ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION & WASTE MANAGEMENT
P.O. BOX 365 - LAPWAI, IDAHO 83540-0365 - (208) 843-7375 | FAX: 843-7378

June 30, 2017

Mr. Jeff Lyon

Tank Systems Operation and Closure Project Manager
Nuclear Waste Program

Washington Department of Ecology

3100 Port of Benton Boulevard

Richland, WA 99354

RE:  Data Quality Objectives for the Waste Management Area A-AX Phase 2 RCRA Facility
Investigation/Corrective Measures Study

Dear Mr. Lyon:

The Nez Perce Tribe Environmental Restoration and Waste Management (ERWM) program
appreciates the opportunity to collaborate with the US Department of Energy and the
Washington Department of Ecology on Hanford Tank Farm issues. We are responsible for the
management of all natural resources reserved through the Tribe’s treaties with the United States
government. The Tribe’s goal at Hanford is to protect, preserve and perpetuate these rights
through an efficient, collaborative, and effective cleanup of the Site.

We have read through the Meeting Notes for DOE/ORP’s proposed Data Quality Objectives for
the Waste Management Area A-AX Phase 2 RCRA Facility Investigation/Corrective Measures
Study. Below are the comments of the ERWM staff who participated in these meetings.

January 26, 2017 Meeting

We agree with Ecology that the sulfuric acid from A-105 tank leak caused the corrosion of the
groundwater wells near WMA A-AX as well as drywells near tank A-105. DOE’s hypothesis
that chlorine from the A swamp appears untenable to us.

We do not agree with Ecology concurrence with the reclassification of tanks 241-A-103, 241-
AX-101 and 241-AX-102 as sound. The evidence indicates that the tanks leaked in the past is
based on the following:

Tank 241-A-103
1. Multiple leaks



a. Early March 1968 — gamma anomalies in drywells 10-03-01 & 10-03-07 that are
concurrent a with 100°F increase in the waste temperature
b. Early May 1978 — gamma anomalies in drywells 10-03-01, 10-03-07 & 10-02-03
2. Bulging liner (RPP-RPT-54912)
3. Surface level decrease in 1987

Tank 241-AX-102
1. Volume of fluid losses from the leak detection pit between 1974 and 1981 was enough to
rinse the pit ~16 times
2. In early 1978, count rate was ~2700 CPM in the radiation well
3. Leak detection pit dry swab results were at background levels in May 2014 (RPP-ASMT-
57574)
4. Leak detection pit was dry in 2014 (RPP-ASMT-57574)

Tank 241-AX-104

1. Gamma anomalies in radiation well and drywell 11-04-08 in 1978

2. Directional probe indicates due east as the source of strongest signal (i.e. AX-104) &
dresser coupling ruled out (OR-77-202)

3. Leak detection pit swab results were ~20 times greater than background (RPP-ASMT-
57574)

4. Volume of fluid losses from the leak detection pit between 1976 and 1982 was enough to
rinse the pit ~15 times

5. Stalos (1978) resignation letter reports that the tank’s status is “Questionable Integrity”

March 1, 2017 Meeting

In the lessons learned section on WMA-C, it isn’t clear if the “relied on electrical methods to
select sampling locations” was considered a bad idea. Since the interpreted electrical methods
results were used to select sample locations, and it is recognized that they didn’t find
contamination. Multiple SGE surveys were acquired in the WMA C area. None of these results
were validated by drilling. For example, the apparent vertical low resistivity anomaly under tank
241-C-101 (Figure 4-4 in RPP-RPT-49288) was tested by four slant push-holes. None of the
slant push-holes detected significant contamination. It seems unreasonable to not detect
significant contamination under a tank known to have leaked in the past? We recommend
electrical surveys are not used to determine sample locations in the future.

March 30, 2017 Meeting

We believe modeling is not required to identify the data gaps as suggested by Action Number
2017-03-30-02: “Provide information on when performance assessment model results will be
available to identify data gaps that would require additional vadose zone characterization.” We
recommend more characterization data should be collected in the WMA A-AX (Figure 1). Until
DOE understands how contaminants migrate in the vadose zone, models will be unacceptably
inaccurate and funds should be spent on collecting vadose zone data.



We believe that Ecology should add focus areas to assess tanks A-103, AX-102, and AX-104 in
addition to the A-104/A-105 tank area in their response to Action Number 2017-03-30-03:
“Ecology will identify whether there are other potential 241-A/AX focus areas of interest and
their level of interest in other focus areas relative to the Tanks A-104/105104/105 focus area.”

Figure 1. Visualizations of subsurface contamination at WMA A-AX.

Waste Management Area A-AX

April 13,3017 Meeting
Attachment 2, Step 2
One of the objectives of the DQO is to “Support refining the preliminary conceptual contaminant
distribution model.” We would like to opportunity to review the conceptual model for the A-AX
WMA prior to it being implemented.

We appreciate your consideration of our comments and recommendations. Please contact Stan
Sobczyk, at (208) 621-3751, or stans@nezperce.org with any questions on these comments. We



look forward to an inclusive open decision-making process and close coordination to expedite
the work needed to monitor and remediate WMA A-AX with the goal of protecting the Nez
Perce Tribe’s retained treaty rights while completing cleanup goals at the Hanford Site in an
efficient and collaborative manner.

ack Bell
Interim ERWM Director

cc: Russell Jim, YN
Rod Skeen, CTUIR
Dennis Faulk, EPA
Ken Niles, ODOE
Jan Bovier, DOE/ORP
Jill Conrad, DOE/RL





