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Hanford Natural Resources Trustee Council 
Regular Meeting, November 18-20, 2008, Department of Ecology Conference Room 

Meeting Summary 

November 18, 2008 

ADMINISTRATION 8:30AM - 11:00AM PAUL SHAFFER 

Agenda was reviewed and finalized. (Attachment 1) Participants List (Attachment 2) 

The following topics were proposed to be discussed if time allows: Risk Management; Global Nuclear Energy 

Partnership (GNET) hearing; and the 200 Area controlled burn. 

The Council approved the June, July and September meeting minutes. 

September Action items were reviewed. (Attachment 3) 

The April 7thand June 13th Senior Trustee meeting minutes have not been approved. The Council decided to not approve 

the Senior's minutes and decided that the Seniors formally approve their own minutes for the record. Individual trustees 

will go to their senior representatives to request approval. (Action Item# 245) 

Larry Goldstein asked what should be placed on the NRDA website and a short discussion took place. Larry suggested 

that the meeting summaries be posted to the site. Some Trustees felt this could be a problem. Discussion on what is 

appropriate to place on the NRDA website took place. Dana said that he would look into placing items on the website . 

No decision was made. (Action Item# 246) 

The Council discussed the public involvement process for NRDA. Questions arose about public review of meeting 

summaries and attendance at CERLA vs. NRDA trustee meetings. What is considered the "public" varies in definition. 

Helen offered that we need to be in compliance with State of Washington rules and this should include open and closed 

meeting rules . This question should be placed for discussion on the next agenda. 

Barb Harper asked if Dana could resend the Integrated Disposal Facility sagebrush mitigation monitoring report to the 

trustees. Dana agreed . (Action Item #247) 

It was noted that National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) is funded to attend Council meetings again . 

Currently NOAA is not a voting resource agency on the Council. NOAA was asked, if possible, to advise the Council at the 

next meeting whether they would like to become a voting member. (Action Items# 233/248) 

Al Hawkins mentioned that the DOE will have names and resumes for facilitator candidates and reminded the Council 

that they must be from a small business. Al asked for our review and feedback on the applicants as soon as possible for 

utilizing them in the January Meeting. (Action Item# 249) 

CERCLA RESPONSE, RIVER COMPONENT STATUS BRIEFING JOE FRANCO AND JAMIE ZEISLOFT 

Jamie Zeisloft provided the Council with a handout titled Remedial Investigation for Hanford Site Releases to the 

Columbia River. (Attachment 4) He reviewed the current work plan and summarized the changes that were made. 

Changes were made to simplify the executive summary, project schedule clarification, sample design changes including 
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new background locations above Wanapum Dam, changes to groundwater upwelling sampling, and fish sampling 

including specifics on sturgeon sampling. He highlighted the changes and addressed where they are regarding planning 

and implementation of sampling. 

He is still working on sediment and soil sampling locations. For sampling activities to be conducted on specific islands 

within the Hanford Reach, information has been acquired from the Tribes to inform and steer the sampling effort so that 

culturally sensitive areas are not impacted. 

Jamie asked the trustees for input on what would be needed for fish sampling in 2009. Charlene offered her help in 

forming a work group. The River Corridor Project, with the help of the Trustees, will plan and host a workshop in January 

or February. (Action Item# 250) Additional technical expertise is needed to help development of the plan. The Council 

members requested funding for attendance at the workshop to include travel and participation reimbursement for 

subject matter experts. (Action Item# 251) 

Joe Franco said that he is directing his staff to incorporate, where possible, within the Ecological Risk Assessment, Risk 

Investigation/Feasibility Studies and Sample and Analysis Plans actions that could assist with the trustee's Injury 

Assessment Plan . To accomplish this, Joe asked that the trustees, through consensus, input into how DOE's Risk 

Assessments could help. Paul asked Joe if he can fund work that looks and feels like NRDA? Joe replied that this would 

be possible in some areas, such as by doing a little extra sampling or analysis here and there. He went on to qualify that 

this could be done for injury assessment work but not for damage assessment. 

Callie had some requests: 1. We need to continue on with the 2004 proposed mapping of contaminants in the river. 

Where does the mapping stand currently? 2. There needs to be a CSM for air, and 3. Reference sites - Trustees gave 

input a few years ago - where are we on that? 

Jamie explained that the contaminate sampling is currently in the proposal process. Joe said that the Council needs to 

review what is needed/required in the CSM which is being done by the ground water folks. At this time it was noted that 

the report from the expert panel on ground water has been issued. There were no follow-up statements on Callie's 

reference site question. There was a request to distribute the expert panel report on ground water. John Morse will be 

contacted. (Action Item# 252) 

Concern was expressed about combining sturgeon liver and kidney samples for analysis and that they should be 

analyzed separately. WCH will consider doing this. There was some discussion regarding the perception that the 

schedule is driving the work rather than by science. Schedules need to adjust to both needs i.e. resource risk and injury 

assessments. Brian B. asked that the database from River Corridor be given to Stratus. Stratus will have to contact WCH 

for the database. 

Larry asked if the Council can get a schedule. Joe answered that the schedules are somewhat tied up in negotiations 

with the TPA (Tri-Party Agreement) . Jamie said he would try to provide a more detailed study schedule and let WCH 

know when he needs input from the Council. {Action Item# 253) 

Brian asked about mapping information for the trustees. Joe said that they are looking for a contractor to do this work 

and that this should be done soon. 

Jay asked when will there be collaboration? If trustees are not involved with the SOW development, then there is no 

collaborating and they have no impact on what is done. Joe Franco agreed. 

BREAK 11:00 - 11:15AM 
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After the break, Jamie Zeisloft resumed his presentation by discussing groundwater upwelling. He spoke to conductivity 

and maximum exposure. He talked about t he Trident Probe and the success they were having with it. There was concern 

expressed about the upwelling surveys and meeting data quality objectives under varying river conditions such as deep 

holes and spawning beds. 

Charlene asked how do we know we caught all the plumes. Has ground water monitoring located all the plumes? Jamie 

responded that they are focusing on the known plumes within the Reach, and have not fully characterized exposure 

routes in the river. 

Jamie offered to distribute handouts electronically to Trustees. (Action Item# 254) His final reports are due to be 

published in 2010. 

LUNCH 12:15 - 1:35PM 

2010 NRDA PROJECT PLANNING AL HAWKINS, PAUL SHAFFER 

The Council discussed potential processes for developing studies, use of funds, etc. It was suggested that we might 

follow examples of the Commencement Bay, Hudson River and Portland Harbor and other project budget and selection 

processes. Bob Foley, Project Manager fo r Hudson River and Dan Odet of the Lake Roosevelt Project could possibly 

provide some insight/assistance on what studies, processes, SAP and quality assurance procedure (QAP) were used for 

their projects. It was also thought that Stratus should be asked to provide examples of how other councils collected 

data, performed studies, and administered procedures and budgets. 

Jay, Jim and Charlene volunteered to get examples of procedures and will send out information prior to the January 

meeting. (Action Item# 255) The Council will also seek examples from Stratus. 

Paul stated that the Council should target March for completion of the Phase II Statement of Work. He said that we can 

reference Status' work, but not reference them by name or involve Stratus as this could cause a potential for an 

irreconcilable conflict of interest. Phase II should be revisited at the January meeting and will be added to the agenda . 

The question is what items Stratus will bring to the table to help get us an early release date for the Request for Proposal 

(RFP) for the second phase. 

Larry mentioned that the trustees need evaluation criteria with clear definitions. He asked the Council to consider what 

role Hanford experience will play in the selection process. 

To get things moving as quickly as possib le, Al said that he will email the latest version of the Phase II SOW to the 

Trustees. (Action Item# 256) 

BREAK 3:10-3:30PM 

CONTINUATION OF BUDGET DISCUSSIONS ALL 

Rebecca Arenson and Helen Bottcher of NOAA presented a request to the Council and DOE for additional FY'09 funding. 

Helen distributed copies of the funds necessary for maintaining NOAA's involvement in the program. (Attachment 5) 

They need an additional $75K, bringing t he current budget request to $375K for their full participation . The funding 

estimate includes limited involvement by a NOAA restoration scientist. 

Al provided a handout with information on the budget with emphasis on the Cont inuing Resolution. (Attachment 6) 
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Jay asked about how we can change the minds of Headquarters concerning the $4.23M set aside for 2010. He reminded 

the group that this level of funding is needed to meet NRDA actions and this is the amount that the Senior Trustees 

agreed to . Jay felt that the Council should draft a letter to DOE HQ requesting that critical funding necessary for Hanford 

NRDA actions be placed within target. (Action Item# 257) 

Paul explained that there are two issues on the table : 

l. Yes or no on how people feel about NOAA's request. (Al stated that historically a request such as this has not 

been declined by the DOE). 

Note: Charlene and Larry recommended developing one integrated and Joint Council budget in an effort to 

efficiently and competitively seek NRDA funding from DOE and to comply with the regulations requirements 

of collective, cooperative and cost efficiency. There was some agreement around the table, but the action 

was not brought to a vote . 

2. We should have a follow-up letter to DOE and possibly to our Congressional Delegation. 

Meeting adjourned at 4:40pm 

Wednesday, November 19, 2008 

NRDA Phase I Injury Assessment Plan 8:45AM-11:45AM 

Paul Andretti from CDR facilitated and took notes 

Paul Shaffer opened the meeting at 8:45AM. 

Jamie Holmes, Josh Lipton of STRATUS 

The following information is a partial summary of the Stratus presentation. A more complete summary has been 

provided by Stratus in Memorandum form and is attached. (Attachment 7) 

Josh Lipton gave a short description of his work with councils similar to the NRTC. He then went on to give a brief 

description of trustee interviews noting the he heard many threads of similar issues running through the interviews. 

Josh found that Hanford NRTC is a good group with a breadth of opportunities that exist and that there should be a 

universal focus on common goals. He offered that trustees will always have differences, but do share similar priorities 

and can make progress even with opposing views. 

Josh went on to describe Stratus' perspective on the needs of the NRTC. They are: empowerment, ownership, 

cooperation and progress. The Trustees have not articulated the new picture of Hanford based on the Conceptual Site 

Model. 

Jamie Holmes of Stratus and Callie Ridolfi described Hanford area electronic records and the Integrated Data 

Management System (IDMS) . They spoke to RHA/MIS records and the Hanford Environmental Information System (HEIS) 

database. Jamie explained that identifying data, accessing the useful data and how data can be used by the NRTC is an 

issue at this time and that a final report on the subject will be forthcoming for the Council. 

Call ie sketched a diagram showing the HEIS and the two feeder systems - Virtual library and the QMAP search tool. She 

stated that there are mega amounts of data in the system; however, some data is still not in there such as the Columbia 

River data; hard copies that have been archived; VIT plant Health and Safety that resides in the Bechtel National 

Database, Tank Farm data; Batte Ile, "Twins Historical" database information; Top of the Geographical Data (TOPS) with 
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30 modeling classifications. Callie went on to say that it is a huge task to identify all the current data sources as well as 

future data sources. 

Josh requested that Jamie and Callie create a primer/road map for the trustees that will include what databases there 

are and how to access them. (Action Item# 258) 

Discussion moved to resources of cultural significance. Barb asked that Jamie restate the term "cultural" to "natural" 

resources as they are important to everyone. It was requested that the Tribes draft a letter to the NRDA regarding the 

significance of the resources and what resources have a potential for injury. This letter, once approved by all the Tribes, 

should be sent out to all trustees. 

Josh brought up the idea of creating Technical Working Groups (TWGs). TWGs are a subset group formed to work with 

t echnical areas; then present their findings to the entire Council. Some suggestions for TWGS were : groundwater; 

aquatic; terrestrial resources; Restoration Planning and Tribal uses/human services. Stratus is hoping to hear if TWGs will 

be used by the trustees prior to the December 16th workshop. 

Josh proposed that the Council start incorporating restoration planning into the process; that it is never too early to 

sta rt. He said that there should be a site restoration model that meets Department of Interior regulations. Baseline 

comes into play with restoration; however, it might not be necessary to define baseline before restoration begins. 

St ratus feels that restoration planning should begin now; that injury assessment and early restoration planning and 

stud ies and activities complement each other and should be done simultaneously. 

Stratus suggested that there needs to be Injury Assessment studies. The process should be formalized; with possible 

st udies such as salmon, sturgeon and lamprey. There are timing factors involved with the process, as well as budget, 

re lat ionship to CSM and prioritization . 

There needs to be coordination with RI/FS distinct from the NRDA with different emphasis, attention to future interim 

loss, supplemental actions and quantitative analysis of the debit or credit. Note: Trustees need to define credit and credit 

criteria f ramework. There should be a mutual briefing process and a formalized approach to RI/FS coordination between 

Trustees and DOE projects on exposure evaluation; end points and measures; data sharing; evaluation of NRDA 

liabi lities; and alternatives/remedies. Stratus felt that it would be beneficial to have DOE Project Managers at the 

workshops. Trustees need to decide what criteria are viewed as acceptable/unacceptable for awarding credit or debit 

fo r a restoration project. (Action Item# 259) 

CSM proposed workshops are: 

January 27 /28 Groundwater and Aquatic Habitat 

February 24/25 Terrestrial Habitat and Tribal {Human) use 

Trustees need to provide Stratus with the following: 

1.) Resources included into the CSM; i.e., what is needed, content, what other people are needed from their 

organizations, (provide by December 16th
) . 

2.) Technical Working Groups; i.e. establish TWGs, what TWGs to establish, and composition of those TWGs. 
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3.) Injury Assessment evaluation of design (this may best be done on a TWG level). What is the best way to develop 

and design an Injury Assessment study? Stratus will provide a straw man at the Dec. 16 training and will discuss 

at the January trustee meeting. 

4.) Coordination of RI/FS. Interface with Project Managers, outreach by River Corridor (Joe), report back for January 

trustee meeting 

Trustees need to provide Stratus information regarding if they would like to form TWGs and, if yes, identify potentia l 

TWGs. (Action Item # 260) 

Stratus will determine " homework" for CSM workshops, January 27 /28 and February 24/25 and send out to participants . 

(Action Item # 261) 

The meeting ended at 4:45PM. 

Thursday, November 20, 2008 

CERCLA Response, Central Plateau 8:30AM-10:1SAM John Price, DOE 

John Price, Project Manager from the Department of Ecology' s Hanford Nuclear Waste Program spoke about the 

Hanford work suspensions that will occur in FY 2009 due to budget constraints. 

Bryan Foley of the Department of Energy spoke about the letter dated November 51
\ 2008 from DOE to Ecology and the 

EPA wh ich provided notification of anticipated impacts to the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) milestones due to the funding 

level associated with the Continuing Resolution . Paul had passed out a copy of the letter Tuesday morning. (Attachment 

8) 

Bryan stated that the notification was required by the TPA and that it identified that 23 TPA milestones from FY2010 to 

FY2012 were at risk. Bryan also said tha t all twenty-three milestones cover work on Hanford's Central Plateau . Eleven 

mi lest ones are deadlines for completing feasibility studies or plans to clean up waste sites or groundwater projects and 

t welve are cleanup activities associated with for retrieving and treating solid waste . Bryan also said that DOE was 

planning to provide direction to its contractor to suspend current work in a logical manner ensuring that key information 

was properly archived so that work can be resumed at a later date in a logical manner. He stated the DOE contractor, 

CH PRC, is already staffed to the level of activity consistent with suspending or slowing work on these milestones so 

t here will be no workforce impacts to that contractor and that funding for Hanford from FY08 to FY09 is at the same 

level, so we expect no net loss of jobs on the Hanford Site. Bryan said actions being taken were consistent with the Tri

Pa rt ies' {DOE, EPA, Ecology) priority of focusing the ava ilable budget on completing cleanup along the Columbia River 

corridor. Due to their proximity to the Columbia River, contaminated facilities, waste sites, and groundwater in the river 

corridor are a higher priority for cleanup than contaminated facilities and waste sites on Hanford's central plateau. He 

point ed out that DOE's anticipated FY09 funding will enable continued full scale cleanup in the Columbia River Corridor, 

includ ing continued full-scale waste site remediation, enhancements to groundwater systems, D&D of excess facilities 

(including K Basins and N Reactor facilities) . He also said DOE will also do important work on Hanford's Central Plateau 

includ ing 1) bu ilding the largest groundwater treatment system to date to prevent contamination from moving toward 

the river; and 2) completing shipments of plutonium to the Savannah River Site in South Carolina to enable teardown of 

the Plutonium Finishing Plant. He stated that PFP is among DOE's top priorities in the Central Plateau due to the 

environmental risk it poses and because of the high cost of maintaining it safely and securely. Finally, and most 

importantly, Bryan stated that the Department was work ing with the regulators seeking their suggestions on making 
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adjustments to work priorities, particularly if Congress should change the funding level for FY'09. MlS put work on hold 

in a manner so that it can be resumed (data archived for a later date) . The DOE invited the State of Washington and the 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to give priority suggestions. The Certified Human Resources Professional (CHRP) 

contractor has adjusted work so there will be no loss of jobs. Some RI/FS are at a pause or logical stopping point with 

focus on cleanup along the river rather than the central plateau . Higher priority for cleanup has been given to the River 

Corridor project. There have been discussions with the EPA and Ecology on the limitations to completing work and what 

will need to be postponed. Budget is at $400M shortfall for meeting milestones in FY'09. 

John Price related that the Tri-Parties are pushing RI/FS out into 2011 or further. There are four Records of Decision 

(ROD) for the 200 Area . All are considered lower cost items that could be completed. 

1.) BC-1, the BC cribs and trenches area north of the BC controlled area 

2.) CW-5, which includes a series of ditches approximately one half mile long which contains concentrations of 

plutonium in the upper 20ft of soil. 

3.) PW-1-3-6, which includes waste sites that have plutonium contamination located down to 120' deep 

4.) UW-1, UP-1, BP-5 characterization of ground water 

Bryan said the Central Plateau Ecological Risk Assessment needed to be completed and that he would be meeting with 

the new contractor to review the schedule for the revised report and planned to discuss it with EPA and Ecology as well. 

John asked if the Trustees would like more 200 Area information distributed, along with what is the priority of the work 

being done. The Council gratefully accepted his offer. There is concern that the work might cause releases which could 

continue to impacted the environment. Paul offered to get a copy of comments from John with his regulator perspective 

on the FY09 milestone changes and distribute them to the Trustees. (Action Item# 262) 

Monitoring and Control of Biotic Contamination Vectors at the Hanford Site Austin (Ray) Johnson/Fluor 

Paul introduced Ray Johnson who shared the fact that he is a Wildlife Biologist and is now a Program Manager in 

Transportation Services at Fluor. 

To set the stage, Ray discussed a little Hanford history. The Manhattan Project in the early years started to look at ducks, 

deer and tumbleweeds, which have roots that can go down to 20 feet, for the presence of radioactive elements. An 

active monitoring and control program has been in place since that time. Unfortunately in 1998, it was determined by an 

internal review by DOE that the tumbleweeds were out of control, so Fluor instituted a more robust control program of 

spraying the weeds, including a more engaged environmental radiological monitoring program for all biota including 

mice and rabbits. 

Ray explained that contaminated biota incidents take place at a rate typically between 26 and 156 per year. 

Unfortunately, trend analysis shows that contamination incidents in recent years are on the rise . These incidents are 

mostly found in and adjacent to the 200 Area tank farms, disposal areas such as cribs and underground transfer lines. In 

some waste sites a bio barrier has been placed. This barrier is described as a garden fabric which is treated with a mitotic 

coating to prevent root growth. This chemical inhibits the tumbleweed's roots on contact and prevents them from 

penetrating into the waste site. Due to its relatively high cost, and the many thousands of acres of buried radioactive 

material, Fluor uses this barrier selectively. Also, originally buried biobarriers, and gravel covered sites are becoming 

exposed in certain areas die to erosion . A plan has not been developed to date to address this issue. 
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Ray stated that the Fluor budget is currently level while contamination numbers are going up. They are trying to meet 

the challenge by becoming more efficient. Tumbleweeds, mice and rabbits will remain important issues. Several 

chemicals have been tried to stop tumbleweeds from sprouting by both Dow Chemical and Badische Anilin & Soda

Fabrik (BASF) and none have been really effective - even if rotated in and out. 

Ray can be reached at Austin_Ray_Johnson@rl.gov. The Council asked if he could provide a mechanism for trustee input 

from the Council and if he could make his reports available . (Action Item# 263) It was also requested that Ray provide 

copies of this Power Point presentation to the Trustees . (Attachment 9) 

Roger Pressentine stated Fluor is trying to work smart as they are reluctant to just throw dollars at the problems as it 

was in the past. He explained that, for the most part, the actions being conducted by Transportation Services is 

authorized by the Atomic Energy Act. Th is authority and driver differs from Hanford clean up with is basically a CERCLA 

act ion . Council members asked Roger and the Transportation Services team to actively consult with the council to help 

develop strategies and methods to minimize ecological exposures and impacts. 

BRMAP 11:00AM-12:00noon Janelle Downs and Michael Sackshewsky/PNNL 

Janelle Downs and M ichael Sackschewsky presented updates to the 2001 published version of the Hanford Biological 

Resources Management Plan, and requested suggestions for how that plan might be updated . Specifically, the objectives 

in rewrit ing the document are to construct a more user-friendly plan, align the document to better reflect the 

orga nizations w ithin DOE and with contractors, address policy issues, and define the current distribution and condition 

of biological resources on the site. To view the entire presentation the reader is directed to (Attachment 10). 

Some major points discussed were rewrites to include : 

• Amphibians 

• Aquatic macro invertebrates including mollusks 

• Rare plants (last information is from 1991) 

• Bu rrowing owls and habitat 

• Salmon spawning areas 

• Eagle roost areas 

M anagement Issues: 

• Geographic scope 

• Identify priority or critical habitats 

• Level of concern for habitat quality 

• Species of concern on site 

• Specific criteria (as these are dynamic systems (fires destruction) 

Janelle and Mike asked the Trustees to consider and be prepared to input on resources that have not been considered 

for cat egorization . Policies need clarification. Fire and noxious weed management are important issues. What is done for 

the resource after a fire has not been defined. 

The cu rrent goal is to produce the final draft of the BRMaP by September 2009. Janelle and Mike would appreciate input 

from Trustees on the most efficient way to get feedback - electronically or through workshops with focused agendas. 
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During the BRMaP presentation, the update to the Bald Eagle Site Management Plan for the Hanford Site, South-Central 

Washington was discussed . DOE would like the trustees input to this plan. The Bald eagle management plan will be given 

to the trustees for their review prior to being finalized . Dana will distribute the revised plan to the trustees for their 

review and comment. (Action Item# 264) Dana will work with Janelle and Mike to schedule a workshop for Trustees to 

further discuss questions and concerns about BRMaP revisions. (Action Item# 265) 

Pau l ended the meeting by reminding the Trustees that there will be a conference call regarding techn ical working 

groups, BRMaP workshop, Stratus training and other topics next week. 

The meeting ended at 12:00 noon. 

NEXT MEETING OF THE TRUSTEE COUNCIL WILL OCCUR ON DECEMBER 15-16 AT THE ECOLOGY BUILDING, RICHLAND. 

Potential items to be placed on January's agenda: 

1. Voting Procedures and Bylaws follow-up 

2. Question: What is meant by "public" for discussion? What is compliance to Washington State rules? 

3. Decision of NOAA on becoming a voting member of the Council 

4. Define credit and debit framework 

5. Boyd Hathaway to discuss Central Plateau land use with the Council 
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Attachment 1 
Hanford Natural Resource Trustee Council 

Regular meeting, November 18-20, 2008, WA Dept of Ecology Conference Room 

Tuesday, November 18 

0830 Administrivia 

0930 

• Introductions and announcements 
• Review agenda 
• Review minutes (June, July, Sept.) 
• Review September action items 
• Status of solicitation for facilitator 

CERCLA Response, River Component 
• Status of 2008 sampling 

1015 break 

1030 CERCLA Response, River component 
• Collaborative effort for future work 

Shaffer 
Shaffer 
Ward 
Ward 
Hawkins 

Zeisloft 

Zeisloft, Buelow, 
Franco, all ( e.g., sturgeon sampling, reference sites, 

contaminant mapping, groundwater upwelling) 

1200 lunch 

1315 NRDA (non-Stratus) 
• Phase II Scope of Work 
• 2010 project planning 
• 2009/2010/2011 budgets 

Hawkins 
Shaffer 
Shaffer 

Status briefing 

discussion of path forward 

discussion, begin preparing SOW 
define process 
status, define actions 



Attachment 2 

NATIONAL RESOURCE TRUSTEE COUNCIL {NRTC) 

Ecology Building, Richland, WA 

Meeting November 18-20, 2008 

PARTICIPANTS: 

CTUIR ( Confed. Tribes of Umatilla Indian Reservation) 

Rico Cruz 

Barbara Harper 

NPT (Nez Perce Tribe) 

Gabriel Bohnee 

Anthony Smith 

YN (Yakama Nation) 

Jay Mcconnaughey 

Callie Ridolfi 

Ray Givens (phone} 

Brian Barry (phone} 

USFWS (US Fish and Wildlife Service) 

Jim Hansen 

WA State Dept. of Fish and Wildlife 

Charlene Andrade 

U.S. Department of Energy 

Joe Franco 

Al Hawkins 

Dana Ward 

Woody Russell 

Jamie Zeisloft 

Connie Smith (phone} 

Bryan Foley 

Observers: 

Janet Robinson, Woodard and Currin (phone} 

ODOE (State of Oregon Department of Energy) 

Paul Shaffer 

WCH (Washington Cleanup Hanford) 

Larry Hulstrom 

Ella Feist 

State of Washington Department of Ecology 

Larry Goldstein 

John Price 

NOAA (Nat'I Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin. 

Helen Bottcher 

Rebecca Arenson 

EPA (Environmental Protection Agency 

Laura Beulow 

STRATUS 

Josh Lipton 

Jamie Holmes 

Paul Andreotti, facilitator 

FLUOR 

Ray Austin 

Joe Caudill 

PNNL (Pacific Northwest National Laboratories) 

Janelle Downs 

Michael Sackschewsky 

Roger Dirkes 

Chuck Powers, CRESP 

Pam Brown 

Doug Mercer, HAB/UW 



Attachment 3 
NRTC Meeting ACTION ITEMS 11/18/08-11/20/08 

REQUEST FOR ACTION ITEM/ ACTION ASSIGNMENT 
DATE DATE 

ITEM# 
ASSIGNED COMPLETED 

212 Request a copy of CLUP Supplemental Analysis for distribution . 6/4/08 Completed 

ACTION: Dana Ward and Bryan Foley 11/18/2008 

215 Get maps from Margo Voogd to give to Paul and all Trustees 7/15/08 Completed 

ACTION: Dana 11/18/2008 

216 Get topical reports from Margo to give to Jay and all trustees 7/15/08 Pending 

ACTION: Dana/Lynda to trace with Margo 

217 
2-3 yrs to clean up Zone A & B, $30mil and cost of ERDF disposal. How much of 

7/15/08 Completed 
that is disposal cost? 

ACTION: Margo Voogd to Dana and Brian Barry 11/18/2008 

218 Check to see if $2.33M can be put in the baseline 7/16/08 Closed 

ACTION: Paul Shaffer (Al - no response from HQ, dead issue) 

223 Rewrite the SOW for a facilitator 7 /16/08 Completed 
ACTION: Larry Goldstein 11/18/2008 

227 Submit 424's to DOE for FY 08 and FY 09 NRDA work 7/16/08 Completed 
ACTION: Trustees 11/18/2008 

228 Complete and submit SOW's for FY 09 7/16/08 Completed 
ACTION: Trustees 11/18/2008 

230 Return signed resolution 08-03 to Paul Shaffer 9/2/08 Completed 
ACTION: Trustees 11/18/2008 

232 Establish ECO Day schedule and topics 9/2/08 Pending 
ACTION: Paul and Trustees 

Review revised MOA and discuss with Council at November meeting (moved to 

233 January mtg.) NOAA will notify the Council whether they plan to join it as a 9/2/08 Pending 
voting member (which would require modification of the MOA) 

ACTION: Trustees and NOAA 

234 
Send letter from Council to US DOE and regulatory agencies regarding 

9/2/08 Pending 
collaborative effort on Columbia River Plan 

ACTION: Paul and Trustees (Joe Franco to talk at Jan. Mtg.) 

235 Set up NRDA data meeting 9/2/08 Completed 
ACTION: Stratus 11/18/2008 

236 Set up NRDA 201 training 9/2/08 Pending 
ACTION: Stratus Note: need phone line in for Charlene 

237 Set up 4 NRDA conceptual site model workshops 9/2/08 Pending 
ACTION: Stratus and Council to respond with dates 

238 Resolve issues with Stratus contract pertaining to Phase I/Phase II transition 9/2/08 Completed 

ACTION: Al, DOE Legal and Stratus 11/18/2008 

239 Obtain Administrative help, primarily note-taking 9/2/08 Completed 
ACTION: Al and Dana 11/18/2008 

240 Send out resolution 08-04 on council structure for signature, return ballots 9/2/08 Completed 

ACTION: Paul and Trustees 11/18/2008 



Attachment 3 
NRTC Meeting ACTION ITEMS 11/18/08-11/20/08 

REQUEST FOR ACTION ITEM/ ACTION ASSIGNMENT 
DATE DATE 

ITEM# 
ASSIGNED COMPLETED 

Obtain examples of project scoping and planning documents for NRDA work at 

255 
Commencement Bay, Hudson River, Portland Harbor, Lake Roosevelt, etc. 

11/18/08 
including SAP, QAP and, if possible, circulate to Trustees prior to January Council 

meeting 

ACTION: Jay, Jim and Charlene 

Send out Phase II SOW electronically to the Trustees. Revisit at the January 

256 Counci l meeting, identify items Stratus can provide to support early release date 11/18/08 

of the RFP without jeopard izing their eligibility to bid on Phase II 

ACTION: Paul and Al 

257 
Draft letter to DOE HQ asking them to keep the entire funding request of $4.3M 

11/18/08 
for 2010 within the base budget. 
ACTION: Jay 

258 
Create a primer/roadmap to identify current and future data sources, how they 

11/19/08 
might be accessed by the Council. 

ACTION: Jamie Holmes of Stratus 

259 
All Trustees need to decide what criteria are viewed as acceptible/unacceptible 

11/19/08 
for awarding credit or debit for a restoration project. Make a decision whether 

to incorporate Restoration Planning into CSM process. 

ACTION: Trustees and Paul 

Decide whether to form TWGs (Technical Working Groups); if yes, establish a 

260 process and identify TWGs the Trustees want, and notify Stratus of our decision 11/19/08 

by December 16th, 2008 

ACTION: Trustees >Stratus 

261 
Determine necessary "homework" for CSM workshops, Jan 27 /28 and Feb. 

11/19/08 
24/25 and send out to participants 

ACTION: STRATUS 

262 
Obtain a copy of comments from John Price 200 Area regulatory perspective on 

11/19/08 
the FY '09 milestone changes and distribute to the Council 

ACTION: Paul 

Obtain an electronic copy of Ray Austin's November 20th legacy waste 

263 presentation to the Council-possibly distribute through Charlene Andrade and 11/20/08 
WA State website . 

ACTION: Dana, Ray Austin of Fluor and Charlene 

264 
Provide Trustees with a copy of the Hanford bald eagle management plan and 

11/20/08 
an electronic copy of the November 20 presentation about BRMap revision . 

ACTION: Dana; Janelle Downs and Mike Sachchewsky of PNNL 

265 
Schedule a workshop mid-December for Trustees with PNNL staff to discuss 

11/20/08 
questions and concerns about revision of the BRMap. 

ACTION: Dana 
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NRTC Meeting 

November 18, 2008 
Remedial Investigation for Hanford Site Releases to the Columbia River 

Briefing Overview 
• Work plan changes in Rev. O 
• Field Investigation progress to date 
• Two-month look ahead 
• Focus Areas - groundwater upwelling characterization & sturgeon sampling 

Work Plan Changes in Rev. O 
General 
• Executive summary simplified 
• Project schedule clarified (see attached Figure) 

Sampling Design 
• Added detail to clarify development of design 
• Added background samples (surface water, sediment, soil) above Wanapum Dam 

Groundwater upwelling 
• Added more detail about transects 
• Extended transects all the way across Columbia River 
• Added pore water sampling 

Ecological Risk Assessment 
• Clarified phased approach to Columbia River investigation 
• Added specifics to sturgeon sampling to support ecological risk evaluation 

Fish Sampling Plan 
• Added sixth species (bass) for human health 
• Added detail to sampling plan: 5 fish per composite, 5 composites per sub-area 
• Sturgeon not composited 
• Moved background for 5 species to above· Priest Rapids, and moved sturgeon 

background above Wanapum Dam 

Field Investigation Progress to Date 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Trident Probe fie ld test completed in September 
Subcontracts awarded to Integral Consulting (surface water, sediment, soil) and 
Environmental Assessment Services (groundwater upwelling) 
Fall irrigation return/wasteway water sampling campaign completed in October (7 
sampling stations) 
Surface water sampl ing campaign completed in November (33 sampling stations) 
Ecological habitat field surveys and completed in November 
Sediment mapping surveys completed in November 
Cultural/Ecological review clearance received for Hanford Reach sediment and soil 
sampling; downriver area clearance anticipated 12/1 



Two-Month Look Ahead 
• Conduct shallow & deep sediment sampling 
• Perform groundwater upwelling surveys 
• Award subcontract for fish collection and processing; begin fish collection (except 

sturgeon) 

Groundwater Upwelling Characterization 

Phase I - Trident Probe Field Test 
• September testing successful in range of depths and flows 
• Underwater camera useful to help identify deployment locations 

Phase Ila - Trident Probe Conductivity Mapping 
• Shore to shore transects 
• Five transects in each of eight study areas (B/C, K, N, D, H, F, Hanford townsite , 300) 
• Five additional transects in-between reactor areas and south of 300 Area 
• Conductivity & temperature measurements at five locations on each transect plus 5-10 

locations in vicinity of each transect (observation based) 

Phase llb - Indicator Contaminant Screening 
• 20-30 pore water samples per each of eight study areas 
• Collection locations based on Phase Ila readings and known contamination areas 
• Analysis for indicator contaminants (Cr+6, Sr-90, tritium, or U depending on study area) 

Phase Ill - Upwelling Characterization 
• # samples to be determined based on Phase llb results; minimum one location per each 

tr~rnsect 
• Locations with highest concentration of indicator contaminants are targets for selection 
• Pore water, sediment, surface water at each sample location 
• Analysis list per SAP 

Sturgeon Sampling 

Current Plan Overview 
• Five fish from each of four sub-areas (upriver, 100 area, 300 area, Lake Wallula) = 20 

total fish 
• Collection summer 2009 
• Legal size (48 - 60 in) 
• No composite sampling 
• Separate analysis for 

fillets (with fatty tissue but w/out skin) , 
kidney and liver (combined) 
carcass 
eggs (if present) 
sediment or mussels in stomach (if present in large quantities) 

Look Ahead 
• Formation of working group 
• Early 2009 workshop 
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Remedial Investigation for Hanford Site Releases to the Columbia River - Project Schedule 

Data Collection 
and Evaluation 

Ecological Risk 
Assessment 

Human Health 
Evaluation 

Integration and 
Communication 
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Trident Probe Technology Demonstration 
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Preliminary Findings 

• Easily deployed in sediment deposition areas along shoreline and all slow velocity-deep 
water areas tested (e.g., reactor intake structures) 

• Davit and 3-point anchor technique successful in fast velocity water conditions 

• 10cm penetration in Ringold formations near the 300 Areas 

• -60ml to 100ml volumes were optimal "evacuations" to systematically map GW 
upwellings and varied with substrate types 

• Highest conductance readings were recorded in deep water (12 to 25 ft.) regions near 
100-BC, 100-N, and 100-D reactor intake structures (- 300 to 600+ µSiem) 

• Straight line transects not optimal design for mapping GW upwellings 

• Use of single-beam sonar and underwater camera useful for identifying optimal and non
optimal Trident probe deployment areas 
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NOAA Request for Additional FY09 Funding for Hanford NRDA Process 
11/17/08 

NOAA is requesting an additional $75,000 for support ofNOAA's involvement in the 
Hanford Natural Resource Trustee Council Natural Resource Damage Assessment 
process. 

When first contacted about the possibility of funding for NOAA's involvement in the 
NRDA process at Hanford, our quick "back of the envelope" estimate for yearly funding 
was $175,000. However, once we were able to get some funding and do more concrete 
planning for NOAA's involvement, our updated and more accurate estimate of needs for 
funding for our participation in the Phase I NRDA efforts is $310,000 per year. This 
updated estimate reflects the more frequent HNTRC meeting schedule of 6x/year vs . 
4x/year, as well as participation in the Stratus workshops. NOAA does not receive any 
funding for trustee involvement in remedial activities. 

With the FY08 funding of $60,000 and the planned $175,000 for FY09 funding (a total of 
$235,000), NOAA has a shortfall of $75,000 for our participation in the NRDA process 
in FY09. Therefore we are requesting additional funding in FY09 in the amount of 
$75,000. See the tables below for more specific information. 

NOAA Funding available for 
.FY09 efforts 

FY08 $60,000 
FY09 $175,000 
Total $235,000 

NOAA Funding needed for 
FY09 efforts $310,000 
FYJ)t! fLihding,Shortfall . 
(aqdition" I amo!Jrit 
requested) ·. . $75,000 

Orig inal Original Current Current 
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate 
Time Cost Time Cost 

NOAA - NRDA Phase I (annual) (annual) (annual) (annual) 
Staff 
Sr. ScientisUSr. Trustee 10% $52,730 16% $86,020 
ScientisUTrustee 30% $11 7,711 36% $140,624 
Economist 10% $53,636 
Restoration Scientist 3% $14,674 

Sr. Staff - NRDA and regional 
expertise 1% $6,072 

Travel $5,795 $11,135 
Total $176,236 $312,161 

Total Annual Request $175,000 $310,000 



Hanford Natural Resource Trustee Council 
2009 NRDA budget status (in thousands) 

October 15, 2008 

Total Funds Available (2008 + 2009) 

Committed or planned expenditure of funds 
• Trust Organizations 

Washington 
Oregon Department of Energy 
Dept. Commerce (NOAA) 
Dept. Interior (FWS) 
CTUIR 
Nez Perce 
Yakama Nation 

Subtotal 
• Injury Assessment Plan (Stratus, Phase I) 
• Facilitator (estimate, not yet committed) 

Uncommitted Funds 
• Reserve, Stratus Phase I 
• Balance of funds 

0 
60 

235 
250 
400 
200 
400 

Total funds committed 

1545 
385 

50 

115 ,· 

605 

2700 

1980 

720 



FY 2009 Budget 

• President's Budget request $938M 
• Continuing resolution until March 6th , can 

spend up to rate of FY '08 appropriation 
($983 M) 

• Have funds to cover Dave's commitment 
• $1.3M FY '08 
• $1.4M FY '09 



FY 201 0 Budget 
'---- -----------------·------

• FY2010 request $4.23M plus funds for 
Al/Dana support (never funded 
historically) 

• Not submitted to 0MB (waiting new 
administration) & no HQ guidance 

• FY2010 budget information embargoed 
until President submits to Congress 
(February) 



FY 2011 & Out Year 

• FY 2011 planning starts spring 2009 

• Only numbers in system are 2010 
request escalated 
• FY 2011 $4,586M 

• FY2012 $4,677M 



Memorandum 
To: 

cc: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Hanford Natural Resources Trustee Council 

Josh Lipton and Jamie Holmes, Stratus Consulting Inc. 

Paul Aldretti, CDR Associates 

12/3/2008 

Minutes from NRDA portion of HNRTC meeting, 11/19/2008 

On Wednesday, November 19, Stratus Consulting presented an update on the Natural Resources 
Damage Assessment (NRDA) Phase I Injury Assessment Plan process to the Hanford Natural 
Resources Trustee Council (HNRTC or Council). The report was presented by Jamie Holmes 
(senior scientist) and Josh Lipton (chief executive officer and president) of Stratus Consulting, 
the NRDA consultant to the Council. The following notes summarize that presentation and the 
discussion of topics in the report. 

Please note: This report is meant to be reviewed in association with the Power Point presentation 
created by Stratus Consulting that was distributed to the Council members. The detailed 
information in that presentation will not be included in this report. 

Accessing Environmental Data 

Information about the environmental aspects of the Hanford site and its remediation is contained 
in numerous electronic databases and paper document archives. The contents of these databases 
and archives reflect multiple aspects of site operations, environmental remediation activities, and 
associated resources (such as the Columhia River) over time. All documents after 1991 were 
retained. Prior to that, some documents were periodically purged. 

Jamie Holmes received a briefing about the databases and archives provided by DOE and 
Hanford staff. Callie Ridolfi also attended the briefing. Mr. Holmes is receiving the training, 
appropriate credentials, and accounts he will require to access information for work on the 
NRDA being done for the Council. Council members will not have direct access to the 
databases. However, in addition to the work being done by Stratus Consulting, Dana Ward (U.S. 
DOE-RL) indicated that his office would assist the Council in accessing the information they 
reqmre. 

There was a discussion of the various databases, their contents, and the parties responsible for 
their maintenance. This discussion indicated that there was some uncertainty as to the content of 
various databases, the agencies responsible for their management, and the access the Council 
will have to them. It will be necessary to clarify these issues, and Mr. Holmes and Ms. Ridolfi 
agreed to create a "primer" of the databases that identifies the sources of information and their 
links to the needs of the Council. Ray Givens asked if Mr. Holmes would have access to 
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sufficient information to perform the injury assessment plan. Mr. Holmes indicated that he 
would not know until he can gain access and review the data over the next few months. 

Resources of Cultural Significance 

In the presentation, Mr. Holmes indicated that all natural resources are culturally significant to 
the tribes. Barbara Harper indicated that these resources had significance beyond the tribes and 
that the term "natural resources of significance" is preferable. It also is necessary to establish a 
clearer distinction between "natural resources" that have significance beyond the tribes and 
"cultural resources" that have special (and sometimes confidential) significance to the tribes. 
Stratus Consulting is preparing a revised memorandum listing the resources that it will share 
with the entire Council after gaining permission from the tribes. The resources in this 
memorandum are based on a list compiled by Ridolfi Inc. It will be necessary to develop 
protocols for maintaining the confidentiality of specific cultural resources. 

Review of Individual Trustee Meetings 

Stratus Consulting conducted meetings with each of the Council members . There currently are 
discussions regarding the scheduling of follow-up meetings (especially with the tribes). 
Numerous "themes" were identified in these meetings. The identified themes are not necessarily 
shared by all members. These themes included: 

• Longstanding mistrust/distrust 

• Appreciation of the current DOE NRDA team but fear of the consequences of loss of any 
team members 

• Flaws in the RI/FS process 

• Frustration in the overall lack of progress including those related to budget stability and 
the need for Council initiated tasks 

• Fear of moving forward based on concerns that initial decisions could reduce future 
options and the "inertia" resulting from these fears 

• Concerns and conflicted opinions regarded how to initiate early restoration projects. 

Several themes came out of the meetings with the tribes specifically. These include: 

• The long history of conflicts with DOE 

• Issues related to violations of the 1855 treaty 

• The importance of "place" to tribal culture 

• The imperative to clean-up all contamination 

• Frustration over lack of progress combined with the hesitation of taking steps that could 
limit future options 

Page 2 
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• The need to overcome a history of issues 

• Difficulty in separating NRDA from remediation goals 

• No strong sense of empowerment 

Similar themes were identified previously in the CRESP report. It would be useful to compare 
these with the themes identified by Stratus Consulting. 

Perspective 

Stratus Consulting, based on their experiences in similar NRDA projects, provided several points 
related the Council including: 

• The quality and coherence of the Council, as translated into the ability to work together to 
accomplish goals based on a strong cooperative foundation 

• The opportunity for accomplishment by the Council 

• The fact that these opportunities exceed those of the response agencies because of the 
number of locations, resources, services, and restoration alternatives open to the Council 

• The fact that the trustees are in control of the process 

The needs of the NRDA process moving forward include: 

• Empowerment of the Council and its members 

• Ownership of the process by the Council and its members 

• Cooperation among the trustees, and between the Council and agencies/activities 

• Measurable progress to provide a basis of accomplishment 

Implicit to this success is the necessity for the trustees to identify common goals and focus on 
points of agreement. At the same time, it is important to recognize that the trustees will have 
different perspectives and approaches that must be recognized and respected. These differences 
should not be obstacles to cooperation on the identified common goals and efforts. It is 
important for the Council to choose short-term projects on which they can cooperate to achieve 
success as a necessary foundation for working together on longer term, more complex projects. 

Moving Forward: The Council's Organizational Structure 

The bulk of the discussion focused on Stratus Consulting' s specific suggestions regarding 
strategies the Council can adopt in moving forward. The first of these involved the creation of 
Technical Working Groups (TWGs). It was suggested that the Council can be more efficient in 
accomplishing progress on specific issues by creating TWGs that focus on topics identified as 
important to the NRDA process. These TWGs could be based on the Conceptual Site Model 
(CSM) and would report back to the entire council. This strategy has been used successfully by 
other trustee councils. Potential TWGs focus areas could include groundwater, aquatic 
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resources, terrestrial resources, restoration planning, tribal uses, exposure, and RIJFS 
coordination. 

Moving Forward: Restoration Planning 

The second suggestion involved focusing on restoration planning. This suggestion was the 
catalyst for a lengthy discussion. Stratus Consulting suggested that early restoration planning 
has many benefits including: 

• Informing injury assessment 

• Identifying opportunities for restoration (that may lead to early successes without 
compromising future options, implying commitment, or involving premature action) 

• Developing frameworks for evaluating restoration benefits and "credits" 

• Possibly enhancing clean-up 

Stratus Consulting suggested that restoration can be similar to injury planning, using a Site 
Conceptual Restoration Model (SCRM) or a Restoration Compensation and Determination Plan 
(RCDP). They also emphasized the distinction between restoration planning and restoration 
implementation. Restoration planning establishes a framework through which other issues 
(including injury assessment) can be addressed. 

The Council identified the following general issues and concerns that must be addressed in the 
process of considering the appropriateness of restoration planning and engaging in the planning 
process: 

• The role of restoration planning in linking the NRDA and RIJFS processes - influencing 
response-side planning through the restoration planning process 

• Early restoration and injury assessment - what needs to happen first? (Stratus Consulting 
offered the perspective that this was an iterative process.) 

• Appropriate application of restoration projects in the context of ascertaining remedies for 
damages including lost use of resources 

• Timing of restoration planning including the potential for missed opportunities 

• Performing a risk/benefit analysis for early restoration including factors and criteria for 
consideration (especially accounting for lost services) 

• The application of restoration planning to specific damages (including lost services) 

• Differing perspective among the trustees on defining "service gain" - Barbara Harper 
indicated that this could be overcome but must be acknowledged 

• The need to articulate a comprehensive "vision" for the Hanford site 

Page 4 
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• Defining the scope of restoration planning - by system or by service lost (both 
approaches require the identification of measurable attributes). This also requires a 
definition of what constitutes "restored." 

• Complications of scope due to the complexity of the Hanford project (including such 
attributes as size and number of containments) 

• Defining the context of restoration 

• Identifying and prioritizing categories for restoration planning rather than specific project 
alternatives, including defining the relationship of injuries, services, and restoration 

• Defining the relation between restoration and remediation, including identifying 
appropriate remedies 

• Avoiding decisions that can limit future options or decisions 

• Defining the attributes of restoration 

Several concerns were related specifically to restoration "credits." These dealt primarily with 
ascertaining the appropriate value of credits, ensuring that credits were properly structured so as 
not to reduce clean-up and reclamation of resources and services, and protecting the future rights 
of parties. Some key questions include: 

• What are the appropriate opportunities for and structure of restoration credits? 

• What are the potential risks in restoration credits including uncontrollable factors such as 
fire in restored areas? 

• What is the function of baseline in establishing a foundation or framework for credit? 
(Stratus Consulting emphasized that this is not a prerequisite to beginning restoration 
planning.) 

Dana Ward indicated that DOE is very open to early restoration and is interested in clarifying the 
framework for restoration credit. A number of questions and issues were raised that were 
directly related to DOE and management of the site. Foremost among these was concern over 
perceived "mixed signals" from DOE (including apparent messages from the DOE project 
management and DOE headquarters) regarding the ultimate goal of the remediation and 
restoration process. This was specifically related to the issue of how the site might be perceived 
as a "Brownfield" development opportunity for local reuse or future DOE missions ("clean-up 
and develop" vs. "clean-up and restore"). In this context, Barbara Harper noted GSA excess 
with regards to the trusteeship. These messages complicate the ability of trustees to engage with 
DOE in a conversation about restoration planning and credits. 

Several Council members expressed their concern that DOE sees NRDA as a "process" whereas 
the trustees consider restoration to be the goal. According to this perspective, DOE has 
expressed multiple goals and missions, some of which are contradictory or inconsistent. The 
trustees focus on restoration as the full measure of remedy for past and future lost use of 
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resources. They believe that it is their "duty" to remind DOE of the significance of its decisions 
in the context of the 2015 Plan. This includes pointing out the potential lost services from 
decisions that don't provide full restoration to baseline (Example: creating a concrete channel for 
a river as a remedial action rather than restoring the natural river bed). 

As part of this discussion, the need for articulation of a comprehensive vs. service-by-service 
"vision" was raised. This includes the need to take an integrated systems approach that considers 
the overall system in which this planning occurs. This should be used for defining the baseline 
and metrics that would be used in restoration planning. However, there was a question as to 
whether or not this was a prerequisite for restoration planning or part of the planning process. 

Moving Forward: Initiate Injury Assessment Studies 

Stratus Consulting emphasized several benefits to the Council if they were to initiate injury 
assessment studies. These include: 

• Council ownership of data from studies they have designed and implemented (including 
data that may serve as a counterpoint and verification resource to data derived from other 
studies) 

• The positive role in demonstrating progress 

• Helping to create a stronger sense of "team" 

• Potentially influencing the RI/FS process 

There are numerous data points that are important to injury assessment studies. These include 
exposure (within the habitat), defining risk vs. injury, and contamination thresholds 
(contamination - effect). There are various potential foci including significant/keystone 
species, habitat, and human use. Stratus Consulting offered examples of several potential injury 
assessment studies including salmon, sturgeon, lamprey, Columbia River contamination pathway 
evaluation, and upland terrestrial habitat evaluation. They also identified several factors 
influencing timing including the process that is adopted, funding and budget issues, the 
relationship of the studies to the CSM, and task priorities. 

The final topic associated with injury assessment studies involved the disposition of data. 
Stratus Consulting recommended that the trustees share ownership of the data through an open 
access repository. This repository should facilitate data sharing and encourage literature review. 
Confidential tribal information can be stored in a secure limited access area. 

Moving Forward: Improve Coordination with RI/FS 

Stratus Consulting emphasized that the RI/FS process is distinct from NRDA. Among the 
differences are: 

• Emphasis (protecting human health and the environment vs. restoration) 
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• Data requirements 

• Trustees may act as advisors but have no statutory authority 

• Reporting requirements by site managers 

• Remedy emphasis - risk management, "balancing factors," and cost 

• Emphasis on "best" remedy - meets NCP/TP A requirements ( often not most protective, 
and may allow injury to continue) 

DOE's understanding of the concept of "interim loss" may have significant impacts on long-term 
costs. The biggest issue for DOE may be the allocation of "credit" for "better remedy." Stratus 
Consulting identified several reasons that DOE may be interested in credits through this scenario. 
These include: 

• Remediation could provide credit by reducing debit (less interim loss) and including 
supplemental actions that would otherwise not occur 

• Trustee accounting of reduced NRDA "debit" could provide incentives for more 
intensive remedies 

• The identification of "supplemental actions" for credit would require trustee participation 
in discussions 

• The quantification of reduced debit or credit would require the development of a credit 
framework 

This resulted in a conversation about additional factors related to credit and DOE. The following 
questions were posed: 

• Where is the DOE decision authority related to credits - Hanford or DOE HQ? 

• How are credits determined? What are the proper metrics for quantifying credits? What 
data and information is needed to make these determinations? 

• What is the appropriate "currency?" (Options including ecological, monetary, and 
service currency should be identified) 

• What are the proper criteria for assessing restoration alternatives (including both 
acceptable and unacceptable qualities)? 

• What is the relationship of remedies and credits? (It is expected that this is based on 
intended use) 

• What criteria should be used in determining remedy vs. restoration? (This must be 
identified and include past and future loss considerations) 

• How to determine supplemental credit for actions that improve beyond baseline? 

• How to account for reduced risk vs. loss of future service? 

• How to account for potential increased debit in cases of.loss of service due to chosen 
remedy? 
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• How to quantify the cost of inaction or insufficient action? 

Several benefits for better coordination between NRDA and RI/FS were identified by Stratus 
Consulting and the Council. These include: 

• Establishing better two-way communications - potentially by inviting RI/FS staff to 
participate in some NRDA efforts or developing a mutual briefing process 

• Better coordination and resulting cost-savings for both processes 

• Improved outreach to better inform RI/FS decision makers 

• Greater expediency, improved efficiency, and better data (these should be quantified) 

• The ability to demonstrate precedent for cooperation on issues such as groundwater that 
would reward positive accomplishments and help reduce liability 

Finally, Stratus Consulting identified several issues that must be resolved to formalize 
coordination. These include: 

• Exposure evaluation 

• Endpoints and metrics 

• Data sharing 

• Evaluation of NRDA liabilities under alternative remedies 

Next Steps/Upcoming Meetings 

NRDA Training, Part 2 - December, 16, 2008 

• Stratus Consulting proposed topics: methods for injury quantification, damage 
determination (including HEA/REA), and restoration planning 

• Council proposed topics: injury quantification, HAB (multiple services), HEP, and study 
planning 

• Stratus Consulting agreed to identify and share resources on the following topics: 
equivalency, damage determination, discounting, and economic valuation. 

Conceptual Site Model 

• Information/data review - Identify process for site data evaluation 

• January 27 /28 workshop: Groundwater & aquatic habitat 

• February 24/25 workshop: TeITestrial habitat & tribal use 

• Determine relationship to restoration planning 

• Define specifications, expectations, and format 

Page8 



CDR Associates HNRTC Meeting Summary, 11/19/2008 

Cultural Resources 

• Memorandum imminent 

• Introduction of Marlene Zichlinsky - Conference call first week of December 

• Follow-up meeting - TBD after next draft memorandum 

• CSM for tribal resources - February 24/25 

Moving forward on Stratus Consulting recommended actions - Input needed from trustees 

• CSM workshops: comments by NRDA training (12/16/2008) - content, participation 

• Formation of TWGs: comments by NRDA training (12/16/2008) - strategy including 
desire of trustees to move forward, specific topics, composition (outside experts as 
member or by invitation, trustees), reporting structure, size ( optimal 4-6) 

• Injury assessment evaluation: Stratus Consulting straw man by 12/16/2008; discuss at 
January trustee meeting - design/implementation process, information acquisition 
(literature review, lab study, field study) 

• Coordination & collaboration with RI/FS: report back at January trustee meeting -
determine feasibility, determine process (potential pilot collaborative, additional issues 
(funding) 

Page 9 
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Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 

P.O. Box 550 
Richland, Washington 99352 

09-AMCP-0007 

Ms. J. A. Hedges, Program Manager 
Nuclear Waste Program 
State ?fWashington 
Department of Ecology 
3100 Port of Benton 
Richland, Washington 99354 

Mr. N. Ceto, Program Manager 
Office of Environmental Cleanup 
Hanford Project Office 

. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
309 Bradley Boulevard, Suite 115 
Richland, Washington 99352 

Addressees: 

NOV O 5 2008 

2009 FUNDING AND HANFORD FEDERAL FAClLITY AGREEMENT AND CONSENT 
· ORDER (TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT) MILESTONES 

In accordance with Tri-Party Agreement Article XL VII, and Article XL Vill, Section 149.F, this 
letter is to notify the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the State of Washington 
Department of Ecology (Ecology),ofthe anticipated impacts to Tri-Party Agreement milestones 
due to the funding level, associated with the Continuing Resolution. These impacts are consistent 
with the Tri-Parties' priorities of focusing available budget on completion of cleanup along the 
Columbia River Corridor. 

Despite these impacts to some Central Plateau work ( detailed in the attachment to this letter), 
important cleanup work is being funded and will continue or be completed in Fiscal Year 2009, 
consistent with the Tri-Parties' priorities. Examples include continued full-scale River Corridor 
cleanup such as waste site remediation, enhancements to groundwater systeins, decontamination 
and demolition of River Corridor excess facilities (including the K East Fuel Storage Basin and 
N Reactor facilities), groundwater pump-and-treat enhancements on the Central Plateau, 
implementation of the selected remedy in accordance with the 200-ZP-1 Record of Decision, 
continuing de-inventory of plutonium from the Plutonium Finishing Plant, and accelerating work 
towards its demolition. 



Addressees 
09-AMCP-0007 

-2- NOV O 5 2008 

In view of the Tri-Parties' priorities and the impacts of funding levels, we have attached a listing 
of the impacted milestones. The U.S. Department of Energy, Richland Operations office (RL) 
requests to work with you to make the necessary adjustments to the milestones consistent with 
the Continuing Resolution and seeks your suggestions on reallocating Fiscal Year 2009 
Continuing Resolution funding if different from that specified in this letter. Also, if our final 
appropriation for Fiscal Year 2009, which is expected in the Spring of 2009, is substantially 
different from the Continuing Resolution funding level, we will again invite your suggestions on 
the appropriate reallocation of funds. In the meantime, RL will relieve the CH2M HILL Plateau 
Remediation Company LLC of meeting these milestones on the attached list and work toward the 
milestones will be suspended. 

If you have any questions, please contact me, or your staff may contact Matt McCormick, 
Assistant Manager for the Central Plateau, on ( 509) 3 73-9971. 

AMCP:BLC 

Attachment 

cc w/attach: 
G. Bohnee, NPT 
L. Buck, W anapum 
S. Harris, CTUIR 
R.Jim, YN 
S. L. Leckband, HAB 
J. G. Lehew, CHPRC 
K. Niles, ODOE 

Sincerely, 



M-015 Series 

M-015-46B 

M-015-38B 

M-015-21A 
M-015-l 7A 

M-015-42D 

M-015-42E 

M-015-43D 

M-015-51 

! 15-40E 
M-015-00 
M-015-00C 

M-91 Series 

M-91-01 
M-91-40G 
M-91-40G-001 . 

M-91-41 
M-91-42 
M-91-42F 
M-91-42L 
M-91-42M 
M-91-42N 
M-91-43E 
M-91-43F 
M-91-44A 

TRI-PARTY AGREEMENT MILESTONES IMPACTED 
DUE TO FISCAL YEAR 2009 CONTINUING RESOLUTION FUNDING 

Submit 200 Area Chemical Laboratory Waste OUs Feasibility Study 
to Ecology 
Submit revised FS Report and revised Proposed Plan for 200-CW-1 
to Ecology 
Submit 200-BP-5 OU Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan to EPA 
Submit 200-UP-1 OU Combined RI/FS Report and Proposed Plan 
to Ecology 
Submit a revised Feasibility Study Report and revised Proposed Plan 
for 200-TW-1 and 200-PW-5 OUs to EPA. 
Submit a revised Feasibility Study Report and a revised.recommended 
remedy(ies) for 200-TW-2 OU to Ecology 
Submit the Feasibility Study Report and the revised recommended 
remedy(ies) for 200-PW-2 and 200-PW-4 OUs to Ecology. 
Submit a revised Feasibility Study Report and Proposed Plan 
for the 200 BC Cribs and Trenches for the new OU 200-BC-1 
to EPA, that will include the results of the treatability tests for 200 
BC Cribs and Trenches 
Submit a Feasibility Study Report and Proposed Plan for 200-SC-1 
Complete the RJ/FS ( or RFI/CMS) process for all operable units. 
Complete all 200 Area non-tank farm operable unit site investigations 
under approved work plan schedules through submittal of Feasibility 
Study Reports and a recommended remedy(ies). 

Complete facilities for processing RH and/or large container TRUM 
Retrieve CH-RSW 12,200 Cubic Meters (cumulative) 
Retrieve All CH-RSW Within Burial Grotmds 218-W-4C, 
218-W-4B, 218-W3A and 218-E-12B 

12/31/2011 

11/30/2010 

10/31/2010 
11/30/2010 

12/31/2011 

12/31/2011 

12/31/2010 

04/30/2010 

12/31/2010 
12/31/2011 
12/31/2011 

06/30/2012 
12/31/2009 
12/31/2010 

Initiate full scale retrieval of RH RSW 01/01/2011 
Complete Treatment or Certification Of Backlog CH TRUM 12/31/2011 
Complete Treatment Of All Backlog CH-MLLW By 12/31/09 12/31/2009 
Treat 6600 Cubic Meters CH TRUM (Cumulative) 12/31/2009 
Certify 7600 Cubic Meters CH TRUM (Cumulative) 12/31/2010 
Certify 8600 Cubic Meters CH TRUM (Cumulative) 12/31/2011 
Treat 300 Cubic Meters Year RH MLLW & Large Containers CH MLLW 06/30/2011 
Treat 300 Cubic Meters Year RH MLLW & Large Containers CH MLLW 06/30/2012 
Begin treating RH TRUM and large containers of CH TRUM 06/30/2012 



The-below deliverables are not specific milestones but are undergoing review and.approval per the 
fri-Party Agreement. These activities are not funded in Fiscal Year 2009 and will be suspended. 

• Approve Revision O of the 200-CW-5 Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan (Comments from EPA received 
10/17/08) 

• Revise 200-UW-l Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan 
• Revise Revision O of the 200-UR-l Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan to Revision 1 
• Obtain approval of Revision O of200-SW-1/2 Remedial Investigatioh/Feasibility Study Work Plan 
• Disposition Revision O 200-CS-l Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan and TSD Closure Plans (Received from 

FHI 09/26/08) 
• Obtain approval of supplemental characterization site-specific sampling and analysis plan addendum· for the 

200-LW-l and 200-LW-2 Operable Unit 



A. R. Johnson and J. G. Caudill 

Fluor Hanford, Inc. 



• From the beginning, the Manhattan Project 
included ecological monitoring to detect 
radioactive contamination. 

• As early as 1947, there were reports of 
radioactive monitoring of waterfowl and rodents. 

• 1965 - ecological radioactive monitoring is 
formalized in annual reports. 

• 1970s - control of biotic vectors (e.g., spraying 
tumbleweeds). 

• 1998 - Biological control instigated in response 
to increasing numbers of contaminated biota. 



• Site Description 

• Sources 

• Vectors 

• Methods 



• Hanford Site is 586 square miles. 

• Radiological activities are localized in operations 
areas. 

• Surrounding "buffer areas" increase habitat for 
biota. 

• Habitat disturbances created ideal conditions for 
non-native biota such as tumbleweeds. 

• Introduction of water for operations increases 
proximity of animals to contamination sources. 

• Contaminated biota incidents have ranged from 
26 to 156 (current) per year. 

FLUOR® 
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• Most biological intrusions in the Hanford 200 
Areas {Central Plateau). 
- Production facilities, both operating and de-activated. 
- Transfer lines, "cribs," waste sites. 
- Historical spill and leak areas. 

• All provide opportunity for biotic intruders to 
spread radioactive contamination. 





• 81 species of vectors identified. 

- Vegetation (30 species including grass, tumbleweeds, 
and trees). 

- Wildlife (51 species including insects, amphibians, 
reptiles, birds, and mammals). 

• Approximately 5,400 identified instances of 
biological intrusion since site operations began. 

• Radionuclide's were_ primarily mixed fission 
products and have decayed to primarily 
strontium-90 and cesium-137. 







J:irganization of Biological Control 
c!--·, 

• Integrated Biological Control with functions residing in 
Transportation Services. 

• Biological control program manager in Fluor Hanford 
Transportation Services. 
- Technical authority and program direction. 

• Operations under Transportation Services 
- Budget and resource control. 

• Cooperation and coordination among FH Prime, 
Washington River Protection Solutions, Pacific Northwest 
National Laboratory , CH2M HILL Plateau Remediation 
Company and Washington Closure Hanford, are key to 
effectiveness. 



e 1. Organization of the Integrated Biological Control Program 

Integrated Biological Control 
Closure Services & Infrastructure 

• Direction, technical authority 

Biological Control Services (BSC) 
Transportation Services 

• Operations & resource management 

.... •··················,___ _______________ _ 

t ..... , .... ········ ..... ········· ..... ·······'···'·/ 

.......
... ······················ ····················• ......... :····· •----..i~ 

. ····················· 
.. IBC -.. ............ •····· 

/ Working Group \ .... •···············" ····· 
\ - coordination, } 

\\····· ... :.5-.~::: ... . ,.// . .. . . . . ... 

Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
Affiliate organization 

• Pest control and remediation 

Radiological Field Operations (RFO) 
Transportation Services 

• Response, cleanup, removal, support 

----------- -------------- -------- ------- ------ ---.. t----- ---
,.,.. Hanford Biological Control Activity Working Group ... 

' \ 

all IBC, Hanford contractors, regulators, interested parties ' ... --- --- --- -------
-----------------------------------------------------------------
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• Three DOE Offices on Site. 

- Richland Operations Office, Office of Science, and Office of 
River Protection. 

• FH Prime, Washington River Protection Solutions, Pacific 
Northwest National Laboratory , CH2M HILL Plateau 
Remediation Company and Washington Closure Hanford, 
contractors under the three DOE offices. 

• Improving relationships has been a primary focus and is 
working. 

• Central funding and willingness to share resources and 
cost has helped. 







• Biotic contamination events from 1998 to 2002 
decreased by 80%. 

• Since 2003 trends have been increasing. 

• Recent increase in contaminated vegetation due 
to chemical resistance and issues with access 
control. 

• Increase in 2007 animal incidents due to 
discovery of legacy contamination during 
increasing D&D activities. 
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200 Areas 
241-B 

UPR-600-20 
200-W-83 
200-W-92 
216-U-10 

241-A 
200-E-120 
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216-U-11 

218-E-12A 
241-T 
241-U 
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UPR-200-E-92 
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.,{~cations with More than Two 
·~f:tf;;IContamination Finding 
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January 2005 - September 2008 

200Areas 
241-8 

UPR-600-20 

200-W-83 
200-W-92 
216-U-10 

241-A 
200-E-120 
200-W-106 

216-U-11 
218-E-12A 

241-T • Number of Surveys Conducted 

241-U 
UPR-200-E-101 

UPR-200-W-38 
• Number of Surveys with Contamination Found 

200-E-128 

200-E-53 
200-W-54 
200-W-82 

218-E-128 
218-W-4A 

241-C 

UPR-200-W-161 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 



'~-

1){/:ax i mum Contamination Levels found, 
J;/)y Location (FY 2008) 
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,,/Number of Animal Related 
5'-\t',fContamination Events 

'~r:rtr 
Reported per Month in EM-RL--PHMC Contamination Quarterly Rollup Reports 
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Reported per Month in EM-RL--PHMC Contamination Quarterly Rollup Reports 

16 

14 

12 

10 
Average= 7.0 

8 ,-_,-h,:,rt 

6 

4 

2 

0 

~ co co co co r-- r-- r-- r-- r-- r-- r-- r-- r-- r-- r-- r-- co co co co co co ~ co co 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . P r-e,a.ttc:, 
I I tS ~ ~ 

I I ,!. >, I I I I ,.!. 
~ c!, I I ,!. ,!. >, I I I I 

C) C. C: .c C: '3 C) C. C: .c C: '3 C) C. 

<? G) co G) co ~ co ::::, ::::, G) u Cl) co G) co ~ co ::::, 
~ 

Cl) 
en 0 z C -, u. ~ ~ ""') 

""') 
<( en 0 z C -, LL ~ ~ ""') 

-, en 



EM-RL--PHMC Contamination Quarterly Rollup Reports 
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• Responded to ----30,000 animal control requests. 

• Removed ----2,300 animals from operations areas, 
offices, etc (5 or ----0.2% were contaminated). 

• Installed ----16,000 square feet of Biobarrier. 

• Sprayed ----7,000 acres/year for control of 
tumbleweeds. 

• On-call availability of licensed professionals has 
resulted in decreased harborage for pest species. 



• Responded to more than 500 facility requests for 
tumbleweed cleanup. 

• Continued pest control and response. 

• Continued restoration of vegetation: ----2000 acres. 

• Identified, posted, and mowed over ----9 miles 
waste transfer lines. 

• Consulted with BASF Chemicals to test current 
and new herbicides. 



• Continue ongoing monitoring surveillance and 
clean up. 

• Emphasize long-term corrective actions. 

• Cycle herbicides to reduce chemical dependence. 

• Decrease reliance on chemicals by promoting 
habitat restoration. 

• Continue to work with chemical manufactures to 
develop alternative herbicides. 




