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This is only a summary of issues and actions in this meeting. It may not fully represent the ideas
discussed or opinions given. Examination of this document cannot equal or replace attendance and public
participation.

Opening

Dale Engstrom, River and Plateau Committee (RAP) vice-chair, welcomed the committee and
introductions were made. The committee approved the March meeting summary as distributed to
committee since no edits were received.

Briefing on 300 Area Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan Revision 0*

Agency update

" Please see Attachment 1 — Transcribed Flip Chart Notes for key points/follow up actions recorded during the
committee discussion.
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Mike Thompson, U.S. Department of Energy — Richland Operations Office (DOE-RL) provided an
update on the 300 Area Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and Proposed Plan (PP)
Revision 0.

Mike said the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the lead regulatory agency; comments
from the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) are received by DOE through the EPA. The
Hanford Advisory Board (Board or HAB), the tribes and other sources have also provided comments on
the draft documents that DOE is considering. Mike addressed RAP’s question about whether DOE has
taken HAB Advice #257 under consideration. Mike said DOE has used HAB Advice #257 along with
other pieces of relevant advice the Board has provided in the past. Mike noted that DOE is still in
negotiation and cannot speak to areas where agreement has not been reached. He then reviewed major
changes to the 300 Area RI/FS and PP. These changes include:

e Ananalysis using new numbers from EPA’s database of risk values that have become available
since the draft document was written will be included in an addendum to the RI/FS. Even though
there is a small change to the risk numbers from this analysis, it does not change DOE’s proposed
action. The remedy is still protective as originally proposed. The proposed plan will be revised.

e Region X legal wants a greater focus on contaminants of concern (COCs) and potential
contaminants of concern.

e The RI/FS and PP will focus more on human health issues because by addressing human health,
ecological issues will also be addressed.

e The biggest change is the development of Alternative 3A, which is similar in technical scope to
Alternative 3. The difference is that Alternative 3 was a phased approach beginning with a
focused sequestration area that would be evaluated to determine what, if any, future actions
should be taken. Alternative 3A is not a phased approach; DOE will focus remediation on what
are believed to be the hottest sources and use “enhanced attenuation” scenarios for groundwater.

Regulator perspective

Larry Gadbois, EPA, said this RI/FS and PP is for the entire 300 Area, which includes soil source
remediation as well as the groundwater. There have been two decades of interim actions using a remove,
treat, dispose (RTD) remedy that appears to have been effective. The remaining actions involve
continuing this approach through the rest of the waste sites. Larry said decisions on how to address
uranium in the deep vadose zone are new. The new preferred Alternative 3A with a focus on using
sequestration to address the highest uranium contamination is the core of the plan. By addressing the
highest concentrations, there will be residual effects in those areas that have lower levels of contamination
because the source is removed. The effectiveness of uranium sequestration is largely dependent on water
levels resulting from fluctuations in the Columbia River. Models have been developed to estimate
timelines for cleanup but the river state is highly unpredictable so it is difficult to determine how long
uranium sequestration will take with any certainty.
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Brenda Jentzen, Ecology, said EPA has kept Ecology appraised throughout the process. Ecology will read
through the PP to determine if it meets requirements for state actions and make suggestions to EPA if
there appear to be any issues that need resolving.

Committee discussion

Note: This section reflects individual questions, comments, and agency responses, as well as a synthesis
where there were similar questions or comments. Questions, comments, and responses were provided by
HAB members unless noted otherwise.

Q. Will this alternative lead to improvements in less time than if no action is taken?

R: [EPA] The predicted timeframe for cleanup is 28 years if no actions are taken and DOE
simply follows monitored natural attenuation (MNA). Following Alternative 3A will improve the
situation without a doubt, although there is uncertainty on when improvements will be seen
because the remedy is largely dependent on behavior of the Columbia River and there are also
considerations such as when funding will be available to actually deploy the remedy. Models
indicate cleanup will take approximately 16 years.

Q. Will the Board be able to see Draft A of the addendum?

R: [DOE] The draft will be available to the Board when it goes out for public comment, as
required by law. Committee members will get a copy when DOE transmits the addendum to EPA.

R: [EPA] The draft is scheduled to be out sometime around June. The goal is still to issue the
Record of Decision (ROD) by the end of September.

C. The technique of using phosphate to bind uranium is not well proven and the true effectiveness is in
guestion. There were several other approaches proposed for the 300 Area and each included a decision to
revert to MNA if the approach proved ineffective. An important piece of HAB advice noted the Board’s
concern about not reverting to MNA if the preferred alternative is not effective.

Q. There has not been a systematic evaluation to determine what percentage of uranium can be removed
using phosphate. The originally proposed Alternative 3 included a focused test area for uranium
sequestration. Does Alternative 3A focus on the Central Plateau? Will the remedy be applied over a larger
area than what was proposed in Draft A?

R: [DOE] The size of the remedy will be approximately the same. In Alternative 3 there is a
Phase 2. Alternative 3A does not include a Phase 2.

R. [EPA] The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) identified uranium as one of the main issues
in the 200 Area over the long term. Part of this remediation approach involves sampling before
treatment and after in order to better understand the effectiveness of the remediation approach.
This information will be used for cleanup work in the Central Plateau and other areas.
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Q. What is the magnitude of the cost of this program as opposed to the previous proposal? The question is
if this approach is cost effective and if the risk is commensurate with the cost.

R: [DOE] Sequestration will cost approximately $20 million. RTD would cost approximately $1.5
billion. DOE Headquarters also asks the same question about cost effectiveness. The uranium
plume is not an ongoing or increasing risk to the Columbia River. The reason to pursue this
approach is to speed restoration of the aquifer within a reasonable timeframe given the
conditions of the site, which can be accomplished through enhanced attenuation.

C. It would be helpful if DOE could provide the Board with the language from the regulations that discuss
the need for there to be a means of destruction when using MNA.

R. [DOE] There is regulation, guidance and practice. The position that attenuation through
dispersion is adequate for MNA could be fully defended using the guidance. The guidance also
states that even though dispersion is a component of MNA, EPA strongly prefers a mechanism of
destruction for the contaminant such as a reasonable half life for radioactive decay or an organic
chemical that decays into less toxic forms. Uranium does not meet these criteria. Enhanced
attenuation criteria are met when there is a technique employed to reduce source terms using a
manmade alteration.

R. [EPA] EPA has guidance on MNA that can be distributed to RAP. It is available online.

C. The Board has expressed concern about relying on Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) Five-Year Reviews to determine remedy effectiveness. The
final ROD should include some pass/fail component so there is a definite deadline on determining
whether the remedy should be continued or not. Alternative 3A appears to be more of an interim action
than a final ROD.

R. [EPA] Phosphate will be applied and then the agencies will determine how much improvement
there is; there will be no set performance criteria so there will not be pass/fail guidelines.

R. [DOE] ROD:s are never really final in the sense that cleanup efforts are constantly
reevaluated. If the remedy in the ROD is found to not be protective, DOE must review the
approach and rethink cleanup actions. Every final ROD is reviewed over five year intervals. In
the 300 Area, DOE will complete a core analysis of remedy effectiveness that will be
incorporated into an annual groundwater report. There will be a monitoring/operations plan that
will be continually updated in addition to the five-year review that will examine the overall
protectiveness of the system.

Q. How will this cleanup approach for addressing uranium be incorporated into the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Permit for groundwater in the 300 Area?

R. [Ecology] It will not be incorporated. The groundwater component may be incorporated into

the Corrective Action section, but for now Ecology does not feel it meets corrective action
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requirements. This work will be covered under CERCLA and it should meet all corrective action
requirements.

Q. What will define success for this proposed remedy?
R. [Ecology] Success is if the remedy is protective of human health and the environment.

R. [DOE] From DOE’s perspective, success is the ability to demonstrate that the aquifer will be
remediated and meet standards within a reasonable timeframe within conditions of the site. The
technology will be successful if uranium is sequestered in place so the concentration is lessened
in the groundwater.

C. It appears that the MNA approach, whether monitored or manmade, is dilution. Dilution is not an
acceptable remediation approach under the law.

R. [EPA] The regulations have a somewhat mixed message on attenuation. Natural dispersion is
acceptable. In this case, the amount of discharge into the Columbia River is not large enough to
have a major impact.

C. Any contaminants entering the Columbia River could be incorporated into fish tissue that may be
consumed. Even if the amount of uranium entering the Columbia River is not a large amount, it is another
contaminant being added to an already overloaded system.

C. The Board might want to state it would like to have a timeline in the RI/FS with a date on when a
determination will be made on if the approach is effective or not.

C. There are other pressing issues at the Hanford Site and there does not appear to be a threat to human
health, even if no action is taken.

RAP discussed several potential paths forward on this topic. One suggestion was to have a roundtable
discussion at the next RAP meeting in May. Board members would be given an opportunity to voice their
concerns about the RI/FS and PP without preparing formal Board advice. This discussion would then be
submitted to DOE as a public comment with the disclaimer that it does not represent Board consensus.
RAP decided not to go forward with this approach and will instead develop a short piece of advice for the
June Board meeting.

The Board issued advice on Draft A previously and will also potentially draft advice on Revision 0 when
it is issued. EPA said the estimated timeframe for release of Revision 0 will likely be in June. RAP
decided to create a short piece of advice stating that the Board would like to see a plan for determining the
effectiveness of sequestration using Alternative 3A with a question on how DOE will make that
determination. Dale offered to draft the advice (with help from Jean Vanni, Liz Mattson and Dan Serres)
for discussion at the May RAP meeting. The committee felt it will be useful to express their concerns in
writing and will bring the advice forward at the June Board meeting
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EPA cautioned the Board to be clear in what they expect as a response to their advice. Data collection
requirements are included in the ROD. The agencies will not likely have more to add than what RAP has
already been told until the remedy is actually selected in September. EPA added that they have heard the
Board would like to be more involved in the work plan and could potentially offer input outside the
formal public comment period. DOE can make drafts available, although there is not yet a good process
for incorporating HAB comments.

Briefing on ROD Development for 100-F Area®

Introduction

Dale introduced the topic and noted that RAP heard a briefing on the 100-F Area in January. The
committee asked DOE to return to answer questions about the schedule for ROD development and how
the K Area RI/FS and PP work is influencing/informing the 100-F Area ROD development. He reminded
RAP that the selected alternative discussed previously was only MNA with no pump and treat or RTD.

Agency update

Greg Sinton, DOE-RL, said DOE is reviewing comments received from EPA on the RI/FS and PP Draft
A as part of the Tri-Party Agreement (TPA) process. Straight-forward comments have been accepted,
which accounts for 75-80% of the comments received. Greg said there is a lot of uncertainty with
schedule for issuance of the ROD. Over the next few months DOE will be working with EPA to prepare a
red line strike out of the RI/FS and PP Revision 0. There will be concurrent review in August/September
of these two documents that will presumably lead to further comments that will be resolved through mid-
October. The final Revision 0 would then go out for a 30-day public comment period. Under this assumed
schedule, the ROD would be ready by the end of April 2014.

Greg addressed the Board’s question about how the K Area RI/FS and PP influenced 100-F. He said the
K Area documents were issued well ahead of 100-F so DOE had enough time to resolve K Area
comments and incorporate the information into work being done in 100-F. Some comments on Draft A
are still being resolved through ongoing discussions.

Regulator perspective

Chris Guzzetti, EPA, said April 2014 might be an optimistic timeline for issuing the ROD. EPA would
like to use 100-F as a template once the major issues are worked out. The template can be altered to
reflect unique information.

Committee discussion

" Please see Attachment 1 — Transcribed Flip Chart Notes for key points/follow up actions recorded during the
committee discussion.
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Note: This section reflects individual questions, comments, and agency responses, as well as a synthesis
where there were similar questions or comments. Questions, comments, and responses were provided by
HAB members unless noted otherwise.

C. 100-F Area appears very similar to other areas along the Columbia River, although most of the
contamination is slightly lower in magnitude. There is a strontium plume and strontium hits have
occurred in some of the aqua tubes. If strontium is moving slightly away from the plume, 100-F might be
a good candidate for use of an appetite barrier to prevent contamination from reaching the Columbia
River.

C. 100-F is known to have a spent fuel pool at the reactor base. This contamination cannot be addressed
until the reactor is removed, which is currently scheduled to be completed 75 years from now. A certain
amount of water is known to have leaked through the crack between the reactor and the pool. Neither the
RI/FS nor PP addresses this issue. Sample values have not been taken at 100-F to determine if there is a
plume of spent fuel contamination under the reactor.

C. 100-F is where the animal experiments were conducted and where the nitrate plume is located. DOE
decided to handle these aspects of the cleanup using MNA. The selected alternative is one where no
action is going to be taken.

Q. What is included in the ROD for 100-F Area?

R. [DOE] The reactor is not a part of this ROD, but everything else is included. There is rad
contamination in the vadose zone (not a major groundwater plume) that is very deep. The remedy
is RTD for the soil sites and MNA for the groundwater contamination.

C. The same issues can be identified in both 100-F Area and 100 D/H. The Board should present advice
on every final ROD that relates to the Columbia River. There are still comments from Ecology that need
to be resolved. The documents have not been changed based on previous Board advice and the advice is
also not being incorporated into the final RODs.

C. The tribes and their treaty rights are at risk under the proposed remedy, which is not incorporated into
the documents even though the risks have been evaluated. Equating the Columbia River with casual
recreational use is not in accordance with the regulations. Groundwater is supposed to be cleaned to the
most beneficial use; not to the industrial standards that has been proposed. The most beneficial use would
be drinking water or aquatic water standards. The Board should prepare advice on these issues.

R. [DOE] DOE and EPA have held discussions about risk assessments and could do an overview
if there is a need. The cleanup standards for drinking water follow maximum contamination level
(MCL) standards. DOE is targeting drinking water and aquatic standards. That is their goal; it
may take a long time to reach that goal. Aquatic standards for the Columbia River are found in
the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS). When there is not an ARAR
component, risk is evaluated. All the relevant information for cleanup is included in the RI/FS.
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The RCRA acts as a secondary document that provides a roadmap for how to translate the RI/FS.
It is updated with current guidance. DOE is still working to resolve some issues with Ecology.

C. The plan is to transition 100-F Area into Long Term Stewardship (LTS) in June. The final ROD will
not be issued by then. What will be the effect of moving this area into LTS when the cleanup work is not
completed and the reactor is not even scheduled to be removed for the next 75 years? There will likely be
more cleanup actions required when the final ROD is issued.

R. [Ecology] DOE likely cannot transition land into LTS before the final ROD is issued. There
will be a discussion this afternoon with DOE that should be able to clarify this question.

Q. What is the most realistic schedule for the ROD?

R. [EPA] The ROD will more likely be issued around September 2014. February 2014 would be a
more likely timeline for issuing Revision O for public comment.

RAP decided to prepare advice on the 100-F Area RI/FS and PP Draft A and ROD development for the
June Board meeting, especially since RAP specifically asked for access to Draft A. The committee will
discuss a draft at the May meeting. The Issue Mangers (IM) for this topic are Dale (lead IM), Jean Vanni,
Liz Mattson, Dan Serres, Bob Suyama and Shelley Cimon. EPA suggested that RAP also consider the
comments from EPA (to DOE-RL) to understand what changes are going to be incorporated into
upcoming drafts. Regulator comments are always matter of public record and can be accessed any time.
EPA offered to send the Administrative Record link to their comments on the 100-F Area RI/FS and PP
Draft A to Envirolssues for forwarding to RAP.

Committee Discussion on Priorities for 2014/2015 Budget”

Introduction

Hillary Johnson, Envirolssues, said there have been several emails about the Budgets and Contracts
Committee (BCC) joint committee meeting on Thursday. In preparation for the meeting, BCC is asking
each committee to think about their priorities for the 2014/2015 budget that might be incorporated into
potential advice. Hillary noted that all Board members are encouraged to attend the meeting. She
provided a handout prepared by Susan Hayman, Envirolssues, showing synthesized HAB budget advice
priorities (Attachment 2).

Dale suggested beginning the discussion by thinking about the risk drivers and the most important
projects given a limited budget. He said the Plutonium Finishing Plant (PFP) is one of the highest risk
factors on the site. The sludge in K Basin also poses a high risk. Dale said RAP could develop a high
priority chart similar to that given to RAP during the 2015 Vision presentation in April. The Board has an

" Please see Attachment 1 — Transcribed Flip Chart Notes for key points/follow up actions recorded during the
committee discussion.

Final Meeting Summary Page 8
River and Plateau Committee April 9, 2013



opportunity to really consider how to prioritize work on the Hanford Site. It will be most valuable to think
about it from a “30-thousand foot level.” There are projects along the river that have higher risks and
other projects that do not appear to be an immediate issue.

Committee discussion

Note: This section reflects individual questions, comments, and agency responses, as well as a synthesis
where there were similar questions or comments. Questions, comments, and responses were provided by
HAB members unless noted otherwise.

C. There has been some demonstrated success in completing work along the river corridor, but there are
also areas that are facing serious challenges that could use additional attention and funding. It is important
to complete that work, even if it means progress will be less evident in completing other work.

C. The Board should be careful when prioritizing cleanup activities to not be seen as advocating any work
not be completed.

C. The higher risk sites also have higher mortgage costs. Once those sites are cleaned, there will be more
money to put into other areas. The total percentage of the budget spent on mortgage costs is very high.

R. [HAB] It may be optimistic to believe money saved from reducing mortgage costs will be
available for other work.

Q. DOE is going to work towards the milestones and complete the work they are able to. What is the
value in the HAB offering advice on prioritization?

R. [EPA] The regulators are going to hold discussions starting in early May on what work can be
completed with the given budget. The Board’s input would help inform those discussions to
ensure projects that are important to the Board continue. It will be helpful for the regulators to
be able to identify what work is important to the public.

C. One overarching priority is protection of the Columbia River. Projects that work towards this are high
priority. Some of this work is important enough that it could be mentioned by name, such as K Basin and
the sludge along the river corridor.

C. The advice could be focused on criteria the Board would like to see DOE use to make decisions.
Combining the Board’s criteria could provide an answer as to what DOE should prioritize. Framing the
advice this way would also provide more longevity.

C. [EPA] There are a lot of cleanup dollars that are not being spent on actual cleanup work. For instance,
land transition is not cleanup but uses cleanup dollars. The Board does not need to focus only on
prioritization of projects; the Board can also think more broadly about how money is spent at the Hanford
Site.
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C. A lot of cleanup work has already taken place along the Columbia River. There are many places on the
Central Plateau that have not been addressed yet. It is important to characterize what is on the plateau
instead of focusing on just removing material from the Columbia River.

C. Transuranic waste (TRU) is also a high priority for removal from the Hanford Site. There is some
question about the real risk of TRU. It does take a big piece of the mortgage cost.

C. Potential issues with the perception that concrete may be degrading because of high amounts of
radiation should be considered. It is unclear whether this has been characterized enough to determine the
risk.

R. [DOE] There was a technical study on concrete last year that determined the concrete appears
to be fine based on modeling.

R. Hillary added that the Tank Waste Committee (TWC) and Health, Safety and Environmental
Protection Committee (HSEP) have been looking at the effects of radiation on concrete.

C. The deep vadose zone is also important, even though it would not be considered a high risk.

C. There should be a way for risks to be evaluated or compared. The term “risk” needs to be defined in
the advice.

In addition to the conversation above, RAP noted the following as important priorities to consider for the
2014/2015 budget advice:

o Complete cleanup now that would reduce the risks and mortgage costs in the future.

¢ Shrinking the footprint of the Hanford Site should not be the main priority (however, the projects
preventing the shrinking of the site are the high risk sites that should be priorities).

e Address source material first.
e Use proven before unproven remedies.

e Address mobile before immobile contaminants.

Jean agreed to represent RAP at the BCC meeting on Thursday and will bring forward the points from
this conversation.

Update on Land Transition at F Area”

Introduction

" Please see Attachment 1 — Transcribed Flip Chart Notes for key points/follow up actions recorded during the
committee discussion.
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Bob Suyama, IM for this topic, said Keith Grindstaff gave a presentation to RAP in February on the land
transitions occurring at the Hanford Site from active cleanup to LTS. At that time, RAP was told DOE
was working to transition 100-F to LTS. RAP asked Keith to return and provide an update on what has
happened since his initial presentation.

Agency update

Keith said he is continuing conversations with Bob as the LTS land transition process moves forward. He
referred to the LTS website and the new fact sheet available online. Keith provided two handouts: an
organization chart for DOE (Attachment 3) and DOE’s LTS transition process factsheet (Attachment 4).
He noted that everything taking place for LTS from contractor to contractor falls under DOE-RL under
DOE’s Office of Environmental Management (DOE-EM). He said DOE is still early in the process and is
continuing to learn as they move forward. Keith noted the following points during his presentation:

e Land coming into LTS may still include institutional controls (ICs) and monitoring even after the
cleanup contract is completed.

e Landin LTS remains under DOE-RL ownership. The cleanup contractor completes
responsibilities and the land moves to long-term stewardship contractor who will finish those
responsibilities and move the site into LTS.

o DOE has currently transitioned three segments (1, 2, and 3) into LTS. 100-F Area is the current
focus of transition. Segment 5 will be the next segment transitioned.

e There is an integrated project team within the DOE-RL programs that is working through the LTS
land transition process.

e Washington Closure Hanford (WCH) is currently the cleanup contractor at F-Area and Mission
Support Alliance (MSA) is the manager of the LTS program. CH2M Hill — Plateau Remediation
Company (CHPRC) is currently responsible for the groundwater program. The groundwater
program is not part of LTS.

e The punch list is very limiting. Once a segment of land is moving into LTS almost all the cleanup
issues have been worked out so the only major outstanding issue is the ROD. Once final RODs
are issued, DOE will determine how to manage any additional cleanup work.

e DOE has a photo gallery of the walk downs as sites move to LTS. The purpose of these walk
downs is not to police previous cleanup activities; the walk downs are meant to help the new land
managers understand what is being brought into the program. Any outstanding issues will be
documented.

Committee discussion

Note: This section reflects individual questions, comments, and agency responses, as well as a synthesis
where there were similar questions or comments. Questions, comments, and responses were provided by
HAB members unless noted otherwise.
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Q. Can DOE refuse to transition something to LTS if it has not been cleaned up properly?

R. [DOE] Yes, DOE can refuse to transition an area to LTS. MSA can also refuse to accept the
area or wait to accept the area until additional cleanup occurs.

Q. Does DOE bring any equipment out for the walk downs in order to detect radiation or other
contaminants?

R. [DOE] Large sections of the site have either been walked down or viewed aerially. The
possibility of windblown dust is considered using advanced statistical evaluation. There have
been flyovers to detect radiation. The RI/FS includes an appendix that discusses these
evaluations.

Q. When will this work be complete?

R. [DOE] Hopefully the transition will be finalized in a few months. The question now is how to
handle the subject matter expert (SME) review. There also still needs to be a formal walk down of
F Area.

Q. Can DOE complete the transition to LTS before the final ROD is issued and be within the regulations?
R. [DOE] DOE will potentially be transitioning land before the final ROD is issued.

C. The work is moving from the remediation contractor to the LTS contractor, MSA. The final ROD
describes remediation work that still needs to be done. MSA does not do remediation work; the cleanup
contractor does remediation work.

R. [DOE] The contract only holds cleanup contractors responsible for what is included in the
interim RODs. MSA will continue to do surveillance and maintenance until the final RODs are in
place and, if needed, any final cleanup work is done.

C. The Board would like to understand which regulator pathway allows DOE to transition land into LTS
before a final ROD is issued.

R. [DOE] The cleanup of this area is still under the control of DOE-RL. DOE is not removing
itself from any of the regulatory requirements for cleanup. There is no regulatory pathway for
LTS.

Q. Why is groundwater not transitioning into LTS at this time?

R. [DOE] There will be one groundwater program (i.e., operable unit) at the Hanford Site. This
program receives separate funding from Congress and is still part of DOE-RL. There might be a
time when groundwater is transitioned into LTS, but it is currently a very active program with a
lot of ongoing work.
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Q. What is the benefit of transitioning the land to LTS? It does not seem intuitively logical. Transitioning
from one contractor to another makes it appear that cleanup is done. The message to Congress would
likely be about progress and saving money — optics and politics. There does not appear to be a good
argument for this land transition.

R. [DOE] The win for DOE is having a program under DOE-RL that is focused on the future.
The cleanup is nearing completion so a program should be put in place to manage for the future.
Other programs are in place that will allow the Hanford Site to eventually transition ownership
to other government agencies. There are many lessons to be learned from this effort. This plan
could have been titled differently for land transition planning until the final ROD is issued. LTS is
a management process internal to DOE. There are many sites that will be cleaned completely
under the interim RODS and the final ROD will not require additional cleanup. When a site does
require additional efforts under a final ROD, DOE will complete the required actions. There is
still oversight through CERCLA and other regulations.

C. [EPA] Every dollar that is being spent on this transition process and changing contractors, is a dollar
that is not being spent on actual cleanup work or characterization. EPA and Ecology have cleanup
agreements with DOE and this land transition process does not change that agreement. The transition to
LTS is not part of any cleanup agreement; it is being done under management authority.

R. [DOE] The Board is concerned about the cost of LTS and dollars not being spent on cleanup
work. Cleanup contractors have higher rates compared to a smaller service contractor. A much
greater amount of money would be spent to keep lands in the hands of the cleanup contractor
until final RODs are issued than to transition land earlier.

RAP decided to draft advice focused on 100-F Area that states the Board believes the ROD should be
final before land is transitioned. The committee agreed to draft advice for consideration at the June Board
meeting. RAP would also like to hear from DOE about the rationale behind transiting land to LTS before
final RODs are issued. Bob Suyama offered to draft advice based on today’s discussion for committee
review with help from Dale Engstrom, Jean Vanni, Liz Mattson, Dan Serres, and Shelley Cimon.

Regulator Briefing on Comments on the 100 D/H Operable Unit Proposed Plan Draft A*

Regulator presentation

Nina Menard, Ecology, provided a presentation on Ecology’s comments to the 100-D/H RI/FS and PP
Draft A. Ecology received the draft in December 2012 and submitted 600 comments to DOE in March.
The agencies are currently in the comment resolution process (binning and addressing). Ecology felt the
document is well written and there were not obvious issues with the data. Ecology does have issues with

" Please see Attachment 1 — Transcribed Flip Chart Notes for key points/follow up actions recorded during the
committee discussion.
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the selection of contaminants of concern/potential contaminants of concern (COC/PCOC) and modeling
parameters. Ecology believes the preferred alternative would provide adequate cleanup, but using MNA
for nitrate and strontium-90 is questionable. Nina said Ecology would not have chosen a different
alternative. She added that the LTS program is an administrative process within DOE so Ecology cannot
answer why there seems to be haste to transition 100-Area Operable Units (OUs) to LTS. Ecology is not a
part of the effort.

Committee discussion

Note: This section reflects individual questions, comments, and agency responses, as well as a synthesis
where there were similar questions or comments. Questions, comments, and responses were provided by
HAB members unless noted otherwise.

Q. Which contaminants were not included?
R. [Ecology] Nitrate and strontium-90 were not included in the documents.

R. [DOE] Uranium, strontium-90 and nitrate are listed as COCs and are included. The difference
is DOE is pursuing MNA with strontium-90 and nitrate.

Q. What is Ecology’s position on inclusion of arsenic in the OU?

R. [Ecology] The arsenic related to orchard lands will be addressed in its own OU. Ecology will
only include arsenic in the 100 D/H OU if it is associated with D/H operations. How that line will
be drawn and addressed is one of Ecology’s comments for the RI/FS and is under discussion.

C. The entire effort seems to be dependent on the results of modeling procedures. Modeling is somewhat
poorly supported.

R. [Ecology] Ecology has a lot of questions on the modeling and the parameters that were used
as well as how model was actually run. The models themselves are good; Ecology is questioning
how they were used.

Q. What is the basis for Ecology’s questions on the validity of MNA?

R. [Ecology] The questions come from EPA guidance that stipulate when remediation is
occurring, MNA cannot be used. Ecology has not spoken with DOE about this concern yet and
Ecology is working to verify the information. This guidance could potentially block use of MNA.
Ecology does not recommend the MNA principle.

R. [DOE] DOE is using pump and treat in association with the COCs. MNA will be used for
hexavalent chromium and there will be active remediation.

C. The Board has not prepared advice on the 100 D/H OUs yet. The overall approach appears to be a
good one. Efforts to contain chromium next to the Columbia River have mostly been successful. The
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pump and treat system is operational and working well, although strontium is still a minor issue and there
are other minor issues. The solution here seems better than what is being proposed for F Area from a
groundwater perspective.

Q. What is the timeline for 100-F?

R. [Ecology] The timeline depends on how fast DOE and Ecology can resolve comments. The PP
and ROD are tentatively scheduled to be released in FY 2015.

RAP decided to continue watching progress on this topic and hold off on offering any potential advice.
The committee requested that Ecology send the link to their comments to Envirolssues for distribution to
the Board.

Committee Business®

Hillary provided handouts of the three month work plan (Attachment 6). She noted that May will be a
busy month and there may be a shortage of meeting time. RAP should consider arranging their workload
to accommodate other committee meeting needs as the other committees have given up time earlier in the
year. RAP’s May workload will largely be focused on advice development so there might be a potential to
have a committee call using GotoMeeting for editing.

The committee deferred the topics of ASCEM and Phoenix modeling. RAP requested that Ecology
participate in the conversation to understand their concerns. ASCEM is related to groundwater modeling
and both Phoenix and ASCEM are platforms for modeling. These topics are interesting hydrologically,
but may not be appropriate for RAP. The deep vadose zone technologies conversation is also not time
sensitive and was deferred, although RAP noted it is important and should be discussed at some point.

Dale noted he and other issue managers are working on a Tank Closure and Waste Management
(TC&WM) EIS groundwater modeling white paper to provide background information for the committee
as foundation for a discussion on how the modeling in the TC&WM EIS will be used for future cleanup
decisions. Dale described that the model used for the TC&WM EIS is different than any of the other
models used at the Hanford Site. RAP would like to understand the impacts of using this model when
moving forward and choosing alternatives while other models are used for groundwater and other work.
RAP would like to understand how DOE-RL will use the TC&WM EIS groundwater model in the future
from a policy level. The fundamental question is how DOE can verify the models being used are
appropriate for making cleanup decisions to achieve the highest beneficial use.

" Please see Attachment 1 — Transcribed Flip Chart Notes for key points/follow up actions recorded during the
committee discussion.
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The other two topics for discussion during the May meeting will be the two pieces of advice on the 100-F
Area RI/FS and PP Draft A and 100-F Area land transition to LTS.

RAP discussed bringing forward timely items from the holding bin. The committee would like to hear an
update on the 100-K West sludge, possibly in June. DOE will check on the timeliness of that topic. Once
the 2014 budget becomes available, RAP may be better able to determine their priorities for the upcoming
year. RAP would like to know the impacts to cleanup due to a reduced budget.

DOE asked if RAP would be interested in touring PFP. RAP felt the need for that is low but there may be

interest in touring some of the “big digs” or N Area.

Attachments

Attachment 1: Transcribed flipchart notes

Attachment 2: 2008-2012 Synthesized HAB Budget Advice Priorities

Attachment 3: DOE Organizational Chart
Attachment 4: Long Term Stewardship Fact Sheet
Attachment 5: 100-D/H Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study/Proposed Plan

Attachment 6: River and Plateau Committee Three Month Work Plan
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James Hansen, DOE-RL
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