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Attachment 2

Meeting Minutes 200 Area Strategy Group
June 6, 1996

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The meeting started at about 8:15 a.m. in the large conference room at the Washington State
Department of Ecology's (Ecology) Kennewick office.

1.1

1.2

WHAT'S NEW

Laura Russell discussed a meeting between a tribal representative and Ecology on the
burial of waste generated from off site and buried in the 200 Areas. A concern was raised
at the meeting about the accuracy of past and present waste designation. The 200 Areas
Strategy teamwork was also briefly discussed at the meeting, and the tribal representative
asked about how to participate.

Paul Beaver stated, with agreement from Bryan Foley and Jack Donnelly, that wibal
participation will be through review of the draft Strategy Document.

Jack Donnelly reviewed an Inter-Agency Management Integration Team (IAMIT)
meeting discussion by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EP ** about the
Strategy Document and the need for it to contain a schedule showing, as a minimum, how
to meet the Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order (Tri-Party
Agreement) enforceable milestones between now and 2008.

Bryan Foley stressed the need to bring comments and requests regarding *- -~ Strategy

Document to the team as a whole to consider and provide a unified response to upper
management; Paul Beaver and Jack Donnelly agreed.

REVIEW AGENDA

The agenda was rearranged to allow Paul Beaver to leave at 1:30 p.m. and still participate in all
topics, except review of RMT presentation and Strategy Document comments from Ecology.
Paul Beaver had no comments on the Strategy Document.

1.3

MEETING MINUTES REVIEW/SIGN-OFF

May 8, 1996, meeting minutes were signed by Bryan Foley, Jack Donnelly, and Paul
Beaver. '
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. May 15, 1996, meeting minutes were reviewed by the team and redlined based on
comments. The May 15, 1996, minutes will be revised for sign-off at the next meeting.

Review Action Items List and Parking Lot List

The actioni n list was reviewed. The handouts in Attachment 2 were distributed to support
clo »Hut of specific action items.

The action item list was updated based on the results of the review. It was agreed that action
items related to the Technical Document would be marked "Hold," and noted that they would be
addressed by the Technical Document, if appropriate.

. Paul Beaver requested the technical document development team to evaluate the three
high-level waste streams--first cycle supernatant, cascade, and scavenged--in the
Technical Document to determine if these waste streams can be treated as part of the
same analogous group.

. The team discussed whether the Strategy and Technical Documents were primary or
secondary documents and the level of review. It was agreed that the Strategy Document
is a primary document that would be reviewed by the public. The decision on the
Technical Document was based on its importance in selecting the basis for the field
assessment work. The Technical Document is, therefore, more like a work plan than a
supporting document and would be a primary document available to the public but

without public review.
. The priority subteam proposed that the Technical Document subteam p  »ose the
structure of the document, and the representative site evaluation and selection criteria; the

team agreed.

. Parking lot items were reviewed and updated. Bryan Foley requested a paragraph in the
Strategy Document cover letter to address possible reasons to reevaluate the strategy.
One reason may be the results of the Sitewide Cumulative I, _ct Assessment.

2.0 ..ZSULTS OF SUB". .AM WG K N PRIORITY

Jack Donnelly presented the results of the subteam on "Priorities.” The attached priority subteam
meeting notes for June 4, 1996, were distributed.

The finalized characterization priorities ranking table (Attachment 6) was presented. The
rationale for deleting criterion four (Sites subject to known driving forces) was presented. Its
duplication of criterion three (more mobile constituents versus less mobile constituents) was
acknowledged. It was agreed to delete criterion four and clarify criterion three by adding that
mobility included physical and chemical factors. Criterion ~*~¢ was clarified by adding
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. Results Management Team (RMT) Briefing June 11, 1996

. Ecology Management Briefing June 26, 1996

. EPA Management Bric ng (TBD)

. [TAMIT Briefing July 23, 1996 (Schedule and Costs required for this briefing)
. Hanford Advisory Board (HAB) ER Subcommittee August 8, 1996.

The document comment incorporation schedule should be revised to support the planned
pr¢ ntations. The team saw the challenge was' 5 keep momentum going by funding the best
technical recommendations.”

It was agreed that the next team meeting should include discussion of any extern comments on
the Strategy Document, review of a refined strategy cost and schedule, and review of the scope
of the Technical Document. Paul Beaver left the meeting at this point due to a previous
commitment.

4.0 REVIEW OF THE RMT IN-PROGRESS BRIEFING

Bryan Foley presented a draft of the RMT presentation for discussion (Attachment 2). The team
reviewed the presentation and provided feedback. The RMT briefing is scheduled for June 11,
1996.

5.0 STRATEGY DOCUMENT

Comments from Ecology on the draft Strategy Document were reviewed (Atta nent 2). It was
agreed that Curt Wittreich and Laura Russell will coordinate incorporation of comments into the
report within the next 2 weeks.

6.0 WRAP-UP

N¢ Meeting

The next meeting is scheduled for June 14, 1996, at Ecology. A meeting of the subteam on the
Technical Document will be held to discuss the scope of the document and agree to
re] :sentative site selection criteria.
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TOUR ACTION ITEM NO. 6

1. What waste strr  1s are currently being discharged to 216-B-3C Lobe
(the only active disposal unit) of the 200-BP-11 OU.

Document Vv .:C-SD-W252-ER-001, Rev. O, "Phase II Liquid Effluent

Treatment and Disposal/W-252/A2081," discusses this subject in detail, including engineering
measures to ensure the disposal site is not contaminated. There are three Engineering Change
Notices (ECNs) against the document which are a result of changes in disposal practices. [ am
obtaining a copy of the document and ECNs which I will be happy to provide to you. Below are
the waste streams currently going to the C Lobe.

241-A Tank Farm Cooling Water
242-A Evaporator Cooling Water
242-A Evaporator Steam Condensate
284-E Powerplant Wastewater
244-AR Vault Cooling Water

B Plant Cooling Water

Note that all these waste streams are scheduled to be routed to the TEDF around December 1996.
2. Why are there rad signs around 216-B-3B and -3C Lobes?

“he rad signs around 216-B-3B Lobe are due to radioactive surface contamination detected about
tivey rsago. The rad signs around 216-B-3C Lobe are due to the past potential for r:

contamination.
There is no surface contamination currently located at the C Lobe.
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ATTACHMENT FOR CLOSURE OF GENERAL ACTION ITEM NO. 20

DOE Use of the CERCLA Municipal Landfill Presumptive Remedy

INTRODUCTION

The presumptive remedy program established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provides
guidance to decisionmakers regarding appropriate response actions protective of human health and the environment
for certain types of waste sites commonly encountered. Once the need for action is determined, = itifi ionofa
preferred response action early in the process allows for streamlined data collection focused on the verification and
design of the presumptive remedy. Additionally, other aspects of the decision making are accelerated (e.g. remedy
selection and evaluation). Overall, the use of presumptive remedies accelerates the site cleanup process, ensures
protection of human health and the environment, and maintains efficient and consistent decision making.

CERCLA MUNICIPAL LANDFILL PRESUMPTIVE REMEDY

EPA has developed a presumptive remedy for addressing threats posed by CERCLA municipal landfills
(Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites, EPA 540-F-93-035). The presumptive remedy
documentation establishes containment (e.g. capping) as the preferred alternative. This preference is based on
review of existing decisions across the nation for similar types of sites and is due primarily to the fact tha indfills
contain [arge volumes of heterogenous waste, rendering excavation and treatment impracticable (e.g. higher short
term risks from exhumation and handling of waste). The guidance recommends that any data collection at landfil}
sites be focused on the design of an appropriate containment response action rather than the characterization of
landfill contents. Data collection typically associated with the use of presumptive remedies is outlined in
“Presumptive Remedies: CERCLA Landfill Caps RI/FS Data Collection Guide” (EPA/540/F-95/009).

The presumptive remedy is intended to be applied to any CERCLA landfill which has site characteristics (e.g. waste
si  ype, disposal practice, impacted media) consistent with those described in the guidance (e.g. municipal
landfills). Specifically, the containment remedy is meant to address large volumes of heterogenous waste exhibiting
a low long term threat. The nature and extent of the waste should be impracticable to excavate and treat. Excavation
and treatment is also deemed unnecessary to address the human heaith and environmental threats posed by the types
of wacte present. The presumptive remedy applies only to the source material (e.g. iandfili contents) and any

ass ted gases and/or leachate. [t is expected that off-source impacts, such as contaminated groundwater not

contained in the source area would be addressed by a separate response action.

DOE SITE APPLICATIONS

The characteristics of DOE landfills :¢ lartc :characteristics which warrant containment fo;

municipal landfills. The DOE landfills include large volumes of heterogenous waste including

¢ tuction/demc de , process hardware, laboratory equipment, etc. Contamin ty'  include
radionuclides and metals, generally of lower migration potential than typical contaminants in municipal landfills (e.g.
VOCs, organic wastes which lead to generation of landfill gas).

When determining to use the presumptive remedy at DOE sites, the waste types at the DOE landfills must be
evaluated for consistency with the guidance. It is important to note, however, waste types do not have to be

identical. Key considerations are heterogeneity, volume, and potential threats posed by the waste. If ail of these
considerations support using containment, then the presumptive remedy should be used.

May 9, 1996 1
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Additionally, precedence of using the presumptive remedy at DOE sites has been established at Brookhaven National
Laboratory. At the Brookhaven facility, the presumptive remedy was used at a landfill which contained low level
radionuclides and other DOE wastes. The waste trypes (e.g. laboratory waste and debris, decontaminated equipment,
animal wastes, PPE clothing and devices, construction/demolition debris) were deemed compatible with the
containment alternative.

TECHNICAL CONSIDER: IONS

The following is a discussion of the technical considerations important when evalu. * g the applicability of the EPA
presumptive remedy to DOE sites. These considerations should be discussed with we decision makers in order to
ensure them that the use of the presumptive remedies is based on sound technical judgement.

Develop conceptual modei

In order to establish a need for action, and define the threats posed by waste at a DOE landfill, the site conceptual
model must first be developed. Characteristics to define include:

. Disposal practice (e.g. trenches, pits, caisson)

. Waste types (e.g. reactor hardware, PPE, construction debris, lead bricks)

. Exposure pathways (e.g. migration to groundwater, external radiation, direct contact, surface water runoff)
. Receptors (e.g. site workers, ecological, offsite residents)

. Impacted media (e.g. subsurface soils, groundwater, surface water, air)

. Expected range of land uses (e.g. industrial, waste management, recreational, residential)

Define site problem L

Once the conceptual model has been developed by the decision making team, the threats posed by the site (site
problem(s)) can be defined. The site problem(s) should be defined specifically as pc  ble, identifying the
contaminant(s), pathway(s), and re  tor(s) which indicate that a problem exists. For instance, the site problem may
be « ined as; “the primary threat posed by the solid waste burial ground is the potential for an inadvertenti ider
become exposed to irradiated process equipment”. This site problem warrants action which elimin s the potential
for inadvertent exposure to contaminants.

Evaluate Compatability With Presumptive Remedy

& EPA presumptive remedy documentation describes municipal lani  Is as co

codisposed with industrial and or hazardous wastes. These waste types are consi e

landfills. The presumptive remedy (containment) has been deemed approp

heterogenous waste which exhibit a low long term threat (e.g. no immediate short term impacts to receptors).

Presence of high hazard material (e.g. highly mobile, highly toxic) may be treated as a hot spot by excavation and or
atment if the material is known (from disposal records or site history) to be in a retrievable form inadi  :te

location. Otherwise the containment response action should be designed to address the toxicity and/or mobility of

high hazard waste.

Ifthe thrr  »osed by the waste types present (e.g. site problems) are addressed by a containment re  onse (e.g.

control of exposure pathways) and the containment response is consistent with land use planning, the DOE landfiil
would be compatible with the presumptive remedy for CERCLA municipal landfills.

May 1996 2
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W. C. Miles, Jr.

Westinghouse Savannah River Company/ER Engineering
1995 South Centennial Avenue, Aiken, SC 29803
phone: (803) 644-6790; fax: (803) 644-6923

considering the results of the K-Reactor Area BPOP sampling in the context of the ASCAD

strategy. This section will describc the differences in the revised work plan, as influenced by the
ASCAD strategy.

Figure 3
Potential Cost & Schedule Savings for the BPOPs: RI/FS Through Remedial Design
8.0001" ¢y rrentRIFS Cost/Schedule w-----0 ’
RVFS Remedial Design Complete ‘ ’
ASCAD Cost/Schedule —0 1’

. , )
6000t ~SCAD Remedial Design Complete . .

4,000K}

Estimated Cumulative Cost ($)

2,000K

FY95 FYge FYo7 FY98 FYo9 FYQO0 FYQ1

The R-R' or Area BPOPs unit consists of three known pits that are appr

deep, 20 to 40 feet wide, and range in length from 300 to 450 feet. They are Ic

and separated by about 50 feet. Ground penetrating radar (GPR) and mag:

indicate the presence of a fourth pit containing metallic material located between two ot th™  its.
In addition, GPR indicated the presence of two disturbed soil areas, although no merallic
signature was found.

Based on the historical records describing the type and activity of the debris disposed of in the
pits, the three known pits will be treated as a single unit. The K-Reactor Area | ? soil
sampling results indicated that only very low activities of radionuclides, very low conc....Jtions
of metals, and a trace of a few organics were found above background levels. Trace levels of

Streamljining CERCLA Through Innovative Program Management (U) B 6
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FY09

Description FY97 | FY98 FY99 FY00 | FYO1 FY02 | FYO3 | FYO4 | FYO5 | FY06 | FYo7 | FYO08

200 STRATEGY SCHEDULE/CURRENT TPA SCHEDULE - NO. OF DOCUMENTS |

Technical

Document 110 |

Work Plans 17 1/4 0/2 12 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/3 0/8 I

DOWs ' 2/4 3713 3/3 3/3 3/3 3/3 3/3 2/4 2/4

Characterizat'n 1 lal 1/3 2/3 3/3 3/3 3/3 3/3 3/3 3/3 2/3 12 |

LFI/QRAJRI 1/1‘ 2/4 3/3 3/3 3/3 3/3 3/3 3/3 2/4 2/4

FS Reports mn 13 2/4 3/3 3/3 3/3 3/3 3/3 3/3 2/3 12

Proposed '

Plans/RODs 17 17 0/0 1Al 0/0 1Al 0/0 0/0 11

Remedial Start

Design :

Remedial |
Start

Action ta

{able.new
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DRAFT RMT PRESENTATION

AGENDA

Point of View

Status

Background

- . Objectives

- Vision

200 Strategy Document

- Assumptions and Constraints
- Waste Site Groupings

- Implementation Process
- Priorities

Team Perspectives
Accomplishments

200 Area Work Schedule
Challenges

Key Points to Remember

What We Need From You

26

Attachment 2



9613454, Ch0M

POINT OF VIEW
We believe that the strategy document is a . means of getting to remediation faster and optimizing
characterization activities.

. We have created an agile team that includes the Tri-Parties and have developed a strategy
for 200 Area remediation projects using collective decision making techniques.

. We need to gain both DOE and regulator upper management committment to the strategy.

. We need to begin implementation of the strategy immediately to maximize cost savings
and efficiencies and to get regulator/public support.

27
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STATUS - 200 AREA REMEDIAL ACTION

A working draft Strategy Document has been issued for review by the Strategy Team.

The strategy team has established a process and necessary criteria to start
implementation.

Funding is available this year to start establishing waste site groupings.

Upper management support for the strategy is needed to continue implementing the
strategy in FY97 and out years :

The 200 Area Strategy Document will be issued Rev. 0 in FY96.

28



OBJECTIVES

Define an integrated. streamlined process for proceeding with the Remedial
[nvestigation/Feasibility Study/Record of Decision (RI/FS/ROD) and Remedial Field
Investigation/Corrective Measures Study/Closure Plan (RFI/CMS/CP) activities.
Incorporate lessons learned from 100 Area and 300 Area projects.

Build efficiency into remaining characterization.

Establish overall remediation priorities and identify near-term work to support the 200
Areas remediation.

29
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VISION STATEMENT

The 200 Areas strategy is a streamlined process of getting to and performing cleanup that is
technically sound. protective of human health and the environment. and publicly acceptable.

30
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200 STRATEGY DOCUMENT
Assumptions and Constraints
Waste Site Groupings
Implementatidn
~ Priorities

Schedule

31
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ASSUMPTIONS AND CONSTRAINTS

Assumptions

1.

Near term interim remedial measure focus is on worker protection and no spread of
contamination and long-term risk reduction/remedial action, when appropiiate.

A new way of grouping sites for characterization may be needed. This groupmg
may or may not be the same for remediation.

Applicable presumptive remedies, analogous sites, and observational approach
can be used, provided characterization (which includes, but is not limited to,
historical data) information support it.

The Hanford Past-Practice Strategy, integrated with Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) closure requirements, will provide process steps to be
used in this strategy.

Waste or contaminated media. including transuranic (TRU) constituents and pre-1970
TRU waste may be left in place as long as the risk associated with this in-place
remediation is acceptable. Alternative technologies will continue to be assessed.

U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) shall ensure that surveillance and maintenance is
adequate for addressing surface contamination migration. -

The Tri-Party Agreement and Long Range Plan schedule dates may need to be
reconciled. It is assumed that this is possible and the strategy will be the basis for
these changes.

200 Areas strategy will be developed within the intent of the Environmental Laws.

Decay may be a viable remediation option for short-lived (half-life of approximately
30 years or less. Cs-137. Sr-90. Co-60) radionuclides.

10.

Integration with other projects/programs will occur.

‘

_onstraints

L.

Funding is a constraint to developing schedules, not strategy. The 100 and 300
Areas priority is recognized.

32
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200 AREAS IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

34
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- No. of Documents

- Technical Document
Work Plans
DOWs/Pre-ROD Field Characterization
LFI/RI
FS/Proposed Plans

RODs
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PRIORITIES

Overall - The overall priorities that will drive the 200 Strategy implementation are
meeting the "Pre-ROD characterization complete" TPA milestone of 12/31/2008 and the
Permit Modification schedule 0f 2,000 for the three 200-BP-11 TSD's.

Characterization - A set of 13 criteria have been developed that can be used to establish
which sites will be characterized first. Criteria consider groundwater impact.
contaminant mobility, level of historical data available, and ease of characterization.

Remediation - Remedial actions will be prioritized based on sites with high risk,
proximity to existing facilities, remediation that will show early progress. and
remediation that will cleanup sites.

36
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ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Agreement on representative site characterization.

Agreement on RCRA/Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation. and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) integration.

Agreement on use of generic approaches (plug-in, presumptive remedy).

Agreement on reducing number of work plans

38




CHALLENGES

Meeting the "Pre-ROD characterization complete" TPA milestone of 12/31/2008 and the
Permit Modification schedule of 2,000 for the three 200-BP-11 TSD's.

Gain regulator and DOOE "up front" committment.

Reducing Characterization Costs Further to Optimize Baseline:

Minimize Impact on 100/300 Cleanup -

Be Ready To Support ERDF Disposal Through Rates

Be Ready To Support the Challenge 2003 Concept

39
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KEY POINTS TO REMEMBER

The strategy is a much improved approach to cleanup

Number of documents have been reduced: 3 work plans vs. 32 work plans: 24
characterizations vs. 32 characterizations

Relief from funding constraints will come by reducing deliverables, not by deferring the
dates. '

40



WHAT IS NEEDED FROM AUDIENCE

Support for the 200 Strategy.
- Regulator and DOE Upper Management
- Funding in FY97

Support for the Multi-Year Work Plan commitment.

Commitment to support 200 Area Team's collective decision making

41
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Agenda
200 Area Strategy Priorities Subteam
June 4, 1996, 8:00 - 4:30 p.m.
Bechtel Building (3350 GWW) Room 2B32

Prioritization

- Characterization Criteria Team Feedback

- Remedial Action Prioritization Brainstorm Ideas Evaluation
- Overall Priorities

Representative Site Selection Criteria for Technical Document Work
- Other Criteria/Needs to Kick Off Effort?

RCRA/CERCLA Integration
In-progress Reviews

Miscellaneous Items

- Risk Assessment

- Interim versus Final
- Schedule

- Other Programs

Wrap-up

- Presentations to Full Teams
- Follow-on Work

- Next Meeting (if necessary)

U
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Distribution
Unit Managers' Meeting: 200 Areas Remedial Action
200 Areas Remedial Action Strategy Work Shop

June 6, 1996
Bryan Foley .. ... ... .t . DOE-RL (H0-12)
Jim HanSON . DOE-RL (H0-12)
Heather Trumble .. ... ... . . . e DOE-RL (H0-12)
Donna WanekK . ... .. DOE-RL (HO0-12)
Dennis Faulk .. ... ... . EPA (B5-01)
Paul Beaver ... ... e EPA (B5-01)
Joan Bartz ... .. e (Ecology) B5-18
Ve DrOmeN . . .. e e ERC (H0-17)
Karl Fecht ..o e ERC (H0-02)
Linda Mihalik ... . o e ERC (H9-12)
Greg Mitchem (3) . ... . e ERC (HO0-17)
Michael Galgoul ... ... .. . e ERC (H9-12)

Please inform Gary Gesell (372-9067) of BHI
of deletions or additions to the distribution list.





