








Section 2.7 - Development of Risk Assessment Methods

4:30 - Review of Upcoming Meetings

7/8/96 - Monday Afternoon - ETB Columbia River Room

1.

“Polishing” of Comprehensive Text

Section 1.5 - Review Hydrodynamics Requirements

Section 1.6 - Habitat & Critical Uptake Locations Requirements

Section 1.7 - Ecosystem Relationships & Cultural Dependancy Modeling Requirements
Section 1.8 - Dose-to Receptor Calculation Requirements

7/9/96 - Morning - Bechtel Building, Room 2A01

1.

4.

Content Development:

. Section 2.8 - Analysis Verification Requirements
. Section 2.9 - Applicable Standards
. Section 2.10 - Management of Changes

Material to Hand Out for Review (Comments due to Lino on 7/16)

Section 2.1 - Required Impact Assessment Quality

Section 2.2 - Identification of River Impact “Drivers”

Section 2.3 - Analysis Architecture & Integration Requirements
Section 2.4 - Identification & Management of Uncertainty

Section 2.5 - Data Quality Requirements

Section 2.6 - Requirements for Development of New Analysis Methods
Section 2.7 - Development of Risk Assessment Methods

Comments from Team Members Due Today

. Section 1.9 - Dose Effects Requirements

. Section 1.10 - Develop Climate, Geological & Political Scenario Requirements
. Section 1.11 - Develop Tech B/L Requirements

Material turned over for Editorial Review

. None - Behit  Schedule

7/9/96 - Afternoon - ETB Columbia River Room

Make-up session for Comprehensive Section

7/15/96 - Monday Afternoon - ETB Columbia River Room

1.

“Polishing” of Comprehensive Text
. None - Behind Schedule

7/16/96 -1 rning - Bechtel Building, Room 2A(

1.
2.

Content Development:

. Develop Abstract, Purpose, Uses

Material to Hand Out for Review (Comments due t¢  ino on 7/16)
. Section 2.8 - Analysis Verification Requirements

. Section 2.9 - Applicable Standards

. Section 2.10 - Management of Changes

Comments from Team Members Due Today

Section 2.1 - Required Impact Assessment Quality

Section 2.2 - Identification of River Impact “Drivers”

Section 2.3 - Analysis Architecture & Integration Requirements
Section 2.4 - Identification & Management of Uncertainty

Section 2.5 - Data Quality Requirements

Section 2.6 - Requirements for Development of New Analysis Methods
Section 2.7 - Development of Risk Assessment Methods

Material turned over for Editorial Review

. Section 1.9 - Dose Effects Requirements
. Section 1.10 - Develop Climate, Geological & Political Scenario Requirements
. Section 1.11 - Develop Tech B/L Requirements

7/16/96 - Afternoon - E B Columbia River Room

Make-up session tor Comprehensive Section

2
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Preliminary Response to CRCIA Technical Peer Reviewer

After consultation with the CRCIA Project Management Team d the directors
of the CRCIA Technical Peer Reviewers, an alternative plai as agreed upon
for comment resolution for the final document, "Screening sessment and
Requirements for a Comprehensive Assessment: Columbia Ri- Comprehensive
Impact Assessment":

1) preliminary responses to the comments will be sent t the reviewers;
2) reviewers may comment on the preliminary responses; v
+o +he ﬂLjf /rsf:‘\t‘/-c_/ L‘f“’ own S"L’ (
3) if the authors, CRCIA Project Manigééent Team, and 1 project managers
can not resolve the comment, then conference call 11 be used to

resolve the comment and/or the dissenting views will e incorporated
into the final document.

Some of the issues brought up by the CRCIA Project Mar..gen t Team and the

directors of the CRCIA Technical Peer Reviewers include:

- the time for resolving all comments would involve several days

- problems associated with resolution in an open meetir~

- constraints. of the schedule (re: authors need time t make changes to
the document after the comment resolution meeting)

- budget constraints (re: compensation for Technical F-2r Reviewers)
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Part 1

‘Screening Assessn nt









activities. Independent technical peer reviewers are evaluating the work un
the Oregon Water Resources Research Institute and State of Washington W

Background

The Hanford Site occupies 1456 square kilometers = 0 square miles) in ¢
Washington. It is located northwest of the Tri-Cities of Richland, Kennewi
bordered on the north and east by the Columbia River and includes a relatiy
river referred to as the Wahluke or North Slope. The Hanford Site is locat
with the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation and the Yz
Tribe has treaty rights on the Columbia River. The tribes were guaranteed t
accustomed places and the privilege to hunt, gather roots and berries, and p
unclaimed land.

From 1944-1987, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) conducted nuclear
Site along the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River. The Hanford Reach ¢
downstream from Priest Rapids Dam to the head of the McNary Pool near 1
These past nuclear operations resulted in the release of hazardous chemicals
River and into the soil. These operations also resulted in the storage of was
which have escaped containment or have the potential for doing so. Current
reflect that contamination is reaching the river primarily via the groundwate

In addition to contamination resulting from past and f  ent Hanford operat
contamination because the Hanford Site is being used for storage and dispos
waste, chemically hazardous waste, and mixed waste (nuclear materials mi
example, presently two-thirds of the nation’s high-level defense nuclear was
with continuing shipments of nuclear waste being received (DOE 1993). M
at the Hanford Site. The storage of these nuclear wastes could potentially ¢
Columbia River (depending on the performance of the chosen isolation solu

As a result of the known contamination, four areas of the Hanford Site (the
been placed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on the nai
national priorities list is a component of the Comprehensive Environmental 1
Act of 1980 (< —..CLA) (42 USC 9601) enac | by the U.S. Congress.

To address the cleanup needs mandated by CERCLA and to address the req
stored/generated wastes as mandated by the Resource Conservation and Rec
DOE entered into a Federal Facility Agreement and Compliance Order (uno
Agreement) (Ecology et al. 1994) in 1989 with EPA and the State of Wash:
for the Tri-Party Agreement that identify actions needed to ensure acceptabl
compliance with CERCLA, RCRA, and the Washingron State Hazardous W

During 1993, the Tri-Party agencies began work toward a comprehensive as
operations (past and prese  on the current conditions of the Columbia Rive
Tri-Party Agreement was revised to reflect this project. This revision inclu
changed to M-15-80), that established CRCIA. In December 1995, the CR(
the review process and specifying target dates. In April 1996, another chan
provided additional time to perform the work in the initial phase.

This report fulfills Tri-Party Agreement milestones M-15-80 and M-15-80C
screening assessment and requirements for a comprehensive assessment des
assessment and defines the essential work remaining to provide an acceptabl
to the Columbia River. The comments on the draft will be incorporated anc
requirements for a comprehensive assessment will be published as a final re
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