the dispute regarding the debate over the past three years between
DOE-RL and Ecology project managers across multiple units about the use of the
PEF method and value to calculate soil cleanup levels.

DOE-RL stated that contaminated soils can become airborne by wind and then
inhaled by a bioreceptor, or a person. The PEF method helps to evaluate the
inhalation pathway and to calculate soil cleanup levels; i.e., how clean does the
soil need to be so the receptors are not being harmed to a certain degree.

DOE-RL stated that the debate first came up in 2015 for the RCRA Rev. 9 permit
in terms of presenting closure performance standards in the closure plans. More
recently, in 2017, the 200-EA-1 work | nreceived a comment regarding the PEF
method. DOE-RL pointed out that there was no use in coming

200-EA-1iftl  :is1  anov oran 1 el
of management that would sug , A ting team efforts.

DOE-RL provided a few potential paths forward for the IAMIT to consider for
resolution, and asked if the IAMIT was willing to consider taking on the issue for
resolution since it impacts Rev. 9 and the upcoming milestone in July 2018.
DOE-RL (IAMIT member) noted that the PEF method is represented on the
handout, and asked about the MLF method. Ecology (staff) stated that one of its
technical staff arguments is why the PEF method is being used instead of MLF.
DOE-RL (staff) responded to DOE-RL (IAMIT member)’s question by stating the
intent was not to argue DOE-RL’s and Ecology’s positions, but that both  3F and
MLF are methods used to help determine soil cleanup levels with the inhalation
pathway. DOE-RL added that PEF was chosen as a set method for presenting the
debate topic today.

EPA (IAMIT member) asked if PEF and MLF both represent the inhalation
pathway. Ecology stated that either one could be used. Ecolc - (staff) added



that its understanding on the background was that the EPA guidance from 1996
was to use the PEF, although previous guidance from 1993 said to use the MLF.
Ecology added that on the interim agreements for the River Corridor, DOE-RL
used the MLF, and eventually it was changed to using the PEF. EPA stated that
its understanding is that the PEF has one site-specific aspect that can be changed,
and the rest are defaults. Ecology stated that the formula for calculating ___z PEF
is fairly constant, except for t ‘ce1  of vegetation cover, whicl ~ currently

at 50 percent, and the wind sp..... Ecology added that the calculation used for
wind speed is the local wind speed, but the remaining aspects are either standards
or the percent of vegetation cover.

Ecology (IAMIT member) expressed a concern that the resolution could be broad-
based that would apply to an array of situations if more site-specific conditions
would make a difference about which method should be used. DOE-RL (staff)
suggested that a presentation could be given at the next IAMIT to facilitate a
resolution. EPA (staff) noted that the purpose of the IAMIT is not only to solve
disputes, but to document decisions. Ecology (staff) stated that the purpose
today is to ask the IAMIT if it would be willing to step into a decision-making
role, if technical staff cannot come to an agreement, and then step into a
documentation role. Ecology (staff) added that a presentation to the IAMIT
could answer the question about whether a resolution could be applied informally
through the Rev. 9 closure plans and issues as well as the CERCLA RI/FS.
Ecology (IAMIT member) stated that it would be helpful to get more clarification
about whether the decision would applv to all future RI/FSs and for all CERCLA
processes. Ecology (staff) noted that cre have been many discussions
regarding principles and parameters, and the PEF vs. MLF represents one of the
parameters.

An agreement was made that a presentation would be given at the April 19, 2018
IAMIT. DOE-RL (staff) noted that the technical staff have been working hard to
resolve the issue, and asked the IAMIT if it would be willing to sign an IAMIT
determination to document an agreement in the event an agreement is reached
before April 19. DOE-RL (IAMIT member) responded that the IAMIT would
take the agreement under consideration, but it would have to ensure there is a
better understanding of the subject before committing to documenting an

n

-

3) Topic: Other

A) IAMIT Determinations Covering Individual Project Manager Meeting 1IMs) —
MSA stated that there are two IAMIT determinations ready for signature today,
and all of the IAMIT members have been briefed on the content of the
determinations. The two IAMIT determinations are associated with milestones
M-026 (Land Disposal Restrictions) and M-036 (Lifecycle Cost and Schedule
Report), and they document what is to be discussed at the project manager
meetings for these two milestones.





















