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11 Subject I Discussion I Action 
- - - 

1. Status LEHR presented activity status 
i.e. work accomplished during 
NovemberJDecember and work 
planned for JanuaryIFebruary. 

*Validated field data, will be 
presentedldiscussed during the next 
RPM Meeting scheduled for March 1, 
1995-Salem Attiga 

It is important to review previous CEP 
data to ensure data quality in light of 
recent issues related to CEP practices. 

*LEHR will review CEP data compare 
w/ Lockheed data and use QAIQC 
information to determine reliability of 
previous groundwater data obtained 
from CEP-Salem Attiga 
-Due date: May 3 1, 1995 



- 1, 
i Subject 

3. Agency 
approval of 
RIIFS Work 
Plan 

I. West Davis 
Landfill 

i. Site Posting 
and Putah 
Creek 

5. Annual Water 
Monitoring 
PladReport 

7. Tritium 
removal 
technology 

Discussion 

EPA and State agencies have 
directed DOE to proceed with the 
implementation of the Work Plan- 
Written approval will be provided 
upon the satisfactory review by the 
State of some past site 
characterization reports. 

Meeting participants agreed that the 
subject landfill falls under UCD 
jurisdiction and as such, must be 
investigated according to UCD plans 
not LEHR RI Plan. Participants 
recommended that UCD includes 
radiological analyses of the landfill 
as part of their investigation. 

Based on a brief review by the 
SWRB of the Putah Creek water 
analyses, it appears that there is no 
apparent risk to the public from 
migration of contamination from 
LEHR into the creek. No plans by 
DOE to post the creek at this time. 
However, ER work exclusion zones 
inside LEHR will be posted and all 
ITEH workerdstudents, etc., will be 
informed to stay out of these zones. 

LEHR requested feedback from 
EPA, RWQCB, and DTSC 
regarding the content and format of 
the Annual Water Monitoring 
Report. 

- - 

Several participants requested 
review of the existing technology (if 
any) to remove tritium from 
groundwater. 

Action 

@Provide EPA and DTSC with past 
reports by 1113- Salem Attiga 

@EPA/State will provide DOE with 
a qualified approval of the RI/FS 
Work Plan- Duncan Austin, DTSC: 
Lida Tan, EPA 
-Due date: ? 

mUCD will consider the option of 
analyzing for radiological 
constituents in the West Davis 
landfill- Alice Tackett-date: ? 

@Inform UCD workers about 
applied restriction at the on-site 
exclusion zones while work is in 
progress- Alice Tackett 

@Ensure that work exclusion zones 
are well posted while RI work is in 
progress at these zones- Salem 
Attiga 2/28/95 

mEPA, RWQCB, and DTSC will 
review monitoring pladreport and 
provide feedback. 
-Due date: March 1, 1995 

@Don Williams of DOE HQ will 
provide this information-31 1/95 



r -  
Subject 

8. Soil clean-up 
levels in AH-1 
& AH-2 
trenches 

9. Sediment Study 
Report 

10. New Members 
from RWQCB 

12. DOEIUCD 
Memorandum 
of Agreement 

- - - - - - 

13. Mixed Waste- 
FFA vs FFCA 

14. Maintenance of 
Public Records 

15. Natural 
Resources 
Trusteeship 
Notifications 

Discussion 

LEHR requested feedback from 
EPAIState about DOE 
determination of soil cleanup limits 
in AH-1 & AH-2 trenches as 
presented in the DOE draft 
document provided previously to 
EPA and State DHS. EPA stated 
that they do not have any significant 
concern about the document and 
proposed limits for trench soils 
cleanup. 

DTSC requested a copy of the 
subject report. 

LEHR will host a site visit and brief 
the new member of the RWQCB 
about LEHR issues.. 

DTSC requested a copy of the 
subject document. 

EPA legal requested copies of the 
MOA and amendments 

Issues raised related to mixed waste 
compliance with FFA vs FFCA 

Public records related to LEHR 
must be maintained according to 
EPA guidelines-RPMs can decide on 
what documents to be maintained at 
the Public Record Repository. 

The need to comply with the NRTN 
was raised. More information is 
required 

Action 

.Draft report of the soil analysis 
and DOE approach to backfill AH- 
1 & AH-2 trenches will be provided 
to Duncan Austin of DTSC-Salem 
Attiga 2/28/95 

Mail a copy of report to Duncan 
Austin by 1120195- Salem Attiga 

Contact will be made with RWQCB 
to arrange this meeting- Salem 
Attiga 1/25/95. 

Mail a copy of the Part A Permit 
Application to DTSC- Salem Attiga 
1/23/95 

Copies will be provided to EPA- Jim 
Littlejohn 
-1131195 

Raise this issue at the next FFCA 
Meeting on 1112195- Salem Attiga 

eEPA will provide guidance on 
establishing and maintaining public 
records. 
-Date: ? 
eLEHR will implement guidance- 
Salem Attiga 

eEPA will provide information and 
Names of Contacts. 
-Date: ? 



f.' 1, 
k Subject Discussion 

Patrick Burke said that DOE may 
negotiate liabilities prior to the 
feasibility study. However, trigger 
points and/or a schedule have not 
been set. DOE and UCD plan to 
work out language on a procedural 
framework for cost allocation. 

Steve Golian of DOEIHQ (EM 22) 
gave a presentation on the Phase 111, 
Value Engineering Study. DOE 
looking at opportunities to expedite 
the cleanup. 

Action 

oEPA plans to send out a draft 
FFA-1/30/95 

*Larry McEwen will call EPA 
approximately two weeks later to set 
up a meeting to discuss comments 
on the draft FFA. 

.Steve Golian to forward working 
draft of Phase I11 to DOEIOAK by 
early March. 

*Following the forwarding of 
working draft, DOE will meet to 
discuss fast track proposal. 
-Date: TBA 

*Upon reaching internal agreement, 
DOE will schedule a meeting with 
CVRWQCB, EPA, and DTSC to 
discuss-Date: TBA 

Next Meeting 

The next meeting will be held at LEHR on 3/1/95. DOE will develop draft agenda and send it 
to RPMs for comments. 



Laboratory For Energy-Related Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 

March 30, 1995 
ITEH C o n f e r e n c e  Room,  UC Davis 

R e c o r d e d  by: S a l e m  Attiga 

Meetinq Participants 

Salem ~ttiga, PNL/LEHR Joe Niland, Dames & Moore 
Duncan Austin, CAL/EPA DTSC Stan Nosek, UC Davis 
Edward Ballard, DOE/OAK Dawn Mitchell, PNL/LEHR 
Amalia Cross, Dames & Moore Alice Tackett, UC Davis 
Christine Judal, UC Davis Lida Tan, U.S. EPA 
Larry McEwen, DOE/OAK Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Julie McNeal, UC Davis Don Williams, DOE/HQ 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions 
recommended. 

11 Subject 
lr 

-- 

1.. Public Meeting 

Discussion 

The agenda and the format of the 
upcoming April 13 public meeting 
was discussed. The RPMs agreed 
that the meeting should provide 
answers to questions raised at 
the last meeting, present a 
timeline of past achievements 
and planned activities, and 
provide the public with the 
latest data related to the 
ongoing site investigation. 
Fact sheets will also be 
distributed at this meeting. 

The RPMs directed PNL to extend 
the sampling efforts at landfill 
Unit 3 to include adjacent ditch 
and to proceed with the soil 
boring activities at the 
landfill units before starting 
the planned exploration 
trenching program at Operable 
Unit 1 - DOE/UC Davis disposal 
trenches. 

Action 

OPNL and subcontractors will 
prepare technical 
presentations, timeline board 
and view graphs. 
OUC Davis and DOE will finalize 
fact sheets and prepare press 
release. 

PNL will implement the above 
direction. 



Subject 

3. Data validation 
and reporting 

4. Monitoring south 
of LEHR site 

- - 

Discussion 

The RPMs expressed concern about 
the time taken to validate and 
report site characterization and 
water monitoring data and 
reports. The RPMs expressed 
particular interest in getting 
preliminary data from the 
landfill site boring activities 
as soon as possible. 

The RPMs indicated the need to 
install well(s) the south of the 
site to fully determine if there 
is any site groundwater 
contaminant migration to the 
south. Installed well(s) should 
be considered for continuous 
water level measurements. 

Action 

OPNL and subcontractors will 
expedite data review/validation 
process with the objective of 
accelerating this process by 
four weeks. 

@Next round of well 
installations will include 
well(s) at the south of the 
site. Existing information 
will be used to optimize the 
locations of these well(s). 

Next Meetinq 

The next meetinq to be scheduled later will include technical discussions on 1) reduction 
of groundwater/&rface water quarterly monitoring scope of work, 2) reduction bf the scope 
of work of air monitoring program, 3) preliminary determinations of groundwater plumes and 
baseline risk associated with existing site contamination, and 4) recommendation to 
implement the newly demonstrated purgewater technology at LEHR. 



Laboratory For Energy-Related Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 

April 13, 1995 
ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 

Recorded by: Dawn Mitchell 

Meeting. Participants 

Salem Attiga, PNLILEHR 
Duncan Austin,. CALIEPA DTSC 
Christine Judal, UC Davis 
Jim Littlejohn, DOEIOAK 
Julie McNeal, UC Davis 

Dawn Mitchell, PNLILEHR 
Lida Tan, U.S. EPA 
Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Gerald Wong, DHS Rad Health Branch 
Steve Hsu, DHS Rad Health Branch 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

1. Public Meeting 

2. Phase 111 

Discussion 

The RPMs were apprised of the status 
for that evening's public meeting and 
were provided a full set of the final fact 
sheets. A question was raised about the 
nerve agent study. 

The RPMs verified their understanding 
of the content of the "first cut feasibility 
study." The study is not a remedial 
action feasibility study but one that 
compares cost for characterization to 
remedial options. The draft first cut FS 
(FCFS) could be complete by mid to 
late June. A baseline risk assessment 
will be needed for "no action" options. 

Action 

*UC Davis to consult with researchers involved with the nerve 
agent study for an answer if the question was raised at the 
public meeting. 

PNL is evaluating the cost for characterization as opposed to 
remedial action based on Phase 111 recommended options and 
provide draft document by end of June. 



Subject 

3 .  RI Field 
4ctivities 
lralidation and 
.eporting 

Discussion 

The RPMs discussed the need to 
continue some RI activities regardless of 
the outcome of the Phase I11 study. 

Action 

LIST OF RI FIELD ACTIVITIES TO CONTINUE 

OU-1 Trenches, Disposal Holes and DOE Box 

Southwest Comer 
-Obtain and analyze for full chemical and radiological suite of 
analysis, 2-3 sub-surface sample 4-6" below surface. 

UCD Radioactive Disposal Area 
-Evaluate existing trench and hole data. 
-In the tritium burial area (UCD radioactive burial holes). A 
40 ft. boring will be drilled at the identified "hot spot" and 25 
ft. boring will also be drilled at a location with a lower 
reading (medium point). For the trenches between Landfill 
units 1 and 2, drill 40 ft. soil boring at the hottest soil gas 
reading location and 25 ft. boring at the next highest, reading 
location. Suggested locations are indicated on the attached 
maps. Analyze all borings for the whole suite of radiological 
and chemical analytes called for in the RIIFS Work Plan. 

OU-2 Imhoff and Radium Tank Area 
-No action. 

OU-3 Dog Pens 
-No action. 

OU-4 Domestic Septic Tanks 
-Geophysics to locate tanks. 

OU-5 UC Davis Landfill 
-Drill three soil borings in Landfill Unit #1 after evaluating 
the soil gas data. Bore down to 40 feet at the hottest reading 
location (defined from soil gas readings) and 25 feet at two 
other locations with lower readings. Drill three soil borings 
in Landfill unit #2 after evaluating soil gas data. The hottest 
point should be drilled to 40 ft. and the other two locations 
with lower readings should be drilled to 25 ft. (locations are 
indicated on the attached map). All soil borings will be 
analyzed for the full suite of radiological and chemical 
analysis called for in the RIIFS Work Plan. 
OU-6 Groundwater 
-New well locations, will be proposed at the May 2nd RPM 
meeting. Proposed new well locations will include well(s) 
down gradient of all the landfill units, in both the first and 
second HSU. At least four wells will be proposed with 
continuous level monitors in the second HSU. One location 
for continuous monitoring should be up gradient and at least 
one down gradient of the site. 



Subject I -- - 

Discussion I Action 

4. W F S  Work 
Plan 

5. FFA 

DOE expressed concern about the RIIFS 
Work Plan not being approved by 
agencies. In the absence of an approval 
of the Work Plan, the involved agencies 
will document their concurrence with 
ongoing RI activities. 

DHS Rad Health Branch indicated that 
they want to be a signatory on the FFA 
because of funding needs. The RPMs 
discussed the schedule for the FFA. 

Cal EPA will draft a three-party letter approving ongoing 
work and documenting understanding about ongoing RI field 
activities. 

U.S. EPA to check with attorneys on how or why to add 
another agency to FFA. 

Schedule for finalizing FFA will be discussed at May 2 
RPMs meeting. 

6 .  Future Land I RPMs request a letter from UC Davis I UC Davis will draft letter to DOE about LEHRYs future land 
Use I indicatinh the future land use for LEHR. I use. 

Next Meeting 

The next meeting scheduled for May 2 at DOEIOAK. DOE will send draft agenda to RPMs one week prior to this meeting date. 



Laboratory For Energ) ;lated Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
May 2, 1995 

Conference Room D, DOEIOAK 
Recorded by: Dawn Mitchell 

Meeting Particivants 

Salem Attiga, PNLILEHR 
Duncan Austin, CALIEPA DTSC 
Andrea Blohm, DOEIOAK 
Patrick Burke, DOEIOAK 
Christine Judal, UC Davis 
George Last, PNL 
Jim Littlejohn, DOEIOAK 
Lany McEwen, DOEIOAK 

Julie McNeal, UC Davis 
Dawn Mitchell, PNL 
Dennis Parfitt, SWRCB 
Ron Schalla, PNL 
Ronald Smith, PNL 
Lida Tan, US.  EPA 
Susan T i m ,  RWQCB 

Subject Discussion I Action 

I .  Near-term site 
:haracterization work 

The RPMs agreed to continue the following RI field activities: 

OU-1 Trenches, Disposal Holes and DOE Box 
Southwest Comer 
-Obtain and analyze for chemical (excluding volatile, semi-volatile and metals)' and radiological suite of 
analysis, 3 sub-surface samples 4-6" below surface. One sample in the chemical dispensing area, and the 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

- 

( 

other two where soil appeared to be redeposited during the construction of the parking lot. 
I ICAP metal scan will be performed on the sample taken ftom the chemical dispensing area. 

UCD Radioactive Disposal Area 
-After evaluating existing trench and hole data, a 40 ft. boring will be drilled in the tritium burial area (UC 
Davis radioactive burial holes) at the identified "hot spot" location from the soil gas and swipe data. For the 
trenches between Landfill units 1 and 2, a 40 ft. soil boring will be drilled at the hottest soil gas reading 
location and 25 ft. boring at the next highest reading location. The 25 ft. boring is near wells UCD 13 and 
14 which consistently show tritium in the groundwater analysis. This boring may help identify lateral 
migration of contamination from the trenches between the landfills. Suggested locations are indicated on the 
attached maps (see overheads). Analyze all borings for the whole suite of radiological and chemical analysis 
called for in the RVFS Work Plan. 

-- 

*PNL will proceed with field 
work as proposed. Field 
work expected to be 
completed by June 15, 1995. 



Subject 

Continued 

2. Groundwater 
Monitoring 

OU-2 Imhoff and Radium Tank Area 
-No action. 

OU-3 Dog Pens 
-No action. 

OU-4 Domestic Septic Tanks 
-Excavate a domestic septic tank which may have received X-ray processing solvents. The one that may have 
been used is next to the SSR near the reported dead tree. Determine the condition and content of the tank. 
Take composite sample of contents of the tank and analyze for the full suite of chemical and radiological 
parameters indicated in the RVFS Work Plan. This information may be used as representation of the 
condition of the other 6 tanks which were used for similar purposes and abandoned about the same time. 

OU-5 UC Davis Landfill 
-Drill two soil borings in Landfill Unit # 1  after evaluating the soil gas data. Bore down to 40 feet at the 
hottest reading location (defined from soil gas readings) and 25 feet at another location with slightly lower 
readings at a distance away from the first boring which will provide sufficient coverage of the landfill area 
soil characteristics. Drill three soil borings in Landfill unit #2 after evaluating soil gas data. The hottest 
point should be drilled to 40 ft. and the other two locations with lower readings should be drilled to 25 ft. 
(locations are indicated on the attached map). One 25 ft. boring is at the second hottest location in 
approximately the middle of the landfill and the other 25 ft. boring is near the UCD radioactive burial holes 
which may give some indication of lateral leaching or migration from the UCD radioactive disposal area. All 
soil borings will be analyzed for the fill suite of radiological and chemical analysis called for in the RI/FS 
Work Plan. 
-In landfill unit #3, take a few grab samples from the bottom of drainage ditch which was previously dug 
through the landfill. 

OU-6 Groundwater 
-Continue groundwater monitoring and plans for CPT Hydropunch, and installation of monitoring wells. 

The RPMs discussed reducing the sampling of monitoring wells and the analytical parameters. It was agreed 
that a reduction is warranted, however, some wells will still require monitoring quarterly for limited 
parameters. 

*PNL will propose a 
reduction to the groundwater 
monitoring program including 
new well. The new proposal 
will be sent May 15th to 
RPMs and discussed via a 
conference call. 



Subject 

3.  New Monitoring 
Locations 

4. Baseline Air 
Monitoring Program 

5. Phase I11 Initiatives 

6 .  ATSDR Public Health 
Assessment 

7. Early Cleanup Actions 

8. Public Meeting 

Next Meeting 

Discussion 

Proposed well and CPT hydropunch locations were discussed and agreed upon by the RPMs. A total of 7 
wells in HSU-2 and 4 wells in HSU-1 will be installed to augment the existing network of wells. The 
proposed hydropunch locations will fan out fiom wells UCD 12 and 13. The hydropunch locations will be 
used to locate future wells as necessary. 

The RMPs agreed with a proposed reduction in the quantity of air monitoring stations originally proposed in 
the RVFS Work Plan. A decrease from 9 to 4 stations, plus one spare backup, was acceptable as long as air 
monitoring will be conducted in the areas where field work is being performed. After the data is collected 
for risk assessment purposes, another reduction in the program may be warranted. 

RPMs discussed the outline for the cost evaluation for characterization vs. presumptive remedial actions. The 
RPMs requested that the report allow enough flexibility so they can derive the cost of different remedial 
alternatives vs. characterization needs. Te remedial alternatives will be based on the Phase 111 report, issued 
by DOEIHQ EM-22. 

U.S. EPA informed the RPMs about the status of ATSDR assessment. Currently, the site visit is scheduled 
for July 25-27. At this visit, they want to talk to site people, neighbors, regulators, elected officials, etc. If 
they conclude there is not an imminent danger, their report may not be issued until a much later date, 
possibly after the RVFS is complete. 

The RPMs discussed early remedial alternatives that could be executed without further characterization. 
RPMs discussed the possibility of removal of the DOE disposal box, as well as other site controls to reduce 
contamination. 

UC Davis indicated that the public was still requesting information on the CERCLA Hazard Ranking process. 
RWCQB is touring UC Davis, including LEHR, with a meeting to follow. The tour will be in the afternoon 
with a 5:30 meeting following. 

Action 

-PNL will provide the RPMs 
with a map showing revised 
well locations with an 
attached table describing 
rational for these locations 
sentMay 15th. RPMs will 
discuss this information via 
conference call or during 
next RPMs meeting. 

*PNL will install and operate 
the 4 air monitoring stations 
at the agreed upon locations. 

-PNL will create a report thai 
allows the flexibility to cost 
alternatives separately. Draft 
to be completed by June 30. 

-DOE will coordinate the 
ATSDR visit to the site. 

*DOE will evaluate possible 
remedial or removal options 
and make recommendation tc 
the RPMs. 

9U.S. EPA will draft a fact 
sheet explaining the hazard 
ranking process. 

Next meeting is scheduled to be a conference call in approximately ten days to two weeks. 

g:\wp\sa\rpm0595.min 



Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 

June 13, 1995 
ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 

Recorded by: Dawn Mitchell 

Meeting Participants 

Salem Attiga, PNLILEHR 
Duncan Austin, CalIEPA DTSC 
Steve Hsu, DHS Rad Health Branch 
Christine Judal, UC Davis 
Fred Lee, DSCSOC 
Jim Littlejohn, DOEIOAK 
Julie McNeal, UC Davis 
Dawn Mitchell, PNLILEHR 

Dennis Parfitt, SWRCB 
Julie Roth, DSCSOC 
Ron Schalla, PNL 
Frank Spane, PNL 
Joe Stagner, UC Davis 
Lida Tan, U.S. EPA 
Susan T i m ,  RWQCB 
Gerald Wong, DHS Rad Health Branch 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the 
minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

SUBJECT I DISCUSSION I ACTION 

Past minutes Concurrence on the minutes was requested. 
Minutes were approved with the minor changes 
indicated in the action column. 

Add Jim Littlejohn to April 13 
minutes (as meeting participant) 
and fix cut off sentence on 
second page prior to finalization. 

Status of 
characterization 
activities 

PNL reported on the status Overheads of presentation are 
attached to minutes. 



SUBJECT - 
Proposed new 
monitoring well 
locations 

Revised groundwater 
monitoring program 

Reevaluation of past 
hydrologic properties 
~t LEHR 

DISCUSSION 

PNL presented their proposal to install a West 
Buy well which would cost effectively answer the 
question about vertical gradient and permeability. 
The proposed well would have seven screen 
intervals which would monitor the 1st HSU as 
well as the top and bottom of the 2nd HSU. 
Without this type of well, 3 wells would have to 
be installed in close proximity to each other to 
provide the same information. RWQCB raised 
the question about leaks between intervals. PNL 
showed a schematic of how the wells inflatable 
devices (bladders) between screen intervals would 
prevent possible leaks from occurring. The 
bladders provide an excellent seal. It was also 
noted that if the screened interval is too wide, 
then there can be a dilution effect. The small 
screened intervals in the W a f  Buy well will 
prevent this dilution effect. 

The RPMs had reviewed the proposed revision to 
the groundwater monitoring program previously 
sent to them. The RPMs convey that they need 
more time to evaluate the current proposal. 
CalEPA indicated that the RPMs would respond 
in writing to the proposal. 

PNL performed a recalculation of the hydraulic 
conductivity at the LEHR site based on 
previously performed slug test and found that the 
D&M calculated flow rate was underestimated. 
The previous analysis had used equilibrium 
calculation where an osilatory method should 
have been used. The aquifer under LEHR acts 
like a confined aquifer and as such the osilatory 
method should be used. There were other 
inconsistencies in the data which made the 
previous calculation and analysis questionable. 
By applying the ocilatory method which is 
relatively new, PNL was able to assess HSU-2 
flow rate as higher than originally calculated. 

ACTION 

Requirements for installation of 
West Bay well: 
* experienced technical 
representatives should be present 
during installation. 
* perform ongoing monitoring to 
ensure integrity of wells discrete 
ports are maintained. 
* Notify RPMs 2-3 weeks prior 
to the well being installed. 
* A quick and short (2-3 page) 
evaluation of the functioning 
status of the wells should be 
performed and sent to the RPMs 
for evaluation. 
* The results of the well 
installation and evaluation should 
be discussed at a future RPMs 
meeting following the 
installation. 

CalEPA to draft a consolidated 
response letter with joint 
signatures of U.S. EPA and 
RWQCB due to DOE by June 30 
This will allow the changes to be 
incorporated into the August 
sampling round. 
- -- -- -- 

The corrected hydraulic 
conductivity will be used for 
upcoming modeling analyses and 
feasibility studies. 



SUBJECT 

letemination of 
iydrologic properties 
it LEHR 

Proposal to stop 
;upplying bottled 
rvater 

-- 

DISCUSSION 

PNL presented alternatives for the pump test 
method of determining hydraulic characteristics 
such as vertical vs. horizontal conductivity. The 
three methods presented were the slug 
interference test method, dipole flow test, and 
tracer dilution test. Pump test can create a waste 
management issue because of the large amount 
(thousands to millions of gallons) produced. 
Everyone agreed that the information related to 
the pump test or alternative method is important 
as it relates to the site conceptual model and the 
level of confidence for any remedial action taken. 

CalEPA. still recommends that a pump test be 
done on UCD-17 (an upgradient well). Disposal 
of water should be coordinated with RWQCB. It 
was concurred that a slug test should be done in 
the winter because of the reduced fluctuation in 
water levels even with the rain compared to 
summer and external stresses from agricultural 
well pumping. 

RPMs concurred on the running of the slug 
interference test. Based on the result of this test, 
the other two methods could be applied prior to 
resorting to the pump test. This will be 
discussed after the first method is applied. 

RPMs agreed that in order to evaluate the further 
need for bottled water, they would need to see 
the neighbors' well monitoring results. 

ACTION 

PNL will inform the RPMs prior 
to performing the slug 
interference test. 

PNL will make recommendations 
on additional data needs after the 
slug interference test results have 
been evaluated. 

UC Davis will provide copies of 
the neighbors well monitoring 
results by next meeting. 



SUBJECT 

Zroposed Remedial 
lctions 

The first proposed remedial actions is the 
excavation and removal of the DOE disposal box. 
U.S. EPA requested a work plan be completed in 
the very near future. PNL requested further 
direction on what type of work plan would be 
required. All the RPMs agreed that the plan 
should be very simple (few pages) and reference 
other documents as needed for H&S, QA, etc. 
DHSIRHB had some questions about the ultimate 
disposal of the box. PNL indicated that disposal 
options would depend on characterization results. 
Because of current constraints associated with 
off-site shipment of mixed waste, the 90 day 
RCRA storage limit may have to be waived if 
box content proved to be mixed waste. CalEPA 
indicated that may be possible. It was agreed 
that an informal outline of the work plan and 
tentative schedule would be presented at the next 
RPMs meeting. 

The next remedial action discussed was the 
winterizing of the disposal areas. This would 
involve grading depression areas and also 
asphalting trench areas. 500 drums of soil from 
AH-1 and AH-2 trenches are an available option 
for soil needed for grading. PNL indicated that a 
large amount of soil would be needed to grade 
all the area and if a future remedial option is to 
remove the source, there could be a potential to 
double the disposal volume by contaminating 
clean soils used for grading. The RPMs decided 
to table the discussion for a month of two until 
they have reviewed the presumptive remedies 
report being prepared by PNL. 

The third remedial action discussed was dog pen 
removal. PNL recommended analyzing the cost 
of characterization vs. removal. It is easier to 
characterize the pens in their current state prior 
to removal. The question is timing. Is there an 
immediate need for removal of the pens? DOE 
asked for preparation of a comparative analysis 
of the cost of free release vs. offsite disposal as 
LLW. 

ACTION 

PNL will provide the RPMs with 
a draft outline and schedule for 
the DOE Box removal at next 
RPM meeting. 

Action delayed until after review 
of presumptive remedies report 
being prepared by PNL, which 
will be sent to RPMs the first 
week of July. 

DOE will prepare cost analyses 
for dog pens removal vs. 
characterization. 



SUBJECT 
- -  

Status of LEHR 
DOE archive records 
review 

Status of FFA 

- 

Status of Co-60 
~ffsite irradiator 

The search reviewed and inventoried 55 boxes. 
Copies of the pertinent documents were made. 
The main areas for the search found information 
on the Imhoff, southwest comer disposal, and 
radioactive material and burial. Based on their 
review, D&M recommended further review of 
UC Berkeley and UC Davis files as well as 
interviewing some people referenced in the 
documents. The conclusion is that nothing of 
major impact to the site characterization or D&D 
activities was found. Some information may 
help clarify or better define known problems, but 
further review may not be warranted. 

A draft report has been received. The report 
needs to be reviewed to ensure facts are correct 
and properly stated. 

A question was raised about the boxes with 
historical information that are in UC Davis 
possession. The RPMs requested that UC Davis 
go through those boxes looking for pertinent 
information related to LEHR. 

Another meeting was set for June 28, 1995, 9:30 
am at DOEIOAK to discuss the FFA. 

This Co-60 source is not at the LEHR site, but is 
located on UC Davis property near the Davis 
airport. The source was purchased with DOE 
funds but was used by the University to irradiate 
seeds and other pornology type research. The 
source was originally a 1300 Ci but has decayed 
to 800 Ci. Currently, DOE is examining avenues 
for possible re-use by private sector. 

Copies of overheads used in the 
presentation are attached to the 
minutes. 

UC Davis to look into review of 
the boxes they have that may 
contain pertinent historical 
information about LEHR. 

DOE to set up RPM meeting. 



SUBJECT 

Missing TLD issue 

DISCUSSION 

UC Davis briefed the RPMs about a TLD which 
was documented as missing on a Friday and 
reappeared that following Monday. When the 
TLD analysis results were reported, this TLD 
showed a dose of 440mR. Past TLDs at that 
location have consistently been reported as zero, 
and all DOE sources had been previously 
removed from the area. UC Davis is taking steps 
to prevent further tampering. 

ACTION 

UC Davis mounted small TLD 
cages to the monitoring locations 
to hold the TLDs. The cages are 
sealed with a tamper indicators, 
plastic band with specific 
numbers imprinted on them, 
which are documented in the 
TLD exchange log. 

The next RPMs meeting has been tentatively schedule for July 25, 1995 at DOEIOAK. 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

DISCUSSION 

June 13, 1995 minutes are approved unless other comments are received. 

PNL gave a brief overview of the status of activities at LEHR. 

UC Davis inquired about the status of the removal of the -850 (decay corrected) Ci Cobalt source. The 
shielding well and operating device aye Geteriorating and in need of maintenance. UC Davis was hoping to have 
the source removed to avoid costly repairs. DOE indicated they will look into expediting the removal. 

Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issui 

RWQCB expressed concern about the length of time it takes to validate data and turn out quarterly reports. An 
example is the winter quarterly data which is still not available. PNL indicated they are working on expediting 
the validation process and have eliminated the original cause of the data validation delay. 

SUBJECT 

Past minutes 

Status of ongoing 
activities at LEHR 

UC Davis raised the issue of why they were not informed about a delay in the schedule for release of AH-1, 
AH-2, and SSR buildings until November. DHS Rad Health Branch (RHB) explained that it is standard practice 
for them to perform a confirmatory survey of buildings after verification is complete. If DHSIRHB feels 
comfortable with the ORISE survey data for Sr-90, they may be able to render a decision prior to receiving 
results from the lab. DHSIRHB survey will concentrate on the hot spots found in the ORISE survey and 10% 
random survey of other rooms. The time frame could be mid-September at the earliest, but the latest could be 
late December. DOE/HQ questioned the need for DHSIRHB to double check the verification survey. 
DHS/RHB explained that since they regulate the University's broadscope license, they feel it within their 
jurisdiction to perform a survey on a building which had been contaminated to ensure that it does not need to be 
added to the license. UC Davis requested to be formally notified of this and any future delays. 

- 

; them as final. 

Copy of status overheads are 
attached to minutes 

The delay of release should 
be added to the next 
Steering Committee meeting 
agenda. 

DOE will evaluate options 
to expedite the removal of 
Co-60 source pending 
availability of funds. 



SUBJhiT 

Early removal 
actions 

PNL reported that a categorical exclusion (CX) which can be approved by the operations office has been drafted 
for the removal of the DOE box. A tentative schedule was outlined and discussed for the removal of the box. 

PNL indicated that it would cost approximately $500K to dispose of the dog pens as low level waste at Hanford 
without a detailed characterization. DTSC indicated for that cost, it would not be advisable for DOE to dispose 
of the dog pens offsite. As an alternative, was suggested for consolidating all dog pens in the other dog pen 
area. PNL suggested that since this consolidation effort can be executed in a couple of weeks we should hold 
off and leave the dog pens intact until there is a strong need to remove them. It is easier to characterize the 
pens in their current condition. The RPMs concurred that the dog pens over the landfill unit #2 could remain 
for now, and they asked for a cost estimate for a detailed characterization of the dog pens so a decision can 
possibly be made regarding free release vs. off-site disposal. PNL pointed out that there is no set guidelines for 
surveying this type of material for release. DHSIRHB indicated that SLAC had released some concrete based on 
an adequate sampling plan, results and dose assessment. If these documents and levels are acceptable, 
DHS/RHB will concur. DHS/RHB suggested DOE contact the expert from SLAC to find out how they 
developed their plan. PNL noted that although SLAC released the material, there was some internal DOE 
issues, as a result. 

PNL pointed out some of the previous removal actions accomplished at the site that the RPMs may not have 
been fully aware of. These removal actions included demolition of Imhoff building including waste treatment 
facilities, off-site removal of tanker trailer, and off-site shipment of 3 1 drums of mixed waste. EPA stated that 
in order to take credit for a previous removal action, it would need to be appropriately documented. 

The RPMs requested that PNL present the data that has been received so far from the recent field work. PNL 
presented all the data (all unvalidated) with the exception of the radiological data which has not been received 
from the lab. The table compared the values to EPA region IX's preliminary remediation goals (PRGs). 
DOE/HQ asked what the PRGs are for landfills and UCD inquired about how landfills are monitored. DTSC 
explained that PRGs are target level for cleanup and would not be applicable to the proposed on site landfill. 
DTSC further explained the requirements for how groundwater would be monitoring for a new landfill. 

ACTION 

Status overhead, which is 
attached, indicates the 
tentative schedule discussed. 

PNL will provide a cost 
estimate for a detailed 
characterization of the dog 
pens. 

DOE to provide PNL the 
point of contact at SLAC 
that coordinated the concrete 
release. 

DOE will follow up on 
documenting past removal 
actions. 

Unvalidated data summary 
attached. 



SUBJhCT 
I 

Cost of Presumptive 
Source Term 
Remedial Action 
Report 

Proposal for 
reduction in 
groundwater 
monitoring near 
U.CD-2 1 

PNL presented the comparison of presumptive remedies and characterization cost. DOE raised the question of 
what comes next? DTSC indicated that for areas where no data is needed, those areas should move forward 
with FS. 

DTSC and U.S. EPA agreed that some OU areas may be candidates for engineering evaluationkost analysis 
(EECA) actions. One example would be the domestic septic tanks. DTSC indicated that this study is only one 
of the 9 FS criteria but the summary sheet of alternatives provide an excellent short list fioin which to start a 
focused feasibily study for these alternatives. U.S. EPA proposed to shorten the list fiu-ther by removing the 
"hot spot removal, segregation and capping" as alternatives, but all the RPMs did not concur. 

RWCQB mentioned that applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) should be introduced 
now. PNL verified that this was a data gap which they had identified but some preliminary work had been done 
on ARARs. This preliminary list of ARARs would be provided to the RPMs. The RPMs could then add or 
change this list. 

DTSC indicated that it would be possible to waive the landban requirement for an onsite landfill if needed for 
an onsite burial, but this raised other data gap issues. PNL indicated that in preparing the presumptive remedies 
report, they identified data needs such as clean-up goals, ARARs, depth of excavation, etc.. DTSC expressed a 
need for a proposal which identifies the additional data needs and the methods of collecting this data. DTSC 
contended that the RIfFS Work Plan should be updated based on the data needs and method of collection per 
operable unit. He indicated that the RVFS Work Plan be reviewed and then submitted for approval. DOE 
contested because of the time needed for review. RPMs agreed that the RIFS could be amended without formal 
approval. For areas that no more data is needed, DOE can proceed with the FS. 

~ - - ~ ~  - -- 

DTSC distributed a proposed table for reduction in monitoring. The rationale and table are attached to minutes. 
PNL raised the question about only collecting background data annually. The RPMs rationale was that we had 
sufficient data for background from past quarters. The only changes made to the table were to move Pu-241 and 
Am-24 1 to UCD-2 1 rather than UCD- 13 since there is historical information documenting the use of Pu-24 1 
used in AH-1 but not in UC Davis burial trench (UCD-13). The frequency was changed to annual to match the 
frequency that well would be monitored. DTSC clarified that semi-annual monitoring should be performed in 
summer and winter quarters. Well levels will be taken monthly and all wells sampled will be analyzed for field 
parameters. This program should be revisited in 6 months after the new wells are installed. 

ACTION 

Overheads of presentation 
are attached to the minutes. 

PNL will provide an 
ARARs list to the RPMs. 

PNL will amend the RIIFS 
Work Plan to include the 
collection of required data 
after presenting data gap to 
the RPMs. 

Handout of draft letter about 
the revision groundwater 
monitoring plan is attar,! 1 
to the minutes. DTSC \fill 
finalize this revision in a 
letter to DOE. 



SUBJLL r 
1 

AIP presentation of 
data/analysis from 
continuous water 
level monitoring. 

Preliminary schedule 
for new wellhydro- 
punch installations 

Public Participation 

SWRCB, representing the AIP, presented his data obtained from the continuous groundwater level recorders he 
installed at the site. The recording devices have been installed in a triangular configuration utilizing UCD-12 
and UCD-14 and UCD-15 (UCD-13 later replaced UCD-12 because the well diameter of UCD-13 was larger.) 
Based on the hydrographs, the gradient in the first HSU appears to be vertical; up in the winter and down in the 
summer. The gradient in HSU 2 appears to be northeast to east. Based on his recordings, he has found 
anomalies in the measurement which could be due to measuring error. He also noted that if water levels are 
collected at different times of the day, it can give the appearance of the gradient shifting wh'en it actually does 
not. SWRCB remarked that the creek appears to be an excellent aquatard to the south. The RWQCB questions 
this conclusion and indicated that it needs more analysis. The RPMs requested that this information be 
documented. 

PNL presented the depth and construction schematics for the new wells as well as the tentative schedule . The 
first two cluster wells installations are planned for August and September. Hydropunch will also be performed 
east of the site. UCD-2-27 will be the first well drilled. This will show how sands and gravels are distributed. 
RWQCB questioned the need and background of the extra well that was added since last discussion. PNL 
indicated that based on past experience, there is some question about using the sonic drilling technique with the 
Westbay system in fine grain sands and silts. By putting in this additional well, it could be determined if a 
problem existed using sonic drilling. DTSC indicated that the sonic method is not successfully drilling through 
hard pan. RWQCB questioned the need for the sonic drilled well to be clustered with the group of wells 
containing the Westbay system well. RWQCB m h e r  asked if the sonic method could be used on an air rotary 
well being drilled elsewhere. PNL felt it is important to compare the techniques in the same location with the 
same soil. If sonic drilling can be successfully executed, the benefits are reduced cost, cleanliness, and less 
waste production. DOE remarked that with limited resources, we do not have the funds to experiment at the 
site. PNL agreed it is a gamble, but if the method works, the advantages would be worth it. However, slug test 
and other data could be affected by sonic drilling. RWQCB contended that the quality of samples 
representativeness would be compromised because water would flow around the ports, not into the ports. UC 
Davis voiced an objection to using the sonic drilling method if it could effect pump and treat options later. 
RPMs concurred on just using air rotary. PNL explained that the hydropunch scheduled for October/November 
will be a 15-day program and the data would be evaluated prior to putting in the new wells. 

U.S. EPA asked the RPMs to brainstorm so that they could provide a uniform and coordinated approach in 
responding to inquiries from the public. UC Davis indicated that they could participate in discussion with 
public, however, due to the law suit, discussion of some topics would be of a general nature. DOE asked 
U.S.EPA for how this is handled at other sites. U.S.EPA explained that usually there is one point of contact 
that tracks and responds to all the inquiries. Usually sites involving DOE, DOE is the point of contact. The 
RPMs agreed that DOE should remain the point of contact, but all correspondence to the public would be 
reviewed by the RPMs. U.S. EPA remarked that she had not heard of the public being part of the RPM 
meetings but the public had participated in other ways. U.S. EPA took the action to find out the national policy 
for public participation guidelines and distribute that to the RPMs. 
~ference call on August 17th, 10:OO a.m. with RPMs only. Next meeting after that will be at DTSC's office m Sacramento ( 

ACTION 

Overheads of this 
presentation are attached to 
the minutes. 

SRWCB will document the 
information and analysis. 

Copies of the overheads are 
attached to the minutes. 

Change program to reflect 
UCD- 1 - 16 will be deleted 
and UCD- 2-25 will be 
drilled. Also no wells will 
be drilled by sonic method. 

U.S. EPA will inquire about 
the national public 
participation policy and 
guidelines and report to the 
RPMs. 

August 29th at 10:OO a.m. 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

SUBJECT 

Past Minutes Minutes are approved with changes indicated below. 

Change the wording of 1st paragraph in status. Change to read, "...that it is acceptable to DHS to be added 
to the license." Add a sentence to read "Future release of facilities for unrestricted use should be better 
coordinated among DOEIPNL, UCD, and DHS-RHE3. 

4th paragraph under Early Removal Action: change to read, "PRGs are screening levels for cleanup ..." 

4th paragraph, under Cost of Presumptive Source Terms: change first sentence to read, "DTSC indicated 
that it would be possible, under CERCLA, to waive the landban requirements as part of waiving ARARs ..." 

DISCUSSION ACTION 



SUBJECT 

Past Minutes cont'd 

Status Report 

DISCUSSION 

Under Proposal for Reduction of Groundwater Monitoring, change DTSC to "The regulators (DTSC, 
RWQCB and EPA). 

In the section for AIP presentation of data and analysis, UCD-12 will be changed to UCD-7 and the 2nd to 
the last sentence will be changed to read "SWRCB remarked that the creek appears to be a barrier to the 
South." 

RPMs have agreed to have an outline of handouts and attachments be attached to the final minutes. 
Overhead or discussion material not made available at the meeting will be sent with the draft minutes when 
they are sent for review. If any one needs additional copies of listed materials, they can contact the site. 

PNL gave a brief overview of the status of activities at LEHR; copies of overhead were distributed at 
meeting. 

EPA indicated that they are planning an audit of Lockheed Analytical Laboratory during the water sampling 
on Friday and asked that PNL notify the Lab. PNL indicated that Lockheed had been informed of the audit 
previously, but they would let them know the exact day. 

DSCSOC requested that they receive a copy of the Draft Presumptive Remedies Report. 

RWQCB RPM indicated that she planned to visit the site to observe well drilling on Wednesday. 

PNL indicated that due to close proximity to power lines, the West Bay well 2-27 had to be moved 
approximately 30 feet to the south. The RPMs agreed to this change. 

DTSC inquired if the AIP were taking splits of the quarterly groundwater monitoring. SWRCB indicated 
that they were taking samples only for the stable isotope study. AIP wanted to evaluate the data already 
collected prior to collecting more. DOE clarified that the AIP is undergoing some changes and the amount 
of continued involvement still needs to be defined. 

RWQCB mentioned that they could do the splits from the quarterly sampling if AIP was not going to 
continue. 

ACTION 

PNL will notify Lockheed of exact 
day of EPA's audit. 

DOE indicated that they would 
make the Draft Presumptive 
Remedies Report available to 
DSCSOC. 



SUBJECT 

Status Report cont'd 

Status Report cont'd 

- 

DISCUSSION 
-- - -  -- 

DHSRHB gave a status of the building release survey. They indicated that they did not find any 
contamination in the measurements taken so far but soil samples are still being analyzed by the lab. 
DHSRHB explained that they are waiting for a letter, from UC Davis, accepting the building as is without 
DHSRHB final survey, in order to expedite the release. UC Davis indicated that they wanted to wait until 
they received a strong indication from the researchers that they are ready to occupy the buildings. 
DHSRHB expressed that the results may be back from the lab by then. 

PNL explained that because the DOE designated disposal site is no longer accepting mixed waste, the site 
will have to continue to store it until another site or treatment facility can be identified. Because of 
complications, it may be necessary to delay the D&D of Co-60 building, which is being utilized, until the 
waste can be removed. DTSC explained the problem that complicated this issue is the FFCAct. Based on 
the waste characteristics, incineration could be the treatment of choice. Unfortunately, there are very few 
incinerator facilities and even fewer, if any, that can take DOE mixed waste. DOE has been holding the 
waste. Under the FFCAct, DOE is allowed to store the waste until a treatment can be obtained. Some 
treatment facilities (including incinerators) are in the permitting process. DTSC handed out at the FFCA, a 
newsletter concerning LEHR's STP.. 

PNL clarified that the current site treatment plan (STP) indicates that it would be updated based on waste 
streams that are generated as part of ongoing or future restoration activities. DTSC requested that DOE 
formally notify DTSC, Chet Kawachige, of the change in status of the waste at LEHR. 

DOE emphasized that they are doing all that they can to remove the waste from the site. 

DSCSOC inquired about the significance of 301, where some of the waste came from. PNL clarified that it 
was just a collection point of the waste. 

PNL indicated that they are working with DOE to put together the scope of work and schedule for the next 
year. DTSC emphasized a need for the RPMs to meet to discuss milestones in the near future. 

EPA inquired about the status of the baseline risk assessment. PNL explained that the baseline risk 
assessment, based on currently available data, is close to being completed as a draft. 

PNL inquired about whether a separate RI report is needed or if just completing the RIES would be 
acceptable. EPA indicated that interim draft of RI would be acceptable and then the RI/FS including risk 
assessment could be issued. This issue needs to be clarified further at later meetings. 

ACTION 

DTSC will request the RCRA 
section to send a copy of the STP 
to DSCSOC. 

DOE will notify DTSC FFCA 
section of a change in status. 



DOE/HQ explained the DOE budget constraints to the RPMs and expressed the concern that because of 
limited budget, there may not be enough funding to do everything planned. DOEIHQ further explained 
about the pressure from OBM about characterization activities vs. removal action. Very little money will be 
allocated for characterization. DOE/HQ wants to focus on DOE'S area of the site with the limited funding. 
DTSC agreed that a discussion such as this is needed however, it should take place in the FFA meeting or 
other meetings. DTSC requested from DOE a proposed schedule of FY96 activities. DTSC 'contended that 
LEHR is suffering from the perception of "over characterization" which is associated with other larger DOE 
sites. LEHR still needs some characterization coupled with some removal action. DTSC clarified that 
LEHR is not completely characterized. DSCSOC agreed with DTSC's assessment and that in their opinion 
the site is far from full characterization. 

PNL briefed the RPMs on the latest results from the most recent borings in the landfills and burial areas. 
PNL indicated that chloroform was detected in landfill unit two. DSCSOC questioned the origin of the 
chloroform. PNL commented that that the chloroform may be from localized disposal, not from 
degradation of landfill type material. PNL also discussed the tritium data from the waste holes. The 
highest value was .4mCi/L. DSCSOC asked if these values were expected. PNL's response was yes, these 
levels are as anticipated and seem to correlate to the reported disposal in the area. 

DTSC asked for a listing of all the data from the recent field activities in tabular form, along with maps of 
sample locations. 

PNL announced that they are close to completing the Preliminary Risk Assessment. DTSC inquired if PNL 
was using the 95% confidence interval or the highest concentration found. PNL clarified that they are in 
the midst of the pathway analysis. DTSC felt that reporting on the risk assessment was a bit premature. 
EPA emphasized the need for EPA and DTSC toxicologist to get together with PNL in a scoping meeting 
as part of the risk assessment process. 

PNL presented the schedule for the RI field work. PNL clarified that the core samples will be analyzed for 
only the constituents of concern at identified depths which was a change from RVFS Work Plan in the 
sample collection method. The RPMs indicated no objection to this change. 

DTSC inquired about the possibility of performing tracer tests on the groundwater to verify the flow rate. 
PNL explained that this could be done using a bromide tracer, however, the recommendation is to wait until 
January/February time frame. 

ACTION 

DOE will provide a schedule for 
FY96 activities. 

Handouts were distributed at the 
meeting. 

PNL will provide a list of recent 
data in tabular form to the RPMs. 

EPA and DTSC will provide their 
technical contacts for risk 
assessment levels. 



UC Davis provided a map of the old sewage treatment plant. RPMs reviewed the drawing. EPA 
questioned the reason for including it in the LEHR characterization work because it was in operations so 
much prior to LEHR's operations. 

DTSC articulated that since DOE is now taking over the neighbors sampling program, they should bring it 
into line with quality assurance controls in the RI/FS. DOE indicated they have to complete access 
agreements with the parties participating in the program. EPA clarified that the program needs to be looked 
at as a whole and evaluated to see which wells will best serve the purpose of the site investigation. If it is 
determined that the wells are not a risk from the site, then they should no longer be monitored. DTSC 
requested chloroform be sampled for in the next round of sampling. DSCSOC asked about sampling Mary 
Rust's wells, Julie Roth's irrigation well, and a few other wells. DOE indicated that all well locations 
would be evaluated as to their pertinence in the new program. 

DTSC indicated that some new Dr. Lee letters had just arrived to be reviewed. EPA and RWQCB said 
they had not even received the latest letters. It was decided to put this discussion on the agenda for the 
next RPMs meeting so that everyone will have a chance to review all the letters and be able to discuss 
accordingly. 

PNL addressed a concern about a point made in one of the letters about the data being manipulated. PNL 
clearly stated that no data had been manipulated. DSCSOC explained that this is what they and the public 
had perceived. PNL explained that if a reading is abnormally low or high, it is standard practice to have it 
reanalyzed. DSCSOC stated that the public still has concerns which include the data analyzed by CEP. 

DSCSOC announced a town meeting they will be having October 30th in Davis City Council Chamber. Dr. 
Lee's reports will be distributed and discussed at this meeting. 

PNL presented the process and criteria that are being applied to derive the data gaps. PNL requested input 
or assurance from the RPMs that we are on the right track. DTSC questioned the need for all the risk 
assessment information for areas where we know we are going to be performing remedial action. DTSC 
requested a table format similar to the executive summary in the Presumptive Remedies Report which goes 
through each alternative be prepared for the data gap analysis. 

UC Davis to evaluate the 
accessibility of the Sludge beds for 
possible sampling. 

DOE with the AIP assistants will 
evaluate the offsite well monitoring 
program. 

Discussion of the Dr. Lee's letters 
will be put on next meeting agenda 

PNL will prepare the data gap 
analysis in tabular format. 

The next meeting is to be held September 27 at UC Davis, DeCarli Room, located on the second floor of the Memorial Union Building at 9:30 am. 

g:\wp\dm\RPMs895.min 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

11 Approval of last I Draft minutes were amended to correct meeting participant and spelling errors. I 11 
II SUBJECT 

I DISCUSSION ACTION 

C 

II 
meeting minutes 



DOE reported expectation of a 30% cut in their FY96 budget. Because of this, DOE has set priorities for FY96 
work. These priorities are open for discussion. The priority one item on the handout distributed can be 
accomplished within the current budget. DTSC expressed a concern that the focus of these priorities were only 
on DOE areas. UC Davis indicated that for their areas, landfills, 49 waste holes, waste trenches, they are 
planning to develop a parallel plan to remediate these areas with target date for the proposal of July 1996. UC 
Davis added that it is UC Davis' understanding that DOE will still perform the investigation and that the 
groundwater will be a joint effort. 

UC Davis stated that they were looking at expedited removal actions, and the plan will be presented the RPMs 
for input. RWQCB inquired about the inclusion of these plans in the CERCLA process. EPA indicated that 
this is a Superfind site and there is no way to circumvent CERCLA but EPA will be flexible and willing to 
work with UC Davis to streamline the process. EPA expressed concern about the groundwater not being 
remediated first. It was suggested to pump hot spots as a short-term action prior to defining a plan. DOE 
indicated that this may not be an easy task since there are multiple contaminants in groundwater. UC Davis 
explained that it wants to remove possible sources such as the H3 spot first. DTSC contented that there are 
problems in both the soil and groundwater, and after the data from the down gradient wells has been evaluated, 
then a discussion of short-term actions would be appropriate. EPA expressed that pumping UCD-12 would be a 
good start. DOE clarified that further discussion on groundwater is warranted before any action is taken. The 
question of responsibility is still being debated. 

RWQCB, after reviewing the priority list, expressed a concern that the FS for selected areas is a level 2 priority 
and may not be accomplished this year. 

EPA requested an explanation of the difference between LLNL and LEHR. LLNL has an environmental 
restoration, waste management budget and environmental management budget. This list of priorities appears to 
be for all areas, not just CERCLA. DOE explained that LLNL funding level is much higher than LEHR's. 
LEHR does have waste management Activity Data Sheets (for funding), but they were not included in the 
environmental restoration priorities. LEHR has three ADS'S for environmental restoration and the milestones 
and priorities are based on the project as a whole. EPA inquired about some of the required reports on the list 
such as the waste forecast and the NESHAP report. PNL explained that some of these reports are required by 
DOE Orders and others are mandated by law. The preparation also makes up a small kaction of the overall 
budget. 

- - -- 

DTSC evaluated the list and expressed that this represented a realistic amount of activities to be conducted in a 
year. DOE mentioned that they are in the process of acquiring a new prime contractor which may delay the 
schedule. DOE expressed a need to hear any reservations concerning the priorities presented. DTSC indicated 
that they needed to see the data gap report to see how much work is involved. EPA asked about who decided 
how much money is allocated, is it DOE or Congress? DOE explained that Congress allocates the funding with 
some special earmarked, but then DOE assigns funding based on risk and commitments. It is true that LEHR is 
competing against the larger sites. DSCSOC expressed concern about the priority given to groundwater since 
the extent or definition of the plume cannot be determined and impact on offsite wells is unknown. EPA 
agreed that groundwater should be a top priority. 

ACTIC 



SUB,,iT 

Recent soil data 
from landfills and 
trenches 

PNL presented the recent data from the boring in the three landfills, trenches, and waste hole areas. PNL 
Aarified that the PRGs used in this presentation were calculated using the most conservative approach, including 
residential use and lo4 risk factor even for radionuclides. Normally the risk factor for radionuclides is more on 
the lo4 level because of the detection limits of most instruments and other risk calculations used by EPA and 
NRC. DSCSOC asked about the lead number for PRG, and DTSC replied that the level used is the same as the 
State uses. DTSC noticed that Ar, Mn, and Ni are a function of naturally occurring levels which need to be 
evaluated relative to background. DHSIRHB asked if specific radionuclide analyses were requested, which 
ones, and what the results were. PNL indicated that specific radionuclides were requested as well as gamma 
spec but the presentation was just a summary of rad detection vs. PRGs. More detailed information is available 
in the data package already sent out. DTSC inquired about the detection of crontonaldhyde, and noted this 
detection is much higher than the low PRG. He questioned the health risk associated with this chemical, and its 
source. PNL related that based on preliminary research, it may be a breakdown product of animal tissue. EPA 
indicated they would investigate this chemical and report any information and possible treatment by next 
meeting. 

PNL indicated detectible waste was encountered in landfills #2 and #3 but not in #l .  DTSC expressed surprise 
about not hitting waste while .boring in landfill #l. DTSC recommended another boring in landfill #l .  Also 
recommended adding aldhydes to groundwater monitoring constituents. PNL suggested looking at the data gap 
to see if future planned activities for these areas would address DTSC concerns. DTSC noted that radionuclides 
were not expected in the landfills but they were detected. These borings were very helpful and provided very 
good information. UC Davis expressed concern about chasing every particle when groundwater is the primary 
concern. EPA inquired about the speciation of the mercury detected. PNL noted this request. 

PNL clarified before presenting landfill unit #3 data, that it may appear to have more contamination but this 
may be due to more characterization in this area. DTSC expressed a concern about the waste on the surface in 
the drainage canal. DTSC thinks access to the drainage canal should be controlled and posted in the near 
future. DOE expressed a need to consult with UC Davis about actions related to the control of the ditch. 
DSCSOC vocalized concerns about the hazards and the control measures. Landowners have workers in the 
field that work near this area. DTSC conveyed that the reason for control of the area is to prevent people, 
especially children, from playing in the area since waste material may be close to the surface, but should not be 
a problem for workers tending crops in the field. The signs would act as a deterrent for people working in the 
area. 

EPA will research 
crontonaldhyde and report 
information and treatment. 

PNL will discuss with lab 
speciating any Mercury hit. 

DOE will add aldhyde to 
groundwater sampling list. 

Davis will present a plan on 
how they will control hazard 
posed by drainage ditch in 
landfill #3. 



SUBJUCT 

Stable isotope study 
(AW 

Update on neighbors 
well monitoring 
program 

AIP presented information on the stable isotope study. SWQCB will replace DHSIAIP to continue the stable 
isotope study as part of the AIP program. The database for LEHR which has been evaluated consistency of two 
sampling quarters, but already the data is "a robust data set," but more quarters are needed to define a trend. 
AIP went on to explain that isotopes ratios of oxygen 0'' to 0 1 6  is different from various water sources 
depending on evaporation and how recently it has been in the atmosphere. Most water lays on a metoric water 
line. Deviations from this water line can tell a great deal about the water. LEHR water has recently been in 
the atmosphere and shows a strong mixing trend. HSU-2 water is evaporated and is similar but not identical to 
Putah Creek water. In HSU-1, there appears to be a link between tap water and the water obtained from UCD- 
7. This may be from a leak in a water supply line. Contour maps show that Putah Creek water is recharging 
groundwater on the site. The contour shows an easterly flow direction. The data indicate the hydrology of 
HSU-2 is extremely distinct from HSU-1 and the flow direction appears to be different. HSU-2 water appears 
to previously been evaporated. Isotope evaluation shows a relationship to Putah Creek with HSU-2, but not 
direct. Several other areas can be evaluated using the stable isotope technology such as H3 level and migration 
using trees, lead level vs. background source, as well as nitrate source. The topic for next time is the nitrate 
comparison. 

AIP briefed the RPMs on their plan for monitoring wells offsite to evaluate the question of the sphere of 
influence. 1551 and 24D should give good monitoring well information. AIP plans a sample in an arch from 
24D to 15K2 and also sampling 22D, 22H, 22P1, and 22P2. AIP has collected the data from the sampling of 
the municipal wells that have either a 55 ft. sanitary seal or 250 ft. sanitary seal. The longer the seal, the better 
quality of the water. EPA inquired if this would prove that the sphere of influence is not as far out, but closer 
to the site. DTSC commented that all this data would indicate is the water quality of the wells of interest. AIP 
also reviewed that data from the neighbor sampling. AIP feels that the VOC in the well nearest the site, 
Nishi's well, should be M h e r  evaluated for volatile organics. 

Overheads are attached to draft 
minutes.. 

UC Davis will look into a 
possible leak in their supply line 
near UCD-7. 

Handouts are attached to draft 
minutes. 



>ata gaps for 
resumptive 
emedies 

PNL presented the evaluation on data gaps. DSCSOC vocalized a need for a discussion on defining ARARs to 
mure  all possible contaminants are being evaluated and are all properly addressed, such as Title 23. PNL 
indicated that this will be done as part of the FS, but preliminary ARARs are being developed. DTSC clarified 
that ARARs can only be defined after the RI activities are complete. 

DOE clarified that all cleanup alternatives are welcome; the current list being used is a starting point, but other 
ideas are welcome. DSCSOC indicated that cost analyses on the presumptive remedies did not include cost for 
remedies that have already been commented on. For example, the capping cost was only for RCRA cover, not 
for leak detectable covers. The concern is that DSCSOC does not want the RPMs to get further along in the 
process and the remedial alternatives not be acceptable to the public. DTSC pointed out that the cost analyses 
report was not developed to give specific cost but to give relative cost to aid in making informed decisions. 
EPA further clarified that presumptive remedies are tried and true "off the shelf' methods, and that does not 
mean that these are the only options. 

DSCSOC contented that no action for the dog pen area should be reevaluated in terms of data gap since ~a~~~ 
was found in the area. DTSC commented that the no action alternative was not acceptable since some 
contaminates have already exceeded the PRGs. DSCSOC also mentioned that the leach potential was not 
evaluated when determining the data gaps. DTSC agreed that this would be important information. PNL 
conveyed the RAO (remedial action objectives) must be developed with all these issues discussed in mind. 
EPA stated that relative to RAO, the EEICA process is performed for straight removal actions while other areas 
that need to be studied more would use the RI route. DTSC inquired if all this data was needed for an on-site 
landfill. DOE asked if an onsite landfill is a viable alternative. DSCSOC commented that before an onsite 
landfill could be recommended, the constituents of the landfill would need to be known so that data gaps still 
exist no matter what scenario is used. DTSC voiced that the 49 waste hole areas would be a good location for 
a removal action. PNL indicated that the tritium is deeply distributed so removal of the source may be 
difficult. DOE suggested that for UC Davis areas, regulators talk directly with UC Davis about plans for 
removals since they are active participants. DSCSOC requested data be collected on TOC and leachate. DTSC 
requested that DOENC Davis investigate and evaluate available technology for real time field screening. PNL 
indicated that this type of investigation evaluation is part of the RAO development. DOE inquired if anyone 
had alternatives which they felt do not need data collection. No one responded. 

DOE requested concurrence on the proposed priorities. DTSC concurred with the following addition: 1) 
include follow-up work for modeling extraction data for treatment, 2) isolate ditch in landfill#3, 3) not lock 
dollars into only studying DOE areas - may need some variation. 

DSCSOC was concerned about the priority number given to neighbor well sampling plan being expanded and 
reliability of the hydropunch information. EPA indicated that hydropunch is an excellent well locating device. 



Update on well 
installation activities 
and planned 
hydropunch work 

DISCUSSIblr 

PNL presented a status of the ongoing well installation and upcoming hydropunch data. The first set of wells 
will be completed by the end of the week. West Bay system will be installed in late October. Multi-layer 
hydropunch will be used to determine the possible source and extent of the chloroform. Chloroform is the 
constituent that will be used as an indicator, using a GMS for real time data with Cr6, nitrate, and H3 being 
analyzed for at an offsite lab. EPA suggested that without all these extensive tests, that remediation for 
chloroform could start almost immediately by pumping UCD-12. PNL expressed concern to that because of the 
multiple contaminants that will remain in treated water after chloroform removal. It will be difficult to reinject 
or discharge treated but still contaminated water. EPA contended that action should be taken in the near future. 
DSCSOC conveyed a concern about discharge water from a pump and treat system to Putah Creek because of 
the Cr6 and other issues. PNL stated that new treatment technologies may be available for this type of 
contaminant which do not require discharge. The regulators requested to be informed when the West Bay well 
is to be installed. 

PNL will inform regulators of 
the installation of the West Bay 
well. 

The next meeting is to be held November 1 at LEHR. 
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Laboratory for Ener, Aated Health ~esearch  
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Environmental Restoration Program , 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
November 1, 1995 

ITEH Conference Room, University of California, Davis 
Recorded by: Dawn Mitchell 

G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC 
Jim Littlejohn, DOEIOAK 
Julie McNeal, UC Davis 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

11 SUBJECT I DISCUSSION I ACTION 

Approval of last 
meeting minutes 

Draft minutes of September 27 meeting to be amended as follows: 
Pg. 4, first paragraph, change well number UCD-7 to UCD-20. 
Pg. 5, first paragraph, change "defined after the RI activities are complete" to "formally chosen after the RI 
activities are complete". 
Pg. 5, third paragraph, change "constituents of the landfill" to "characteristics of the landfill". 

October 30, 1995 
DSCSOC Town 
Meeting 

EPA inquired as to how DSCSOC felt their public meeting went last night. DSCSOC responded that they felt 
that the meeting went well but became side-tracked towards the end. EPA also asked dow often these meetings 
would be held. DSCSOC indicated that they would try to hold these meetings annually. 

Field Activities 
Update 

- -- 

PNNL described what had been found during the DOE Box excavation. The RPMs agreed after visiting the 
excavation, that the original plan for nine samples was acceptable with the addition of two more samples below 
the waste. In addition, the RPMs requested that the leaves from the affected tree be analyzed for radioactivity 
on-site. 

- 

PNNL will add two more 
samples to the plan and have 
the leaves analyzed. 

Burrowing owl and 
hydropunch 
sampling at landfill 
#3. 

UC Davis indicated they are looking at relocating the burrowing owl project to a different location. It is hoped 
that access to the site to collect hydropunch data will be available by Thanksgiving. 'DTSC inquired if this was 
an opportunity to hydropunch in the HamelIRust property. PNNL answered that formal access agreements are 
needed. DOE stated that thky were in the process of drafting these agreements. EPA mentioned that it would 
be ideal to have the agreements in place by Thanksgiving. It was pointed out that once the rains start, it will be 
difficult to get a rig into a plowed field. 

UC Davis will update the RPMs 
on the availability of site for 
hydropunch. DOE will obtain 
access agreement for off-site 
hydropunch work. 



AIP discussed the history of the two Nishi wells. It appears that the second well, installed in 1971 has similar 
construction to the one that was abandoned and they both may be pulling fiom all three HSUs. DTSC asked 
about the relationship between the Nishi well, the Hamel land, and the Rust involvement. DSCSOC clarified 
that the land had been in the Hamel family since 1867 and Rust was a married name. Nishi is a tenant that has 
farmed the land belonging to the Hamel-Rusts in addition to land of his own. 

PNNL explained how the West Bay Well installation and development progressed. So far lhe results look good 
with the NTU (a measure of turbidity or clarity of the water) measuring at 10 which is very clear. DTSC 
inquired about the pump test and when it is scheduled. PNNL answered that they would evaluate the schedule 
and add it in, but a few logistics still need to be worked out and the data from the slug test may be enough. 

DTSC expressed concern that the low chloroform results may be due to loss during trimsportation to the lab. 
DTSC also asked if the on-site lab could be used, or if a spike could be sent to the lab,' especially concerning 
the West Bay Well. PNNL indicated they would look into using the on-site GC/MS for the next sampling 
quarter. DOE asked if we would have to wait for the winter round. PNNL indicated that winter would be an 
excellent quarter in which to perform the analyses. PNNL clarified that some of the early hydropunch data 
showed low levels or nondetect chloroform because they may not have gone deep enough or only caught the 
fringe. 

DTSC inquired about the chlorofom level in the drinking water since chlorination often results in increased 
chloroform level. PNNL indicated that the mobile lab analyzed some tap water and the results were nondetect, 
so the probability of any chloroform resulting from chlorination of water which has been reintroduced into the 
groundwater is unlikely. The mobile lab on-site might be valuable to look at the enormous loss of volatiles in 
soil, which is worse than loss in water. DOE agreed to look at the feasibility for the mobile lab to perform soil 
sampling. DSCSOC asked about the on-site GC/MS detection limits for chloroform. VNNL answered that the 
instrument could measure as low as .3 ppb to 7000 ppb. Above 7000 ppb would be chxlated through 
extrapolation. DOE inquired about the illustration of the plume. PNNL clarified that the model is based on 
continuous feeding of an infinite amount of material which is extremely conservative. DSCSOC asked about 
the possibility of denapple in the groundwater. PNNL indicated that they did not believe one existed but will 
come up with data which should help answer this question. DOE clarified by indicating that denapple would 
be unlikely with the saturation at LEHR. RWQCB disagreed and mentioned that there could be less than 10% 
saturation and a denapple could still exist. DSCSOC referenced John Cheny as the expert author on the subject 
that has a new book out. PNNL mentioned that if a denapple existed, then the West Bay Well would help to 
identify where it is. If it sunk to the bottom of the aquifer, the aquifer will be impohsible to clean up. PNNL 
commented that rainfall may be a driving force, since last year the area received an unusually heavy rainfall. 
DSCSOC mentioned that this may lead to a dilution effect. AIP indicated that the wells have not fully 
recovered during the past year due to previous years of drought. The wells are now fit due to last year's rains. 

ACTIC 

PNNL will put the pump test on 
the schedule. 

PNNL will try to arrange for 
the mobile lab to be onsite for 
fall round. 

PNNL will evaluate the 
availability of the GC/MS 
(mobile lab) for analysis of soil 
samples. 



S U B J ~ C T  

Nishi Well 
(continued) 

Data gaps and 
additional work 

Dr. Lee's papers 

?he next meetings are 
g:\wp\drnWMS 1 195.rnin 

- - -  

RWQCB inquired about how the old Nishi well was abandoned. AIP indicated that the well collapsed at 130 
feet and a cap was placed at the top. There is still little information about the abandonment. RWQCB 
questioned the capability of converting the well into a monitoring well using pressure grouting. PNNL agreed 
that there would be a risk. DTSC mentioned that he would not be opposed to trying pressure grouting of the 
existing well. RWQCB commented that the method used should be the best use of technology, but overall it 
may not be an easy job no matter what is used. 

DTSC suggested installing a bubbler in the new Nishi replacement well. DSCSOC commented that vapor 
stripping may be tricky and should be evaluated carefully. RWQCB questioned if this type of system would 
really mitigate the migration from the first HSU to the second. PNNL indicated that it would be a design 
consideration. This type of system is usually installed in wells specifically designed for this purpose. DOE 
mentioned that there was still time because the well won't be used for a few months. RWQCB disagreed with 
the perception of having a lot of time. DOE inquired about the cost of a bubbler. DTSC said they have some 
information and they can look into the cost. PNNL indicated that there are various systems in varying degrees 
of development. It is important to be aware that there are design considerations for adapting these systems to a 
well of unknown construction. DSCSOC expressed a concern about any discharge to the creek that must be 
considered due to the chromium levels in the creek. AIP asked how LLNL was dealing with their 
contamination. DOE replied that they were using ion exchange. DTSC indicated that there was chromium 
treatment available. The most efficient system uses magnetics. DTSC offered to provide the RPMs with 
information on this system. 

DSCSOC expressed concern that monitoring of the second aquifer was still not being addressed. More than one 
area well to monitor the second aquifer would be needed. The RPMs would like to meet the first week in 
December to discuss the plan to abandon the two Nishi wells. A target date of mid ~ovember  for a draft plan 
to review was established for PNNL, which will facilitate technical discussions. .I 

DTSC commented that H3 showed up in the hydropunch. PNNL clarified that the detection was still relatively 
low. 

DTSC indicated he wanted to set up a two day meeting to discuss the data gap report. The meeting was 
scheduled for November 20 and 2 1. 

DSCSOC indicated that he is still awaiting comments on some of his papers. He did have a concern about the 
reliability of the monitoring system for Putah Creek. DSCSOC feels that it should bk looked at. Also the 
fence near the ditch should be fixed and the valve for the ditch to Putah Creek be closed. 

heduled for November 20-21 (for data gap discussion) and December 7 (for regular RPMS meetmg) at L r  

DTSC will provide the RPMs 
with information on the 
chromium treatment system. 

UC Davis will fence ditch and 
post. Also check the overflow 
valve to Putah Creek. 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

SUBJECT I DISCUSSION I ACTION 

Meeting minutes Minutes from last meeting are still being drafted. 
November 1, 1995 minutes corrected as follows: Pg. 1, Subject section titled - Burrowing owl and hydropunch 
.sampling at landfill #3, first paragraph, changed to reflect that access will be a~ai lable~by Thanksgiving. 
It was requested that if more than one representative from an organization is present at.,the meeting, that 
individual making the comment be identified. 
Revise spelling "denapple" to "DNAPL" in November minutes. 

PNNL will provide RPM's with 
minutes before next RPM's 
meeting. 

Data gap update 

New business 

- - 

Regulators indicated that they are preparing their response to address the data gap issue and hope to provide 
DOEIUC Davis with this response in two weeks. 

EPA mentioned a letter she had received from UC Davis describing a schedule for a voluntary clean-up action 
of the chloroform plume. EPA was encouraged by this letter. UC Davis indicated that they are seeking 
information about Redox process because discharging groundwater may be a problem. They would appreciate 
any information PNNL may have on this process. 

- 
DSCSOC (Roth) asked how negotiations were going between UC Davis and DOE. The RPMs indicated that 
progress in being made but the side bar will not be completed until the FFA is signed. 

- -- 

Regulatory RPM's to respond to 
data gap issues. 

PNNL will send UC Davis 
information on the Redox 
process. 



DISCUS, i 

PNNL presented the data for the winter and spring quarterly sampling. RHB asked how the naturally occurring 
radionuclides compared to background. It was also asked if a one or two sided statistical tail analysis is being 
done. A statistical analysis should be done before the data can be verified as a real result. PNNL indicated that 
when the results are this close to background, it can be difficult to analyze. These results will be compared to 
background in the future. One thing PNNL pointed out was that the gamma spec identifies only gamma 
emitting nuclides which in most cases are the daughter products of naturally occurring parents. Along with 
comparing the data to background, another evaluation is the comparison of the ratio of parents to daughter 
products to see if supplementary analyses are needed. DTSC suggested adding some wells or analytes back in 
based on these findings. PNNL responded that this was exactly what was planned and indicated that they will 
continue to modify the wells and sampling parameters as needed. In addition, a surveillance was conducted of 
the sampling activities and the off-site analytical laboratory to help circumvent any problems which could be 
attributable to deviation in procedures. DTSC inquired about the status of the EPA audit of Lockheed Lab. 
EPA answered that they are still waiting for the report, but on preliminary observation, 'EPA found that LEHR 
may not be sending sufficient volume to the lab. PNNL clarified that the problem has been recognized and 
they are working with the lab to correct the situation. Since the lab provides the bottles indicating the required 
volume, all the lab would need to do is increase the number of bottles supplied. For volatiles, there may be 
switch from 3 to 6 vials. PNNL mentioned the number of labs that has the ability to analyze LEHR samples 
are limited. PNNL noted that we have only focused in detail on the few problems encountered. EPA 
commented that this shows that PNNL truly tries to thoroughly evaluate the quarterly data. DSCSOC (Lee) 
inquired how DOE plans to deal with these issues with the new contractor. DOE responded that DOE will 
expect the same level QA and validation from the new contractor. 

PNNL indicated that the chloroform plume appears to have been around for a long time, and with the current 
technical approach, we are able to see it and define it. PNNL clarified that the areas indicated as "source" on 
the figure are taken from the soil gas points and are not to indicate that these are pinpointed sources, but 
possible general areas. Hydropunch was not performed through the landfill areas to a;oid potential 
contamination conduit. 

PNNL proposed installing three wells down the center line of the plume. This approach would be the best for 
remediation monitoring in addition to using hydropunch to monitor the perimeter of the plume. DTSC 
suggested combining this with monitoring downgradient of the site. The RPMs inquired about the off-site work 
schedule including the "Nishi" well ("Nishi" well is used by Nishi but is owned by and located on the 
RustlHamel property). DOE indicated that the access agreements were still in process. RPM inquired about the 
"hold-up" in the acquisition of access agreements. DOE clarified that discussions are ongoing with the 
landowner and the hope is to have things resolved by the end of January. PNNL also mentioned that rain could - 
seriously affect the schedule. 

DSCSOC (Lee) asked if enough data was available to model and predict the plume's movements 'and if so, 
when could modeling be done. PNNL replied that enough data was available but the schedule for modeling 
would have to be looked at. DTSC asked about the other information, metals, nitrate, and tritium, collected 
from the hydropunch and modeling of these constituents. PNNL replied that all the data is in and they are in 
the process of plotting the information. EPA asked when the data would be available. PNNL replied that the 



the data will be available for the next RPM meeting. 

PNNL presented options for the abandonment/conversion of the "Nishi" wells. RWQCB questioned the purpose 
of grouting and perforating all the way up the casing. PNNL answered that this was needed to seal off the 
well. DTSC questioned the approach of drilling in the casing rather than over drilling on the outside. Drilling 
in the casing might not work because of the debris that would be pulled up. PNNL indicated that they have 
had discussions with a local drilling company and the in-case drilling could be done if the integrity of the 
casing has not been compromised. DTSC suggested taking a video of the well prior to performing the work. 
PNNL indicated that they would look into that. RWQCB inquired about the plan for sealing off the annulus 
and if grout is being used, and what the plan would be to prevent the grout from going up and down into the 
zone needing to be monitored. PNNL indicated that perforation and proper pressure should prevent that 
problem. DSCSOC (Lee) inquired about the ability to see a difference between the influence of the 1938 well 
vs. the 1971 well. PNNL concluded that at 30 feet away, one should be able to see the effects of sealing off 
the wells. PNNL expressed confidence in achieving isolation in the 1971 well but less with the 1938 well. 
DSCSOC (Lee) and RWQCB still expressed concern about the sealing from the grout since grout leaks. PNNL 
answered that they will evaluate options such as cameras and other tools to help with the successful isolation of 
the wells. A plan with different options based on this discussion will be developed. DOE asked if the RPMs 
concurred with the technical approach. The RPMs concurred. 

DTSC inquired about the plans for replacement well. PNNL described the proposed new well. RWQCB 
indicated that in discussion with the landowner, the land slopes to the north, therefore it is very important to 
talk to the landowner about any location of a future well. DOE confirmed that they have and will continue to 
be in contact and discussion with the landowner so that the new well will meet their needs. 

DSCSOC (Lee) asked what the plan was for addressing the plume off-site. PNNL indkated that they are 
planning the hydropunching and monitoring wells, and currently the thinking is to evaluate the off-site 
hydropunch data to locate any monitoring wells. DOE commented that the plume does not appear to represent 
an imminent threat. DSCSOC (Lee) replied that he did not agree because all the data from the off-site wells is 
not in. PNNL reminded everyone that the funds are limited and there are other high priorities that also need to 
be addressed. It is prudent to use a systematic approach instead of trying to do everything simultaneously 
which would be impossible anyway. DTSC agreed with DSCSOC (Lee) that the second aquifer needs to be 
evaluated, but that progress must be made in a way that useful and essential information about the aquifer can 
be obtained. DSCSOC (Lee) still pressed to find out when a well in the second aquifer will be installed. 
DTSC reiterated that a lot of other work needs to be done, such as source control, that has priority. RWQCB 
asked if DSCSOC's concern is that if we cut off the plume that we would not be able to see it in the second 
aquifer. AIP indicated that if the plume is cut off, the agricultural wells would pump off the contamination in 
probably one season so the problem would be resolved. DSCSOC (Lee) said that the needed information 
concerning the second aquifer would require a set of wells for non-chemical characterization such as flow 
direction. AIP commented that the flow direction depends on which wells are pumping. 



SUBJECT 
1 

Data gap 

Risk Assessment 

Neighbors wells 

- -  

AIP commented that the UC Davis proposal should take high priority as an interim remediation action. UC 
Davis asked if the monitoring wells in the centerline of the plume could be used as extraction wells. PNNL 
indicated that monitoring wells do not make good extraction wells. DTSC questioned the reason for not putting 
the wells downgradient of landfill unit #3. PNNL answered that hydropunch is needed to locate the wells and 
during the last round they did not have access agreements. UC Davis indicated that access to UC Davis 
property should be available now. DOE asked if the two plumes were separated. PNNL believes that they are 
separated, but hydropunching would help to determine plume identity. DTSC asked if info-mation in addition 
to monitoring change and effectiveness of remediation could be provided by the 3 new wells. PNNL indicated 
that information about whether the plume is growing or shrinking would be provided. These wells could also 
be utilized for tracer testing. RWQCB and DTSC concurred with placing a well in the center of the plume in 
HSU-2 at the top and bottom. EPA did not agree and expressed a need to look at the-installation of any new 
well in light of the University's recent proposal. 

The regulators indicated that they had been meeting on the data gaps issue and expectJto respond in the next 
two weeks or so. DTSC explained a three stage flow chart of assessment. However, an important part of the 
assessment is the end use of the information. EPA commented that the threat to groundwater from OU-1 
through OU-4 will be the driver for the needed assessment. EPA indicated that they will define an acceptable 
level of characterization. The regulators will propose their approach. DTSC mentioned that if DOE has other 
items, such as mortgage reduction, that would influence the characterization they could implement, as long as 
the minimal assessment activities were performed. DTSC indicated that from their planned approach, the RVFS 
can be amended for implementation once agreement on data gaps is reached. 

- - - -- - - 

PNNL presented the risk assessment work performed so far. DTSC questioned what the status of approval for 
the STOMP code is and why a C-crest (an EPA approved standard code) was used. PMNL indicated that 
STOMP code was used because of its applicability to the site but were unsure of the st@ of the approval of 
the STOMP code with EPA. DTSC expressed a need for a risk assessment work plan to review and comment 
on to make sure it is consistent with the requirements. The RPMs chose to hold on any additional risk 
assessment work until the new DOE prime contractor is on board. 

DTSC expressed confusion over the addition of the chloroform analysis to the neighbor well sampling. DOE 
indicated that they have taken over the program, and have taken action to revise the program, but have kept it 
the same except for adding analysis for chloroform to one well until the complete program could be revised 
including obtaining access agreements for neighbor wells. PNNL asked if an interim change would be 
acceptable, changing analytes based on past results. The regulators agreed that this would be acceptable. They 
would be looking for a proposal in the next two or three months. DSCSOC (Roth) indicated they would work 
on pulling a map together of wells. If some neighbors don't want their data released, ttkntheir wells should 
not be put on the map or sampled. 

Regulators will provide a 
proposed plan for assessment at 
the next RPM meeting. 

- 

PNNL will package current risk 
assessment work for new 
contractor. 

DOE will revise the neighbor 
water monitoring plan and 
propose changes based on 
historic data. 

DSCSOC will work on a map 
of well locations for samples. 



Public Meeting 

DISCUSSlON I ACTION 

UC Davis indicated that the proposed schedule for the next public meeting was for February. EPA commented 
that it would be most useful if UC Davis could present their proposal for remediation. DSCSOC (Roth) stated 
that they would prefer to have the meeting pushed back till all the data is in. EPA agreed that the meeting 
should be scheduled when there is significant progress to present to the public. 

I 
he next meeting is scheduled for January 3 1, 1996 at LEHR. 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

Project Status 

DISC1 JSSION 

November 1, 1995 minutes are approved. 
December 7, 1995 meeting minutes are still under review. 
DSCSOC (Lee) requested the information on the Redox. UC Davis (Oatman) indicated he would supply a copy 
of what was sent. 
DSCSOC (Lee) editorial comments to the minutes have been incorporated. Sentence Pg 2, last paragraph was 
modified by adding phrase "...because they do not adequately address the threat to groundwater." 

SAA gave a status report on all the activities. The following discussion precipitated from this update. 
DTSC inquired if cement was poured over the trench that had. been backfilledh AH-1 and AH-2. SAA 
responded no, rock aggregate was requested by UC Davis and used. DOE (Littlejohn) discussed the building 
transfer process. The docket is being drafted to transfer the buildings, but DOE will still require some space. 
EPA asked about the results of the DHS survey. DHS responded that the buildings were surveyed and they 
concur with the release of AH-1, AH-2, and SSR. UC Davis (McNeal) indicated that a letter had been sent to 
the State asking that these released areas be added onto the UC Davis broadscope license. 

ACTION 

UC Davis to provide DSCSOC 
with a copy of Redox 
information. 



DSCSOC (Lee) asked if LEHR anticipated finding more mixed waste. SAA responded that some mixed waste 
may be encountered during characterization and remedial actions. The mixed waste being currently dealt with 
is legacy research waste. DOE (Littlejohn) pointed out that a large amount of mixed waste was disposed of last 
January 1995. DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that environmental groups are taking action against DTSC for the way 
they are handling mixed waste. DTSC could not speak to litigation, but in LEHR's case there does not seem to 
be a question or problem with the STP for LEHR. DSCSOC (Lee) mentioned LEHR has not addressed 
California-only hazardous waste and since the regulations are changing, some attention should be given to this. 
DTSC agreed that regulations are changing, but it could make things less stringent. DSCSOC (Lee) indicated 
that special waste category is based on risk through multi-media pathways. DTSC responded that the 
RCRAICERCLA program uses risk for classification in general and for classifying waste for offsite disposal. 
DSCSOC (Lee) pointed out that if special waste classification goes through, LEHR may have to do fish 
bioassay. EPA commented that ATSDR has volunteered to do fish bioassays. UC Davis (Judal) indicated there 
was some discussion about a problem with the lab carrying out fish bioassay testing. DTSC agreed that they 
had heard there were problems with the food absorbed waste testing. The key to this issue is the applicability 
for off-site disposal, if it is pursued. However onsite disposal will be compliance with in CERCLA and 
ARARs. DSCSOC (Lee) stressed that what is in the landfill should be tested. DTSC replied that this does seem 
to be an issue, there would be a problem only if landfill material came out nonhazardous per RCRA which is 
unlikely, and in addition, there are numerous problems with fish testing. DOE (Littlejohn) indicated that 
bioassays related to LEHR should be discussed at a later date. 

As part of the mixed waste discussion, DTSC requested more information about the regulatory aspect of LLNL 
treating LEHR waste. SAA indicated that LEHR's only concern is the manifest to LLNL. DTSC wai 
concerned about the regulatory requirements for treating waste. PNNL (Mitchell) indicated that a 45 day notice 
to the State is being drafiedwhich starts a whole cycle of requirements and events. 

PNNL (Mitchell) briefed the RPMs on the DOE Box based on review of the data which indicated that only rad 
activity found was in the waste matrix. PNNL (Mitchell) proposed a plan to excavate the trenches, separate the 
waste matrix from the soil, and dispose of the waste offsite as low-level radioactive waste. The key to the 
activity is that is must be performed during the dry season. SAA requested assistance from the RPMs on 
expediting the process. EPA suggested time critical approach. DSCSOC (Lee) complained that PRG were used 
to evaluate risk because they do not adequately address the threat to groundwater and are therefore not reliable 
indicators of the real risk that the materials in the DOE Box represent. DTSC suggested revising the table so 
background is the 1st screen, then the PRG. PNNL (Mitchell) indicated this could be done easily once the 
electronic copy has been received. DSCSOC (Lee) remarked that there is a need to look at the impact to 
groundwater from soils. DTSC asked if screening for mobile vs. immobile components would address the 
question. DOE (Littlejohn) added that the groundwater has been monitored for years. DSCSOC (Lee) 
indicated that the problem may not be picked up. DTSC concluded that judgment should be reserved until the 
revised screening of the waste matrix is completed. 

PNNL will rescreen data using 
background first when the 
electronic version is available. 



SUbafiCT 

Results of New Well 
Sampling 

Hydropunch Data 

Offsite Hydropunch 

PNNL presented the data from the sampling of the new well. The presentation identified wells 1-34 and 2-35 
as background wells. DTSC indicated that there is no data supporting these two wells as upgradient wells. 
RWQCB commented that these were more side gradient wells. DSCSOC (Lee) commented that he did not 
believe that wells 17 and 18 were background wells either. DTSC requested that the data from the cross- 
construction and initial testing of the new wells be in the Annual Water Monitoring Report. PNNL (Schalla) 
mentioned that it would be described in the Field Activity Report DTSC indicated then that the report should 
be referenced in the Annual Water Monitoring Report. 

DTSC inquired about the gradation in the well. PNNL (Schalla) described the make up of the aquifer. DOE 
(Holman) asked if a higher concentrate existed in the most transmissive zone and if there was a great difference 
between zones 6 and 7 in the WestBay. PNNL (Schalla) indicated that it may be a factor of 5 to 6 higher. The 
wells in the 2nd HSU are screened at depths which pick up highest concentrations of chloroform and nitrate, 
however the span of nitrate concentrates goes a little lower in the zone. DSCSOC (Lee) asked if the WestBay 
sample values were duplicated in second samples. PNNL (Schalla) answered that the duplicate sample results 
were very similar. There was a round table discussion about the anomalies with 1st HSU data, but the real 
interest was the 2nd HSU data because it would show a more consistent trend. 

PNNL (Schalla) presented the data from the hydropunch for H3, Cr'6 and Nitrate. No consistent trends or 
plume could be concluded from the data. DSCSOC requested that electrical conductivity be measured on these 
hydropunch samples. RWQCB indicated that this electrical conductivity information would be helpful. PNNL 
responded that the sample volume is small, but will look into adding this measurement. 

PNNL (Schalla) presented the plan for offsite hydropunch consisting of approximately 10 to 20 locations. 
DSCSOC (Lee) reiterated that contaminants from the landfill should be evaluated. Round table discussion 
ensued about which contaminants of concern to evaluate in the hydropunch. EPA asked why we were not 
searching for plumes of Cr6 and nitrate. AIP commented that if there are plumes for these contaminants, the 
plumes are not like the chloroform plume. There appears to be a source near UCD-12. The well near the 
Animal Hospitals has a signature of animal waste but the levels are closer to background. The UCD-12 source 
appears to be emanating from the landfill #2, but also coming from offsite. EPA expressed concern about 
dropping any contaminant of concern off the analysis table. DOE (Littlejohn) explained that nitrate is not a 
good plume identifier, and chloroform is better DSCSOC (Lee) commented that chloroform is from a different 
type of disposal, but may not depict the landfill contamination in general. It was agreed that analytes in the 
hydropunch will be chloroform (volatiles), nitrate, Cr*, and electrical conductivity as volume will allow. H3 
was dropped from the list because of the distance fiom the sources. EPA emphasized that as a strategy, the 
contaminants of concern and associated plumes need to be addressed. 

PNNL will reference the FAR 
in the Annual Water Monitoring 
Report. 



The question of access was raised in response to the RWQCB letter. According to UC Davis (McNeal), areas 5 
and 6 are clear, but advance notice is needed as soon as possible if access is required near burrowing owls 
(access has been granted to all areas requested). If hydropunch is needed in the landfill area, it would be 
preferable sample out of the ditch instead of near the owls. EPA asked why DOE has not asked UC Davis for 
access to other areas. PNNL (Mitchell) clarified that the rationale was the same on site as off and that it is not 
to drill into a landfill. DTSC agreed that it would be prudent to not drill through the landfill since data can be 
obtained from west and east of landfill #3. DOE (Littlejohn) asked how long it would take to gain access , and 
UC Davis (McNeal) responded that it depends on the area, but usually about a week or two. DOE (Littlejohn) 
indicated that they will ask for clearance for 20 locations but may use only 10 locations. 

EPA asked about the private land access. DOE (Littlejohn) responded that he felt they were close, but they 
were having to deal with some hurdles such as tolling agreements. EPA clarified that if a decision was not 
made, DOE could still proceed under 40CFR Part 300.400, part (d)(l), which reads "For purposes of 
determining the need for response, or choosing or taking a response action, or otherwise enforcing the 
provisions of CERCLA, EPA, or the appropriate federal agency, and a state or political subdivision operating 
pursuant to a contract or cooperative agreement under CERCLA section 104(d)(l), has the authority to enter 
any vessel, facility, establishment or other place, property, or location described in paragraph (d)(2) of this 
section and conduct, complete, operate, and maintain any response actions authorized by CERCLA or these 
regulations." EPA has to determine whether the State or DOE has authority. If an access agreement is not 
forthcoming, then a consent order will force entry. DOE (Littlejohn) indicated that the hydropunch part of the 
access could be worked out in the next five weeks, but the well installation and abandonment may take longer. 
DTSC commented that it was not wise to link the two together. DOE (Littlejohn) clarified that originally, they 
were trying for two separate agreements, but through the negotiations only one agreement is being developed. 
DTSC explained that 5 weeks may not be adequate to work out the agreement for abandonment and replacing 
of the well, and in order to move forward, the two may need to be separate. DOE (Littlejohn) conveyed that in 
an optimal situation we could have an access agreement in two weeks but it may take longer. DTSC answered 
that we need the hydropunch in order to locate new wells. PNNL (Schalla) clarified that the purpose of new 
wells was to monitor and successfidly monitor abandonment of the old wells. DSCSOC (Rust) expressed that 
there is a need to ensure the access agreement are fair but they don't want to hold up any work. DTSC 
reiterated that they don't want to use enforcement action but if both parties don't agree they may have to take 
action. DSCSOC (Lee) inquired about any records of what went into landfill #3. UC Davis (McNeal) 
indicated that the landfill operated for 3-5 years and was used primarily for construction type debris and was 
not really designated for chemical disposal. DSCSOC (Lee) asked if hydropunch could be done to the west in 
bad weather. PNNL (Mitchell) clarified that rain delay may impact work in both directions. 

DOE (Littlejohn) announced that the Annual will not be available until March 29. RPMs noted the change and 
indicated that this was acceptable. 

DOE will request access to UC 
Davis for hydropunch. 



PNNL (Schalla) presented the plans for abandoning the Rust/Hamel well and installing monitoring wells. DOE 
(Holman) confirmed that the rationale for installing monitoring wells is to confirm that the abandonment was 
successful. PNNL (Schalla) added that we do not have actual measurement from a discrete zone to verify 
contamination, but all other indirect measurements point contaminants in the upper aquifer going down into the 
second aquifer. DTSC indicated that the guidance indicated that this needs to be corrected. DSCSOC (Lee) 
asked if the proposed location is the best for monitoring. He also added that if the monitoring wells show 
nothing, that does not confirm no contamination. SAA stated that in the past, there was a strong argument that 
the source of contamination in the second aquifer is the first aquifer. Are we sure there is a problem, should 
we put monitoring wells in to confirm the problem? DOE (Littlejohn) remarked that if we need access, we 
need to decide on the scope of the activity and every time we meet, it changes. AIP contended that the 
monitoring data and science indicates that these wells are a pathway to the second aquifer. PNNL (Schalla) 
added that all the data suggests that during the off season, the pump is not in use and the hydraulic head 
difference draws the contamination down, and because of this, abandonment was recommended to prevent 
further contamination. DOE (Holman) suggested monitoring the production wells to see if there is a decline 
early in the season vs. a stagnant level to see if production is managing the problem. DTSC stated that there 
has to be a process to develop a remedy. EPA asked what process. DTSC replied that there are processes to 
go through even in an emergency. DOE (Littlejohn) asked what the process is. EPA indicated that the well 
abandonment would be a removal process. DTSC commented that EECA an action memo is needed for an 
emergency or time critical action, otherwise an EECA is needed. EPA indicated that the time clock has not 
started and part of the process is deciding what we are going to do, and if access agreement is the only hold-up, 
then enforcement action may be needed. DTSC remarked that a tolling agreement in this situation is not 
unreasonable and it allows the statute of limitations to be put on hold for any damage to the property. EPA 
commented that she has never seen them on access agreement. DTSC has not seen tolling agreements on an 
access agreements, but he has seen them for remediation access, and replacing wells is a remediation action. 
However a tolling agreement should not needed for characterization such as hydropunch. DOE (Littlejohn) 
commented that they hope to reach an agreement shortly. EPA asked to take a vote for abandonment. 
RWQCB voted for abandonment. DTSC not ready to vote. DSCSOC (Lee) commented that Porter-Colon 
states if there is a threat, it needs to be taken care of. DTSC replied that Porter-Colon is an ARAR, but 
CERCLA takes precedence and RPMs have to look at all the activities with regard to treating the problems of 
the site. DOE (Littlejohn) mentioned that in order to get access we need a plan. DTSC suggested doing 
calculation to find out the impacts from abandonment of the wells. RWQCB indicated that other contaminants 
must be factored in doing these calculations. PNNL (Schalla) vocalized that treatment onsite, such as UC Davis 
is proposing, takes time. AIP remarked that we need a monitoring well no matter what happens. SAA 
suggested putting in a monitoring wells first, UC Davis (Oatman) agreed with the approach and indicated that 
this would give us the data needed to make a decision about the need for abandonment. RPMs agreed on 
installing 2 monitoring wells, one in the first aquifer, and one in the second aquifer. The location would be in 
close proximity to the monitoring wells and in an arch to the east. All meeting participants including the RPMs 
agreed with SAA's suggestion to put off well abandonment until more information is obtained. DTSC 
requested DOE put the monitoring wells in the hydropunch access agreement. DOE (Littlejohn) conveyed that 
this will take a little more negotiation time. DSCSOC (Lee) requested that the AIP give the best estimate for 



SUBJIXT 

Neighbors Well Data 

Data Gap Issues and 
RPMs Response to 
DOE Proposal 

i 

-- - - - -- - -- - - - 

direction and flow of the second aquifer. DTSC asked when the Nishi well sample was taken and how long the 
pump was run. AIP answered that the samples were taken after the pumping season and the pump was run for 
5 minutes. SAA asked if these calculations are needed for the proposal. DTSC asked if it would be 
worthwhile to let the pump run and what information would be gained. RWQCB contended that the well is 
still interconnected so the data would not define anything. AIP suggested time series sampling. DOE requested 
that closure be brought to this issue by setting up a conference call after a proposal has been put together. SAA 
indicated a proposal could be ready in the next couple of weeks. EPA indicated that she will investigate access 
agreement and she will send a letter requesting a plan, but DOE should proceed with this idea. 

SAA presented his proposed changes to the existing neighbors well sampling program. The proposed changes 
which were based on more than 5 years of monitoring data included deletion of radiological analytes, addition 
of new wells, and reduction in sampling frequency for certain analytes. Meeting participants discussed these 
proposed changes and rationale used. DSCSOC (Lee) requested the addition of electrical conductivity. EPA 
suggested that all domestic wells south of the creek may be dropped from the program. DSCSOC (Lee) agreed 
but requested addition of more wells downgradient from the site to check VOC's quarterly. There was no 
voiced disagreement with these suggestions. At the end of this discussion, SAA summarized the agreed upon 
changes and these changes were approved by the RPMs. These changes are attached to and to be considered 
part of these minutes. 

- - - - 

EPA passed out Presumptive Remedies for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites and requested that everyone take 
a look to see if there is anything that we could apply to LEHR to move forward with removal actions. DTSC 
summarized the RPMs response and comments to the data gap report which should be out in a week. The key 
to the evaluation is to do the investigation with respect to the areas threatening groundwater. The RPMs want 
DOE to identify how they plan to model and evaluate the data after it is obtained. DOE should propose a 
model and obtain RPMs concurrence. SAA asked if it was waste of time to look at all the treatment options 
for all the OU's, or if there is a way to narrow down the effort and streamline the process. DTSC continued by 
explaining that they are requesting samples be set aside for treatability studies, looking at technologies such as 
stabilization, thermal disorbtion, and soil vapor extraction. RPMs are requesting a plan that outlines when the 
work plan will be ready. The letter instructs DOE to proceed with work after a map of the sampling location 
and list of analytes, detailing matrix and depth and waste designation analysis, and is concurred upon by the 
RPMs. The letter requested a schedule for characterization two weeks after the receipt of the letter. SAA 
commented that it appears we have come full circle fiom a year ago and now we are back at square one. 
PNNL (Mitchell) indicated that PNNL data gap mirrors what is in the RIIFS Work Plan so very little has 
changed. EPA indicated that all that is needed is to revise the QAP and SAP for the approved suite of analytes 
in the RIIFS which should be the same. DOE (Littlejohn) proposed to present a schedule of activities at the 
next RPMs meeting. 

PNNL to put a proposal 
together for hydropunch and 
monitoring wells. 

DOE to put together an access 
agreement for hydropunch and 
new monitoring wells. 

DOE and UCD will inform the 
neighbors about the changes in 
the sampling program. 



SUBJILCT 

DSCSOC comments 
on the 1995 Winter 
and Summer Water 
Monitoring Reports 

Water accumulation 
at waste disposal 
areas 

Other Business 

The next meeting is scl 

SAA indicated that a response to comments is being addressed, but a few key points are as follows. Agree that 
some biotesting is needed and ASTDR is going to perform that testing. The down-stream monitoring location 
will be adjusted to be down gradient of landfill #3. (Note: the sampling location has always been south of 
landfill #3 but was incorrectly depicted on the map when investigating a new location this discrepancy was 
noted and corrected.) Stormwater runoff going to the lift station, and then to Putah Creek will be sampled 
using the automatic sampler supplied by the AIP. Ammonium as an analytical constituent of Putah Creek 
sampling was dropped because of lack of relevancy and influence from LEHR. As for another team looking at 
the data, out of 11,000 data points, only 22 entry in the same area were in error which all stem from the same 
problem. It is up to the RPMs to decide if an independent review is needed. EPA indicated that a 3rd party 
review is not warranted - in this large of a report there are going to be mistakes. If a 3rd party reviews the 
report for format, it would only slow the schedule and would not guarantee the report would be error free. 
DSCSOC (Lee) questioned the presentation style which would not alter the quality. EPA commented that these 
issues can be taken into consideration for improving the next report. DTSC stated that the reports are getting 
better and improvements have been made. DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that these may be minor errors but they 
indicate a problem. 

DSCSOC (Lee) conveyed that there is a strong need for the contamination areas to be graded. During the lunch 
break, Lee observed significant run-off from landfill #3 and the SW Comer. DOE (Littlejohn) answered that 
grading was discussed but there was a problem associated with grading. SAA clarified that grading was 
evaluated but there was a potential to contaminate clean grading soil depending on the remediation needed in 
these areas. DSCSOC (Lee) contended that the run-off from the ditch should be sampled. DTSC indicated that 
worst case scenario is if there was standing water and it was percolating down. 

- 

DSCSOC (Lee) expressed his concern about allowing rain water to pond in ungraded low point waste disposal 
areas such as landfill #3 and trench areas. DOE (Littlejohn) responded that this subject was discussed last year 
with the RPMs and due to the low contamination levels in these areas, and the fact that these areas are to be 
remediated within a few years, no action to address water ponding is needed at this stage. SAA added that 
grading will involve backfilling low points with clean soil from outside sources. He strongly cautioned against 
this practice (mixing clean soil with contaminated) as being very costly and not consistent with waste 
minimization and proper management practices. The RPM did not see an urgent need for immediate action. 

EPA representative Lida Tan told the group that she was leaving the LEHR project. Her replacement has not 
been decided. 

bled for March 1, 1996, 9:00 a.m., at LEHR. 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

SUBJECT 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

Opening Statement 

DISCUSSION 

December 7, 1995 meeting minutes are still under review. If no comments are received, the minutes will be 
considered as approved. 

DOE opened by explaining that yesterday there was a productive meeting between UC Davis and DOE. UC 
Davis (McNeal) concurred with this observation and indicated that the details have not been worked out, but 
both parties seem to have come to an understanding about division of responsibilities. The regulators asked 
when they would be able to see this agreement. UC Davis (McNeal) indicated that their understanding was that 
DOE does not want to sign the FFA until the side bar agreement was signed. Based on the progress, DTSC 
suggested having another FFA meeting. RPM's agreed. EPA took the action to set up an FFA meeting. It is 
hoped that there will be a draft letter for review between UC Davis and DOE before then. UC Davis inquired 
if there were other issues pertaining to the FFA that could be worked on in the meantime if a draft agreement is 
available. The regulators indicated there were and that this could work in parallel. EPA clarified that DOE is 
now willing to negotiate about the milestones. EPA suggested having a meeting in the last week of March or 
early April. Everyone agreed to this time frame. 

DOE announced DOEIOakland will be holding a meeting on March 19th to discuss the DOE budget process 
and plans for FY '98 including the budget for LEHR. All are invited. EPA further emphasized that this is a 
good opportunity for stakeholders involvement as well as an informative meeting and suggested the public 
should attend instead of or in addition to any technical representative. 

ACTION 

EPA will set up an FFA 
meeting in late March or early 
April time frame. 



SUL ,'T 

Introduction of New 
Prime Contractor 

Project Status 

DISCUSS. 

DOE presented Weiss Associates, their newly selected prime contractor at LEHR. Weiss Associates Project 
Manager, Mike Dresen presented information about their team and explain their organizational structure. EPA 
asked which sites Weiss is the prime contractor for. Weiss answered that they are private sector sites and 
LLNL Site 300. DOE conveyed that since the new contract was awarded, the DOE presentation of the time 
line and schedule would be postponed. DOE would like to give the new contractor a chance to digest 
information and then have them present a schedule they are comfortable with. EPA commented that no matter 
how smooth the transition, there will be a little delay. DOE asserted that they are trying to-minimize transition 
to 30 days. PNNL indicated that it is necessary to make sure that the schedule reflects reality and a 
commitment that can be met. EPA expressed that they are flexible with the delivery dates for documentation 
but wants to reduce delay in field work. DTSC emphasized that we should take advantage of the dry season 
and perform field work as much as possible. PNNL indicated that we would have to look at the schedule in 
light of the transition. DTSC expressed that the schedule is a critical part of the FFA. DSCSOC brought up 
concerns about the field work and the growing season, indicating that the fields will start being prepared as 
soon as it stops raining and may not be finished with harvest until October if two sets of crops are planted. 
PNNL indicated that the schedule could be evaluated with field access in mind. EPA commented that Weiss 
Associates is a good contractor and RWQCB agreed and indicated that the community should not be concerned 
about the abilities of the new contractor. Weiss indicated that they have expertise up to and beyond the ROD 
(Record of Decision). 

DTSC brought up the issue raised by G. Fred Lee concerning DOE Order 5400.1 (General Environmental 
Protection Program). PNNL indicated that they were fully aware of this order and have implemented it. DOE 
had agreed to have the groundwater monitoring plan serve as the groundwater protection plan for now. In 
addition, DOE Order 5400.1 is to be replaced by 10CFR834 (DOE - Radiation Protection for Public and 
Environment). RPMs concluded that the discussion about determining ARARs and what applies and what does 
not apply is premature at this time. 

PNNL gave a status of the activities at LEHR. D&D of Cobalt-60 building is complete. Initiated D&D of 
Room 201 in AH-1 where the shredder and compactor were operated. The shredder and compactor have now 
been removed to storage. The hydropunch has been scheduled to begin March 11 unless rain delays. DOE 
indicated that hydropunch will start in the areas cleared at the Raptor Center. If the Nishi area is accessible and 
the area can hold the weight of the truck, the hydropunch activities will move there so as to not interfere with 
planting. Rust expressed concerns about excessive compaction of the soil PNNL indicated that we do not want 
to bring the truck in if will get stuck. Hopefully the hydropunch investigation in that area will only require 2-3 
days and it will be completed. DOE indicated that they were very close to receiving access for the hydropunch 
work and the access for installing the wells will follow. PNNL pointed out that the location chosen for the new 
wells may not be down-gradient of the Nishi well because the new well had to be placed so as to not disturb 
the field. The RPMs agreed that this was acceptable and they should see some type of contamination if it 
exists. 



SUbUI3CT 

Project Status 
(continued) 

Data Gap Discussion 

- -- - 

The Annual Report is still on schedule for March 29. EPA emphasized that 100 ppb should not be used as the 
MCL for chloroform. 

The mixed waste shipment to LLNL for treatment is still an alternative and LLNL has filed a 45-day notice of 
treatment. DTSC requested that a copy of the notice be faxed to him. 

The air monitoring program is still ongoing with no surprises. DHSIRHB asked what anal9es we were 
monitoring in the area. PNNL responded Tritium, volatiles, particulates, radon, metals, and chlordane. PNNL 
indicated that they completed the quarterly groundwater and surface water onsite sampling yesterday. Offsite 
neighbor well procedure is being modified. DOE indicated that they still have to talk to the neighbors about 
the change in the neighbor well sampling program approved by the RPMs. UC Davis (Oatman) indicated that 
for this next round of sampling, they will be doing the addition wells and all the older wells because they have 
not had a chance to talk to all the neighbors about the changes and why. EPA asked what was the time frame 
to talk to the neighbors. DOE indicated that they were in the process of compiling a list of neighbors who need 
to be contacted. Rust asked if we were doing her 3 wells. UC Davis (Oatman) responded that they would like 
to sample them if possible. EPA expressed that the offsite sampling is a very important activity and we should 
inform the neighbors as soon as possible. This activity should be a priority. DSCSOC (ROTH) commented 
that she was interested in the chloroform data since it has never been tested. RPMs asked to be advised at least 
10 days in advance of the onsite quarterly sampling. DHSIRHB asked to be included as a cc. 

- - - 

DOE and UC Davis distributed response letter to the data gap issues. The first point in the letter was about the 
treatability studies. UC Davis (McNeal) asked for clarification of treatability study. UC Davis expressed 
further concern about the validity of these studies, if they are done and how. DTSC clarified that if we start 
planning now, then we would not have to wait to perform these studies. If you go back to get the material, you 
have to reanalyze , therefore it is cost effective to collect samples for treatability studies while you are in the 
field. EPA asked what the requirements are for treatability studies, for example, the landfill required insitu 
studies, no data or samples are needed but you need to look at the characterization data. DTSC agreed that it 
may not be practical for the landfills, but it may be for the SW comer and 49 waste holes near the fence. 
PNNL asked if we are excavating and reburying or disposing offsite, what is the purpose of treatability studies. 
DTSC commented that cost saving for doing it. DTSC clarified that he was not asking for expensive studies, 
but more like cement in a paper cup or cookie sheet in the oven. EPA conveyed that it may be a waste of 
money to do treatability studies for areas they don't apply to. Since the characterization will proceed in a 
phased approach, why couldn't the treatability be the same and be performed when and where if applicable. 
UC Davis (McNeal) agreed that we should think about these studies and when necessary include them in the 
SAP, but holding times may be an issue. UC Davis (McNeal) continued that it may be prudent to deal with the 
treatability study when you are ready to deal with the source term. DTSC agreed, especially if resources are 
not available up front to do the planning or the test. 

ACTION 

PNNL will fax DTSC 45 day 
notice. 

PNNL will add RPMs to the 
quarterly sampling notification 
sheet as cc for distribution. 



SUBJECT 

Data Gap Discussion 
(continued) 

- -- 

The second point in the letter to the RPMs was the broad range for possible remedial actions. DOE asked if we 
could be more specific about remedial alternatives for specific areas. DTSC asked how much more specific? 
DOE clarified they wanted to give their new contractor a chance to come up to speed before having to clarify 
discussion on this. 

DTSC agreed to the third point, that we do need to start discussion with regards to threat to groundwater and 
suggested extraction testing and modeling be part of sample planning. EPA indicated that fhe point of 
Duncan's letter was not set criteria for cleanup, but to clarify the information needing to be gathered. DTSC 
responded that there is a need to know what the inputs are for the model. EPA answered that for laboratory 
purposes, DOE wants to know what detection levels are, and suggested using the most conservative levels. 
DTSC indicated they cannot and will not answer questions about detection limits. UC Davis (Oatman) 
indicated that the detection limit is correlated to cost. PNNL further clarified that there is also an issue of 
deviating from standard procedure as well as a substantial cost impact. DTSC asked what model Wiess is 
using. Weiss responded that they are using V-leach at LLNL. DTSC indicated that the problem with V-leach 
is the infiltration rate number used which is why he was leaning towards using C-soil. PNNL indicated that all 
factors will have to be evaluated in order to pick a model best suited for the site. 

DTSC disagreed with the fourth point in the letter. He felt sampling should be done because it is clear that a 
wastes from the ditch have been washed onto the Rust property because of the amount of erosion around the 
fence posts on the east side. UC Davis (Oatman) indicated if the water had overflowed from the ditch, it would 
have flowed both ways and there is no erosion on the other side. Discussion ensued about the possible reason 
for this erosion and the RPMs finally asked what the landowner thought. Rust responded if there is any doubt, 
she feels it should be tested. RPMs agreed that a sample would be taken very close to the ditch on the 
HamelIRust site. UC Davis (Oatman) indicated that this sampling could be done easily. DOE asked about why 
there was a need to collect sample under Geriatrics. DTSC clarified that this is not needed, he only meant to 
take samples of the waste from the trench(s) under Geriatrics I and 11. 

PNNL asked about the intended use of the decision tree. DTSC clarified that the decision tree is the first step 
in evaluating threat to groundwater. PNNL agreed with the concept and indicated that a decision tree is needed, 
but the current version is incomplete. DTSC further explained that this is the first step and it clarifies that more 
samples are needed than one round of sampling for a No Action Alternative. EPA indicated that the decision 
tree may have to be revised as more information becomes available. PNNL asked if we could make a case for 
a decrease in analysis from the original list of analytes in the RIIFS plan. EPA indicated that this decrease 
would be encouraged. 

UC DavisIDOE will collect 
samples from the Rust property 
near the ditch. 

DOEIUCD to revise a new 
letter based on this new 
understanding. 



SUbuuCT 

Public Involvement 
in Budget Process 

Assessment of 
Remedial Options 
for Groundwater 

Public 
Correspondence 

-- -- 

DTSC indicated that DSCSOC had requested to be a part of the budget process. EPA reiterated that DOE is 
lolding a meeting on March 19th just for this type of involvement. DTSC responded that once the FFA is 
;igned, the DOE budget will be part of a public record. DSCSOC (Roth) asked about gaining information 
about the UC Davis budget. EPA clarified that UC Davis is not a signatory on the FFA, therefore they do not 
lave access to that information. DSCSOC (Roth) indicated that they heard that UC Davis was asking for more 
Funds and that DOE budget was being revised, but other than that they had been left in the dark. UC Davis 
:McNeal) responded that the UC budget process is different from the DOE process. UC must determine what 
ihe specific problem or task is, then they go and ask for the funds; UC does not plan five years out. DSCSOC 
sked  about any opportunity to have public input into the UC Davis budget process. UC Davis (McNeal) 
Pesponded that this is the forum to express public concerns. DSCSOC (Roth) offered to provide any assistance 
;o maintaining or gaining hnding for LEHR. 

-- - - -- - 

DTSC indicated that UC Davis had a deliverable for groundwater interim action. UC Davis (Oatman) passed 
3ut a document titled Assessment of Remedial Options, Groundwater Extraction and Treatment, LEHR - UC 
Davis, and asked for review and comments. 

EPA indicated that the letter writing campaign has been unproductive. EPA suggested we change the way we 
communicate to more of a verbal discussion rather than a barrage of letters. The RPMs should be cc'd on all 
the letters from DSCSOC or its technical representative. DSCSOC President, Julie Roth, must approve 
everything that their technical representative writes. The technical representative should not write to one RPM 
individually but address the group and the issues should directly apply to LEHR CERCLA related subjects. 
DSCSOC (Roth) indicated that she has submitted numerous letters with no response from anyone. DTSC 
indicated that the tone of the letters were such that it made responding properly more of a defense. EPA asked 
Julie Roth to properly manage the DSCSOC technical representative instead of just having materials passed 
through her. UC Davis (McNeal) vocalized that when we sent a response, the technical representative returned 
a threatening letter because he did not like the response. PNNL indicated that although we have not responded 
in writing to some of the issues that the technical representative raised, these issues have been discussed in 
detail at the RPMs meeting, where of technical decisions should take place. DTSC expressed that he was 
offended at the statement that DSCSOC is indicating that they are being ignored. EPA stated that this is the 
only site that has the public in attendance at the RPM meetings and this is a major step in trying to involve the 
public. EPA further stated that for DSCSOC to say that they are being ignored by the RPMs sends the wrong 
message. DSCSOC (Roth) indicated that twice their technical representative had been prepared to talk at the 
RPMs meeting but time ran short and there was no time. DSCSOC also expressed that she is relying on the 
RPMs to let her know how the representative is performing and she really would appreciate that feedback. 
DTSC remarked that they were reluctant to contradict many statements made by the DSCSOC technical 
representative because they did not want to appear to be confrontational. DSCSOC (Roth) reiterated that they 
need the feedback from the RPMs. DTSC indicated that a meeting needs to be set up with DSCSOC and its 
technical representative and RPMs to discuss the issues he has raised. EPA indicated that it is also time for a 
TAG grant meeting. 



SUBJECT 

Public Meeting 

Next RPMs meeting 

UC Davis (McNeal) stated that is was time for a public meeting soon. Dates were discussed and some time in 
later May was agreed to. DSCSOC expressed concerns about having the meeting later in the year because of 
graduations, sports end of season dinners, etc. She also indicated that it was confusing to have more than one 
site discussed at the meeting because people want to join her group and they are only interested in the western 
landfill, not LEHR exclusively. The RPM indicated that they would take this into advisement for the next 
public meeting. 

Next RPMs meeting is schedule for March 3, 1996 from 9:30 am to 4 pm at the ITEH Conference Room. I 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

- - 

SUBJECT 
Approval of 
Meeting Minutes 

Project Status SAA gave a status of the project: 
Final Survey of Cobalt-60 is completed. 

DISCUSSION 

December 7, 1995 meeting minutes are approved. 

Dog Pens - SAA indicated that the plan is to dismantle and package the contaminated part of the dog pens for off-site 
shipment. The dog pens will be cut at surface level (above ground) as previously discussed. The clean waste will be 
recycled. It is hoped that a program can be developed to make a strong case for recycling other similar free release waste. 
The perimeter fence will be left in place. 

ACTION 

DOE Box - SAA indicated that the plan is to use time critical removal action for the removal of the waste in this trench 
and this will be a short interim action using an action memo and work plan. EPA (Tan) indicated that the level for 
cleanup needs to be established and the planned waste disposal site should also be indicated in the plan. SAA responded 
that the plan is to provide the RPMs with strategy for the components and the philosophy of the plan for the box removal 
by the next RPMs meeting. DTSC stated that verification will still be needed to ensure that the cleanup level has been 
reached. EPA (Tan) indicated that certification criteria should be included in the plan. PNNL (Mitchell) indicated that in 
a previous RPMs meeting it was requested to change the screening criteria for the DOE Box data. Those changes have 
been completed and the tables are included in the handout for the meeting. 



Neighbors Well Sampling - UC Davis (Oatman) indicated that only 15 of the 20 neighbors wells were sampled due to 
access, irrigation, or planting requirements. PNNL had the GCIMS onsite. The draft results were provided at the meeting. 
DOE (Littlejohn) mentioned that he had sent a letter to the neighbors indicating the changes in the program. If neighbors 
had any concerns, a meeting could be set up to discuss them. 

? 

Draft Annual Water Monitoring Report - SAA explained that the objective of the report was to look at the impact from the 
site on groundwater, but is not supposed to be an RI-type report for groundwater. DTSC asked if there were any surprises 
or changes that the regulators should be aware of that would change the concept of the site. SAA indicated that there 
were not major surprises, and the trends are practically the same, but the chloroform plume is discussed. The radiological 
issue is still not totally resolved because when the levels are so close to the detection limits it makes drawing any 
conclusions from the data difficult. EPA (Tan) indicated that the new RPM from EPA (Hedy Ficklin) comes from a QA 
background so she may be able to help decipher all of this. EPA (Ficklin) indicated that she is familiar with the plus and 
minus in results and detection limits and the confusion they can cause. EPA (Tan) asked what the review period would be 
for this document. SAA indicated a 30-day review period would be ideal. DTSC reminded DOE that from DTSC's point 
of view, the report can be considered final since it primarily presents analytical data. 

- - 
SUB, r 

Project Status 

Data Gaps - SAA proposed a meeting with the RPMs to aid in clarifying everyone's understanding of what is needed for 
the data gaps. EPA (Tan) suggested that UC Davis also be present. RWQCB asked if UC Davis had agreed to the data 
needs. UC Davis (Oatman) indicated that UC Davis does agree with the data gaps. DTSC mentioned that he did not get a 
copy of the follow-up data gaps letter to the RPMs from DOE and UC Davis dated March 22, 1996. DOE (Littlejohn) 
will provide DTSC with a copy of the letter. DTSC (Austin) indicated that he is still looking for a schedule ASAP. He 
also inquired if DOE and UC Davis have formalized their separate cleanup areas. EPA (Tan) requested that DOE and UC 
Davis work together in a joint effort to reduce inefficiency. DOE (Littlejohn) suggested setting a time for the data gaps 
meeting. Everyone agreed to April 24 at LEHR. 

Preliminary Schedule - SAA went over the schedule for the DOE activities and explained that the schedule may look like 
it covers a long time period, but this schedule is reduced to the least amount of time required to follow the traditional 
CERCLA process. There may be some areas that can use time critical or EECA removals which may expedite the 
schedule for those OU's. The schedule is based on the data gaps. DOE (McEwen) welcomes any comments or input on 
how to shorten the schedule. DOE (McEwen) added the reason for the detailed schedule is to point out why it takes the 
time it does to complete the process. RWQCB asked that the schedule quarters could be changed to be consistent with 
calendar year quarters. PNNL (Mitchell) clarified that we will make the change, but the current form of the schedule may 
be helpful in reviewing the DOE budget documents which are in Federal fiscal years. DTSC asked if UC Davis was going 
to formalize a similar schedule. UC Davis (McNeal) responded that they would present their schedule at the next RPMs 
meeting. RWQCB asked if it would include groundwater. UC Davis (McNeal) answered that it will pickup the 
monitoring where the DOE schedule leaves off and also include the interim treatment. 

DOE will provide DTSC 
with a copy of the letter 
dated March 22, 1996. 



DOE Contractor Update - DOE (Wong) updated the meeting participants on the status of the new contract for LEHR. The 
optimal situation would be to have everything resolved by the end of April but the latest could be the end of the calendar 
year. DOE (McEwen) added the General Accounting Office (GAO) is the arbitrating body and everything is funneled 
though them. EPA (Tan) inquired about DOE'S plans for the interim. DOE responded that they are continuing to use 
PNNL, the existing contractor. RWQCB asked about the end of the fiscal year, and whether DOE will have a problem 
keeping PNNL. DOE indicated that they did not see a problem and there would be minimal impact due to this delay. 

Results from latest onsite and offsite hydropunch activities and possible change in the location of the proposed deep (2nd 
aquifer) offsite well - PNNL (Schalla) presented results from the latest onsite and offsite hydropunch activities. D&M 
asked if there were any differences noted in the hydrostratigraphy. PNNL (Schalla) responded that they were surprised by 
the consistency in the 2nd HSU. DTSC disagreed with the conclusion that there was not a second plume from landfill unit 
#3 and suggested the source may be a weak source causing a small plume. PNNL clarified that the source would have to 
be extremely weak or the level could be from Putah Creek. DTSC asked if more hydropunches were needed to define the 
plume. PNNL (Schalla) indicated that it would depend on the purpose. Would the purpose be to define the plume, 
perform onsite remediation or complete remediation. DSCSOC (Roth) asked why there appears to be a higher value out 
further. PNNL (Schalla) responded that at this point there is not enough data to fully define the plume. DTSC indicated 
that hydropunch is just a screening tool, but it may be helpful to move firther to the east and to the north. DSCSOC 
(Lee) indicated that the source may be cyclical, so what we may be seeing are peaks and valleys. DTSC responded that 
this is possible and that a monitoring well would answer this questions, and at some point we will have to talk about 
putting one in. RWQCB asked if nitrate is nitrogen. PNNL (Mitchell) clarified that yes it is. DTSC questioned the 
discharge limit to surface water. 

D&M asked if lab check samples were performed on the hydropunch. SAA indicated that had been done previously, but 
not for this round. DTSC took splits on some of the samples. DTSC indicated that they did not have enough sample, but 
the neighbors water was run onsite and sent to the lab. UC Davis (Oatman) clarified that this was only the case for 
volatiles. 



- - 
SUBdliiT 

I 

Project Status 
(continued) 

DSCSOC letter 
on Data Gaps 

Next RPMs 
Meeting 

g:\wp\dm\rpm- 

DISCUSDION I AL 1 ION 

New Well Location - PNNL (Mitchell) explained the history behind the new monitoring well. DTSC asked if it was 
prudent to put a well so close since the UC Davis proposal discussed an extraction well near the location. PNNL (Schalla) 
explained that due to the available area and power lines, we may not be putting the well in a down-gradient location. 
PNNL (Schalla) indicated that some similar data could be obtained fiom installing a well in an upgradient location, but the 
chemistry which is significant would be different. DTSC expressed a need to regroup on this subject. DTSC suggested 
that instead of putting the well in a problematic location, we could move it more to the east. PNNL answered that would 
not serve the original purpose of verifying with the Nishi well was a conduit. UC Davis (Oatman) reminded the group 
that the other intention was to confirm proper abandonment of the Nishi well if the Nishi well needs to be abandoned. 
The regulators agreed that the deeper well has to go into the right location (downgradient). The regulators asked DOE to 
continue work on the details of putting in the well, including possibly temporarily moving the powerline, access, etc. 
However at this point the shallow well is not as critical. DOE should rep& on the status at thk next RPM meeting. 
DSCSOC (Lee) expressed some concerns about the temperature at which the readings were taken. PNNL (Mitchell) 
indicated that the instrument corrects for temperature in readings. DSCSOC (Lee) expressed that this may be a problem in 
high salt conditions. 

DOE will report on the 
status of installing these 
new wells at the next 
RPMs meeting. 

Westbay - PNNL explained the rationale for sampling 5 of the 7 Westbay intervals. The RPMs agreed with the approach. 

DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that we should not spend time on treatability studies at this stage. DTSC reiterated his point 
about why treatability studies should be taken during the data gaps. DSCSOC cautioned that if samples are obtained, care 
should be taken in the storage. DSCSOC expressed his continuing concern about the lack of definition for the cap and the 
continuous monitoring. RWQCB asked why he did not have concerns about treatment, such as solidification, since caps 
leak. DSCSOC indicated that there are caps existing that have excellent leak detection systems. DTSC stated that to 
argue about the type of cap is premature since we have not decided to cap. RWQCB agreed that the type of capping is 
determined as part of the FS stage. DTSC stated that the RPMs recognize that DSCSOC has had issues with capping, but 
that this should be presented at the proper time. DSCSOC expressed that he was glad that the effects on groundwater 
from all OU's is being examined. DSCSOC agreed with the need to sample soil from the ditch through landfill #3. The 
regulators asked about the status of the ditch sample. UC Davis indicated that DOE was going to do the sampling. The 
regulators and DOE (Littlejohn) thought that UC Davis was going to do the sample. UC Davis (McNeal) agreed to take 
the sample. The RPMs determined the following list of analytes for three composite samples from the surface to 6 inches 
deep along the ditch and one fiom the field: PCBs, Metals, Semi-volatiles, rad of concern without gross alpha and beta. 
UC Davis asked if a work plan would be needed. DTSC indicated work plan is not needed, just perform the sampling. 
SAA asked what we were going to compare the data to. DTSC indicated that it could be compared to background. UC 
Davis (Oatman) asked about the data quality objective. The regulators indicated screening only. 

Another issue raised by DSCSOC (Lee) was the sampling of Putah Creek, where and how it will be sampled and how will 
this be figured into the risk management decision. DSCSOC clarified that he is concerned about the aspect of the effect 
on the biota in Putah Creek. EPA (Tan) indicated that they will check with ASTDR, who indicated that they will perform 
the sampling and find out the sampling strategy and status of the schedule. 

Next RPMs meeting is scheduled for May 16 from 9:30 am to 4:00 pm at the ITEH Conference Room. 

EPA will check with 
ASTDR about sampling 
of Putah Creek. 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

I1 SUBJECT ! DISCUSSION I ACTION 

II I 
- -- 

Project Status SAA gave the project status. 

Approval of 
Meeting Minutes 

II I Dog Pens - All barrels, metal sheets, and interior fencing have been removed. Pedestal removal is in progress. I 

The RPMs approved the January 31, March 1, and April 3 minutes without any further changes or comments. 

Draft Release Survey Report for the Cobalt-60 building will be reviewed by IVC and DHS. DTSC asked about an area of the 
animal hospital that was posted and whether this area had been D&D1d and surveyed. PNNL asked what area he was talking 
about and indicated that there is a place in AH-2 that is used for training only and that was posted in a similar way as 
described. .SAA indicated that the lab is also still posted. DTSC indicated he wanted to revisit the area to checked. During 
the break, DTSC and SAA visited the subject area and found it to be an adjacent X-ray lab under ITEH (UC Davis) control 
and not part of DOE controlled facilities. 



SUBJE, 

Project Status 
(Continued) 

DISCUS, , 

Spring quarterly monitoring is underway. DTSC indicated that they would be taking split samples on May 21st. PNNL 
indicated that DHS would also be taking splits on that date for wells UCD-12,13,14, and also UCD-25,26,34,35. The winter 
quarter report is being drafted and is expected to be final next week. The RPMs concurred to issue the draft 1995 Water 
Monitoring Report as final. DTSC agreed to finalize the report as is, with the caveat that a discussion of changes to the 
program be added to the agenda for next meeting with the emphasis on surface and storm water. The RWQCB has also been 
discussing the changes to the surface and storm water sampling with UC Davis. DTSC did not necessarily agree with the 
conclusion in the report that the program does not require modification. He also indicated that the DSCSOC technical advisor 
had made some point that should be looked at. SAA clarified that the program is meant to monitor impacts from the site, past 
and present, and is not structured to do studies, but we can discuss at the next meeting whether to convert the program into 
studies. CVRWQCB indicated that upon further review of the information, the analysis for Manganese is not needed. 

Preparation for the LEHR Public Meeting on May 23 is underway. Technical presentation outline has been provided to the 
RPMs earlier. DOE asked if anyone had commented on the outline. DSCSOC (Roth) indicated that she was unaware that she 
should comment. Her main concern was that the meeting was exclusively on LEHR, because UC Davis had made the 
announcement and commitment to discuss the West Davis Landfill at the same meeting. UC Davis (Oatrnan) explained the 
reason for separating the two was in part from discussion with Julie Roth at the March meeting when EPA indicated that the 
TAG grant funding could only be used for the LEHR project, and Julie Roth indicated that people interested in the West Davis 
landfill wanted to join her group because at the last meeting the two projects were presented together. It was agreed that it 
would be helpful to separate the meetings which would help alleviate this problem and to ensure issues related to the site were 
separate. UC Davis (McNeal) indicated that there will be another meeting scheduled for the West Davis landfill for the week 
following the LEHR meeting, on May 28. DTSC asked if he could be put on the mailing list for the West Davis landfill 
meeting and also for the fact sheets. DTSC recapped his version of the history for the structure of the LEHR public meetings 
and he felt that some time should be dedicated to the West Davis landfill but it had been decided to leave Frontier Fertilizer 
out of the picture. DSCSOC (Roth) requested that if possible the meeting be combined now and in the future. DTSC 
indicated that it may be too late at this time to have a dual meeting. DSCSOC (Roth) explained that the West Davis landfill 
contingent do not have access to the same information that the LEHR people do and that LEHR's public meeting is their only 
access point. RWQCB indicated that all the documents are part of the public record at her office and DTSC's office. UC 
Davis (McNeal) indicated that the UC Davis project manager would not be available for the LEHR Public Meeting and 
therefore the West Davis landfill meeting was being held a week later. DSCSOC (Roth) indicated that it is a waste to have to 
go to two meetings and what they are really interested in is hearing from the regulators and not more propaganda from UC 
Davis and its contractors. UC Davis (McNeal) pointed out that the West Davis landfill is not a CERCLA site and as such the 
regulators are invited, but they will not be part of the panel. The regulators can only be invited, but if the public has concern 
then they should contact the regulators directly. DSCSOC (Roth) explained that she did not know who the regulators were. 
DSCSOC (Roth) asked the regulators if possible to provide names of the regulators involved with the western landfill. 
RWQCB indicated that for the RWQCB, which is the lead, the regulators are Greg Vaughn and Pat Morris. 

DTSC asked when the pre-public meeting to review the technical presentation would be scheduled. The RPMs decided that 
the premeeting would be held at 1:30 Thursday, May 24. DOE asked again if anyone had any input into the outline. 
DSCSOC (Roth) indicated that they did not have any input to the outline, but asked about the status of the agreement between 
DOE and UC Davis. UC Davis (McNeal) replied that they are exchanging E-mail and the attorneys are now involved so they 
are a lot closer than they have been before. DSCSOC (Roth) inquired because she was not sure if she should still address all 
of her questions to DOE, as she has done in the past, since it appears that UC Davis is now taking over some areas. 

PNNL to finalize the 
1995 Annual Water 
Monitoring Report 

June Meeting Agenda 
Items: 
Surface and storm water 
sampling, and studies. 

UC Davis will add 
Duncan Austin to the 
mailing list for the West 
Davis landfill 
information. 
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Project Status 
(Continued) 

Data Gaps 
Approach and 
draft schedule 
for UC Davis 
areas 

UC Davis 
proposed 
approach and 
draft schedule 
for groundwater 

DOE proposed 
approach and 
draft schedule 
for the two off- 
site monitoring 
well installations 

DISCUSS,, - 4  
- -- - -- - - -  - -- 

UC Davis (McNeal) explained that in the past, it was agreed that DOE would gather this information since they were to 
perform the work and then DOE would direct the question to the appropriate parties that could answer the questions. UC 
Davis (McNeal) and DOE agreed to have a handout for the public meeting which would indicate who is responsible for what 
and clarify this question. 

Provided by UC Davis, May 3 1, 1996 letter to Duncan Austin, Hedy Ficklin, and Susan Timm from Brian Oatman regarding 
revised data gaps work plan (see attached). 

Provided by UC Davis: 
UC Davis stated that they would still like comment from RPMs on the "Assessment of Remedial Options" report that was 
distributed on February 29, 1996. RWQCB and DSCSOC have provided written comments, but no written comments have 
been received from EPA or DTSC. UC Davis stated that specific areas they would like comment on were the location of 
extraction well(s), options for disposition of treated groundwater, and the types of documents the agencies would require to 
implement the IRA. General response from DTSC, RWQCB and EPA to the "Assessment of Remedial Options" report was 
that containment of the chloroform groundwater plume at the property boundary was not the top priority for the groundwater 
IRA. All RPMs agreed that it was most desirable to place extraction wells closer to the VOC contaminant source, i.e. near 
monitoring well UCD-12. This would provide the greatest removal of contaminant mass. 

Dames & Moore stated that placing the extraction wells closer to UCD-12 brings higher levels of hexavalent chromium, as 
well as the possibility of tritium. These constituents would not be a problem fiuther downgradient. After discussion of feasible 
options for handling treated water, DTSC stated that it appeared that the most feasible option for handling the treated water 
was reinjection. RWQCB stated that reinjection would require treatment to background levels of COCs. Background was 
defined as regional background, not site background as determined by upgradient wells UCD1-18 and UCD2-17. Tritium 
could be re-injected if the treatment system demonstrated hydraulic control. RPMs agreed that UC Davis should proceed to 
construct an extraction well, perform a pump test and do a small-scale treatability study. Then, with the information gathered 
from the testing, UC Davis will prepare an EEICA report for the groundwater IRA. No date was committed for the 
completion of this document. The RPMs will review and approve this memo before UC Davis proceeds. 
-- - -- -- - 

SAA explained the approach and the schedule for the installation of the two off-site wells. DTSC indicated that the RWQCB 
is in charge of this area, and it is also up to the landowner concerning the timing of installation and the discharge to land. 
SAA indicated that they have been communicating with the person who is leasing the land and they will continue to work with 
him on scheduling the installation. Currently the plan is to spread the cuttings on the nearby road and not on the field. Where 
the wells are being installed, the farmer is not planning planting and irrigating with the development water. D&M (Niland) 
indicated that the timing is critical since it has not been decided where the wells for the extraction well will be, and it may 
alter the effects of this new well if testing on the extraction system is needed at the same time the wells are being monitored. 

UC DavisIDOE will 
provide a handout at the 
public meeting that will 
indicate areas of 
responsibility at LEHR. 

Action Item: UC Davis 
will prepare a technical 
memolwork plan for the 
installation of the 
extraction well and 
describing the 
methodology for the 
pump test. 
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DOE proposed 
approach and 
draft schedule 
for removal of 
DOE Box waste 

DOE proposed 
approach and 
draft schedule 
for limited field 
investigation and 
DOE areas 

- - - - -  -- -- 

SAA indicated that will have to be looked at and coordinated. DTSC indicated that they were looking at putting the extraction 
wells closer to the source. D&M (Niland) indicated that this still needs to be coordinated until a decision is made. DOE 
asked when a decision about the location of the extraction wells is expected. DTSC indicated that they should have made a 
decision by the beginning of July, and he did not see an extraction well that close to the edge of the site. SAA indicated that 
we will proceed as planned unless advised otherwise. D&M (Niland) asked if continuous coring was going to be performed in 
the deep well. SAA indicated that it was not planned. D&M (Niland) thought it would be good information since we did not 
have a lot of information about the aquitard layer. DTSC agreed that obtaining this information would be very helpful. 
(Subsequent discussion with the regulators indicated that coring is not needed because geophysical logging can provide the 
information needed.) DTSC asked if it was O.K. to put these wells so close to the irrigation well. D&M (Niland) indicated 
that there may be an effect. Upon further discussion the RPMs agreed that the proposed location of the wells is best suited for 
the original purpose and no changes of location or approach are needed. 

PNNL presented the approach and schedule for the DOE Box. The RPMs concurred with the approach for the remaining 
waste and the use of a Time Critical Action Memorandum due to the type of waste (full vials, syringes, etc.). RPMs also 
agreed to limit their review to the Time Critical Action Memorandum. DOE asked what waste disposal site would be used. 
PNNL indicated that waste would go to DOE Hanford waste disposal site since it is only low-level. DTSC asked DOE to 
coordinate the review with DHS Rad Health. 

- -- - -- - - - - 

SAA presented the schedule for the limited field investigation. DTSC indicated that this schedule is an improvement over the 
previous one and more in line with what the regulators expected. SAA also proposed using the summary pack already sent out 
and accepted as the work plan as long as the RPMs concur. The RPMs concurred with this approach. SAA asked about the 
approval mechanism. DOE asked for verification that they are in fact the lead agency in the matter. EPA indicated that she 
would check, but her understanding was that DOE was the lead agency. RWQCB indicated that they could drafi a letter of 
approval indicating that it is O.K. to proceed with the field work using this plan. DOE did explain that if the DOE prime 
contractor protest is resolved, the new contractor would start to transition, but DOE would try to minimize any delays or 
disruptions. RWQCB indicated that this schedule indicated an acceleration of field work, and asked whether this would 
accelerate the overall schedule presented last time. SAA indicated that it may, but this will be revisited when the field 
activities are complete. 

EPA will verify that 
DOE is the lead agency. 

RPMs to draft an 
approval letter for 
proceeding with the field 
work. 



SUBJECT 
1 

Other Bushes3 

':he next RPMs meet: 

DISCUSSJn 

DTSC asked if we have a clear idea about the cleanup level for c h ~ o f o r m .  UC Davis (McNeal) indicated it would depend 
on where the discharge would go because it would be different if it was to the Creek versus injection. DTSC indicated that no 
matter where the discharge, we need a cleanup number. RWQCB indicated the level for groundwater cleanup should be "non- 
detect" for chloroform ( .5 ug/L based on analyses) unless it can be proven to be technically/economically infeasible, at which 
time a cleanup level would have to be determined and agreed upon. For discharge water, treated effluent release limit for 
VOC is "non-detect", and a determination of the correct level will have to be made for other constitutents. DTSC offered to 
develop this number. SAA provided the following reference, DOE Relative Ranking Evaluation Framework for EM-40 
Release Sites, Facilities & Buildings, which may be helphl in developing this level. DTSC indicated that he would evaluate 
the reference. 

DTSC indicated that he had a pile of letters from DSCSOC technical advisor and wanted to schedule a meeting to discuss 
these issues. DSCSOC indicated that EPA asked for a meeting, but it was hard to coordinate one meeting that would meet all 
the needs. DTSC indicated that maybe we should set up a meeting that will just focus on one issue. DTSC, EPA, and 
DSCSOC will coordinate setting up a meeting to discuss the comments from the DSCSOC technical advisor. 

Ing will be June 20 at 9:00 a.m. at L E O  

DTSC will develop a lo6 
risk based cleanup level 
for chloroform. 

DTSC, EPA, and 
DSCSOC will schedule a 
meeting to discuss 
DSCSOC technical 
advisor comments. 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

SUBJECT - 
Approval of 
Meeting Minutes 

The RPMs approved the May 16th minutes with the following changes: 
- Page 3, 4th paragraph, second sentence, added phrase to sentence as follows: "After discussion of feasible options for handling 
treated water, DTSC stated...". 
- Page 4, 1st paragraph, amended fifth sentence adding ..." close to the edge of the site", and deleting "far out". 
- Page 4, 4th paragraph, fourth sentence revised and fifth sentence added. Now reads "RWQCB indicated the level for groundwater 
cleanup should be 'non-detect' for chloroform ( .5 ug/L based on analyses) unless it can be proven to be technically/economically 
infeasible, at which time a cleanup level would have to be determined and agreed upon. For discharge water, treated effluent 
release limit for VOC is 'non-detect', and a determination of the correct level will have to be made for other constituents." 

DISCUSSION ACTION 



SUBJEt 

Project Status 

Re-evaluation of 
the current 
surface and 
storm water 
monitoring 
program 

EMS (Attiga) gave the project status as follows: 

Dog Pens - Pedestals are being removed. Since contamination was found on the pedestals, DOE Waste Management Branch has 
stepped in to fund the disposal of these pedestals. The holes made by removal of the contaminated pedestals will be evaluated for 
contamination and sampling. 

DOE Trench (Box) - EMS recommended and the regulators agreed to changing the Time-Critical Action Memorandum (TCAM) to 
remove the reference to cleanup levels since interim actions are not the appropriate time or place to decide and document these 
levels. Once the TCAM is revised, the regulators agreed to expedite their review. DTSC commented that a section should be 
added to the memorandum to include requirements for a report containing soil analytical data to be prepared and provided to the 
RPMs. DSCSOC (Lee) asked what indication there was for treating this area differently than any other. DOE and the regulators 
indicated that since the characterization, we know that there are bottles, in tact, and syringes in contaminated gravel and it would 
not be prudent to leave these materials in place. If more containers are found in other areas during characterization, those 
containers will also be removed. DOE and the RPMs agreed that in the absence of additional comments from the RPMs by July 1, 
1996, the revised draft TCAM will be considered approved by the RPMs. UC Davis requested RPM concurrence and 
documentation of the analytical results prior to approving using AH-1 and AH-2 soils to backfill the DOE Box excavation. The 
RPMs concurred with this request and noted that if DHSIRad concurred, then using the soil is acceptable. 

Installation of 2 Off-Site Wells - EMS indicated that after further evaluation, it was agreed to take cores during the drilling of the 
deep well. The current plan is to take four 5-foot long cores to be collected from the lower portion of the deep well to 
supplement the geophysical logging. The RPMs agreed with the decision. DTSC requested a detailed schedule and plan for the 
well installation. EMS indicated that the plan and schedule are being revised to add the coring and will be provided to the RPMs 
prior to field work. 

AIP Off-Site Well Sampling - EMS went over the results of the AIP sampling. There was discussion about expanding the off-site 
groundwater monitoring program and it was decided to wait and see what the last quarter sampling results showed before making 
any changes. DTSC requested that the results of the latest neighbor well sampling be presented at the RPMs meeting when they 
become available. 

DOE Limited Field Investigation - EMS described some minor changes to the LFI work. DSCSOC (Roth) suggested that DOE talk 
to a former employee, Ralph Virgin, who indicated that he was involved in dealing with the radium-226 tank overflow problem. 
DOE indicated that they would try to set up a meeting and all the RPMs interested would be invited. The RPMs concurred with 
the modifications to the LFI as presented in the overheads. 

Storm Water - DTSC asked for an indication of what has changed in the storm water sampling program and what the program 
consists of currently. UC Davis (Oatman) clarified that the use of the automatic sampler was added, and the parameters were 
increased for the sample for landfill #3 in coordination with the RWQCB. Sampling of the runoff from the landfill is done to 
satisfy the requirements of the NPDES permit. The sampling reports are provided to the RWQCB, but those reports can also be 
provided to the RPMs. The sampling is done under two different programs for two different purposes. The water sampling for 
LEHR is done as part of the water monitoring plan. DTSC asked for the two programs to be presented with the results collected at 
the next RPMs meeting. 

UC Davis and DOE to 
present the results 
collected at the next 
RPMs meeting. 
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Re-evaluation of 
the current 
surface and 
storm water 
monitoring 
program 
(continued) 

Additional 
monitoring well 
and Phase 111 
hydropunch 
program east of 
the site 

Clarification on 
UC Davis data 
gap work plan 

- 

Surface Water - EMS indicated that the current monitoring program is designed to indicate any impact on the Creek fiom the site, 
but not to determine the risk involved fiom such impact. The next phase may possibly be part of the U S ,  and would look at the 
risk from impact or detection of constituents of concern. DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that he did not think that the plan was sufficient 
and did not meet the objectives. EPA reported that ATSDR is talking to a UC Davis graduate student to take the samples and UC 
Davis is following up to identify the student. EPA indicated that they are planning to include radiological constituents in the 
analyses suite, but is still trying to obtain the written plan from ATSDR. EPA will give a progress update about ATSDR at the 
next RPMs meeting. DSCSOC (Roth) asked if someone should look at a plot of land that was farmed and irrigated from the creek. 
The RPMs indicated that the best location to sample would be the creek, with water, sediment and fish being sampled. 

DOE asked about the proposed timing of any new well or hydropunch and indicated that he would like to share the responsibility 
with UC Davis. The regulators and DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that they were not convinced about having sufficient upgradient wells 
and installing one new well may not be the answer. RWQCB indicated that statistics can be used, which may be the appropriate 
strategy to be taken since it may be difficult to place an additional upgradient well. The RPMs agreed to table the discussion until 
later. UC Davis and D&M suggested postponing the hydropunch until the groundwater interim action system is in place. The 
treatment system could alter the plume and as a result, the hydropunch data would lose its meaning. DTSC disagreed and 
expressed the importance of identifying the extent of the plume to have a better feel for the ground water problem. DTSC 
requested that the third phase of hydropunch be scheduled as soon as the harvest is over and the parties can gain access. 

UC Davis (Oatrnan) indicated that UC Davis was waiting for written acceptance fiom the regulatory agencies before they proceeded 
with the Data Gaps Field Investigation. UC Davis (Oatman) also said that he had received input from RWQCB and EPA, and 
understood that DTSC had prepared a letter dated June 3, but he had not seen those comments. DTSC said that he had sent these 
comments to Julie McNeal. UC Davis (Oatrnan) said that he would follow up and find these comments. 

D&M stated that Dames & Moore is revising the FSP, the HSP and the QAPP from the Draft Final RVFS Work Plan in 
preparation for the Data Gaps field work. D&M also stated that these documents would be modified to remove any reference to 
DOE areas of the LEHR site and any reference to DOE orders that previously drive portions of this work. Where these orders 
were removed and other procedures were necessary to supplement the plan, U.S. EPA Region 9 guidelines would be used. D&M 
Niland stated that the field program was scheduled to start on July 16 beginning with geophysics in the Landfill Unit # I  area. 
DTSC suggested that it would be good to coordinate schedules between the DOE work and the UC Davis work. UC Davis 
(Oatman) and D&M concurred with DTSC's suggestion. D&M added a clarification to the scope of the Data Gaps field work 
regarding the cronton aldehyde detection in the eastern trench area. D&M said that Lockheed did not support the cronton aldehyde 
result received from the previous investigation. In reviewing these results, Lockheed realized that a chemist who has since left the 
lab, ran a second analysis of formaldehyde by a HPLC method once interference was detected in the initial NIOSH method run. 
Results from the HPLC method showed some additional interference, which the chemist interpreted incorrectly as cronton aldehyde. 
Looking at these results again, Lockheed said they could not defend them. D&M concluded that based on these results, UC Davis 
proposes not to chase this detection specifically during the Data Gaps work, but to locate a boring in the general location of this 
previously reported detection. Also the semi-volatile analysis results be reviewed to see if they show any tentatively identified 
compounds that may be cronton aldehyde or any other substance. DTSC and the other stakeholders concurred with this approach. 

- -- pp 

EPA will give a 
progress update about 
ATSDR at the next 
RPMs meeting. 
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provide a handout at 
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will indicate areas of 
responsibility at LEHR. 
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UC Davis 
groundwater 
interim remedial 
action 

Additional 
business 

:'he next RPMs mr 

D&M explained the current status of the groundwater IRA. The memolwork plan describing the IRA pre-design work would be 
delayed as stated in Brian Oatman's letter to the stakeholders. The reason for this delay is due to the need to further clarify some 
of the discharge and treatment criteria prior to presenting the scope in the work plan and to complete the analysis of the extraction 
well location for the pump test in order to present the location in the work plan. Treatment alternatives need to be evaluated early 
in case we need to conduct pilot-scale testing of these alternatives during the aquifer pumping test. Discharge drives the treatment 
of extracted groundwater which impacts the extraction well(s) location also. D&M stated that any effort now would be well spent 
in the long-term. He also stated that this delay would probably cause a similar delay through the IRA completion schedule. 

In reference to the extraction scenario, D&M said that the stakeholders had requested that the extraction location be closer to the 
source to accomplish additional mass removal. The tritium source area is a consideration as there is not a practical method for 
tritium removal in groundwater. D&M stated that, based on current knowledge of the source area(s), the number of plumes 
emanating from the source areas, and the potential interaction between HSU-1, HSU-2, and the vadose zone, it is a risk to install an 
extraction system close to the source at this time. DTSC stated that the extraction should be closer to the source than the property 
boundary, but the extraction system does not need'to be in the source area. DTSC said that the system should be as close to the 
source area as practicable and that the system needs to be able to be expandable at a later date. D&M said that we have discussed 
other source removal scenarios in the past such as SVE and that once we have general control of the groundwater situation, we 
could conduct source removals with less risk. DSCSOC (Lee) asked about reinjection criteria. RWQCB said we cannot put tritium 
water back into the aquifer at a level higher than what is present. Tritium is being addressed generally through soil remediation at 
this time. 

DOE announced that as of July 8th the protest will be resolved. PNNL will be involved throughout the federal fiscal year and 
longer if needed. 

ing will be July 17 at 9:00 a.m. at LEHR. 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

Approval of 
Meeting Minutes 

Introduction of 
new DOE 
contractor 
(Weiss 
Associates) and 
transition period 
activities 

DISCUSSION I ACTION 
I 

Recorded by PNNL: 
The RPMs approved the June 20th minutes with the following changes. 
-Added ..." in the overheads." to the last sentence of Project Status section on page 2. 
-Replaced all acronyms "ASTDR with "ATSDR." 
-Changed word "being" to "start" second paragraph, page 3 of Clarification on UC Davis data gap work plan section. 
-Added ..." at level higher than what is present." to second to last sentence, second paragraph of UC Davis groundwater interim 
remedial action section. 

WA (Devany) re-acquainted the RPM's with Weiss expertise and project team. DOE (Littlejohn) indicated that the transition is 
expected to take 60 days and will minimize impact on the ongoing project. 



ACTION DISCUSSION 
- 

Access agreement and offsite well installation - DOE (Littlejohn) updated the RPMs on the access agreement for the new wells. At 
the last minute DOE found out that the agreement has to go through the Department of Justice. Because of the delay, the well 
drilling has to be rescheduled until the access can be granted. DOE (Littlejohn) indicated that they did have a signed agreement 
and that he will let everyone know about the status in the next two weeks. DTSC requested to be notified when they plan to be in 
the field. 

Limited Field Investigation (LFI) - EMS gave a status of the DOE'S LFI. Work has started in the southwest comer with surface 
surveys. Trenching will begin early next week. EMS indicated that a schedule and decision point would be sent to the RPMs next 
week. 

DOE trench waste (box) removal - EMS indicated that the Time Critical Action Memorandum has been approved and the notice 
has been published in the Davis Enterprise. The schedule for starting work is mid-August. DTSC indicated that there was still 
some concern about using the AH-1 and AH-2 trench soils (drummed soils) to backfill the box excavation. DHS/RHE3 (Hsu) 
indicated that they did not sample the soil that was removed, but the soil that remained. UC Davis (Oatman) indicated that the 
University accepted use of the soils as long as it is clear that DOE takes responsibility for removing it later, if the cleanup levels 
change. The regulators discussed the question of cleanup levels for soils. DTSC asked if DOE could provide everyone with a 
comparison table of background level versus the drummed soil data. If the levels are similar, then there should not be any problem 
using the drummed soil. 

Storm Water Monitoring - EMS presented the results from the storm water sampling. DSCSOC (Lee) stressed that the MCL for 
chlordane should not be used as a comparison number, and that the number in the U.S. EPA "gold book" should be used (EPA 
44015-86-001, "Quality Criteria for Water 1986'3. The regulators agreed. DOE asked for a copy of the "gold book". 

Dog Pens - EMS indicated that all the pedestals have been removed and are being packaged for shipment. 

Mixed waste shipment to Envirocare - EMS indicated that 18 drums of contaminated lead from past activities are being prepared 
for shipment to Envirocare for treatment and burial. The waste will be treated using Macrorencapsulation with plastic resins. This 
project is covered under EM-30 waste management program. DTSC asked about any effects on LEHR's Site Treatment Plan 
(STP). PNNL indicated that there will not be any effect on the plan. 

Old DOE funded research locations other than LEHR: 
Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) site - EMS indicated that the Phase I1 Report, Section 6 describes this site and some 
preliminary characterization performed at the site. Further characterization was done when the University was expanding a building 
further. There were some detections of chlordane, but this may have resulted from the foundation of the previous building being 
treated for termites. Data is available for anyone interested. 

Hopland - EMS indicated that there were two sites (studies) where most of the radionuclides used were short lived except for 
Cesium-137. There is history of burial in the area. In one of the two studies, the soil was sprayed with strontium-90 solution 
followed by application to investigate effectiveness of Sr-90 removal by chemicals. 

Airport location - EMS indicated that there were two rooms used to treat dogs. One room has been destroyed and the other is used 
for record storage by UC Davis EH&S. Surveys have been performed by UC Davis of the remaining room with no contamination. 

DOE to update the 
RPMs on the status of 
:he access agreement. 

DOE to provide the 
RPMs with the soil 
table comparison. 



DISCUSSION 

Recorded and provided by UC Davis: 
Brian Oatman reported on UC Davis Activities. 
Stormwater sampling in Eastern Ditch: Sampling accomplished to meet general requirements for industrial storm water permit- 
sample taken during first 30 minutes of storm (storm should be after 3 days of dry weather). 
DTSC questioned where samples were taken. UC Davis (Oatman) responded that prior to this year, they were taken at intersection 
of small ditch and large ditch. In February 1996, three locations were sampled (upstream of landfill #3, in east-west ditch across 
landfill #3, and at outfall to Putah Creek). See overhead chart: Stormwater Ditch for list of analytes. Also see handout provided 
for more information. Findings included--no VOCs, bis-2 ethylhexlpthalate, no significant rad. Chromium, zinc, and nickel were 
above MCL. UC Davis reported no significant difference in sample results upstream and downstream of the landfill. Based on 
results, metals will be added to permit sampling requirements, but not other compounds. Due to other projects on campus, ditch 
may be re-routed to east. DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that not knowing the detection limit that was used does not provide enough 
information to determine the significance of data for many of the compounds (including chlordane). UC Davis (Oatman) indicated 
that he will provide entire lab report to Dr. Lee. DSCSOC (Lee) stated that results may indicate an increase in constituents from 
the landfill. Dr. Lee stated that he believes the program still needs some improvements, and that some detection limits were too 
high. UC Davis will review detection limits vs. aquatic standards before next sampling. 

Dames & Moore miland) uresented program on Plans for UC Davis Field Investigation: 
Overhead presented highlights of program. Revised Field Sampling Plan, QAP, H&S Plan to support the data gaps and 
groundwater work. Geophysics in Landfill #Ifinished yesterday. Plan on starting trenching on Tuesday. Next week western 
border of landfill 2 will be first area of trenches. Following week southern trenches, then all 3 landfills. Last will be rad trenches 
and burial holes. Schedule has been supplied to UCD and they will pass it on. Coordination with PNNL has already been 
necessary, and the schedule has been revised based on their work locations. 

Groundwater IRA Workplan -Technical Program Workplan just went out Monday (7115). Information on VOC plume; in order to 
follow on from last RPM meeting discussion, concentration contour map was prepared showing distribution of plume in 1st and 2nd 
HSUs. Some complications of pumping in each depth were discussed and how the various zones would affect each other. Hex 
Chrom Contour map was presented, showing concentrations. Surprising was the down gradient concentration of chloroform in the 
1st HSU, based on what is known about the permeability of this HSU. Possibly this is due to HSU-2 recharge. 
Nitrate concentration contour map was shown. This shows firther distribution than Cr6 because of multiple sources for the nitrate. 
Tritium - Concerns about distribution. Map leaves some questions. Not clear about loading over time, based on high mobility. 

Pumpinn Test and Proposed Extraction Well: General distribution of all constituents of concern seem to overlap well for planning 
extraction system. Pump test location was chosen to reduce impacts from various HSU zones. Hopefully, this will be an extraction 
well location, once more information is gathered to verify its appropriateness. 
Next chart shows monitoring well results used to determine quality of water that will be removed from extraction well at proposed 
location. These levels were evaluated against upper tolerance limit from UCD-17 as a first pass comparison from background 
water chemistry. The current thinking is that reinjection is the most likely discharge alternative. DTSC questioned methods, levels 
of comparisons. Big confidence limits used may not be appropriate for this application. Joe also stated that we need to determine 
whether we will have to treat TDS compared to levels in UCD-17. In applying these comparisons, we are not using UCD-17 as 
definitive levels, but just to get an idea of how to treat. 

ACTION 



DISCUSSION 

Planned Pump Test- Overhead. To support groundwater IRA, one pumping well and four observation wells will be installed. 
Criteria for selected locations included good water level data, assessment of water chemistry for major constituents of concern. 
Some gaps in data are obvious. Need to further assess distribution of contaminants. Quickflow analytical groundwater flow model 
was used as preliminary screening tool to help with positioning of well. Extraction well expected to be located 800 ft. 
downgradient from source area. This is approximately 1 year's travel distance for water molecules. The location avoids some 
problems found closer to source area and will have less complications from interactions between vadose zone and HSUs 1 and 2. It 
is a viable location to support extraction. Also planned are 2 monitoring wells upgradient about 60 Et from extraction well, one 
screened in 1st HSU, and the other in the upper zone of 2nd HSU. Water response from these 2 wells will be used to estimate how 
complete the capture achieved will be. Next two monitoring wells will be located downgradient of extraction well at 80 ft. in 
HSU-2 at 80 ft. and one at 120 ft. UCD-14 and UCD-15 will be monitored during the pumping test to determine aquifer response 
across the site. 

See handout for slides presented. Extraction well will be 6 in. stainless steel casing. Monitoring wells will be drilled with hollow 
stem auger--D&M will collect core and do physical testing for soil. After installation, wells will be sampled for 5 major 
constituents. Step drawdown test will be completed to measure efficiency, pumping rate, drawdowns estimate, and to select 
pumping rate for extraction wells. Constant-Rate Pumping Test; rest period, pumping period, recovery period tests. Pump 
discharge test, water level data, sample collection, analysis, water level data. Based on chemistry seen, may seek permission from 
WWTP for discharge of pump test water. Do not estimate this will be a problem. Discharge system will go through pipe to drain 
to WWTP. Additional water to be collected for treatability assessment and developing groundwater conceptual model, building on 
previous data already collected. Additional cross sections of stratigraphy will be developed. Preliminary water budget to be 
prepared soon. 

Modeling approach for simulating influences that will affect groundwater extraction will use ModFlow (EPA approved) and 
Modpath. Simulating both summer and winter conditions. ModFlow P to be used for estimating parameters for calibration. 

Predictive Simulations - Determine how to set up system for reinjection. 
- Create circuit between extraction and collection points. 

Treatment (See overhead) Highly dependent on discharge options, which have different standards. Currently considering 4 major 
alternatives: ion exchange, Air stripping, Reverse Osmosis, and Activated Carbon (1 and 2). For each alternative, cost will be 
considered. Bench test not necessary for air stripping since data can be obtained easily. Same for Reverse Osmosis. Staying with 
tested technology to facilitate implementation. Bench testing will be necessary for activated carbon systems and for ion exchange. 
Reverse osmosis use may depend on TDS levels- too high may not be acceptable. Concentrate (waste) produced by RO may be 
difficult to discharge. 

Discharge Alternatives (See overhead) Strongly believe most likely alternative is reinjection. Alternatives will continue to be 
examined, so we can see what it will take to accomplish them. Reinjection standards are critical to establish and we will work with 
water board. RWQCB says it has to be "no worse than" water quality of background. DTSC asked DSCSOC (Lee) for 
suggestions. DSCSOC (Lee) said he is not yet ready to comment. DTSC said reinjection is probably the best alternative, so he 
would like some feedback. DSCSOC (Lee) responded that proper characterization is key because we don't know what else may be 
there, i.e. unregulated chemicals. DTSC said rehabilitation of extraction wells every 2 years at Aerojet has been necessary even 
though they have been filtering at 5 microns. Preventing fouling in the well is important. We are not considering at this time 

ACTION 
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sending water to the campus Waste Water Treatment, agricultural land, or Putah Creek as likely alternatives, although we do not 
want to preclude alternatives. We will try to solve all issues and present them in EEICA report. Many steps before then will 
require decisions by the RPM group. The University has additional CEQA compliance issues so CEQA document will be prepared 
at the same time as EEICA. 

Schedule: Well installation to begin in mid-August, pump test in September, modelling in October, EEJCA in November. This is 
an aggressive and optimistic schedule. Weiss questioned why we aren't considering additional alternatives such as in-situ 
treatments. D&M (Niland) responded that hydraulic control of plume is high priority for alternative selected. DTSC asked whether 
it would be important to plan a test of reinjection wells. D&M (Niland) responded that permeability of formation does not seem to 
present this problem. Most designs allow for a range that should work. Aquifer thickness of various locations will be taken into 
account. DTSC pointed out that variation of hydraulic head levels based on agricultural pumping may be significant. DTSC would 
like to see a model that includes operation of Nishi well and other agricultural wells, and the cone of depression that would be 
formed. D&M (Niland) responded that modeling would be done for seasonal changes and simulation during summer should take 
this into account. Also, wells that DOE is putting in (near Nishi well) should help provide additional data to help clarify impact of 
agricultural wells. DTSC said that preservation of samples with acid could affect treatability study for chromium. This could be 
helped by bench scale testing on site, rather than sending to lab. Temperature changes in water sent to lab would also affect result. 
DTSC said that loss of chloroform VOCs sent to lab has also been a problem. Spiked samples could be helpful in determining 
loss. Discussion of having samples analyzed locally rather than sending to Lockheed. Environmental Toxicology Department may 
have GCMS availability on campus. 

Recorded by PNNL: 
EPA indicated that ATSDR had contacted a graduate student to sample the fish in February, but it was the wrong time of the year. 
In order to expedite the process, EPA has volunteered to complete the fish study. Peter Hosbsy (EPA) will be updating the 
sampling and analysis plan and performing the collection. EPA (Husby) indicated that it would be hard to find fish to represent 
strictly the impacts fiom LEHR since there are so many other influences that feed Putah Creek which could affect the fish. EPA 
(Husby) planned to make corrections and improvements to the current plan. The schedule would have the RPMs review the plan so 
that the sampling could take place towards the end of August. DTSC asked if the analysis would be on whole body or target 
organs. EPA indicated that since this is the initial screening, that analysis would be whole body, but other analysis and sampling 
may be recommended based on the findings of these preliminary analysis. The RPMs concurred with EPA performing the fish 
study. 

DOE announced that a meeting with Ralph Virgin was set for August 14th. 

DTSC indicated that we need to have discussion about the FFA and the status of the side bar. 

The next RPMs meeting will be August 20, 9:00 a.m. at LEHR. The September meeting is scheduled for September 18th. 

EPA to revise the fish 
study sampling and 
analysis plan and send 
to RPMs for review. 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as fmal. 

SUBJECT 

Approval of 
Meeting Minutes 

DISCUSSION 

Recorded by PNNL: 
The RPMs approved the July 17th minutes with the following changes. 
-Switched the first sentences of the second and third paragraphs of UC Davis Project Status section. 

ACTION 

-added phrase "to support the data gaps and groundwater work" to second sentence of paragraph 2, UC Davis Project Status. 
-added phrase "in Landfill #1" to third sentence in second paragraph UC Davis Project Status section. 
-deleted words "were examined" and "level of' in third paragraph in the third and fifth sentences respectively of UC Davis Project 
Status section. 
-deleted second consecutive occurrence of word "want" in ninth paragraph of UC Davis Project Status section. 
-deleted sentence "Analysis presented didn't take Nishi well into account.'' from tenth paragraph of UC Davis Project Status section. 
DSCSOC (Lee) comments to the minutes are provided in his letter to Julie Roth dated 10/19/96, pgs. 12-15. 



SUBJEC? 

DOE-Funded 
LFI Project 
Status 

UC Davis 
Project Status 

;,- ;* 
DISCUS 4 

EMS gave an update on the LFI status (see overheads). DSCSOC Roth asked about the fecal material which was found and why it 
was buried if the process was to put the "hottest" feces through the Imhoff system. She also questioned whether this was from the 
dogs. IT indicated that the white hair found in the material would indicate that it was fiom the dogs. DSCSOC (Roth) asked if the 
'rad tanks" overflowed frequently, could this have flowed back into the domestic septic tank since they were connected. IT 
indicated that if there was a significant volume, theoretically could have backed up into the domestic tank. DTSC asked if we 
could determine how the inletloutlet pipes were sealed in the concrete. IT answered that this could not be determined from the 
distance they made the observation from. DSCSOC (Roth) asked if at the distribution box all the pipes were at the same level. IT 
indicated that they appeared to be at the same level. 

EMS indicated that the LFI field work would be completed shortly except for the logging of some bore holes, which would be 
completed in two weeks. RWQCB asked if the boring holes were going to be kept open. EMS indicated that they would be open, 
but securely covered. EMS added that due to logistical and safety reasons, the domestic tank portion of the LFI had been 
suspended. The next step in the LFI would be to model the results 'of the OU's and to evaluate impact to groundwater. 

Recorded and provided by UC Davis: 

Field Investigation: (Presented by D&M (Niland) 
Work has been progressing since July 16 under the revised Data Gaps Work Plan. A summary of work that has been completed up 
to this point was presented including (see handout for details) Landfill #1 - ten perimeter trenches and completion of geophysical 
survey for eastern section of landfill; Landfill #2 - thirteen trenches, including two interior trenches; Landfill #3 - seven perimeter 
trenches; Southern trench area - four trenches completed. Trenching is underway in the Eastern trench area and should be 
completed today. Trenching in burial hole areas should begin Friday (8122) and continue through next week. No laboratory 
analyses results are available yet for samples taken in trenches. 

Upcoming Work: Drill rig is scheduled to be on-site September o to begin installation of monitoring wells for the groundwater 
extraction system. Additional work will be conducted in landfill units #1 and #3 where additional trenches are planned, based on 
findings fiom the recently completed trench work and on discussions with former employee Ralph V. When the trenching is 
complete, soil borings will begin. D&M will contact stakeholders about boring locations prior to finalizing plans. Weiss asked 
what type of geophysical survey was performed in Landfill #l.  D&M (Niland) answered that ground penetrating radar was used. 

Discussion of the Summary of Findings that was provided in the handout package: 
Landfill # I :  Areas where was found are mostly to the east side of the landfill. Small pits and waste were found in the southern 
area. Limits of landfill #1 are found to be W e r  south and east of previous estimated borders. Trenches show an east-west 
pattern of waste burial, but not distinct trenches. Waste was found to be 2-5 feet below ground surface. Some evidence of burning 
found. The waste was typical laboratory and municipal waste. A piece of clay pottery was found that had a glaze emitting the 
highest radiological reading of any piece of excavated waste. 

Landfill #2: Eleven trenches were dug to define the perimeter of this landfill. Two trenches were dug in center areas to sample 
waste. Waste appears to be located in east-west trenches. Municipal and lab waste were the primary types identified. Gravel and 
bones were found in northem-most cells. Evidence of burning - charred debris and ash layers. Highest levels of VOCs were found 
in areas corresponding with previously known VOC and chloroform sample locations. Tritium still seems to be highest in the south 
and west areas of the landfill, and appears to be more localized than the VOCs. 



SUBJEC 

UC Davis 
Project Status 
(Continued) 

DISCU! iY . 

Landfill #3: Seven perimeter backhoe trenches were dug. Three additional trenches are planned. Primary activity of burial areas 
s as found to be further east than previously estimated. Unable to access area under burrowing owls. Two major burial areas have 
Jeen identified in areas investigated. Small amounts of gravel were found in some trenches. Ralph V. had indicated during his 
interview that the north area of the landfill had been mostly solid waste, and the southern area received sludge and drumlchemical 
lisposal. DTSC noted his interest in what would be found in the southern area. Also asked whether the owls could be moved soon 
;o that the area can be investigated. UC Davis (Oatman) responded that this was new information about the disposal practices and 
70 definite plans have been made to move the owls although the investigators in charge of the project have been "put on notice" 
%at they will need to relocate the study. DTSC stated that the owls will need to be relocated very soon and he offered to write a 
letter regarding this issue. UC Davis (Oatman) said that a letter would be unnecessary at this point due to good cooperation 
received from the Raptor Center. RWQCB stated that the discussion with Ralph V. provided information that disposal had occurred 
further west. Air photos have been used to locate disposal areas. A road that goes north off the levee appears on photos and was 
possible used as a drop-off point. DSCSOC (Lee) requested information on groundwater monitoring to the east of Landfill #3. 
Based on Ralph V. interview regarding disposal practices, there may be a small plume that may be difficult to locate. No 
investigation results have shown this up to this point. 

Southern Trenches: Excavation has defined two fairly distinct trenches, and findings correspond with what was previously known. 
Evidence of radiological materials was found - a vial marked P-32. There were no readings on radiological instruments due to the 
short half-life of the material. The label was legible and dated as 1959 or 1960. Also found were gravel and animal bones. The 
typical burial area consisted of 2-3 feet'of waste, with a depth extending usually no more than five feet below ground surface. 

Photos of some of the trenches were shown. Trench 10 - frst not waste found, only fill material. The trench was cut short and the 
end was moved over to find waste, Trench 11 - found mangled metal and evidence of burning. Toward west area of trench, could 
find no waste, only fill. Could not locate "mysterious disposal areas" that were said to be in this area. Trench 15 - northwest 
comer of landfill #2, near Geriatrics building. Found Evidence of burning, dog pend type gravel, and sheep or calf bones. Trench 
16 - Decomposed waste, burned layers as deep as eight feet (did not dig deep enough to find bottom of waste). Trench 18 - Photo 
shows waste material goes under Geriatrics building, as previously believed. Trench 20 - Northeast portion of landfill #2 near pine 
trees, intact small vials were found. Trench 25 - Location of the P-32 vials and empty plastic bags with yellow radiological 
warning labels. Trench 27 - Photo shows definite gravel layers. 

DSCSOC (Lee) and DTSC asked whether chemical analysis for landfill waste includes dioxins. D&M answered no. DSCSOC 
(Lee) said that the samples should be tested for dioxins because burning will produce them. 

Next location for investigation will be the radiological waste disposal areas. On-site analysis for tritium will be performed. This 
will give guidance by determining how deep to dig, the use of the information will be similar to field instruments like PID. 
DSCSOC (Lee) said that this method does not indicate organic tritium and this test should be paralleled with a test for organic 
tritium using volatile extraction method with organic solvent, otherwise the guidance will be wrong. D&M (Niland) answered that 
he would check this out to see if this could be done on-site. 
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DOE Plans for 
Installing Off- 
site Wells 

Closure of 
Agricultural 
Well Located 
1,600 ft. east of 
UC Davis 
Property Line 

DISCUS. 4 

DOE indicated that the access agreement has been signed, but there is some language in it that makes a commitment on behalf of 
PNNL that they were not aware of. The agreement is being reviewed by PNNL contracting and legal staff. The transition has 
started to Weiss and therefore PNNL may decide not to take on any long-term liability since they. will no longer be active in the 
LEHR site. The regulators were unsure of the problem and expressed hopes that this problem would be resolved quickly in order 
to avoid any further delay with the installation of the wells. DOE assured everyone that the wells will be done one way or another. 
DOE indicated that they were discussing options with the University to remedy this situation. DOE will report on the status at the 
next RPMs meeting. 

DSCSOC (Roth) asked if based on the UC DavisIDOE agreement, would the University be addressing the off-site groundwater 
program by October. UC Davis (Oatman) indicated that it is currently not scheduled. DSCSOC (Roth) indicated that the citizens 
feel that their concerns are not being met. UC Davis indicated that the on-site efforts have an effect of the off-site program so the 
effort is being spent in cutting off the source. The interim remedial action (IRA) may change the off-site condition and that is why 
dealing with the source of the problem is being tackled first. DTSC indicated that the off-site program will be addressed as part of 
the process. DSCSOC (Roth) indicated she would like to start looking at the commitments and budget to ensure that the off-site 
groundwater program does not get put off. DTSC indicated that a decision has not been made on how to proceed, but a lot hinges 
on the data from the LFI. DTSC indicated that there is a level of comfort with the off-site data, but not with the on-site data. 
Consequently the current focus is on-site. DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that we know what the problems are on-site and that there is 
not health risk on-site but there is risk off-site. DTSC and DSCSOC (Lee) disagreed about the existence and reliability of a good 
conceptual model. 

DSCSOC (Rust) expressed concern about irrigating crops with the water since one of her wells failed and she will have to use 
wells within the plume to irrigate crops outside of the plume. The latest results indicate that ponded water on the field had 
chloroform levels similar to those in the wells, which would mean that the levels would have been very high initially if the water 
had been ponding over a few months. UC Davis will have to look into exactly where the water was collected because that water 
may be coming directly from 22PI and may have not been ponding over a period of time. DSCSOC (Rust) asked if cross irrigation 
could be a problem and what should she tell her tenants? DTSC indicated that this is under RWQCB jurisdiction. RWQCB 
indicated that it is not really a health issue, but more a concern about spreading of contamination. DSCSOC (Rust) indicated that 
she would need an answer soon. 

- - 

DSCSOC (Rust) indicated that she needs to close well 22PI since it was lost late in the spring. It was installed in 1941, however, 
because of the contamination problem, she was informed that it would not be a normal closure and requested some direction and 
monetary support to complete the closing of the well and cover the extra expense related to the contamination problem. RWQCB 
indicated that it is within the County jurisdiction, and in discussion with them, there is not a lot of extra work that needs to be 
performed, and is fairly standard. DOE indicated that they will have to discuss with UC Davis above the fiscal responsibility 
portion and they will get back to Mrs. Rust. DSCSOC (Roth) requested a timeline of no more than one to two weeks in order to 
resolve this issue. DOE indicated they would see what they could do, and try to work out something before the next monthly 
meeting. Later in the meeting UCDavis (Oatman) indicated that they will arrange with Mrs. Rust to evaluate the wells. 

DOE will report on the 
status of access for the 
off-site well 
installation. 

UC Davis to determine 
what water was 
collected at the ponded 
water location. 

DOE and UC Davis 
will discuss Mary Rust. 
weli abandonment. 
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Provide Draft 
Revised 
Schedule for 
DOE Operable 
Units to 
Participants 

Provide Draft 
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Regulatory 
Agencies 
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Business - New 
DOE Project 
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Davis Landfill 

Adding Dioxins 
to Analysis 

Sampling West 
of the Trench 
through Landfill 

IOOppb MCL for 
Chloroform 

Soil Clean-up 
Levels 

DISCUS i 
- -- -- - - - - - - - - -- -- 

DOE indicated that there was a push to reduce the clean-up schedule to three years so that could be put into the FFA. Currently 
the schedule is being worked out and DOE hopes to have a schedule to share with the RPMs by the next meeting. 

DOE (Littlejohn) distributed copies of the draft document. DOE would like to set up a meeting when the EPA attorney returns. 
DOE will coordinate the setting of the meeting. 

- -- -- - - - - 

DOE (Littlejohn) announced that there will be a new Project Manager replacing him. Littlejohn will officially be replaced by 
Susan Fields at the next RPMs meeting. Littlejohn is going to another NPL site (Livermore main site). 

DSCSOC (Roth) asked that since Ralph Virgin had indicated that LEHR waste had gone to the West Davis Landfill, then shouldn't 
we be investigating that area also? DOE answered that the West Davis Landfill is being taken care of by the University under 
different regulatory controls. The regulators agreed that as long as action is being taken to deal with the issues related to the West 
Davis Landfill, there was not a need to complicate and delay the progress by adding additional review and complications. 
DSCSOC (Lee) requested that the RPM group review the clean-up of the west landfill to be sure that it meets the project standards. 
DTSC requested that he be provided with the West Davis Landfill data for his reference, and UC Davis (Oatman) said that he 
would provide them. 

UC Davis (Oatman) indicated that they will add dioxins and furans to the analysis list for samples that appear to have come from 
burned areas per DTSC request. DTSC indicated that this is important for worker health and safety. 

UC Davis (Oatman) announced-that the results of the surface soil sampling were complete. 

DSCSOC (Roth) asked why in the latest technical memorandurnlwork plan done by D&M for UC Davis was still using the IOOppb 
for the MCL for chloroform, since they have repeatedly asked for use of this number to be corrected. D&M (Niland) replied that 
this number is still a reference point, as it is contained in the Water Quality Goals for the state. 

-- 

DOE announced that they are working on soil cleanup levels using a RESRAD model set for a maximum dose of 15 mredyr, 
based on different scenarios. DOE hopes to share this with the RPMs soon. 

,--- - 
'ION 

DOE to provide clean- 
up schedule (part of 
the FFA) by the next 
RPMs meeting. 

DOE to coordinate set 
up of an FFA meeting. 

UC Davis to provide 
data and information 
relating to West Davis 
Landfill to DTSC. - 

The next RPMs meeting will be September 24, 9:00 a.m. at LEHR. 
g:\wp\dm\rpmWMS896.min 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

I SUBJECT I DISCUSSION I ACTION I 
Approval of 
Meeting Minutes 

Recorded by PNNL: 
The approved July 17 minutes will be mailed to meeting participants. August 22 minutes were handed out at the meeting for 
comment. 

Introduction of 
New DOE RPM 

DOE (McEwen) announced that Susan Fields is the new RPM and Project Manager for DOE at LEHR. She comes from LBL, 
working under a RCRA corrective action. Mike Brown is the new Senior Project Manager. He comes fkom LLNL which he will 
still manage in addition to LEHR. DOE (McEwen) indicated that these people bring with them knowledge, experience, and a 
different perspective that should continue to move the project in a forward direction. 



SUBJEC'. 

DOE Project 
Status 

DISCUS .q 

EMS updated DOE activities. 
CFI data Collection and Review - EMS explained that most LFI data are in and being validated. The highest contamination result 
  as from the waste retrieved from trenches. EMS stated that summary tables would be provided at the next RPMs meeting. 
DTSC requested that the summary tables for the LFI be provided a week before the next meeting so that the RPMs will have a 
:hance to review them. WA agreed to provide LFI data summary tables to RPM's one week prior to the next RPM's meeting. 

DOE Box (trench) Removal - EMS indicated that approximately 2,000 cubic feet of waste has currently been removed. Sampling 
md verification of this waste will be performed. The trench will be backfilled using the AH-IIAH-2 trench soils. 

Dog Pens Removal and Waste Shipment - EMS explained that approximately 8,000 cubic feet of waste has been packaged, and 
shipments to Hanford will be completed this week. The remaining waste is fence material which can be recycled. EMS indicated 
that 6 more pedestals were found on UC Davis property south of the LEHR boundary limit. These are being retrieved and packaged 
with the balance of the waste going to Hanford. DTSC asked where these pedestals could be from and why they were not found 
until now. PNNL answered that the area where the pedestals were found was covered with dense, high weeds and the concrete had 
been there for a while, based on the amount of lichen growth covering and camouflaging the concrete. Until the pedestals were 
removed fiom the ground, we did not know what the true shape of the concrete was. One of the reasons these were spotted was 
that members of the sampling crew had been involved with the pulling of the pedestals so they knew what the pedestals looked 
like. Also, due to the bridge construction, the sampling crew was forced to take a different route. DTSC asked where these could 
be from and if we are looking for any more. PNNL indicated that there were three dog pen rows removed prior to construction of 
the Celllilar Biology Building and they probably came from there. EMS hdicated that we are looking further along the levee to 
see if we can find any more. 

Mixed Waste - EMS indicated eighteen drums of lead contaminated waste was shipped to Envirocare in Utah this week. 

W R A D  Calculations - EMS explained that DOE/HQ has requested the site to use the DOE RESRAD model to develop a risk- 
based approach to determine acceptable residual radioactivity in soil based on 15 mrem/yr exposure limit to the public. Three 
scenarios have been developed for on-site researchers, residential and recreation activities (south of the burial trenches), and 
residential and farming activities (east of landfill #3). Stakeholders will review the calculated cleanup level as input to the EWCA 
document. DTSC asked if DOE was planning to make a presentation on the RESRAD next meeting. EMS indicated that probably 
not next meeting but the meeting after next. DTSC inquired about the input parameters for the RESRAD model. EMS explained 
that we are using RESRAD to back calculate the acceptable soil level, based in 15 mremfyr limit above background. DTSC stated 
that he was concerned about just looking at the researcher and industrial setting and indicated that residential should be evaluated 
since it is the most conservative. Just looking at researchers for the industrial setting may not be sufficient since there will be some 
digging to fix severed lines, etc. EMS answered that it is simply a terminology difference and the researcher meant an industrial 
setting. UC Davis (Oatman) indicated that they assumed the same use of the properly for 100 years. DOE (Brown) indicated that 
we will need feedback on the use of RESRAD for a cleanup level. DTSC clarified that it is important that the risk from chemicals 
and rad be integrated and that he would like to see a work plan for a risk assessment that does this, and that it may not be wise to 
do this RESRAD determination without having involved the RPMs first. WA (Dresen) explained that the model is being built and 
after all the bugs have been worked out then the regulators will get involved to refine it. It is a more effective use of time to 
building the model and define the sensitive factors. DSCSOC (Lee) requested a copy of the RESRAD model guidelines. DTSC 
asked where the "15 mrem" came from and what number does the state currently use. EMS answered that the 15 mremlyr limit is 
from an agreement between EPA and NRC. DOE once used 500 mrem, then 100, and now is proposing 15 mrernlyr limit. 

WA to provide LFI 
data summary tables to 
be provided to RPMs 
one week prior to next 
RPMs meeting. 

DSCSOC (Lee) to be 
provided a copy of the 
RESRAD model 
guidelines. 
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DHSiRHB indicated that the State uses the 100 rnrem as dictated by Title 20, but 15 mrem/yr limit for the general public is used in 
the proposed rule. PNNL added that 15 rnremlyr limit is part of the proposed rule of 10 CFR 834. DSCSOC (Lee) asked for 
information on these proposed rules. PNNL indicated that some of the information can be obtained from the RCMSuperfund 
hotline. 

Utility and access problem to complete domestic tanks LFI activities - EMS described the access problems encountered during 
performance of the investigation of the domestic septic tanks. Some of the problems encountered were a rupturing of a distilled 
water line that was not on anyone's maps, and also encountered were utility on and in the leach field area. Another problem 
encountered was that one tank's leach field was under the main entrance gate and driveway for ITEH. Three other tanks are under 
buildings (two near Specimen Storage and one under the main administration building). Another problem was that the tank by the 
Co-60 building, which was never used, was partially destroyed when the sanitary sewage lines were put in, so fmding any existing 
leach line is impossible. DSCSOC (Lee) asked if horizontal drilling could be used to get to the leach lines. EMS indicated that 
this may be necessary to properly locate the tanks in order to find the leach lines. RWQCB asked what the approach will be for 
accessing the tanks that are a problem, such as under buildings. DOE (McEwen) indicated that DOE will make a recommendation 
based on the data collected from each tank during the LFI, but every tank may have to use a different approach. RPMs agreed at 
this point to suspend the work until a plan can be developed that could address all the newly found hazards and logistical problems 
safely. 

DOE approach to vadose modeling to determine impact on groundwater - 
WA (McKereghan) explained ths vadose model and the planned approach to evaluate groundwater impacts from DOE operable 
units. DSCSOC (Lee) asked about the verification process of the model. WA explained that the model is calibrated and bench 
markers are put in and simulations are performed and compared to the actual situation. DSCSOC (Lee) asked if you need all the 
data to put into the model, then why do you need the model? DTSC indicated that if the contamination is still in the vadose zone, 
then modeling to predict the rate and the concentration of contamination flowing to groundwater. EMS asked what the outcome of 
the model would be, will it predict the flow rate and the path the contaminant has traveled after a period of time such as 10 or 100 
years? Does this require the data from time zero and what if this information from time zero is not available? WA (Dresen) 
explained that they will have to look at what is buried in the trenches. EMS asked what contaminants of concern will be modeled. 
WA (McKereghan) answered that Sr-90, Ra-226, and others will be modeled. RWQCB suggested that the results from the solid 
trench and boring data would assist in targeting the primary contaminants of concern. 

DOE accelerated schedule and the CERCLA process - EMS presented the proposed interim removal actions for FY 1997 and DOE 
accelerated schedule and requested input and comments on the proposed actions. DOE (McEwen) indicated that the schedule is 
sensitive to performing actions and not just doing the paper work. DOE (Littlejohn) indicated that removal actions are required by 
DOEIHQ. DHSIRHB indicated that he knows of a radiographer that may be interested in the Co-60 source and wondered who 
would be handling the transfer. PNNL answered that J.L. Shepherd was the one that was interested in brokering the source. EMS 
asked DHS/RHB to let him know of a point of contact for parties that may be interested in the source. 
DSCSOC (Lee) asked about the removal action for Tank #2 and why it is more of a threat than anything else. EMS answered that 
the pipes are most likely contaminated. It may be more cost effective to just remove it than analyze the risk. DSCSOC (Lee) 
indicated that this would be setting a precedence for removing things that are not needed. DOWOAK (Littlejohn) indicated that 
this is not a precedent setting action, but allows DOE to perform more physical work and show progress instead of writing papers 
about the problems on-site. DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that if radium tank is not moved, why is there a risk and why are we 
spending money where there is really not a problem. DOE (Littlejohn) answered that it is important to show progress. DTSC 
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indicated that there is a balance and this task is not a lot of money, but can be very helpful to show forward thinking progress. 
DTSC added that it may be prudent to look at adding the dry wells as part of the removal action to show more progress and to do 
a bigger chunk of work being completed. EMS clarified that all of the proposed removal actions for 1997 will be done under a 
time critical action memorandum and the rest of the actions will be covered under an EWCA. RWQCB questioned if those are 
truly time critical. DOE (McEwen) indicated that DOE is responsible for proving the case that the removal action is time critical. 
DOE (Brown) added that there is a push to show work in the field in order to get funding for the next year's budget. The RPMs 
were concerned about the strategy of doing one EWCA leading to an Action Memorandum. The RPMs wanted to know why the 
traditional approach of an RVFS to ROD was not being followed. WA @resen) explained that the idea is to streamline the 
process. Discussion continued about the merits of both approaches, but the discussion was tabled to the afternoon discussion about 
the FFA where the issue has a significant impact. The FFA meeting discussion resulted in the following conclusion: the EWCA 
process that DOE was planning to use is acceptable, but the only time critical removal action acceptable to the RPMs is the 
removal of LFI waste. The RPMs stated their opposition to other removal actions being performed outside the CERCLA (EEICA) 
process. 

Provided by Brian Oatman: 
UC Davis Fieldwork Update presented by D&M (Niland): 
Remedial Investigation Waste Burial AreasIData Gaps Fieldwork - Overview of planned and completed actions (see handout 
provided at meeting). Significant progress was made since last meeting. All planned trench work was completed, including 
additional trenches that were added in landfills #1 and #3. Trench investigation have also been completed in the eastern burial 
trenches and waste burial holes. An update on observations of interest in each of the areas is as follows. Approximately 30 slides 
of examples of waste, containers, bones, soil, gravel, etc. that were found in the excavation trenches. 

Landfill # I  - Most things were found as expected and the waste was found to be almost completely degraded since the landfill was 
closed in 1950. Item found included refuse, bottles, glassware, and metal items. 

Landfill #3 - Found mostly campus type waste including gravel, rubble, glass, metal, and laboratory waste. 

Eastern Trenches - The trench investigation found that the waste in this area was buried in very distinct trenches. Many bottles 
found were still intact, containing various colored liquid chemicals. Also found were vials, test tubes, plastic bags, powders, gravel, 
animal bones, dog waste, and some miscellaneous laboratory waste. 

Waste Burial Holes - These areas were somewhat different than previously conceived. The holes were found to be covered with 
seven feet of soil, and underneath this soil was two to three feet of intact laboratory waste, including beakers, scintillation vials, test 
tubes, syringes, jars of organic samples, plastic containers, plastic bags, etc. Some items had no radiological readings until they 
were opened (probably due to beta radiation that was shielded by the glass). LSC samples were run on samples from the waste 
holes (results provided in package of handouts). Waste was returned to or left in the holes and recovered with the soil taken from 
each trench. 

/-- 

[ION 
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LSC results for tritium in soil (on-site analysis) - A chart was presented showing results for a set of samples from eastern trenches 
md fiom waste burial holes. Results in the eastern trenches ranged from background to 14 pCi/g, and results in waste burial holes 
-anged fiom background to almost 33,000 pCi/g. The location with the highest results corresponds to previous (1995) soil boring 
location with the highest tritium results. PNNL asked whether the old waste disposal logs show a correlation with what was found 
:o be buried in the waste burial holes. D&M said they did not, but that he has not really had time to do an in-depth correlation yet. 

- -- - - -- -- 

Soil Boring Phase of Investigation (see maps included with handouts). Soil borings were just begun last week. Some changes to 
the plan have been made based on findings f?om the trenching investigation and results of the geophysical surveys. 

Landfill # I  - A total of three soil borings were proposed. The locations have been moved so that drilling will be in areas where 
geophysical surveys show anomalies characteristic of burial trenches. 

Landfill #2 - May do additional soil boring (one more than previously planned) or may move one of the planned locations 
northward near geriatrics building. The burial pattern shows there were probably five large trenches in the main landfill. But in 
the north area, we found smaller linear trenches that more closely resembled the southern trenches than they did the landfill. No 
trench work has been performed in the dog pen area in the southern part of the landfill, only a soil boring is planned there. 

Landfill #3 - Two borings will be done in this area. One boring has already been drilled near the center of landfill. Total borings 
are already greater than in any of the other landfills. 

Wastewater Treatment Plan area - Two borings are planned but locations have been modified since the original plan. One boring 
will go in the center of the parking lot and one to the east of the parking area. 

Waste burial holes - No borings are planned in the waste burial holes since it is difficult to make a boring in this area without 
causing further degradation of the waste in the pits and due to potential for contamination of soil below the burial areas. It is 
expected that this waste will probably have to be part of a removal action based on findings from the trench work in this area. A 
non-time critical removal action is planned. Preliminary scoping is being performed to estimate the volume that will be required to 
complete removal of material. Logistically, it will be difficult to remove the waste and confirm that all has been removed. 
DSCSOC (Lee) asked if this material will be classified as a mixed waste. D&M replied that results are not back from Lockheed, 
but he expects that results will indicate a mixed waste. 

Groundwater Remediation Four monitoring wells have been installed and the extraction well has been installed with testing still 
continuing (chart in package says that six wells is incorrect). The size of the extraction well casing was increased to 8 inches, 
Schedule 80. A larger pump will now be used for the pump test and two to three hundred gallons per minute can be pumped 
easily. The original estimate was about one hundred gpm. A step draw down test will be conducted this week. A large holding 
tank was brought in. Quick turnaround is planned for samples, with the VOCs being sent to a local lab (Quanterra) in Sacramento 
to prevent loss of VOCs during travel, and the remaining samples are also to be sent for quick turnaround at Lockheed in Las 
Vegas. 
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Abandonment of 22P1 Private irrigation well on the Hamel Ranch that collapsed at about 167 feet below ground surface. The 
abandonment was performed by pressure grouting to the bottom the well, down to 167 feet where the well was blocked. A 
pressurized head was applied to the well to force the grout out through the screened sections of casing to form a permanent seal. 
The well was pressure grouted to within 5 feet of the top, where the casing was cut off and the remainder of the hole backfilled 
with soil. 
Other means of supplying irrigation water to the fields formerly supplied by this well are being evaluated. This evaluation is more 
critical especially if the Nishi well is not to be used. There are several key components to consider, including the results of 
groundwater modeling conducted for the new extraction system, how the agricultural wells will be used, needs of the property 
owners, pumping schedule to be implemented, evaluation of downgradient concentrations, and engineering methods that could be 
employed to transport water from one field to another. UC Davis (Oatman) said that Mary Rust has another well to the north that 
could be used to supply some of the water. DTSC said that modeling for the IRA may not provide much information on the 
downgradient conditions, and such remediation systems do not typically capture much if any of the downgradient contaminants, so 
what is already there won't be affected. DTSC asked how the access agreement is coming along with DOE to put in the 
monitoring wells. DOE (Littlejohn) responded that the access agreement is still not in place because of PNNL's reservations about 
how the agreement is written, and there has been no progress since last month. DOE (Littlejohn) added that DOE will not continue 
the process until UC Davis is brought in. DOE (McEwen) promised to provide information andlor schedule for this work by the 
next RPMs meeting. Both DTSC and RWQCB indicated that this is a critical issue and should be given priority - they would like 
to see progress made. DOE (McEwen) said that the wells are still expected to go in by the end of the year. 

DTSC indicated that there was still some confusion about the stormwater monitoring program. ITC Davis (Oatman) indicated that 
landfill #3 stormwater sampling is being conducted under the campus NPDES permit, and additional parameters have been added to 
check for contaminants identified in the landfill. DTSC said that he would like to have samples taken from this area just to see 
what is there. He especially wants to Osee a check for pesticides. RWQCB wants to have a look at the area to get a clearer picture 
of what it entails. UC Davis (Oatman) described the area of drainage as being just the vicinity of the X-buildings and part of the 
goat pens. On the east there is a road, and in the west, a wall separates this area from the remainder of the old landfill. The wall 
was built at the time the Cobalt 60 Field was constructed. Because of the limits of this area, UC Davis (Oatman) stated that very 
little water ever drains into the pipe--it would take quite a lot of rain before any water would drain into it. DSCSOC (Lee) 
indicated that he wanted to see LEHR implement a credible stormwater program and to date he has not seen it and it must be done. 
DSCSOC (Lee) offered Fred Lee & Associates to put a program together if they were paid for it. PNNL indicated that when this 
issue was raised before, it was acceptable to have different plans for monitoring stormwater. DTSC indicated that he did not feel 
that having two plans was working. DOE (Littlejohn) asked for specific comments in order to revise the plan. DTSC took the 
action to write up comments on the plan and coordinated with DOE and UC Davis and everyone else. 

DTSC asked to see plans formulated to investigate the off-site groundwater issue and fm up a schedule. D&M (Niland) indicated 
that we have to keep in mind that this may impact the IRA which is already on an agressive schedule. 

DTSC raised the issue about the Ralph Virgin visit and DSCSOC's question about waste going to the West Davis landfill. DTSC 
indicated that it is being handled under different regulations and regulators. PNNL indicated that last meting, the RPMs agreed that 
as long as action was being taken to deal with the issues related to the West Davis landfill there was not a need to delay progress 
by adding an additional reviews and complications. DTSC indicated that this is still the position but it may be prudent to find out 
a little more and asked if the RWQCB would look into what radiological constituents are being monitored for at the landfill. 

h g  will be October 31, 9:00 a.m. at LEHR. 
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Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

SUBJECT 

Approval of 
Meeting Minutes 

DOE Ten Year 
Plan 

DISCUSSION I . ACTION 

Recorded by PNNL: 
August 22, 1996 meeting minutes were approved. September 24 minutes were handed out at this meeting for comment without the 
UC Davis sections. Those sections will be sent out later. 
Comments received on these 1013 1/96 minutes include changes incorporated as follows: 
- Pg. 4, paragraph 2, 4th sentence, dropped "Of significance" and started sentence with "Two borings were obtained ..." 
- Pg. 4, paragraph 3, 3rd sentence, changed "recent Hydropunch locations" to "recent Hydropunch samples" 
- Pg. 5, paragraph 2 title changed from "Stormwater:" to "Surface Water Program Review:" 
- Pg. 6, paragraph 2, 6th sentence, changed "DSCSOC (Rush)" to "DSCSOC (Rust)" 

DOE (Fields) indicated that many of the stakeholders have already received copies of the Ten Year Plan. DOE (Brown) indicated 
that the public meeting for the Ten Year plan has been rescheduled for the end of January, and a couple of weeks prior, a copy of 
the annotated version of the plan will be provided to stakeholders so people can come prepared to the meeting. If you have 
comments to the current plan, please send them to Susan Fields. DTSC commented that the current plan does not reflect the new 
strategy and approach. DOE (Brown) indicated that it will be in the new plan. DHSIRHB asked about the November 6 meeting; 
he did not receive notification it was cancelled. DOE (Brown) confirmed that is was cancelled and apologized for not sending a 
timely note to DHS. DSCSOC (Roth) asked who we should contact if there are questions about the plan. DOE (Brown) answered 
that the questions should be directed to Susan Fields. DSCSOC (Roth) asked what Tank A was and stated that she was not familiar 
with it. PNNL clarified that Tank A is an Irnhoff tank that still has residual sludge in it that needs to be removed. 
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EMS updated DOE activities. 
LFI Data - EMS explained that most LFI data been received from the lab and is being validated. The summary tables were 
previously provided to the RPMs and WA presented the data in the meeting. 

DOE Box (trench) Removal - EMS explained that approximately 3,000 cubic feet of low-level waste was removed and disposed at 
Hanford. DOE Box verification samples are being analyzed. The backfill of the trench was completed using the soil stored in 
drums. The soil was taken from the AH-1 and AH-2 trenches. 72 bottles of chemicals, potential mixed waste, were retrieved from 
the trench box. 

Dog Pens Removal - All contaminated waste from the dog pens was shipped to Hanford for disposal. EMS noted that six pedestals 
were found off-site and retrieved and shipped to Hanford. The removal of the aisle covers was also completed. 

Weiss (Stallard) presented the preliminary data from the LFI work. DTSC asked about the statistical analysis done to assure that 
the background number truly represents background. WA (Stallard) indicated that a 95% confidence level was used but the 
statistical analysis of background needs to be looked into and that is planned. EMS indicated that the background number used is 
strictly serving as a point of reference. DSCSOC (Lee) asked if the 20% refered to for waste analysis was taken as part of the 
100% already taken for Toxcity Characteristics Leaching Procedure (TCLP). PNNL clarified that the 20% rule is an EPA 
conservative convention that is applied to evaluate leachability of analytes using total analysis results. It is assumed that 20% will 
leach, which is conservative. This is a screening tool to have the samples analyzed using TCLP method for waste designation 
purposes. DSCSOC (Lee) asked about DTSC limits and the comparison to those. WA (Stallard) indicated that none of the levels 
found are above the state levels. DSCSOC (Lee) asked why only one sample was taken from trench #3 in the Imhoff area. IT 
clarified that the samples were screened and if anything was identified as contaminated on a direct frisk, or discolored, more 
samples would have been sent. DTSC asked if we found the end of the Ra-226 trench. IT indicated that no, they did not, and SB4 
area is still in drain rock. WA (Stallard) noted that the figure with the result table for sample #360 should be highlighted for Cs- 
37. She also noted that in Sample #486 that heptachlor and chlordane are the only analytes that'are above the 20% rule for waste, 
but they do not have any detections for radioactivity. DSCSOC (Lee) asked if TOC's were looked for. IT indicated that yes, there 
were but found at very low levels. DTSC asked about the level of physical decay of the wood found in the Southwest Comer 
trenches. IT indicated that the wood was in fairly good condition which might indicate that the wood would have been treated. 
EMS asked about why the wood would have a high Sr-90 reading but a low gross beta. PNNL indicated that wood can be self- 
shielding on a gross count if the contamination is absorbed inside, but the Sr-90 analysis is done with chemical extraction. Other 
circumstances may arise when the gross alpha or beta count is high, but we have not identified a specific radioisotope source, in 
some cases it could be the result a parent nuclide decay or a radionuclide we have not identified. This will all be evaluated as part 
of the detailed look at the validated data. DTSC asked where the wood could have come from. PNNL indicated that the Imhoff 
tanks were supported with redwood beams and the tank weirs were also made of redwood. The redwood was probably treated with 
something to keep it from decaying in the sludge. DSCSOC (Lee) asked where the sludge found in the trench was from. PNNL 
answered that this sludge did not look like what was extracted from the tanks, it had a different, firmer consistency and a different 
color. DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that what we see overall is low-level contamination with a few hot spots. WA (Stallard) agreed. 
EMS asked about the vadose zone modeling and asked if the contamination level of the waste that was removed could be used. 

- - -  
'ION 
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DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that the most conservative approach should be used for the vadose zone modeiing, which is to use the 
results from the waste. EMS asked if there was still a need to do vadose zone modeling, if based on preliminary results, some of 
the OU's are not candidates for no action. DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that he still has concern about the dog pens area. DTSC 
indicated that if DOE wants to do removal action and not model, this is acceptable. DTSC also indicated that the vadose modeling 
can be used for clean-up levels, but modeling is not needed if the clean-up levels are going to be background. DSCSOC (Lee) 
asked if modeling would be done to evaluate acceptable levels. DTSC indicated that prevention of groundwater degradation is the 
reason for vadose modeling and clean-up levels. The model would indicate the acceptable level that could remain in the soil. 
RWQCB (Timm) indicated that the designated level methodology needed to be applied. DTSC indicated that the latest table of 
PRG has a column that is for the protection of groundwater and wanted to know what the RWQCB7s position was on these levels. 
RWQCB answered that she has to review them yet. DSCSOC (Lee) commented that the clean-up level has to be determined with 
the University's interest in mind and they have to determine what they are willing to accept. DTSC answered that the pens may be 
a candidate for hot spot removal or no action depending on more information. 

-- --  - 

EMS summarized the finding of the bottles during the DOE Box removal. RWQCB asked if any of the 72 bottles excavated were 
leaking. EMS indicated that some were but most were intact. EMS stated that this is a key example of why it is so important to 
properly plan removal actions before rushing into them. DSCSOC (Lee) asked where the bottles came from. PNNL answered that 
all indications point to LEHR. DTSC asked if we are sampling every container. EMS answered, that yes, in order to properly 
characterize the waste for disposal all the bottles would have to be sampled. DTSC asked if some bottles had radiological readings. 
PNNL answered that some did. 

Minutes provided by Brian Oatman: 
Presented by Dave Zuber of Dames & Moore 
Groundwater IRA Update: 
Installation of the LEHR site groundwater remediation system has been proceeding according to schedule. The extraction well 
system and four associated monitoring wells have been installed, and significant tests of the system, including the step-drawdown 
test and the pumping test, that had been planned for September and October have been completed. Dave provided map of new 
monitoring wells. 

Step Drawdown Test: This test was conducted on October 9th. One of the significant findings was that there was that very little 
drawdown was recorded, even at the highest pumping rate. Results indicated about four feet of drawdown in the pumping well at a 
pumping rate of 475 gallons per minute (gpm). However, measurable drawdown was noted as far upgradient as UCD2-15, on the 
southeast comer of the LEHR site. The other significant finding was that the current status of the local system for sending water to 
the University Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) would not be sufficient to handle water fiom the extraction well. Tests 
determined that the system could only support a maximum of 200 gpm--this was primarily due to capacity of the local lift station 
and the relatively small pipe diameters installed in the local area. The remaining test water was collected in temporary holding 
tanks that had been brought to the site for this purpose. Testing was conducted on a weekend in order to assure that the WWTP 
could receive maximum additional flow without normal weekday campus contributions. 



,--- 

SUBJEC 

UC Davis 
Progress Update 
:continued) 

Three groundwater samples sent out for quick turn-around analysis indicated relatively consistent results, with chloroform levels 
between 87-100 parts per billion (ppb), low nitrate (5.3-5.8 ppm) and chromium (40-15 ppb), no tritium (as expected), total 
dissolved solids at 380-454 ppm, and turbidity at approximately 1 ntu. Based on these results, the pump test water was discharged 
to the WWTP. Wells that were monitored during the pumping test in addition to the extraction well included UCD 2-14, 2-15, 2- 
26, 2-27, and all four new monitoring wells; UCD 1-28, 2-29, 2-30 and 2-31. Background transducers were installed in UCD 2-14 
and 2-15. Data from these wells is being evaluated and will be presented at the next RPM meeting. 

Data Gaps - Limited Field Investigation (LFI) Update: 
Charts presented current status of program: Fieldwork has been completed for the LFI program, which included 17 borings, 9 
landfill gas samples, and 52 soil samples. Data for this program are still being received and validated. Locations of soil borings 
were shown on overhead map. Two borings were obtained in Landfill 3, very near the burrowing owl enclosure, where we did 
intersect waste. These are the first samples that have been collected in this area. The third overhead for this section showed the 
LFI schedule developed at the beginning of this program. Dames and Moore has been on schedule and even a little ahead of 
schedule, even though significant additional off-site work has also been conducted concurrently; the Hydropunch, abandonment of 
irrigation well 22P1, and planning for installation of off-site monitoring wells. 

Off-site Hydropunch Program: 
Additional off-site Hydropunch samples were collected in October in order to further define the chloroform plume. Hydropunch 
sample locations were placed along the first two (north-south) dirt roads on farmland to the east of UC Davis property. A map was 
presented, showing locations of the recent Hydropunch samples as well as Hydropunch locations taken in March by PNNL. Ail 
sample results were provided by location on overhead map (and in handout). Of the ten groundwater samples collected, three 
reported detections of chloroform, ranging from 0.51 to 3.1 parts per billion. The contract detection limit was one part per billion; 
however, the laboratory also reported values between 0.5 and 1.0 ppb as "estimated". The focus depth for this investigation was 95 
feet. The previous investigation had shown some consistency at this depth, with the most significant contamination occurring at 
this level, compared to the other sample depth of 85 feet. In general, the plan was to push approximately five feet into the second 
HSU to take samples. In some locations, the samples had to be taken a little deeper, with the deepest samples being taken at 98 
and 100 feet. The southem-most planned location on the second road was punched down to 135 feet below ground surface but did 
not come into contact with the second HSU, so no sample was collected. Although not necessarily expected, this finding is similar 
to the conditions found near the levee when UCD 2-35 was being drilled in October of 1995. The drilling location for that well 
had to be changed in order to intersect the second HSU. The sample point furthest north on the second gravel road is near the 
planned location for a new irrigation well, if one is to be put in to replace 22P1, the well that recently was abandoned due to 
having collapsed. UC Davis is currently working on the access agreement that previously DOE had been negotiating for 
installation of two monitoring wells near the 22N irrigation well. Dames & Moore has scheduled a drill rig for two weeks from 
now, since UC Davis expects the access permit to be finalized by then. DSCSOC (Lee) asked whether we could say that the 
'chloroform plume has not gone beyond the furthest line of Hydropunch. D&M (Niland) answered that small amounts of 
chloroform were detected on that furthest line of Hydropunch, and also in irrigation well 225 during the previous round of quarterly 
sampling, so we know that the plume is still present at about 0.5 ppb beyond that line. DSCSOC (Lee) stated that the numbers that 
are shown as less than 1 ppb are not as significant to him as those over 1 ppb. Based on the data presented, it appears that the 
plume has been defined in HSU-2 to a level of 1 ppb. 
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DISCUS 1J 

Sidebar Agreement: 
U.S. EPA asked DOE and UC Davis asked about the status of the sidebar. UC Davis answered that they have sent a letter to DOE 
about their position. DOE (Brown) answered that they are still on track and there are no major issues. DOE (Brown) indicated 
that he will call U.S. EPA first when the MOA is signed. 

Surface Water Program Review: 
DTSC prefaced the discussion stating that LEHR is a federal facility and DOE has the lead. DTSC indicated that DTSC, EPA and 
RWQCB had a conference call about surface and stormwater. DTSC indicated that they have reviewed the facts associated with the 
program and they have developed recommendations. Putah Creek is a losing stream (a stream that feeds the groundwater under'the 
site) and is not expected to be contaminated by the site groundwater. However, there are three aspects of Putah Creek that still 
need evaluation: 1) contribution to background water levels, 2) how the creek affects the hydrology of the site especially when 
water levels are high, 3) affects from the stormwater from the site. The recommendations are to focus data needs on the three areas 
that need further evaluation. U.S. EPA will issue a letter that discusses the recommendations for changes to the plan. The 
recommended changes are: 1) recordheport flow measurement and information on velocity using a staff gauge. Either these 
measurements are not being reported or being taken. Since the bridge gauge is no longer there, the measurements still need to be 
taken. A staff gauge needs to be installed as well as a velocity gauge. A profile for the banks of the creek also needs to be done. 
2) For background levels in the creek, UCD2-34 and 1-35 are much better gauges of the background level of contaminants flowing 
into the site groundwater than direct sampling of the creek itself, but at least one year of sampling is needed to make that decision. 
UC Davis (Oatman) indicated that this next round will make the full one year. DTSC agreed and indicated that these wells are 
good indicators with a couple of exceptions. One of these exceptions is the high magnesium levels in the wells compared to the 
creek and other wells. RWQCB indicated that this could be a natural chemical phenomenon, and DSCSOC (Lee) agreed. 3) 
Monitoring the creek as a receiving water from storm water from the site. Need to analyze for hardness of the water, but it may be 
possible to drop the radiological parameters. 

Stormwater Monitoring Program: 
PNNL stated that the stomwater samples were taken for the first rain flush. DTSC indicated that the plan needs to be revised to 
show that the stormwater does not go to the sewage treatment plant from the north end of the site, but it all goes to the lift station 
and out to the creek. DTSC indicated that chlordane was detected in the first flush last year and a hit of lead and iron was found 
in the runoff collected in the drain west of the dog pens.. The source area of the chlordane, etc. needs to be determined. DSCSOC 
(Roth) showed pictures she took from the storm yesterday from around the X-buildings (west of landfill #1) and landfill #3. The 
pictures showed water puddling near the X buildings and water built up under the drain for the ditch through landfill #3. DTSC 
indicated that UC Davis and DOE need to sample stormwater directly from the source areas during a storm event. DSCSOC (Lee) 
stated that the bioaccumulation and fish aquatic test results will be the best indicator of a problem. If these studies do not show a 
problem, then we can stop monitoring, and we can conclude that the site is @ contributing to the problem in the San Francisco 
Bay. U.S. EPA stated that the fish study results would be back by December 1. 

Waste Dumped Of-site: 
DTSC stated that DSCSOC made comments indicating that LEHR sludges had ended up on farmers fields and he wanted to get a 
source for this information so he can further evaluate these claims. DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that these comments came from a 
conversation he had with Ralph Virgin who remembered the tank truck driver and Bud Lily who indicated that he had put some of 
the sludge around his tree at home. UC Davis (McNeal) wondered if they were getting this confused with the STP sludge which is 
taken to the west landfill. DTSC asked the University to look at employment records to see if we could track these people down. 
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SUBJEC'. 

Additional 
Discussion Items 
(continued) 

UC Davis (Oatman) asked if we had any name to go on as a lead. DSCSOC (Roth) answered that most of these people are not 
willing to come forward because of fear of repercussions from the University. DTSC indicated that this still needs investigation. 

Irrigation Water: 
DSCSOC (Lee) indicated that an evaluation needs to be done to ensure that the pumping of the Nishi well is not going to have any 
further impact. DTSC indicated that it may interfere with the capture zone, but for one season it would not make that much of an 
impact. D&M (Niland) indicated that the capture zone is so large that the impact would be minimal especially since they would 
design the system so that this would not have an effect. DSCSOC (Rust) asked if she would be compounding the problem by using 
the Nishi well water to water fields that up to this point had been unaffected. She stated that she needs to know because she is 
ready to put in another well if needed that must go in this fall. WA (Dresen) asked if she could use above ground pipes to irrigate 
the needed field. DSCSOC (Rust) answered that she could look into it. DSCSOC (Rust) asked the RPMs to write her a letter 
confirming that she could use the Nishi well and reroute the water to other fields. RWQCB asked Rust to write a letter to her with 
a proposal for the Nishi well and she would write a letter indicating that the porposed diverted irrigation water use would be 
acceptable if the configuration proposed was acceptable. 

- , . 7 
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Mary Rust to write a 
letter to RWQCB about 
use of Nishi well for 
irrigation. 

The next RPMs meeting will be December 17, 1996, 9:00 a.m. at LEHR. There will be no November meeting. 
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Laboratory for Energy-..4ated Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
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Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
December 17, 1996 

ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 
Recorded by: Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

Hedy Ficklin, U.S. EPA Dawn Mitchell, PNNL 
Susan Fields, DOEIOAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis 
Steve Hsu, DHSIRHB Julie, Roth, DSCSOC 
Christine Judal, UC Davis Mary Rust, DSCSOC 
Pete McKereghan, WA Susan Tirnrn, RWQCB 
G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Dave Zuber, D&M 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

SUBJECT 

Introduction 

Approval of 
Meeting Minutes 

DISCUSSION 

DOE (Fields) indicated that they had received comments from DSCSOC (Roth) on the meeting agenda. Fields indicated that the 
DSCSOC comments would be deferred until the next RPMs meeting since the comments were received only the day before. 

-PNNL (Mitchell) indicated that some comments on the draft September and October RPM meeting minutes have been received and 
incorporated and changes were noted in October minutes approval section. All parties other than RWQCB (Timm) and DTSC 
(Austin) accepted the draft September and October meeting minutes. Tirnm will review the October minutes and transmit 
comments via telephone to Dawn Mitchell. Austin was not present for discussion. 
-Minutes revised to change word on page 3, last paragraph, last sentence, from "...showing those that are being reviewed" to being 
"revised". 

ACTION 

Fields and UC Davis to 
include agenda item(s) 
in response to 
DSCSOC's comments 
in January RPMs 
meeting agenda. 

Timm to transmit 
comments on the 
October meeting 
minutes via telephone 
to PNNL. 
PNNL to finalize 
minutes for September 
and October. Austin to 
comment on minutes. 



DISCUS. I 

Weiss Associates (WA) (Dresen) gave a brief presentation on CERCLA-related activities planned for the DOE areas at LEHR. The 
DOE areas CERCLA schedule was presented showing the following calendar year activities: DOE-Areas Characterization Report, 
Vadose Zone Modeling, Risk Assessment, Early Removal Action Evaluation, EEICA and possible removal actions conducted in 
1997; Remedial Action conducted in 1998; Records of Decision completed in 1999; Release of the areas for unrestricted use as a 
research facility by 2000. Dresen also indicated that fourth quarter ground water, surface water and neighbor well sampling was 
complete and that production of the third quarter monitoring report and data reviewlvalidation for DOE Box Area Closure Report 
was underway. With regard to administrative activities, Fields indicated that the UC Davis attorney is reviewing the latest version 
of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOA) between UC Davis and DOE. Fields indicated that the MOA may be completed by 
the end of the month. The next draft of the Federal Facility Agreement is being prepared by DOE. EPA (Ficklin) indicated that 
she does not know if their attorneys had any unresolved issues. 

Vadose zone modeling for the DOE areas was discussed. Austin indicated that one outstanding issuelconcern was what threshold 
concentration would be regarded as having significant potential to impact to ground water. Timm indicated that it is potentially a 
problem if there are any impacts to ground water [above background]. EMS (Attiga) indicated that the definition of significant 
impact can be addressed at a later date when all relevant factors can be evaluated. Timrn reiterated that any ground water impact 
will be a concern for the RWQCB. WA (McKereghan) presented a progress report on the vadose zone modeling approach. Weiss 
has selected LLNL's Numerical Unsaturated Flow and Transport (NUFT) model for site modeling. McKereghan indicated that 
radium, strontium, chlordane and nitrate would be used as indicator constituents (ICs). Austin indicated that the modeling report 
will need to provide justification for excluding other compounds, especially semivolatiles. Timrn indicated that through her 
experience on LLNL projects, she was familiar with NUFT and had no problem using it at LEHR. Austin questioned whether 
NUFT was available [as public domain software]. Timm indicated that she was getting the NUFT model fiom LLNL at no cost, 
but a user license is currently required. Timm also indicated that the model will be featured in an upcoming book by Jacob Bear 
[and John Nitao]. Austin indicated that they will need a summary of the regulatory "state" of the model in the report. Fields 
indicated that a demonstration of the model could be arranged. Austin and Tirnrn expressed interest in the demo. Austin indicated 
that the model will need to account for the findings in the characterization report and that it is likely that the model will have 
limitations. DSCSOC (Lee) asked about the purpose of the model. Austin indicated that the purpose was to [help] determine 
appropriate residual levels in soil. Austin indicated that this could be determined using example or actual data to determine site 
standards of protection. Given that characterization is not "full blown," the prediction of current potential impact is not possible. 
McKereghan indicated that they plan to initially model current conditions and develop removal action scenarios with an end producl 
being a "yard stick" [or point of reference] that can be used to develop DOE area cleanup goals. Lee asked about the time frame 
that the model(s) would span. McKereghan indicated that the model's time domain would be matched to the specific constituent 
half-life and/or transport rate. Austin asked whether breakdown products would be modeled. McKereghan indicated that no 
breakdown or daughter products would be modeled. 

Minutes provided by Brian Oatrnan: 
D&M (Zuber) presented a brief summary of recent UC Davis work on-site, including the Data Gaps Limited Field Investigation 
(LFI), the off-site well installation, and the Ground water Interim Remedial Action (IRA), including results from the pumping test 
and ground water modeling that has been completed to this point. 

DOE to coordinate 
NUFT model 
demonstration. 

WA to include 
justification for IC 
selection, use LFI 
findings and provide 
regulatoryltechnical 
justification for the use 
of the NUFT model in 
the vadose zone 
modeling report. 



SUBJECl 

UC Davis 
Progress Update 
[continued) 

DISCUS: 

Data Gaps LFI: Validation has been completed on analytical data collected from the backhoe trenching and soil boring program, 
md this information is currently being developed into a report. Three draft data transmittals with investigation results for landfill 
mits #I, #2, and #3 are planned to be distributed prior to the next RPM meeting in January. The transmittals will include a 
iescription of field and sampling activities, maps of sample locations, data tables, data quality review and validation results. 

Off-site Well Installation: The access agreement for this work was completed in November. Drilling was delayed due to weather, 
mt began December 6. Additional delays have been encountered, yet the well installations are anticipated to be completed before 
:he holidays, probably by the end of this week. 

Ground water IRA: Development of the EEKA is in process and the scheduled release date for the document is January 10. The 
engineering evaluation for the IRA will include a review of ground water modeling currently being performed to determine how 
effective the design of the extraction system will be in capturing the plume. Mark Eisen (D&M) presented the spinner and 
pumping test results and an update of ground water modeling: 

- A spinner log test was performed to identify the depth and relative productivity of water producing intervals within HSU-2 at the 
location of the extraction well. The results of this test indicated three distinct water producing zones. The first zone was found to 
be 79 to 98 feet below ground surface (bgs) and produced about 17% of the total water. The highest producing zone (98 to 109 
feet bgs) produced 78%, and the third zone (109 to 114 feet bgs) was found to produce only 5% of the water. 

- A 48-hour constant rate pumping test was conducted in October. During this test, the extraction well was pumped at 270 gallons 
per minute. Extracted water was discharged to the UC Davis sewer system, with a percentage of the water temporarily diverted to 
holding tanks to avoid exceeding the sewer line capacity. The test went very smoothly and data were consistent with expectations. 
Results of the test indicated a good match between the estimates anticipated and the actual data. The statistics supported the 
strength of that match, resulting in a high level of confidence in the data. During the test, water levels were monitored across the 
site in two HSU-1 and seven HSU-2 wells. The cone of depression was quite wide, which is characteristic of a transmissive 
aquifer. Drawdowns were observed in all observation wells, including UCD2- 15, located approximately 1,500 feet from the 
pumping well. Response observed in HSU-2 wells is consistent with leaky confined aquifer conditions. All second HSU wells 
were congruous in response and the curve flattened out quickly in these wells during the test. This effect is believed to result from 
vertical transmissivity of water in HSU-1 replenishing the water being drawn from HSU-2. Charts were presented that compared 
the response shown in UCD2-29 to that of UCD2-14. The comparison shows that a nearby monitoring well and a well 1,000 feet 
away from the extraction system both developed similar displacement curves over the duration of the test. A comparison of the 
current pumping test data to previously performed slug tests found conductivity higher by a factor of 2.5 than estimated from the 
slug tests. The variation in results for hydraulic conductivity was within a narrow range for wells monitored in this test. A chart 
was presented with a summary of the ground water flow model (USGS MODFLOW) with input parameters to be used for the site. 
Conditions for both summer (primarily easterly flow) and winter (adding northerly component) will be modeled, with results to be 
presented in the EEICA report due in January. 

Revision ofthe Surface Water and Stormwater Program: UC Davis (Oatman) reviewed the main points of December 13 letter to 
the EPA, responding to a request for revisions in the surface and stormwater monitoring program. A map was provided of the 
sampling locations, showing those that are being revised. 



UC Davis 
Progress Update 
(continued) 

DISCUS. ( 

- Stormwater Monitoring: The landfill #1 eastern drainage area is proposed to be added as a stormwater sampling location. We 
now have further information on the location of the eastern border of the landfill than was known at the time the original 
monitoring plan was developed. Since this drain serves an area of the old landfill, it is recommended for inclusion in the program. 
Locations proposed for continued monitoring include the stormwater lift station along Old Davis Road and the outfall fiom the 
ditch on the eastern side of landfill #3. These are the only locations where runoff from the site is known to reach Putah Creek and 
should be adequate to assess the potential impacts of stormwater discharges from LEHR. Oatman requested feedback fiom the 
regulators on how to implement several of the suggestions they had in their letter, including how best to collect direct runoff from 
dog pens (since water primarily infiltrates), and also more detail on how they envision the program for collection and use of water 
volume and flow data for both the stormwater discharge and for the Creek as a whole. Austin responded that his primary concerns 
For additional monitoring of runoff from the dog pen areas are chlordane and radium, and for the southwest comer, radium, 
strontium, and other constituents that have been found there, including some high metal concentrations in soil. He continued saying 
there may be no good way to collect a representative sample but that we could try to find an area where there is runoff that can be 
sampled. The problem then is that by virtue of the runoff activity causing dilution, that area may have less of a particular 
contaminant than water that is not flowing off-site. 

- Surface Water: UC Davis proposed that there be two sampling locations for evaluations of impacts to Putah Creek. They can 
bracket the site by taking one sample just upstream (near the bridge) and one downstream of all impacts from the site (east of the 
stormwater outfall near landfill #3). Removal of radiological and semi-volatile organic compounds from both creek and stormwater 
analyte lists was recommended. Further review of results for metals and some anions and cation analyses is also necessary to 
determine whether it may be appropriate to reduce monitoring for these parameters. UC Davis will prepare a revised water 
monitoring plan and send it out for review. Austin suggested looking at reducing frequency of monitoring for some parameters 
rather than removing them altogether from the list, as was done for the ground water program. He stated that there may not be 
sufficient stormwater data available to determine whether we should reduce the analyte list at this time compared to the years of 
quarterly sampling data that have been collected in Putah Creek. 

- Measurement of Flow in Putah Creek and Stormwater Discharge: Oatman has discussed with Solano County Water Agency their 
plans to put a new staff gauge on the bridge when construction is completed in February. In the meantime, we may need to use the 
information from the 1-80 bridge staff gauge. The county water agency also has a profile of the creek and flow measurement data. 
Oatman will verify the accuracy of these data and determine whether a new profile will be created due to changes made during 
construction. He believes that they likely already have plans to do this. Oatman indicated that UC Davis plans to revise the flow 
measurement section of the stormwater monitoring procedure and requested clarification from the regulators on whether the intent 
was to have a stormwater flow volume estimate, and on how this information was planned to be used. Austin said that as we take 
stormwater samples fiom the landfill areas, and he also wanted an estimate of flow at each location. He suggested using a bucket 
and stopwatch, providing this method is feasible and flow is sufficient. 

- DSCSOC Comments on StormwaterISurface Water Program: Austin stated that he agrees with most of Lee's comments. 
Specifically, 1) further biological sampling may be necessary. However, the requirement will depend on the results of the study 
performed by ATSDR. Austin anticipates an annual sampling program somewhat similar to what ATSDR has done this year. 2) 
The sediment sampling should be done again since the earlier data do not look adequate. Ficklin reminded Austin that the ATSDR 
study also included some sediment sampling. 3) Analysis for ammonia-nitrogen should be returned to the analyte list. 

0. 
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Open Discussion 

DISCUS? 

Fields responded to Julie Roth's previously written comments on the DOE Ten-Year Plan. Fields indicated that the schedule to 
complete the Ten-Year Plan has been pushed back and there is an opportunity to take into account Roth's statements. Timm 
indicated that the time frame for completion of the plan is probably within the next couple of months. Roth indicated that she 
would like an explanation of a statement currently contained within the plan. Austin indicated that they assumed that the statement 
in question would be removed and regarded it as a misperception. Fields indicated that the statement would be removed, and 
additional DSCSOC comments will be addressed at the next RPM meeting. 

Lee indicated that e-mail is an effective way to transmit project information. Austin indicated that free e-mail service is available 
through a company called "Juno." There was general agreement that e-mail was a good medium to transmit project information. 
The following e-mail addresses were obtained after the meeting (NA = not available): 

Salem Attiga 
Duncan Austin 
David Belk 
Mike Brown 
Bob Devany 
Mike Dresen 
Mark Eisen 
Hedy Ficklin 
Susan Fields 
Steve Hsu 

Christine Judal 
G. Fred Lee 
Peter McKereghan 
Dawn Mitchell 
Joe Niland 
Brian Oatman 
Julie Roth 
Mary Rust 
Susan Timm 
Joe Wong 
Dave Zuber 

The next RPMs meeting will be January 30, 1997, 9:00 a.m. at LEHR. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research 
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Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
January 30, 1997 

 ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants 

Mike Dresen, WA  Susan Fields, DOE  Christine Judal, UCD 
Bob Devany, WA  Duncan Austin, DTSC  David Bewk, UCD 
Carolyn Atwood, WA  Brian Oatman, UCD  G. Fred Lee, GFL & Assoc 
Salem Attiga, EMS  Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB  Mark Eison, Dames & Moore 
Dawn Mitchell, EMS  Julie Roth, DSCSOC  Dave Zuber, Dames & Moore 
Hedy Ficklin, US EPA  Joe Niland, Dames & Moore  John Fawcett, Dames & Moore 

                                       

                                                                                                          

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
DOE Areas:   

Risk Assessment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Carolyn Atwood (WA) presented an overview of the DOE-Areas Risk Assessment Plan.  Ms. Atwood is a senior civil and 
chemical engineer at WA who leads WA’s risk assessment group.  She described three exposure scenarios:  an onsite researcher, 
offsite residential farm located at the east site boundary, and an offsite residential farm located on the south side of the south fork 
of Putah Creek.  Atwood noted that these scenarios represent the most conservative practical exposure points.  She noted that 
ground water will not impact the creek because the creek recharges ground water near the site (i.e., there is no flow from the 
ground water to the creek ) and ground water will not impact users to the south because ground water flow is predominantly to the 
east.  Fred Lee (DSCSOC) said that he assumes for risk assessment purposes that ground water pumping will be as it is now for the 
next 100 years and that land owners will have the right to put in wells.  Atwood indicated that regardless of the future ground 
water use, wells located south of the site would probably not capture ground water currently beneath the site. 

Atwood indicated that her objective is to provide stakeholders with a protocol describing the risk assessment process and input 
parameters so that stakeholders will be able to provide input on the approach.  She indicated that the radionuclide risk model 
RESRAD would be used to determine site-specific soil action levels at the 15 mrem/yr proposed EPA standard.  She noted that 

Atwood indicated that 
this topic will need to 
be discussed more and 
will be included as a 
discussion in the 
protocol 
memorandum. 
Austin asked that WA 
send him a copy of the 
scoping assessment 
guidance. 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
Risk Assessment 
(cont’d) 

radium might be considered separately using 5 pCi/g since this level had been used in several other CERCLA RODs.  Fred Lee 
asked whether radium [at 5 pCi/g] was a cleanup goal regardless of exposure.  Atwood indicated that she was proposing that site-
specific exposure for radium not be determined for the site since the 5 pCi/g level has been accepted as an ARAR at many other 
CERCLA sites.  Lee indicated that if we use reference to other sites then the [stakeholders] need to be informed of the situations at 
those sites.  Hedy Ficklin (EPA) asked if we know about the use of the EPA model RISCALC.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) indicated 
that he didn’t agree with the approach because he believed that we need to show or model risk for all compounds/radionuclides.  
Austin indicated that a 5 pCi/g soil cleanup standard for Ra-226 cleanup was applied to uranium mining situations where special 
factors such as economics were weighed in the decision process.  Austin indicated that use of this guideline may not be appropriate 
for LEHR. 

Atwood indicated the chemical risk would be determined using standard CERCLA methodology.  Salem Attiga (EMS) asked 
whether chemicals and radionuclides would be handled separately.  Atwood indicated that CERCLA Risk Assessment Guidance 
for Superfund, Part A contained methods to combine these risks.  Austin asked if there was an exposure scenario for someone 
digging a trench (e.g. a construction worker).  Atwood indicated that this scenario is probably not appropriate since the exposure is 
short term.  Austin said that it is a concern because the future workers will not be OSHA trained in 15 years.  Atwood reiterated 
that the exposure for a construction worker would be very limited in duration and hence not appropriate, as the risk is orders of 
magnitude lower than a research worker at the site for 30 years.  Austin indicated that the health hazard index may be more 
appropriate for construction workers. Atwood indicated that this topic will need to be discussed more and will be included as a 
discussion in the protocol memorandum. 
Atwood then discussed the Ecological Risk Assessment.  She indicated that the significant amount of previous work done by U.C. 
Davis and others would form the basis for the study.  This work will be supplemented by field work currently in progress by WA’s 
subcontractor.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) indicated that the creek was currently flooded and that much of the [riparian habitat] was 
submerged.  Atwood responded that the plan is to look at the area and the previous work, and wildlife.  Atwood indicated that the 
most recent DTSC scoping assessment guidance would be used for the Ecological Risk Assessment.  Austin asked for some 
additional details on what a scoping assessment was.  Atwood indicated that a scoping assessment identifies exposure scenarios 
like receptor points, presence of receptors, transport pathways, and what to carry forward into the risk assessment.  Austin 
indicated that this would differ from the Human Health Risk Assessment because of the different pathways for animals through the 
food chain.  Austin asked that WA send him a copy of the scoping assessment guidance and said that DHS would be involved in 
any issues involving radiation. 

Atwood indicated that the schedule to complete the risk assessment was short.  Austin indicated that he may have trouble getting 
resources to support the risk assessment.  It was agreed that a technical meeting the last week in February would be desirable. 

Report 
Characterization 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site Characterization 

Mike Dresen (WA) presented an overview of the Draft DOE Areas Characterization Report which was submitted to the regulatory 
agencies at this meeting.  Austin asked about the presence of Cs-137.  Attiga indicated that the highest concentrations were limited 
to “a cemented gravel block” that was removed for disposal.  Dawn Mitchell-Munso (EMS) indicated that there was documented 
use of some Cs-137 in research studies at LEHR.  Mitchell-Munso also indicated that we need to look at how these levels compare 
to background.  Atwood indicated that WA has a statistician working on background methodology and that this would be part of 
the risk assessment. Austin commented on one of the conclusions of the Characterization Report indicating that additional surface 
soil samples were required.  Atwood indicated that these data were required to model the risks at the site in a forward direction.  
Austin indicated that the exposure scenario was necessarily theoretical due to the data limitations.  Austin indicated that the LFI 
was not adequate to fully characterize the risks at the site.  Rather, the LFI has indicated that there are high levels of materials 
present that warrant their removal.  Austin concluded that further surface samples would not be definitive and that the samples 

The stakeholders 
agreed that they could 
complete the review by 
February 21, 1997. 
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(cont’d) should not be collected. 

Dresen requested that the agencies/stakeholders submit their comments on the draft report by February 21, 1997.  Austin indicated 
that there may be no comments since it is mainly a data compilation report.  Dresen indicated that there were conclusions and 
recommendations that should be reviewed.  Austin indicated that he would focus on the recommendations.  The stakeholders 
agreed that they could complete the review by February 21, 1997. 

Air Monitoring Atwood indicated that the on-site air monitoring program had fulfilled the one year baseline data collection objective, and that WA 
proposed that the sampling program be reduced.  Dawn Mitchell-Munso indicated that the program had successfully verified that 
the modeling for diffuse sources, which is regulated under NESHAPS, was conservative.  Atwood indicated that insignificant 
levels of radionuclides and chemicals had been detected in the 1996 monitoring. 

Fred Lee asked if the project had evaluated building radon levels.  Mitchell-Munso indicated that radon had been evaluated and 
showed elevated levels in the former freezers in AH-1.  She indicated that since those freezers were removed, there was no longer 
a problem.  Lee indicated that he was concerned about radon in soil coupling with the buildings.  Mitchell-Munso indicated that 
monitoring was conducted in 1989-1990  and showed that radon was not a problem in the buildings.   

Austin indicated that a written proposal on changes to the air monitoring program should be submitted to agencies for their review 
and concurrence since the air monitoring is part of the CERCLA process. 

Austin indicated that a 
written proposal on 
changes to the air 
monitoring program 
should be submitted to 
agencies for their 
review and 
concurrence since the 
air monitoring is part 
of the CERCLA 
process. 

Administrative Susan Fields (DOE) indicated that DOE has received the latest Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) from U.C. Davis.  The DOE 
attorney has reported that the two parties are currently not too far off on this matter.  Brian Oatman (U.C. Davis) indicated that the 
problem areas have to do with division of responsibilities for the ground water operable unit and the circumstances that would 
“re-open” the agreement.  Fields indicated that DOE plans to respond to the U.C. Davis draft MOA in the next couple of weeks. 

 

UCD Areas:   
Update Brian Oatman announced that the data transmittal package with results for the investigations of Landfills One, Two and Three has 

been sent out for review by the RPMs.  The data transmittals for the Waste Holes and Trench Investigations will be provided 
within the next few weeks.  These packages provide only data, without the comprehensive analysis and conclusions that will be in 
the final report. 

The data transmittals 
for the Waste Holes 
and Trench 
Investigations will be 
provided within the 
next few weeks. 

Groundwater 
Remediation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Joe Niland of Dames & Moore (D&M) gave an update on the progress of the off-site well installation.  The drill rig is still in place, 
and up to this point, drilling has been completed to 205 feet for the first, deeper well.  Drilling has been put on hold temporarily 
due to weather and some mechanical problems.  Air rotary and hammer casing drilling methods were first used, but flowing sand 
and related difficulties prompted a switch to the mud rotary method.  The drill currently on site is a mud rotary type.   

While drilling below the second hydrostratigraphic unit (HSU), it was found that the stratigraphy is different than expected at the 
new well location.  One previously-unidentified water producing zone was found about 150 feet below ground surface (bgs), and 
another was found at about 180 feet bgs.  More investigation is necessary to put this information into better perspective and define 
its significance.  At this point we can only assume that these are discontinuous zones.  The intent is still to drill the well to the 
originally planned depth, into what has been called the 3rd HSU, because of its significance to local water use.  After the well is 
completed, D&M will provide additional assessment of the intermediate zones--including the 15' clay layer separating the two 
newly identified water-bearing zones.  The zone between 150-180' bgs was found to be a significant source of water, producing 
hundreds of gallons per minute.   

Other water-bearing 
zones in the clay layer 
may need to be tested. 
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Groundwater 
Remediation (cont’d) 
 

Discussion  followed on this new stratigraphic information:  Based on Dennis Parfitt's report, Lee stated this is what could be 
expected, and that we must be careful in assuming the third HSU is separated by a clay layer that is not permeable.  Niland 
indicated the need to investigate further.  Austin suggested that we settle on a name for the deeper aquitard, and Oatman noted that 
we should be careful in what we call it so we do not introduce further confusion.  It was decided to identify the "unamed aquitard" 
found at the base of HSU-2 to a depth of 250 feet as "HSU-3", and the aquifer encountered at 250 feet will be identified as 
"HSU-4."  Austin also asked about the possibility of putting in a cluster and/or a multizone well at this location, but Susan Timm 
of the RWQCB and others stated that the technical problems were significant with multizone wells.  Niland said that once the 
deeper well is installed, we will have more information on which to base the necessary depth for the second well that is already 
planned at this location.  When questioned by Dresen about core analyses, Niland said that the cores that were taken were analyzed 
for lithology but not for chemistry, except limited analysis necessary for disposal of cuttings.   

Austin stated that there may be a need to test these other water bearing zones for contamination within the clay layer.  He asked 
whether it would be feasible to do a spinner test in well 22N to provide information, but Eisen (D&M) stated that this would not 
provide useable information due to the way that well is constructed.  DTSC also recommended that UC Davis go forward with 
putting in another well to the first newly identified zone, while the equipment is on location.  However, due to weather problems 
that have been making progress difficult, Oatman stated that UC Davis would prefer to wait until weather is more dependable. 

EE/CA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Overview presented by D&M (Niland): 

The EE/CA report is now available in public repositories and UC Davis will accept comments over the next thirty days.  The 
Interim Remedial Action (IRA) was originally presented in the Assessment of Remedial Options for Groundwater Extraction and 
Treatment in February 1996, which in turn was based on the initial commitment made in the UC Davis conceptual work plan 
submitted to the US EPA in Nov. 1995.  This EE/CA report is the result of work carried out under the Technical 
Memorandum/Work Plan for Pre-design Activities that was sent out for review in July 1996.  The EE/CA, as defined in the NCP 
process, is to evaluate the alternatives for the initial step toward groundwater remediation.  The process requires evaluation of the 
most reasonable options.  It also requires a specific recommendation on the most viable alternative. 

The presentation of the EE/CA was in three parts:  first, the modeling process and how it relates to the alternative selected (Eisen); 
 next, water quality findings affecting the selection of the chosen alternative (Zuber); and finally, the remedial action screening 
process and selection of the most appropriate alternative (Fawcett).  Niland covered the overall Remedial Action Objectives 
including mitigating any potential threat to public and environment, initiating groundwater cleanup, and gathering further 
information.  He requested that these objectives be kept in mind as we go through the process and emphasized that this is an 
interim action. 

Eisen presented the groundwater flow model and discussed its application in simulating extraction and reinjection well locations 
and flow rates for the   design.  Two steady state models were used to simulate differences between summer and winter 
groundwater flow conditions.  The winter model included recharge from precipitation and Putah Creek, and simulated seasonal 
high water levels, while the summer model included recharge from Putah Creek, irrigation well pumping ( modeled as a sink) and 
simulated seasonal low water levels.  The model was calibrated to both winter and summer conditions based on 1995 data.  
USGS-approved modeling codes were used; MODFLOW (for the flow model), MODFLOWP (a parameter estimation package to 
assist with calibration of model), and MODPATH (to assist in capture zone evaluation and particle tracking).  The group followed 
with discussion of the influence of Putah Creek on groundwater around site and whether the model would adequately represent 
this.   

The model includes four layers that simulate flow in HSU-1 and HSU-2, covering an area of 7,000 x 11,500 feet with the site in 

Evaluation of how 
changes in 
permeability would 
affect treatment system 
capacity is needed. 
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EE/CA (cont’d) the center.  Discussion with the RPMs included how the hydrogeologic conditions identified in the spinner test for HSU-2 relate to 

the modeled conditions--versus the actual conditions over the HSU that would affect the actual capture zone.  Extraction scenarios 
for the IRA included winter flow conditions, and summer flow conditions, both with and without irrigation well 22N operating.  
Varied flow rates were modeled and additional extraction wells were added until capture criteria (1 ug/L) were satisfied.  Various 
extraction/reinjection scenarios were also modeled to simulate the fate of reinjected treated groundwater to assess reinjection well 
locations that will optimally recapture the reinjected treated groundwater.   Maps were presented showing particle capture during 
the more northerly flow for winter, pumping at 120 gallons per minute (gpm), and during summer with pumping at 190 gpm, with 
and without the 22N well. 

Maps were shown that detailed optimum locations planned for recapture of water, without unnecessarily impacting other non-VOC 
sources on site.  During most of the year, conditions will be more consistent with the summer flow scenario, which estimates that 
about 8% of the reinjected water would be lost outside the capture loop.  Up to 32% loss of reinjected water is expected to occur 
when the winter conditions are prevalent.  The reinjection rate will be the same as the extraction rate.  Tests show that the 
extraction rate will not stress the aquifer even at the highest rates necessary for capture.  Austin asked how changes in the estimates 
of permeability would affect the need for extraction well and treatment system capacity.  Austin said that this will need to be 
evaluated for the actual design, and Niland stated that this will be considered.  Timm and Dresen asked whether D&M had looked 
at a scenario with the injection well closer to the source.  Eisen explained that D&M was concerned about the potential for 
contaminants from other site source areas to be pushed offsite and away from the capture zone for VOCs.  If the reinjection well is 
located closer, water that is pushed north or south at the position of the injection well would potentially impact other source areas 
on site, while this is not a problem at the proposed reinjection location. 

Review of 
Groundwater Quality  

Presented by Zuber (D&M) 

This review focused on site constituents of concern, including chloroform and other VOCs, nitrate, hexavalent chromium, Total 
Dissolved Solids (TDS) and tritium.  Data from three sources were reviewed in order to evaluate background conditions as an aid 
in evaluating treatment options for extracted groundwater.  The sources included: (1) municipal, domestic and irrigation wells, (2) 
neighbor wells, and (3) the upgradient site monitoring well.   Groundwater in the Davis area in general was found to be of the 
magnesium bicarbonate-type with high TDS (>500 mg/L) and high in chloride, boron and fluoride.  Significant increasing trends 
have been noted for TDS and nitrate since the 1950s.  Both neighbor well and regional data show large variation in water quality 
throughout the area.  In the site background HSU-2 well, hexavalent chromium was not detected frequently enough to quantify, 
nitrate averages about 16.8 mg/L, and TDS averages 438 mg/L.  Background for VOCs was assumed to be below detection limits. 
 At the extraction well location, chloroform concentrations were relatively constant at 87-100 ug/L, and 1,2-DCA was reported at 
just above the detection limit.  Tritium and semi-volatiles were not detected.  Slight variations were noted in nitrate, TDS and 
hexavalent chromium levels due to influence from HSU-1 concentrations.  Devany asked whether chromium valance state changes 
caused by pH changes in the treated water were expected.  D&M said that the pH shouldn't change that much during treatment of 
VOCs.  Overall conclusions indicated that chloroform would be the most significant parameter in the extracted groundwater, 
especially since background water quality varies for the other primary constituents of concern (nitrate, hexavalent chromium and 
TDS).  Although these parameters exceed UCD2-17 levels, they are below MCLs and within regional background ranges.  The 
quality of water extracted could change as a result of prolonged pumping from HSU-2. 

 

Evaluation Approach  Presented by Fawcett (D&M) 

Fawcett introduced the 4 -step process followed in the EE/CA report  (see chart), as defined by 40 CFR 400.  The first step 
involves screening of alternative technologies.  For the LEHR site groundwater, there were two extraction options, four treatment 

Need to get chart 
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systems, and four discharge alternatives screened.  The remaining three steps included identification, analysis, and 
comparison/selection of the most viable alternative, based on the criteria in the EE/CA guidance document.   

In the end, Alternative 1 (groundwater extraction/VOC removal/reinjection) was selected for the IRA, due to its effectiveness 
(ability to meet removal action objectives), implementability (although the criteria for reinjection are still in question), and cost 
(based on five-year operation).  One primary consideration in the selection of this alternative over other treatment methods was 
that there is no easy way to treat the concentrated salts produced by reverse osmosis, even if they go to the UC Davis Waste Water 
Treatment Plant (WWTP). 

For the extraction options, flow rates of 190 and 280 gallons per minute were evaluated.  The lower flow rate included operation of 
a single extraction well and replacement of one private irrigation well.  The second option was to keep the existing private 
irrigation well but install a second extraction well to operate while the private irrigation well is in use.   Both options initially met 
screening criteria. 

For the discharge options, the four alternatives included reinjection, discharge to UC Davis WWTP, discharge to Putah Creek, or 
discharge to agricultural land for irrigation purposes.  The only option that met screening criteria was the reinjection alternative, 
although preliminary discussions with the RWQCB indicate this option still has some potential difficulties to resolve before 
implementation. 

For the treatment options, air stripping, ion exchange, bone char carbon, and reverse osmosis were evaluated.  Both air stripping 
and reverse osmosis were found to be acceptable.  Of these two acceptable treatment options, cost comparisons found that over the 
first five years of operation, air stripping alone would be the least expensive treatment method.  Essentially however, the choice 
will depend on whether hexavalent chromium and/or nitrate will need to be removed.  Timm stated that if hexavalent chromium is 
determined not to be a problem, then both the ion exchange and bone char methods would also be viable, especially if the Board 
determines that nitrate does not need to be removed. 

The EE/CA report concluded that Alternative 1 (extraction/VOC removal/reinjection) is the most appropriate choice because: (1) 
removal of nitrate, hexavalent chromium, TDS and other salts would cost an additional $1.4 million over five years; (2) reverse 
osmosis would result in only an incremental improvement in water quality to meet local background water values; (3) reverse 
osmosis leaves a concentrated salt solution that must be disposed and would require more time for testing, design and 
procurement; and (4) 65-90% of reinjected water will be captured by the extraction well within a closed loop.  Niland provided a 
summary  chart reviewing the process and conclusions.  He stated that some contingencies will have to be accepted by regulators 
and the public in order to accept the selected alternative.  A schedule was presented showing expected progress in the upcoming 
year, with operation commencing by the end of the year.  This was felt to be an aggressive schedule, anticipating that a final action 
memorandum, and also the bidding process, would be completed by April.  DTSC stated that the design package will have to be 
approved by the agencies at some point in this process.  The design will have to accommodate greater than 100 ppm chloroform in 
order to assure clean-up is accomplished, should influent concentrations increase. 

Roth asked, since this is an interim action, how will it affect the final resolution of groundwater cleanup?  Fawcett responded that 
if we start seeing trends that are different in terms of concentrations that require further treatment, then we can add the necessary 
equipment.  Oatman stated that this action allows time to evaluate other concerns and it also prevents further downgradient 
contaminant migration in the meantime. 

Roth asked about the cleanup for the rest of  the site.  Austin responded that this is a piece of the overall remediation effort and that 
the state regional board will have to approve the reinjection system.  
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Devany raised a concern that the proposed re-injection location may have the potential to raise HSU-1 water levels and adversely 
impact nearby contaminant sources.  Discussion followed concerning moving the injection well closer to source area and how that 
might further impact other source areas on site. 

DSCSOC Concerns How reliably do we feel that we have characterized the off-site chloroform plume and how can we evaluate that information?  
Austin stated that we plan to install more monitoring wells, and that the latest round of hydropunch data needs to be provided to 
the RPMs.  Timm said that there should be additional wells that show non-detect to the east and also to the north.  Austin indicated 
that we need to do some planning on this, probably in the March time frame.  Lee stated that he is not confident that we have really 
determined there is no downgradient contamination from Landfill 3.  Austin said he tends to agree. 

Lee - New detection limits for Cr+6  should be resolved as well as detection limits for VOCs. 

Austin added that Lee is in favor of the EE/CA, with strict added monitoring and additional planning and revisions as we go, and 
also additional modeling to show the immediate downgradient and upgradient conditions when the extraction well is working. 

Oatman requested feedback from regulators on how soon he can expect comments back on the EE/CA.  Timm said she expects to 
have her comments returned by Feb 10. 

Oatman requested 
feedback from 
regulators on how 
soon he can expect 
comments back on the 
EE/CA.  Timm said 
she expects to have her 
comments returned by 
Feb 10. 

 

 

 

The next RPMs meeting will be March 13, 1997, 9:00 a.m. at LEHR. 
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Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
March 13, 1997 

 ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Mark Eisen, D&M  Joe Niland, D&M 
Carolyn Atwood, WA  Hedy Ficklin, U.S. EPA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  Susan Fields, DOE/OAK  Julie Roth, DCSCOC 
David Belk, UCOP  Steve Hsu, DHS/RHB  Mary Rust, DSCSOC 
Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Bob Devany, WA  G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC  Joe Wong, DOE/OAK 
Mike Dresen, WA  Dawn Mitchell, PNNL  Dave Zuber, D&M 

                                       

                                                                                                          

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 
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ACTION 
   
Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

All parties agreed that the December meeting minutes were satisfactory.  Several parties indicated that they need additional time to 
review the January minutes.  Dawn Mitchell (EMS) reported, as a follow up to an action item in the December minutes, that she 
had confirmed that all parties had approved the RPM meeting minutes from September 24 and October 31, 1997. 

 

   
Risk Assessment Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the Risk Assessment Protocol would be submitted to the RPMs on Monday and 

that, if possible, the LEHR team would like to meet to discuss technical aspects of the protocol the following week.  It was agreed 
to tentatively schedule this meeting on Monday March 24 at Weiss Associates’ Emeryville Offices pending the availability of 
toxicology/risk assessment staff.   

WA to send out maps 
to their 
EmeryvilleOffice prior 
to the Risk Assessment 
Protocol Meeting. 
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Site Characterization 
Report (SCR) 

Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) asked if there were any comments or issues on the subject report that the RPM would like to 
discuss.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) indicated that he remained uncomfortable with the approach to determine site soil background 
levels [for inorganic compounds and radionuclides].  He indicated that radiological results with very high errors are problematic.  
Austin expressed concern that because preliminary risk assessment numbers indicated that background may be a cleanup target,  
having a good handle on background activities in soil will be very important.  Dresen indicated that the methods used in the SCR 
were preliminary and a that revised methodology will be presented in detail in the Risk Assessment Protocol.  Dresen indicated 
that WA has been working on this, and preliminary discussions with EPA indicated their concurrence on the new approach. 

Austin indicated that DTSC would submit their comments on the subject report by the middle of next week.  Austin commented 
that it was a good summary of site data but that a few things were left out including some soil vapor survey results from the 
Southwest Trenches Area.  Austin also noted that the conclusion that no strontium-90 was present in ground water downgradient 
of the radium dry wells may be incorrect because there are no nearby wells directly downgradient.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) 
indicated that Sr-90 is somewhat mobile and  moves like calcium ions.  Salem Attiga  (EMS) indicated that PNNL had prepared a 
technical memorandum on radionuclide transport and indicated that they would provide copies to the meeting attendees.  Fred Lee 
(DSCSOC) indicated that Sr-90 was more soluble than calcium.  Attiga indicated that Sr-90 was more likely to complex than 
calcium.  Lee responded that Sr-90 may actually migrate faster [in ground water] as a complex.  Austin indicated that an erroneous 
“leap in faith” may prevail in the report where measured concentrations are low but [because the LFI investigation was “limited” 
by design] the potential still exists that much higher concentrations are present in other [uncharacterized] parts of the burial area.   

Austin indicated that there was no real need to revise the report and that the project focus should be on the risk assessment.  Austin 
went on to indicate that he noted that [portions of] the Limited Field Investigation deviated from the approved workplan by not 
collecting surface samples.  He indicated that this issue may need to be revisited at a later date. 

 

   
Data Gaps Field 
Investigation 
Presented by Bob 
Devany, WA 

Bob Devany gave a brief presentation on the upcoming data gaps field investigation on the domestic septic tanks.  Devany 
indicated that five septic systems would be investigated and it was agreed that a brief workplan will be provided to the RPMs in a 
few weeks.  Austin indicated that he thought that there were seven tanks.  Attiga indicated that the Tank No. 7 is located near the 
Co-60 and that available data indicated that this system was either never used or only used for a short time.   Attiga also indicated 
that LFI sampling at Tank No. 7 didn’t show any significant contamination.  Attiga indicated that the other tank [not being 
investigated] was hooked into the radium leach field and was addressed in the LFI.   

Attiga indicated that work done last fall traced the Tank No. 1 effluent line from the septic tank located near the front of the 
Administration Building toward the southwest.  Attiga indicated that this may suggest that Tank No. 1’s leach field is in the 
vicinity of the radium leach field and should be easy to find.  Attiga indicated that locating tanks and leach fields will not be easy 
due to the limited background information showing tank locations.   He indicated that a decision may need to be made about the 
utility of searching extensively for these tanks. 

 

   
DOE/UCD 
Memorandum of 
Agreement 

Susan Fields (DOE/OAK) indicated that there had been a recent meeting with the DOE and UC Davis attornies and it was decided 
that each party would go back and independently rewrite the MOA.  The DOE indicated that it was their attorney’s opinion that 
finalization of the agreement was close.  Revised MOA drafts will be exchanged on March 24th . 

 

   
Open Discussion Austin indicated that he had an additional comment on the Characterization Report.  He questioned the addition of capping as a  
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possible site remedy since it had not been previously discussed.  Dresen indicated that it was included as a screening issue.  DTSC 
indicated that capping was not appropriate for the Eastern Dog Pens but may be acceptable for the Western Dog Pens.  Brian 
Oatman (UC Davis) indicated that further study may indicate that capping is an acceptable remedy for both dog pens. 

   
UCD Areas:   
Engineering 
Evaluation/Cost 
Analysis (EE/CA) 
Groundwater IRA 

Presented by Dave 
Zuber, Dames & 
Moore: 

 

All comments to the EE/CA Report were received by February 25, 1997.  UC Davis is currently addressing these comments.  All 
comments and responses will be included in an appendix to the revised final EE/CA document planned for April 4, 1997, when it 
will be re-noticed for public comment.  In response to one of the comments received in February, a draft Removal Action Work 
Plan is planned to be issued in May, including a Monitoring Plan discussing wells, schedule and testing required to monitor 
performance of the proposed treatment system.  The work plan will also include back-up information to the EE/CA such as 
groundwater modeling, hydrogeologic model and pump test data.  Austin stated that a conceptual design should also be included in 
the work plan.  Joe Niland (D&M) stated that the scheduled releases of the revised EE/CA and a CEQA Tiered Initial Study are 
close.  They will not be tied together for public comment, but they will each go out individually at approximately the same time for 
comment. 

Concurrently with the coordination on the EE/CA and other project planning, work continues to progress on the design for the 
groundwater IRA and at this point the initial stages of the system design have begun.  A 50% design submittal will be prepared 
after the work plan.  EPA will prepare an Action Memorandum for the groundwater removal action after the revised final EE/CA 
is published. 

 

Data Gaps/Limited 
Field Investigation 

Three data transmittals were distributed in January 1997 for Landfill Units #1, #2 and #3.  The remaining transmittals, including 
those with data for the waste burial holes, eastern trenches, southern trenches, and the off-site hydropunch will be completed by 
April 1997. 

 

Offsite well 
Installation 

The deep well into the fourth HSU (UCD4-33) has been completed just to the east of the UC Davis property border (near irrigation 
well 22N).  HSU-4 was encountered from 260 to 290 feet below ground surface.  The well was screened throughout this zone.  
The HSU was found to be comprised primarily of sand and gravel.  Well development is being completed this week, and sampling 
of  the well is planned for next week (beginning March 17).  Lee (DSCSOC) and Timm (RWQCB) both expressed concerns about 
the screened interval being as great as 30 feet.  Their concern was that there could be dilution and difficulty establishing whether 
there might have been impacts from the plume.  Niland and Oatman reminded the RPMs that the well was constructed according to 
the plan provided by DOE nearly a year ago.  Timm suggested that we might consider doing some discrete interval sampling, using 
technology that samples from a particular interval within the screened area.  This method has seemed to work well at other sites 
where it has been used, as long as the pumping is done at a low flow rate.  Niland stated that data from sampling UCD4-33 is 
expected to be available by the next meeting, and then the RPMs can discuss whether different sampling methods are warranted.   

Roth (DSCSOC) asked about plans for investigating the water bearing zone in HSU-3 that was discovered during the drilling of 
well UCD4-33.  Niland responded that UC Davis and Dames & Moore plan to review the data from both the new well and also 
from the groundwater remediation system to get information about this zone before investigating further.  The group agreed that 
eventually we will need to find out more about this zone.  Roth commented that even if we find no positive detections in HSU-4, 
this will not tell us whether the newly discovered water-bearing zone was contaminated or not.  Oatman said that we need to 
examine the results of data from the new well and then determine what the next step should be.   

The final item for this section was that the next planned off-site well installation (for the HSU-2 well near UCD4-33) should be 
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completed by the end of April, according to the previously approved plan. 

Update on 
Groundwater 
Monitoring 

UC Davis has taken over responsibility for the LEHR/South Campus Disposal Site groundwater and surface water monitoring.  
The winter monitoring round was conducted between February 12 and February 28, 1997. 

 

Additional Issues   

Site Background Hsu (DHS) indicated that if the RPMs have not settled on background levels for constituents of concern and how to determine 
them, then this is something that should be decided soon.  Background levels and acceptable risk should factor into establishing 
cleanup levels.  10-4 risk levels may be less than background for some radionuclides.  DHS has said that 5 pCi/g would be an 
acceptable level for Ra-226, but EPA, on other sites, has indicated that this level only applies to sites in the UMTRA project.  
Discussion continued regarding the development of background levels that all parties can agree with.  Austin stated that he was 
concerned about some of the numbers used for radiological background levels that used negative numbers and/or analytical 
uncertainty that is significantly greater than the stated result.  It was decided that this would be discussed further at a later time, 
since DOE will be providing a draft Risk Assessment Protocol, which will propose a method for calculating background values. 

 

Replacement of 22N 
Irrigation Well 

Mary Rust requested input on where she can locate a new well, once it is determined that the 22N well will be abandoned.  She 
asked about the steps they will need to take to assure that the new location is acceptable.  At this point, they plan to install the well 
roughly about where the last row of Hydropunch were taken.  She asked if the RPMs would want to see sampling results from a 
test well before they complete a replacement supply well.  Generally, the RPMs present felt that this was a good idea.  Oatman also 
stated that the results from the new HSU-2 well that is planned for April will help in determining where the new supply well 
should be placed.  Timm stated that the new supply well should go in by early fall (Sept.-Oct.) because of difficulties due to 
weather after that.  Niland stated that the work that has been done for the modeling should improve confidence about 
understanding of the local hydrogeology, including the stratigraphy and general sub-surface conditions of the area.  There will also 
be additional information from the new wells that we have installed.  If this new data is consistent, then we should be pretty 
confident.  If it is not consistent, then we will know we have to do more investigation. 

 

Water Monitoring 
Results Reporting 

Roth asked how the stormwater and groundwater reporting will be handled (now that UC Davis is compiling it).  Oatman stated 
that UC Davis will include the stormwater, surface water and groundwater in quarterly and annual reports, just as before.  DOE is 
preparing the 1996 annual report and UC Davis will prepare the 1997 report.  UC Davis committed to providing a revised water 
monitoring plan to the RPMs by the end of March. 

 

ATSDR Fish 
Sampling Results 

EPA (Ficklin) reported that the EPA NAREL lab is currently reviewing a draft report concerning the fish samples taken from 
Putah Creek.  It is unknown when NAREL or ATSDR will make the report available. 

 

   

 

The next RPMs meeting will be April 23, 1997, 9:00 a.m. at LEHR. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
April 23, 1997 

ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Hedy Ficklin, U.S. EPA  Mary Rust, DSCSOC 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  Susan Fields, DOE/OAK  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
David Belk, UCOP  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Joe Wong, DOE/OAK 
Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB  Julie McNeal, UC Davis  Dave Zuber, D&M 
Bob Devany, WA  Dawn Mitchell, PNNL   
Mike Dresen, WA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis   

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

The January Minutes were approved.  The March Minutes are still being reviewed by several parties and approval was deferred 
until the next RPM meeting. 

 

DOE AREAS:   
Risk Assessment Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) indicated that comments on the Risk Assessment Approach Memorandum had been received 

from all stakeholders except the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).  Duncan Austin (DTSC) indicated that this 
document describes the approach for developing cleanup levels rather than a [Baseline] Risk Assessment and that the DTSC 
comments should be submitted to DOE by Monday [April 28].  Austin added that there were no “show-stoppers” in the approach 
and that DTSC believes that an evaluation of a residential scenario is not required since UC Davis expects to continue using the 
site as a research facility.  On the topic of site-wide risk assessment, Austin commented that the operable unit [discrete] approach 
is appropriate and should result in acceptable cumulative risks, if handled properly.  Dresen added that the Risk Assessment 
Approach Memorandum should have made it clearer that its objective was not a “full-blown” risk assessment.  Austin indicated 
that DTSC’s other comments on the document were minor.  Salem Attiga (EMS) indicated that it is critical to conduct the risk 
evaluation in a manner that reduces the need to go back [and conduct additional remediation after the site-wide risk assessment is 
complete. 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
LFI Strontium-90 
Results 

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) discussed the recently identified analytical error in the Limited Field Investigation (LFI) data set.  
Devany indicated that LAS Laboratories indicated that eight samples had been contaminated in the analytical laboratory by 
Barium-133.  This resulted in the improper reporting of several LFI strontium results.  Specifically, the relatively high Strontium-
90 values previously reported in the vicinity of the Radium dry wells were in error.  Devany reported that there was an opportunity 
to reanalyze some of these samples using duplicates collected by DHS to confirm the apparent analytical errors and that DOE’s 
plan to remove the dry wells as a [time-critical] removal action had been put on hold.   Susan Timm (RWQCB) noted that 
additional sampling may be warranted.  Devany indicated that it is still likely that the wells will be removed regardless of the 
revised findings and that confimatory sampling would be conducted during the removal action.  Timm indicated that she didn’t 
realize that removal of the dry wells was still likely and that confirmation sampling will address the Water Board’s previously 
stated concern.  

 

Vadose Zone Report  Mike Dresen asked when RPM review comments could be returned on Vadose Zone Report.  Austin replied that he had some 
concerns about the model NUFT and indicated that he required additional validation information.   Dresen indicated that Weiss 
Associates will look into conducting a workshop for interested parties with NUFT experts.  

Weiss Associates to 
arrange NUFT 
workshop for 
interested parties. 

UCD AREAS:   
Data Gaps LFI Update Data transmittals that provide sample results for the recent investigations in the trenches, waste holes and the off-site Hydropunch 

will be completed and sent to UC Davis for review within the next few weeks.  The data transmittals will then be distributed to the 
RPMs for review and the findings can be discussed at the next RPM meeting. 

Duncan Austin asked if UC Davis was planning to begin removal actions for some of these areas.  Zuber (D&M) responded that 
UC Davis wants to get some feedback on the data first--the transmittals coming out are just the analytical results, not a plan of 
action.  Austin stated that he would like to see some context on how to look at the information in the transmittals; whether a 
removal action is part of the overall conceptual planning by UC Davis.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) and Julie McNeal (UC Davis) 
responded that UC Davis' conceptual plan is to perform some removal actions in these areas.  UC Davis anticipates preparing an 
EE/CA for removal actions in the trenches and waste holes by the end of this year.  

 

Groundwater IRA 
Update 

Final EE/CA:  The revised EE/CA was published on April 11, 1997 and noticed for public comment.  Comments received on the 
revised EE/CA will be addressed in the Action Memorandum which will be prepared by EPA.  A Draft Removal Action Work 
Plan will include additional background information for the groundwater IRA and a monitoring plan and is expected to be 
completed by May 30.  The initial phases of system design for the groundwater IRA have been started.  The 50% system design is 
expected to be completed in May.  After review of the required documents, EPA will issue a final Action Memorandum for the 
proposed action. 

Austin requested comments from the other regulators on what they thought of the revised Draft EE/CA.  Susan Timm said that she 
had read over the responses to her comments and those of the EPA, since they were combined.  Timm stated that their comments 
had been adequately addressed.   Austin said that the next steps will be the approval of the revised EE/CA and then the Action 
Memo.  Austin said that it appears to him that UC Davis is already taking steps to move forward without waiting for the for these 
approvals.  Oatman agreed that planning and development of the groundwater remediation system is progressing, based on 
discussions with regulators and professional judgment of what needs to be done.      

 

Hedy Ficklin (USEPA) requested that she be provided an electronic copy of the EE/CA on disk to facilitate preparation of the 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
Action Memorandum.  The other regulators agreed that this would be helpful to them also.  Oatman agreed to provide an electronic 
file of the EE/CA. 

CEQA Initial Study:  Oatman reported that a draft CEQA Initial Study will be sent to the regulators and public within the next 
week or so.  (note: the draft Initial Study was released April 24, 1997)  This will be a Tiered Initial Study that will discuss the 
anticipated environmental impacts of interim remedial actions anticipated to occur at the site.  This includes the proposed IRA for 
groundwater as well as soil removal actions.  The draft Tiered Initial Study was tiered under the Environmental Impact Report 
prepared for the 1994 UC Davis Long Range Development Plan as revised in the 1997 Wastewater Treatment Plant Replacement 
Project EIR.    

Offsite Well 
Installation 

Installation of the deep well (UCD4-33) on the Hamel property was completed in late March.  HSU-4 was encountered from 260 
to 290 feet below ground surface and consisted of sand and gravel.  After the well was constructed, D&M and the drilling 
contractor returned to the site about one week later to develop the well.  During well development, obstructions were encountered 
at 266 feet and again at 273 feet that have prevented conclusion of the well development.  The well is not closed off completely; at 
266 feet, a 1-inch diameter tool was able to pass through the obstruction, but at 273 feet only a 5/8-inch tool can get through.  The 
driller believes that the obstruction is caused by drilling mud caked on the casing, and use of a downhole camera also suggests the 
obstructions may be residual mud from the mud-rotary drilling.   

D&M reviewed the specifications of the screen that had been installed and was found that the screen was not designed to withstand 
formation pressures at 290 feet since it is a "shallow set" screen specified for wells 100-150 feet deep.   

The drilling contractor has taken responsibility for the error and will attempt to clear the obstruction.  They plan to use "aggressive 
well development" techniques including additional surging and swabbing of the well and scraping of the screen to clear the 
obstruction, but this may damage screen.  If the obstruction can be removed without damaging the screen, the driller will attempt to 
install a 2.5 inch diameter stainless steel sleeve screen to reinforce the existing screen.  If any of these procedures do not work, the 
drillers will drill a new well next to this one. 

Hedy Ficklin asked what would happen if the larger screen collapses around the smaller screen.  Zuber replied that intention of the 
inner screen is to prevent collapse of the outer screen.    

Zuber requested further discussion and/or approval of the inner sleeve concept, to determine the consensus of the RPMs before 
notifying the drillers to proceed.  Timm said she does not particularly like the concept, but if it turns out that the initial screen has 
collapsed, she definitely wants a new well constructed.  UC Davis agreed that a new well would be necessary in that case.  The 
drawback to drilling a new well is concern by the property owner--the need for another hole, and possibly a small amount of 
additional space.  Austin said that the inner sleeve concept may work if the screen has not collapsed, but he still has reservations.  
Austin said that if the well shows detections of chloroform, then it may not be as critical because another downgradient well will 
be needed anyway.    

Zuber reported that some information is already being obtained from the new wells.  Both the deep well and the HSU-2 well have 
been sampled.  There is about six feet of open screen above the first obstruction in the deep well from which a sample was drawn.  
Timm stated that this may be a good area from which to collect the sample, since there could be a dilution effect from the full 30 
feet screened interval.  Zuber stated that samples were collected on April 9, and results from the lab are expected early in May.  A 
comparison of water levels in the two wells found groundwater at 35 feet bgs in the shallow well and at 70 feet in the deeper well--
this was during the operation of the Nishi irrigation well.  UC Davis plans to install transducers in both wells to see how the zones 
interact.  Austin requested that the sample results be expedited to determine whether there is chloroform in the deeper well.  Austin 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
said we should set up a conference call soon so that everyone can discuss the issue, and he will consult with other DTSC personnel 
regarding the obstruction in the deeper well.    

ATSDR Health Risk 
Consultation/Putah 
Creek Study 

Oatman reported that UC Davis has asked for additional technical information from ATSDR that will help to clarify the 
information presented in the Putah Creek fish, water, and sediment study.  In general, UC Davis believes that the scope of the 
study did not adequately support the conclusions and/or recommendations that were made.  The background levels identified were 
not directly comparable to the findings at the site locations, due primarily to the difference in fish species compared.  Before we 
can determine the significance and/or potential source of contaminants, we need to (1) conduct additional sampling that focuses on 
the appropriate species and provides better background data, (2) review upstream and local data.  Lake Berryessa is already posted 
for mercury contamination of both Large Mouth Bass and Bluegill--the fish that were the primary species collected around the 
LEHR site.  Austin commented that both DTSC and EPA have been using UC Davis researchers as contractors to study other sites 
because they have the experts on the topic of mercury contamination in fish.  McNeal stated that she has already spoken with 
researchers on campus who may be able to assist with future sampling.  Regarding the concern that the source of contamination 
could potentially be the campus wastewater treatment plant (WWTP), she stated that a review of their sample results show no 
detectable levels of mercury and very low levels of lead in the WWTP discharge. The RPMs present agreed that the study findings 
warrant further investigation, but that the recommendation to post warnings not to consume fish from Putah Creek may not be 
warranted given the limited data that was presented.  

Austin asked whether Putah Creek is currently posted, and the group responded that this would be outside the responsibility of 
anyone in this group.  It would probably be the responsibility of either the California Department of Fish and Game or the Office 
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).  Austin asked whether we can be sure that Fish and Game have seen this 
study and that the proper person has the information.  McNeal said that UC Davis will send Fish and Game the ATSDR report and 
copy the RPMs on the correspondence.  Ficklin stated that EPA Region 9 will be assisting NAREL and ATSDR to collect samples 
in a follow-up study.  Austin also asked Ficklin whether EPA believes the problems identified in the study relate to the site or are 
viewed as a general Putah Creek issue.  Ficklin responded that EPA does not have the data to say it is specifically a problem for 
LEHR.  Ficklin does not think the LEHR RPMs will have to be directly involved in the next phase of the study because it will be 
focused on what is happening in Putah Creek overall.  

 

 

The next RPMs meeting will be June 10, 10:00 a.m. at LEHR. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Draft 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
June 11, 1997 

ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants: 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Susan Fields, DOE/OAK  Julie Roth, DSCSOC 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Mary Rust, DSCSOC 
Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB  G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Mike Brown, DOE/OAK  Dawn Mitchell, PNNL  Dave Zuber, D&M 
Bob Devany, WA  Joe Niland, Dames & Moore   
Hedy Ficklin, U.S. EPA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis   

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

Any changes to previous minutes will be recorded in the current meeting minutes in addition to changing the minutes in question and issuing them as final. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

Bob Devany distributed draft Minutes for the April 23, 1997 RPM meeting.  The March minutes were approved.  

DOE AREAS:   
DOE/UC Davis MOA Mike Brown (DOE) indicated that agreement on the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) had been reached and that it would be 

signed and finalized very soon.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) asked who would be signing the MOA.  Brown responded that James 
Davis would sign for DOE and Janet Hamilton would sign for UC Davis. Duncan Austin (DTSC) wanted to know how the 
breakthrough occurred.  Brown and Brian Oatman (UC Davis) indicated that there was no single item but several items of varying 
importance that took more time than expected to reach agreement.  They noted that site space requirements and division of 
responsibility for site clean up were the key issues that were resolved by the agreement.  Austin pointed out that the Federal 
Facility Agreement was the logical next step in for the project.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) questioned whether the MOA required RPM 
concurrence.  Austin responded that the MOA covers “joint and several” liabilities and as such, it is only effective between DOE 
and UC Davis and does not change the overall responsibility to clean up the site.  Therefore, Austin concluded that the MOA 
doesn’t need RPM approval. G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) asked how responsibility for stormwater monitoring was handled.  Susan 
Fields (DOE) said that DOE is responsible for drainage from its operable units which is basically the western [one-third] of the 
site. Oatman added that UC Davis would be responsible for monitoring the sampling point near Landfill No. 1 and the eastern 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
WA to add E-mail 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
sampling point near Landfill No. 3.  Lee also asked when the latest stormwater monitoring data would be available for review.  
Devany respond that the Annual Water Monitoring Report would be sent out later that week.  Lee indicated that E-mail was an 
effective way to communicate with the RPMs.  Devany indicated that E-mail addressees would be added to the sign-in sheet to 
facilitate the use of E-mail to transmit project information. 

addresses to sign-in 
sheet. 

Soil Background Data 
Gap 

Devany requested input from the RPMs on the RPM-requested information packet on the 1995 background data collection effort 
conducted by Dames and Moore (D&M).  Devany added that background determination was important because it could be a clean-
up standard in certain circumstances.  He indicated that WA had identified several limitations with the existing data.  Specifically, 
Devany indicated that several potential site contaminates were not evaluated and the detection limits were too high for a few 
compounds.  Austin indicated that he would prefer that a plan be prepared that gave all the background and summarized the 
contents of the previously supplied packet. Fred Lee said that doing a good job determining background will resolve cleanup 
issues.  Austin indicated that looking at site risks and background is an iterative process.  Mike Brown indicated that DOE 
intended to determine regional background.  Lee said that a gradient approach was appropriate.  Devany asked for clarification of 
the gradient approach. Lee responded that it was analysis of spatial trends in concentrations across a study area.  Brown indicated 
that DOE intended to use techniques that are consistent with standard practice and general regulatory acceptance.  Lee indicated 
that the site [releases] shouldn’t use up the assimilative capacity and that nitrate and chromium were the real problems.  Attiga 
indicated that before a plan is developed, we need to clarify the approach and that it should be discussed here.  Austin indicated 
that [the approach] should not focus on the entire site and be in an undisturbed place.  Joe Niland (D&M) indicated that there 
probably were no undisturbed places on the site and that off site sampling would be required.  Brown added that the approach 
needs to be consistent with regional background.  Ficklin (EPA) agreed.  Austin asked how many sample locations were required.  
Devany responded that WA hadn’t evaluated that yet.  Niland added that the nitrate and chromium data were probably adequate.  
Attiga reiterated that the objective of this work was to fill data gaps and not to be an exhaustive study in and of itself.  Brown 
added that we need to do what was appropriate for the site.  He added that some DOE facilities had expended significant effort in 
this area.  Austin concluded that we need to get a summary of the current data and plan together to fill the data gaps. Devany 
agreed and said that a plan of that type was forthcoming.  All agencies acknowledged the importance of this effort and agreed to 
review this plan quickly. 

WA to produce plan 
for collection of 
background data gaps. 

Proposed Schedule for 
Removal Action 
Planning 

A draft proposed schedule for removal action planning for DOE areas was passed out to the RPMs.  Devany explained that the 
schedule was designed to allow starting removal actions in mid-April of 1998.  Mike Brown indicated significant competition for 
budget currently exists within DOE and that commitment and accomplishing removal actions on time were paramount in the 
defense of the LEHR budget. Brown then urged the RPMs to meet the proposed schedule, which would allow DOE to conduct its 
removal actions next summer.  G. Fred Lee indicated that we need to agree on EE/CA ARARs for the DOE areas and that the 
bottom line issue is alignment with the [RWQCB] Basin Plan Objectives.  Devany acknowledged the importantance of the ARARs 
and indicated that the schedule passed out included a special EE/CA ARAR meeting on August 21, 1997.  He went on to point out 
that the EE/CA Approach Memorandum would also be provided to the RPMs.  Ficklin questioned what DOE was planning to do 
in the EE/CA and said that the guidance dictated what was required and that specific details on what was planned for the removal 
actions would be required for the Approach Memorandum to be effective.  Brown asked the RPMs if more face to face briefings 
on the various reports would help them to be able to commit to the tabled schedule.  There was no distinct response to this.  
Devany asked whether the schedule as proposed was something that the RPMs could commit to now.  He indicated that the RPMs 
generally had four weeks to review a specific document.  Austin indicated that it would be untenable to think that the RPMs would 
take more that 4 weeks to review a document.  Susan Timm added that she had found that she had problems at Site 300 [at 
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory] when documents changed after the RPMs had agreed on an issue and she expressed 
concern that might occur on the LEHR project too.  Brown indicated that DOE’s position is to do everything in its power to have 

WA to supply RPMs 
with the EE/CA 
approach 
memorandum by June 
19. 
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ACTION 
documents meet the regulatory agencies expectations.  Austin asked for  the assumptions that went into the schedule.  Devany 
indicated that no treatability studies were planned.  Brown said that the basic approach was to use simple presumptive techniques 
like excavation and offsite disposal and capping to handle contaminated soil.  It was agreed that it would be more reasonable to 
revisit the schedule issues after the agencies had a chance to review the EE/CA approach memorandum.  Devany indicated that 
WA would supply the Approach Memorandum by June 19 and a meeting on June 25 would be held at WA’s Emeryville office to 
discuss the approach. 

UCD AREAS:   

Offsite Groundwater 
Update: 

Two monitoring wells have been installed just east of UC Davis boundary (UCD2-32 and 4-33).  During development of the HSU-
4 well, an obstruction was encountered at approximately 260’ below ground surface (bgs).  Attempts to remove the obstruction 
have indicated that a casing break has occurred, evidenced by pieces of PVC casing returning to the surface during pumping.  The 
well will now be abandoned by pumping grout into the well via a tremie pipe.  D&M will propose new well location based on 
analysis of data from the monitor wells and adjacent irrigation wells. During well development, each new monitoring well was 
sampled.  Chloroform results for UCD2-32 (including resample) were ND-1.0 ppb, indicating lower levels of chloroform than 
expected. The deeper well, UCD4-33 had chloroform concentrations in the range of 26-30 ppb.   

A conference call with regulatory agencies on this subject resulted in further examination of hydraulic data within 4 wells in the 
area: irrigation well 22N, the former Nishi (abandoned) irrigation well, and the new wells UCD2-32, and UCD4-33.  This was the 
first access for the project to the former Nishi Well (45 feet northwest of irrigation well 22N), which was originally tagged to be 
open to 209 feet bgs.  D&M coordinated with Mr. Nishi to conduct a 36 hour “pumping test” by monitoring water levels in Former 
Nishi Well, UCD2-32, and UCD4-33 while pumping from 22N. Dames & Moore collected 24 hours of recovery data when pump 
22N was shut off.   Downhole testing of the former Nishi Well was conducted while 22N was being pumped, including downhole 
video, flow vision analysis, (to determine speed and direction of water movement in well) and flow meter analysis (spinner test; to 
see how water was flowing in the area of the well). 
Preliminary results from the downhole analysis of the former Nishi well show there is a casing break at 209 feet bgs; the well is 
open to 272 feet bgs (15 feet below top of HSU-4); perforations are present from 91 feet bgs to 272 feet bgs; flow analysis 
indicates that while pumping from 22N, water; enters well from HSU-2 and exits into HSU-4.  The analysis found there is a high 
volume of flow in the abandoned well when the Nishi well is pumping.  There was also a reaction in water levels in both new 
monitor wells. 

Water levels in deeper wells dropped approximately 20-30 feet when well 22N was pumping and water levels in HSU-2 dropped 
approximately 3 feet. Flow analysis found that there was no loss of water from the former Nishi well except near the collapse. 
Further analysis will determine if it would be advantageous to put the replacement HSU-4 well in this area or place it further away. 
Oatman (UC Davis) assured Rust that UC Davis would take her needs into consideration (i.e. not propose to put a well in the 
middle of the field). 

RPMs discussed the need for further investigation of HSU-4, particularly based on this additional information on potential 
downward conduit identified by this preliminary data.  Lee suggested an analysis of local agriculture wells in HSU-4 before 
determining requirement for additional wells. DTSC requested we prepare a schedule to install at least four HSU-4 wells before 
the rainy season, and maybe also do some aquifer testing.  Niland said D&M will prepare a plan for this, based on analysis of data 
from the new wells.  Oatman said they will try to develop the plan prior to next meeting.  Timm also suggested an upgradient well 
be installed so we can determine where the impacts are coming from.  Suggestion by Devany to use colloidal boroscope within an 
in-phased approach for screening.  This is a way to optimize information on where to locate additional wells. DOE has one that 

DTSC requested UC 
Davis prepare a 
schedule to install at 
least four HSU-4 wells 
before the rainy 
season, and maybe do 
some aquifer testing. 
Niland said D&M will 
prepare a plan for this, 
based on analysis of 
data from the new 
wells. 
Brian Oatman said 
they will try to develop 
the plan prior to the 
next meeting. 
Susan Timm also 
suggested an 
upgradient well be 
installed so we can 
determine where the 
impacts are coming 
from. 
Suggestion by Bob 
Devany to use 
colloidal boroscope 
within an in-phased 
approach of screening. 
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they may loan to UC Davis.  Timm says this gives only a very localized picture and is of limited value.  

 
EE/CA Approval: UC Davis has received no comments on final EE/CA or the draft Tiered Initial Study.  UC Davis is seeking comments on the 50% 

Design Submittal and need the comments ASAP. Duncan Austin asked if we have checked with the county to see if there will be 
any holdups based on crossing Old Davis Road.  Easements may have CEQA requirements when a road is crossed.  He suggested 
UC Davis try to firm up the commitment soon, as it may need approval by county supervisors and we will have to get on their 
calendar. Julie Roth said she has heard they have plans to widen Old Davis road, repave it and add a bicycle path. 

 

Austin suggested UC 
Davis try to firm up 
the commitment soon, 
as it may need 
approval by county 
supervisors and we 
will have to get on 
their calendar. 

Removal Action 
Work Plan: 

Expected to be issued on June 20. DTSC indicated that their review of the 50% Design ties into the workplan. Austin wants to 
provide comments on the workplan before D&M proceeds with 100% design.  Capacity issue is the major concern, and he is 
looking to verify that the system will do what we set out to do.  Lee stated that the details of additional downgradient monitoring 
have not been clarified.  Oatman said this will be in the workplan. 

 

Austin wants to 
provide comments on 
the workplan before 
D&M proceeds with 
100% design. 

Other Documents in 
Progress: 

UC Davis’ main focus is on the ground water IRA, but they are working on several other documents.  The remaining Data 
Transmittals for the Limited Field Investigation are in various stages of review by UC Davis and should be out soon.  The revised 
Field Sampling and Quality Assurance Plans are also being produced.  Oatman said the Field Sampling Plan includes changes to 
the Water Monitoring Plan, and includes stormwater and surface water. It made sense to include everything in one document for 
sampling.  UC Davis expects to provide the draft to regulators in about two weeks.  Austin says revisions to the Field Sampling 
Plan should be based on the Annual Water Monitoring Report and what was found last year.  Niland said there will need to be 
additional changes once the IRA is in place and operating.  Zuber (D&M) stated that there are other changes based on comments 
that are included in the revised Field Sampling Plan. 

 

UC Davis expects to 
provide the draft of 
then Water Monitoring 
Plan to regulators in 
about two weeks. 

Other Issues: Putah Creek:  Julie Roth asked about posting of the Creek based on ATSDR study.  Oatman said that UC Davis has passed the 
ATSDR report on to the California Department of Fish and Game (DF&G).  Julie McNeal (UC Davis) reviewed discussions she 
has had with DF&G and the county health department.  She’s not sure if either agency will do the posting.  McNeal is trying to 
contact Jane Riggins of DHS and Bill Taylor of ATSDR.  Lee stated that Brownburg of DHS is working on a health advisory for 
the Sacramento River.  Oatman said UC Davis will try to get copy of report, and requested email address from Lee.  Lee said that 
the ATSDR study included big and small fish and this would tend to understate potential problem. Timm said that ATSDR still 
plans to sample big fish in a follow-up study. McNeal described UC Davis researcher Darrel Stotton’s proposals for study of the 
Putah Creek issue.  

 

Oatman said we will 
try and get a copy of 
the report, and 
requested email 
address from Lee. 
Timm said that 
ATSDR still plans to 
sample big fish in a 
follow-up study. 

   

 Schedule and Planning for Upcoming Work: 

Austin requested long range planning to be prepared by UC Davis, so the RPMs can discuss what should be accomplished during 
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the construction season next year (1998) and what UC Davis plans to do on the site. McNeal said that there have been meetings 
that have involved planning and they could outline them for the RPMs.  DTSC stated that most ground water IRAs usually go 
through a year of operation before major changes are identified.  

Austin also stated that next year we should also focus on soil clean-up issues.  Lee noted that HSU-4 information could change 
plans significantly. By next meeting, Austin wants to see some planning for the next year.  

DTSC does not want to wait that long to discuss technical aspects of groundwater IRA. He suggested July 2nd meeting at UC 
Davis to discuss design and workplan. (10am).  DTSC also requested that we add stormwater sampling program to the agenda for 
next meeting. 

 

   

 

The next RPMs meeting will be July 22, 9:00 a.m. at LEHR. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
July 22, 1997 

ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants: 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Susan Fields, DOE-OAK  Brian Oatman, UC Davis 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  Steve Hsu, DHS/RHB  Julie Roth, DSCSOC 
Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Mary Rust, DSCSOC 
Bob Devany, WA  G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC  Mary Stallard, WA 
Mike Dresen, WA  Julie McNeal, UC Davis  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Mark Eisen, D&M  Dawn Mitchell-Munso, EMS  Dave Zuber, D&M 
Hedy Ficklin, U.S. EPA  Joe Niland, D&M   

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
GENERAL: None.  
DOE AREAS:   
Data Gaps 
Investigation 

Mary Stallard (Weiss Associates) presented details for the planned data gaps investigation for establishing background 
concentrations for the site, and conducting additional investigation in the former Dog Pens Area and along Old Davis Road near 
the former Radium and Strontium Treatment Systems.  Stallard indicated that the background study and the shallow soil samples 
along Old Davis Road [offsite investigation] would directly support the removal actions planned for next summer and that the Dog 
Pens investigation would provide data for a future EE/CA that focused only on the Dog Pens.  Stallard presented a summary of 
available data and indicated that to date, no patterns in the data had emerged, except that chlordane is ubiquitous in shallow soil 
and that radium-226, strontium-90 and carbon-14 are present in low activities in some locations.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) asked 
whether the Eastern Dog Pens were included in the planned investigation. Stallard replied that they have been excluded because 
the data objectives were difficult to define at this time.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) expanded on this by saying that because 
the Eastern Dog Pens overlie a former landfill, a common remedy such as an impermeable cap may make sense.  Devany indicated 
that DOE believed that it is best to delay further investigation until the university begins to develop remedial plans for the landfill, 
since the data requirements will be better defined at that time.  Julie McNeal (UC Davis) indicated that the university had 
developed no plans for the landfill area, and that it was premature to suggest that a cap was a viable option.  McNeal indicated that 
in the future, it is important for DOE to discuss this matter with UC Davis, so there are no misunderstandings.  Duncan Austin 

DOE-OAK will 
schedule a conference 
call with UC Davis to 
discuss the proposed 
plan for investigating 
the Eastern Dog Pens 
and the remedial 
options for the landfill 
and Eastern Dog Pens.  
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(DTSC) asked for a description of the current conceptual model for the Dog Pens sampling.  Salem Attiga (EMS) indicated that the 
objective of the investigation is to identify whether there are discernable “hot spots” that could be effectively defined and removed. 
 Devany stated that the initial cost analysis indicated that, depending on the distribution of contamination and the selected cleanup 
levels, the cost for remediation of the Dog Pens using excavation and offsite disposal ranges between $2 and $15 million.  Joe 
Niland (Dames & Moore) indicated that the project would benefit from having additional data on shallow contamination [in the 
Eastern Dog Pens].  McNeal indicated that the current agreement between UC Davis and DOE requires DOE to remove all of the 
shallow [contaminated] soil.  [Post-meeting note:  According to the Memorandum of Agreement, Article V, Subsection B, ”No 
waste will be disposed of, or otherwise remain, on University property without express written permission of the University; 
provided, however, that DOE shall have no obligation to remove any contaminated media that remain in situ once DOE has 
completed its activities under this Agreement to the satisfaction of the regulatory agencies.”]  Niland reiterated that the disposition 
of the soil must be known prior to capping.  Steve Hsu (DHS/RHB) questioned the necessity to know exactly what underlies the 
cap.  Austin indicated that the historical information and data that have been collected to date are probably sufficient for capping 
purposes.  Austin suggested that additional investigation would contribute to DOE’s understanding of their available options and 
how they may limit their long-term liability.  Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) indicated that it was probably not possible to resolve 
at this meeting whether the Eastern Dog Pens required investigation at this time.  Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) indicated that she 
would like to schedule a conference call with UC Davis to discuss the proposed plan and to open a dialog on remedial options for 
the landfill and Eastern Dog Pens.  There was general agreement on this proposal. 

Stallard described the general flow of work and the different phases of investigation.  A decision flow chart was presented:  Phase 
A will involve a surface survey and a brief historical records search, Phase B will involve gravel and shallow soil investigation, 
and Phase C will involve additional shallow soil sampling and depth profiling. 

Hsu asked if the sampling approach adequately confirms that all of the contaminants have been located.  Stallard indicated that the 
confidence could be assessed between Phase B and Phase C to see if distinct patterns arise.  Hsu questioned the technique that will 
be used to assess the confidence level.  Austin indicated that the [Phase B] findings would impact the cost estimate, and that he 
was concerned that we would end up performing a pen-by-pen removal to be confident that we know the locations of the 
contaminants.  Dawn Mitchell-Munso (EMS) indicated that it is important to have field screening techniques to get real-time 
confirmation that we are removing all of the contaminants. 

Stallard then discussed the background investigation.  She noted that additional data are needed because some site COCs were not 
sampled in the initial site background work and there may be some depth bias for certain COCs that needs to be better defined.  
Stallard indicated that samples would be collected in boreholes at six locations near the site, but outside any areas of known 
contamination.  Eight samples would be collected in each borehole and analyzed for selected radionuclides and metals.  She 
indicated that the detection limit for radium-226 was of special concern, since previous efforts did not sufficiently achieve low 
levels of quantitation. Hsu asked which method would be used.  Stallard indicated that gamma spectroscopy would be used.  Hsu 
said that he wanted to check with the State’s radiochemists to see which method they recommend. Mitchell-Munso pointed out that 
analyzing to lower detection limits will have cost impacts.  Niland indicated that analyzing to lower detection limits would require 
changing the methods already established for the project.  It was agreed that Weiss Associates and DHS would work on a viable 
method for measuring low activities of radium-226.  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) was concerned that the background levels for total 
organic carbon [TOC] and calcium carbonate were not established.  Niland recalled that there were some data for TOC in soil.  Lee 
said that we need to look at the data, and requested that it be found. 

Stallard then discussed the offsite sampling plan whose objective is to follow up on the data from the 1996 limited field 
investigation (LFI) that showed above-background detections of radium-226.  Stallard mentioned that samples would be analyzed 
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for both radium-226 and strontium-90.  Austin indicated that the LFI did not follow the workplan, since the samples were to be 
collected in the upper 3 to 4 inches.  He suggested that the existing data might be misleading, since there shouldn’t be much 
vertical movement [of the radium-226].  Stallard indicated the current plan calls for a surface survey using a gamma/beta detector. 
 Lee said that he thought the sump [storm water lift station] sediments should be sampled.  Niland indicated that the sump was 
sampled in 1993 and was found to be clean. 

After a short break and the UC Davis presentations, Austin stated that the plan for the Eastern Dog Pens needed to be resolved.  He 
suggested that soil from the Western Dog Pens could be placed as a part of the cap on the Eastern Dog Pens.  Austin suggested that 
additional data collection was a “knee-jerk” reaction that is not warranted, and that DOE and UC Davis should discuss this matter 
further. 

Project Schedule Dresen distributed the proposed schedule for DOE’s CERCLA activities through the Spring of 1998 and mentioned that DOE is 
looking for feedback from the agencies on whether they can commit to the regulatory response dates.  Austin said that it is possible 
if they get good draft documents.   In response to Hsu’s request for a revised long-term schedule, Fields indicated that DOE is 
developing a new schedule as a part of the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA).  Hsu asked if there was a projected date for a [draft] 
FFA.  Fields replied that there was not.  Hsu suggested that it is important to have a long-term schedule and asked about the status 
of DOE’s 2006 Plan.  Fields said that the plan had been mailed.  Attiga indicated that the schedule in the 2006 plan assumes that 
NEPA requirements are covered in the EE/CA and that CEQA doesn’t apply. 

 

UCD AREAS:   

Status of Ground 
Water IRA 

The design is being finalized and UC Davis expects to put the project out for bid within the next few weeks.  UC Davis is still 
awaiting comments on the Removal Action Work Plan, and has been working with Susan Timm (RWQCB) on waste discharge 
requirements.  Timm requested clarification from Lee on two of his comments.  According to Lee, his statement on page 3 that 
"UCD should be required to clean up to background," does not refer to the interim action, but rather to the final resolution.  Timm 
also asked Lee whether he thinks there are constituents other than TOC that are not on the list, but need to be monitored.  He 
indicated that TOC was his primary concern, stating: "If you come up clean on TOC, then we don't have to worry about 
unregulated chemicals."  Niland asked EPA about the status of the action memorandum (AM).  Hedy Ficklin (U.S. EPA) replied 
that the technical details are complete, and that they are working on the enforcement issues.  The AM will not contain action 
levels, since it only covers interim measures.  Austin stated that monitoring is the biggest issue for DTSC in the workplan.  This 
still needs to be resolved.  Currently, the plan is based on monitoring hydraulics, and not on chemistry.  DTSC wants to ensure that 
the fate and transport of  the contaminants will be monitored once the system is functioning.  It is important to understand the 
effect of the extraction well on the contaminants in the disposal areas.  To do this, Austin requested a monitoring well between the 
source areas and the extraction well.  Timm also stated that the two wells on the north side of the site are inadequate to monitor 
contaminants that may be escaping the system.  Niland mentioned that for some areas, it is prudent to wait until after the extraction 
system is functioning to precisely determine what additions or modifications to the monitoring network will be necessary.  In the 
meantime, DTSC requested a meeting to agree on what is essential, and what the plans are for review and revision. 

 

Review of Offsite 
Well Data 

Mark Eisen (Dames & Moore) presented a review of the general hydrology of the site and vicinity.  A handout was distributed on 
the hydrostratigraphy of the area and compared regional data, the UCD Landfill, and the UCD Pesticide and Wash Facility with 
LEHR.  The figure showed stratigraphy, flow information, etc. 

 

Aquifer Testing The abandoned Nishi well (henceforth called 22N1) was investigated with downhole logging during the pumping of well 22N to 
determine its significance as a potential conduit between HSU-2 and HSU-4, and to gain information on the transmissivity of 
HSU-4.  The investigation consisted of video logging, flow vision surveys, a spinner log test, and a constant rate pumping test, 

Dames & Moore will 
prepare a simple work 
plan (letter) that 
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using irrigation well 22N as the pumping well.  Well 22N1 was found to be 272 feet deep, with perforations starting at 209 feet.   
Well 22N was pumped continuously (~1680 gpm) for 34 hours, while water levels were monitored in wells UCD2-32, UCD4-33 
and 22N1.  Results of the flow vision test indicated that approximately 160 gpm were flowing from HSU-2 to HSU-4 during the 
pumping of 22N.  The highest drawdowns occurred in the abandoned well, compared to UCD4-33 and UCD2-32.  After 800 
minutes, there was an external influence, possibly from another agricultural well, that muted the data.  Only the first 800 minutes 
were used for the evaluation.  The data analysis used drawdown curves and employed AQTESOLVE to estimate the flow 
components from HSU-2.  Most of the flow from 22N was found to come from HSU-4, with approximately 200-430 gpm input 
from HSU-2. 

Information from the test enabled Dames & Moore to identify a ranges of flow and transmissivity within the HSUs.  HSU-4 was 
estimated to be only about 15-24% conductive as HSU-2.  From this, we can estimate how far the contaminants may have traveled. 
 Contaminants are known to be 1900 feet downgradient of well 22N in HSU-2, and this would relate to an estimate of 270-470 feet 
downgradient of 22N in HSU-4.  Based on this estimate, Dames & Moore suggested that a monitoring well be located 400 feet 
downgradient to further evaluate the extent of chloroform impacts to HSU-4.  Three wells in a triangle configuration are needed to 
establish gradient.  It was proposed to retrofit the existing well 22N1 as an HSU-4 monitoring well, due to the cost and logistics 
(considering that the wells will be on private land).  A HSU-2 and HSU-4 well pair (formed by UCD2-32 and retrofit 22N1) will 
assist in defining communication between the aquifers.  This is a good location, since it appears to have been the source of HSU-4 
contamination.  In order to keep grout out of the formation that will be studied, they will install a 2-inch screen, extending 10 feet 
into HSU-4, and inject the grout in a phased approach:  the first lift will have no head and the second lift will have a very large 
head.  The third HSU-4 well installation was proposed on university property, east of the extraction well EW2-1.  

Discussion followed on the drawbacks of the very narrow triangle that would be formed by this well configuration, and whether it 
will provide adequate information on flow direction.  Dames & Moore will prepare a simple work plan (letter) that explains their 
rationale and supporting information.  They will consult with Mary Rust in developing the plan, to minimize impact to the Hamel 
Ranch property.  Austin was concerned about the proposed location of UCD4-41, as it was shown on the map that was provided, 
and thought that it should be located further east.  The planned location does not eliminate the possibility of another source 
downgradient of the extraction system.  The HSU-4 gradient is very significant and we want to define it within a year.  If HSU-2 
and HSU-4 are the same gradient (as has been observed at the UC Davis Landfill site), then it would eliminate the possibility of 
significant contamination moving south of Putah Creek.  Timm stated that we will need to install a closer monitoring well.  
Everyone agreed that the monitoring well placement should be discussed at another meeting. 

explains their rationale 
and supporting 
information.  They will 
consult with Mary 
Rust in developing the 
plan. 

OTHER ISSUES: None.  

 

The next RPM meeting will be at 9:30 a.m. on August 18, 1997. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
August 18, 1997 

ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants: 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Steve Hsu, DHS/RHB  Kathy Setian, U.S. EPA 
Carolyn Atwood, WA  G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  Jerry McHugh, WA  Gerard Wong, DHS/RHB 
Bob Devany, WA  Dawn Mitchell-Munso, EMS  Joe Wong, DOE-OAK 
Mike Dresen, WA  Joe Niland, D&M  Dave Zuber, D&M 
Hedy Ficklin, U.S. EPA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis   
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK  Mary Rust, DSCSOC   

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
GENERAL: Hedy Ficklin (U.S. EPA) announced that Kathy Setian (U.S. EPA) would be taking over the project for the foreseeable future. 

Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) made a general announcement that regulatory comments on the Draft Risk-Based Action 
Standards (RBAS) Report were due to DOE on September 2, 1997.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) and Gerard Wong (DHS/RHB) 
indicated that they would be late in providing comments on the document. 

 

DOE AREAS:   
Accelerated CERCLA 
Model for LEHR 

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) presented the accelerated cleanup model for LEHR.  Devany indicated that the vadose zone 
modeling and the RBAS report were key building blocks in identifying cleanup goals for the removal actions.  He indicated that it 
was DOE’s objective to make the removal actions the final cleanup actions, if possible. 

 

RBAS Report Carolyn Atwood (Weiss Associates) discussed findings presented in the RBAS report.  She reiterated that the RBAS was a key 
document in developing the EE/CA, since the National Contingency Plan indicates that CERCLA cleanups shall be based on 
achieving a 10-4 to 10-6 excess cancer risk range.  She indicated that radium-226, strontium-90 and chlordane were the primary risk 
drivers for the DOE areas of the site.  Atwood reviewed the results on Table 6-1a in the report and indicated that in some cases the 
action level is below site background.  She also pointed out that tables in Section 5 of the report show the pathways that drive risk 
at the prescribed action levels.  Atwood proposed a modeling breakout session in the next couple of weeks to address specific 
technical issues that the agencies might have. 

Weiss Associates will 
schedule a modeling 
breakout session. 
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Austin indicated that he had heard that the Office of Environmental Health Hazards Assessment (OEHHA) is coming out with new 
standards.  Atwood indicated that there are new values for lead and that we used them in the RBAS report.  G. Fred Lee 
(DSCSOC) asked for a copy.  Atwood indicated that free copies were available directly from OEHHA.  Joe Niland (Dames & 
Moore) had a general question on whether the RBAS results were suitable for final clean up.  Atwood replied that the values are 
conservative enough to stand up to a future [post-removal action] baseline risk assessment.  Salem Attiga (EMS) noted that he 
thought the project was moving towards a no-action ROD and that it is very important that the removal actions are final.  Lee 
pointed out that the extent of the waste has not yet been determined.  Atwood replied that the post-removal confirmatory sampling 
would be used to define the limits of the waste.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) indicated that the Water Board’s perspective is that any 
waste left in place exceeding background must not impact ground water.  Timm went on to say that technical and economic factors 
must be a part of this evaluation.  Austin stated that the reality of the situation is that there will be limitations and there will be 
unanswered questions because this is a “dump” and it probably received many kinds of waste.  Atwood reminded the group that 
the vadose zone report develops relationships between soil concentration and ground water impact.  This led to a general 
discussion on the vadose zone.  Atwood compared situations where many typical site contamination levels had no significant 
projected impact on ground water based on the modeling results.  Austin indicated that any ground water impact, however small, 
could be a problem from the Water Board’s perspective.  Austin suggested that more attention to the matter was needed.  Lee 
indicated that the modeling had fundamental errors and that it was not valid. 

Site ARARS Dresen indicated that DOE is seeking regulatory input on the ARARs for the removal actions and requested input by September 5. 
 Dresen suggested that he did not see this as a major effort, since many similar sites had developed ARARs.  Austin indicated that 
ARARs are specific to what you plan to do, and to go forward he would assume that excavation and offsite disposal is the option 
of choice.  Niland indicated that for the UC Davis Ground Water IRA, the EPA had requested that all ARARs be removed from 
the EE/CA.  Timm responded that the removal actions planned by DOE were “more final,” and therefore an analysis of ARARs 
was warranted.  Ficklin added that an interim action (which applies to the UC Davis case) does not require ARARs.  Ficklin 
continued to say that the UCD action memorandum (AM) would include ARARs.  Setian asked whether DOE was responsible for 
selecting the final ARARs.  [Post-meeting note:  As the lead agency under CERCLA, DOE is responsible for selecting final 
ARARs with input from the regulatory agencies.] 

ARAR input from the 
agencies was requested 
by 9/5/97. 

EE/CA Removal 
Actions Objectives 
(RAOs) 

Devany gave a brief presentation on the preliminary EE/CA removal action objectives (RAOs).  Lee indicated that the project is 
only evaluating priority pollutants and that many other compounds that are damaging to the environment could be present. 

 

EE/CA Setian asked about the development of target cleanup levels for radium-226.  Atwood replied that the cleanup level reflects the 
“excess concentration” and therefore it is added to background.  Austin replied that the background distribution would be added to 
the risk factor.  Austin indicated that a cap might be the preferred alternative.  Timm indicated that a cap might not be protective of 
ground water. 

Jerry McHugh (Weiss Associates) presented a conceptual model showing the use of progressive excavation to achieve higher 
levels of risk reduction.  Niland asked if the model was based on real data.  Atwood replied that it was based on real data to the 
extent possible.  McHugh pointed out that the uncertainty in contaminated soil increases as the risk level drops.  Austin replied that 
these were the things DOE needed to consider.  Use of administrative controls could reduce cleanup costs considerably.  Austin 
continued to say that it was DOE’s decision as to how much they want to limit future liability at the site.  Brian Oatman (UC 
Davis) indicated that the University would need to be convinced that any remedial strategy was justified.  Austin pointed out that 
reducing exposure to hazardous materials can be achieved without removal.  Setian stated that the EPA needs to look at 
implementing administrative controls and their ability to function over time.  Setian added that for its areas, UC Davis might not 
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have a problem maintaining administrative controls, since the State is the keeper of the property over the long term.  Lee stated that 
the idea of caps is problem, since the replacement and maintenance can be significant and is often not factored in such a decision. 

Dawn Mitchell-Munso (EMS) notified the RPMs that the LFI waste was shipped to Hanford.  McHugh proposed that the LEHR 
CERCLA waste may also go to Hanford.  Austin indicated that much of the cost of the removal actions relates to the shipping and 
disposal of waste.  He suggested that it might be more reasonable to incorporate the DOE material in the UC Davis landfill.  Austin 
suggested that this question would be asked, since so much money is being spent on shipping waste to Hanford.  Attiga indicated 
that handling the cleanup this way could significantly hold up the project.  Oatman added that the MOA’s objective was to divide 
the site and not mix things.  Lee added that the true cost of the cap could be $18 million.  Austin reiterated that it might still make 
sense to look at keeping material on-site.  He suggested that segregating the material and keeping some [marginally contaminated] 
material on site and shipping the rest to Hanford is another option.  The meeting ended without resolution on this matter. 

UCD AREAS:   

Ground Water IRA 
Status 

 

Dave Zuber (Dames & Moore) gave an update on the IRA.  A bid package has been distributed and UC Davis hopes to have a 
contract in place by mid-September.   Austin asked about the schedule for portions of the project that are sensitive to weather 
conditions.  Dave replied that the contract requires a plan to prioritize tasks that are weather-dependent. 

Zuber asked EPA about the status of the AM.  Ficklin reported that a draft AM was being reviewed at EPA.  Niland stated that UC 
Davis would like to receive the AM before starting work on the IRA construction.  Oatman stated that UC Davis did not want to 
risk funds for construction without approval.  Austin stated that he did not see a risk.  If necessary, DTSC agreed to provide a letter 
stating regulatory concurrence with the project, pending completion of the AM. 

 

Water Monitoring 
Plan 

 

Zuber presented a handout describing changes in the site water monitoring plan.  UC Davis is completing revisions to the Field 
Sampling Plan that includes the quarterly water monitoring program.  DTSC and RWQCB were generally in agreement with the 
proposed changes, pending further review of the plan.  DTSC stated that they would like to see the protocol for aquatic toxicity 
testing and asked about alternative methods for hexavalent chromium or other metals analysis. 

Zuber stated that UC Davis would have a written response to the issue of alternative metals analyses.  Dames & Moore has 
identified some potential alternatives.  However, they are often experimental methods that may not meet all required QA/QC 
criteria.  The RPMs will have to look at these methods on a case-by-case basis and find a consensus for any changes. 

 

OTHER ISSUES: None.  

 

The next RPM meeting will be at 10:00 a.m. on September 25, 1997. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
September 25, 1997 

ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

Meeting Participants: 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Steve Hsu, DHS/RHB  Julie Roth, DSCSOC 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Mary Rust, DSCSOC 
Mike Brown, DOE-OAK  Jerry McHugh, WA  Kathy Setian, U.S. EPA 
Bob Devany, WA  Dawn Mitchell-Munso, EMS  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Mike Dresen, WA  Joe Niland, D&M  Joe Wong, DOE-OAK 
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Dave Zuber, D&M 
     

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
GENERAL: Approval of Meeting Minutes 

The June 1997 Draft Meeting Minutes were approved without modification. 

 

DOE AREAS:   
Draft 2006 Plan Susan Fields  (DOE-OAK) asked if there were any comments on the Draft 2006 Plan (formerly known as the Ten-Year Plan).  

Duncan Austin (DTSC) wanted to know if DOE could specify how cost estimates were calculated to arrive at the budget figures in 
the plan.  Fields indicated that the information was not available to her, but that project-specific costs were available.  Austin 
specifically questioned the basis for the $10M project budget.  Salem Attiga (EMS) replied that the cost estimates were not 
developed from the bottom-up, but were based on the congressional budget projections.  The known project scope was then back-
fitted to determine what scope could be accomplished [in a given year].  Austin stated that the plan was mainly a paper exercise.  
Mike Brown (DOE-OAK) indicated that Congress was holding DOE to a flat budget and noted that one of the strongest drivers to 
assure funding for a project is to have a legal agreement [with milestones]. Brown continued to say that this factor is a strong 
argument to get a Federal Facility Agreement [FFA] for the site.  Brown continued to say that uncertainty about the volume of 
waste at LEHR was a major stumbling block [in budgeting for LEHR].  Austin again stated that DOE was forced to put together 
the 2006 Plan budget, and that it doesn’t apply to LEHR because of the significant uncertainty [in waste volumes and clean up 
requirements].  The potential $15M [liability that has been discussed] for cleaning up the Dog Pens is not included in the plan. 
Brown indicated that DOE has not made a determination on whether spending $15 M on the Dog Pens cleanup is appropriate.  
Austin indicated that he was not sure how to respond to the 2006 Plan, since he doesn’t have enough information on the cost basis 
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and how it ultimately impacts the project.  Brown indicated that overall we have enough money, but reiterated that there remains a 
great deal of uncertainty on the amount of scope that is required to achieve cleanup at LEHR.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) indicated 
that she didn’t think that the plan was a budget document.  Brown indicated that it serves both political and budgetary purposes.  
Timm indicated that she felt that this was not a regulatory issue, since DOE needs to come up with the money [to clean up the site]. 
 Fields indicated that the upcoming EE/CA would provide the RPMs with the most reliable and realistic cost estimate to date.  
Brown indicated that the LEHR project is receiving $4.8 M in FY 98, and perhaps as much as $5.7M in FY 99.  Brown continued 
to say that the 2006 Plan is a high-level planning document and is not part of the formal DOE budgeting process.  Brown 
suggested to Austin that it might be appropriate for DTSC to comment that it is uncomfortable with the [adequacy of the] budget.  
Brown reiterated that getting a FFA was essential to ensuring consistent funding for the site.  Kathy Setian (U.S. EPA) noted that 
she would facilitate DOE’s efforts to obtain a FFA.  Brown noted that the official comment period for the 2006 Plan is closed, but 
he believed that comments could be received until the end of the September. 

RBAS Comments DTSC indicated that they had submitted comments from their toxicologist.  Austin would provide additional comments later.  
Setian indicated that she and Dan Stralka (U.S. EPA) were meeting the following day, and would supply comments by next week.  
Steve Hsu (DHS/RHB) indicated that he was waiting for information from Carolyn Atwood (Weiss Associates) and that DHS 
would not submit its comments until the middle of October due to resource limitations.  Austin indicated that the RPMs met last 
Friday at Weiss Associates’ Emeryville offices and covered many of the fate and transport modeling issues used in the RBAS 
report.  Austin continued to say that he felt that the group had a better understanding of the modeling and that it is reasonable.  He 
said that there might still be some outstanding issues on the parameter selection.  Timm indicated that she will have few comments 
on the RBAS report and that from her standpoint, the confirmation sampling was a key point.  Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) 
requested that Timm supply a letter stating her concerns.  Hsu indicated that DHS hasn’t had to time to check some of the 
calculations and said that his group is extremely busy over the next three weeks, so they will supply final comments by October 
15.  Hsu said that several DOE projects were using significant resources.  He indicated that the State views DOE’s ETEC project 
as having the highest priority at this time.  Fields responded to Hsu by saying that last week, he said that he would rely on other 
agencies to [check calculations].  Hsu indicated that he would work with DTSC on this matter. 

DHS will provide final 
comments on the 
RBAS by October 15. 

EE/CA Update Austin indicated that his department is working on the ARAR comments.  He indicated that DTSC might require a CEQA analysis. 
 Austin also noted that some county ordinances might need to be added (e.g., plumbing code, closure of septic tanks, excavation 
and grading).  Austin indicated that a letter from DTSC was forthcoming.  Fields commented on Austin’s statement on CEQA by 
saying that she believes it only applies when State money is being spent.  Austin replied that we need to look at adverse 
environmental impact.  Attiga replied that CEQA would evaluate the impact of the action.  Setian noted that it applied to short-
term actions, and that EPA could get their attorneys to discuss these issues further.  Austin indicated that he would send a letter on 
this issue for EPA’s review.  Dresen asked whether there was additional feedback on ARARs.  Setian replied that she could only 
supply limited feedback at this time, since the ARARs had been given to EPA’s attorney.  Setian said that she appreciates the 
proactive stance by DOE, but that final ARARs cannot be established until after the EE/CA is finalized.  Timm indicated that Title 
27 needs to be added to DOE’s proposed list.  Hsu noted that he has supplied written comments to DOE.  Jerry McHugh (Weiss 
Associates) indicated that adding CEQA requirements to the process would impact the schedule.  Austin replied that it wouldn’t 
take much effort.  Setian added that we need to evaluate whether CEQA is more stringent [than NEPA].  Attiga indicated that all 
actions must be conducted under NEPA, and that CEQA may not apply.  Austin replied that there would be a problem if there 
were an adverse impact. 

 

UCD AREAS:   
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Status of Ground 
Water IRA 

Bidding was completed and construction should start soon.  The proposed IRA ground water sampling frequency has been revised 
in response to comments.  The sampling will be conducted monthly for 10 selected wells.  This will be especially important during 
the initial period of operation.  The monthly monitoring will continue for one year to confirm that the system is functioning as 
expected, and to ensure that corrective action and/or adjustments can be made promptly. 

By the end of this month, UC Davis will begin installing  several additional monitoring wells.  By the end of  October, there will 
be approximately 40 monitoring wells on site.  Dave Zuber (Dames & Moore) presented a map of current and proposed wells.  
Work will begin by the end of this week.  A new well, UCD2-36, will be installed just north of UCD2-07.  Two new wells will be 
installed to provide additional information on ground water quality in the vicinity of  the injection well.  Well UCD2-38 will be 
located southeast of the IRA injection well on the Putah Creek levee.  Well UCD2-37 will be located just north of the injection 
well.  A well pair, UCD2-40 and UCD4-41, will also be installed downgradient of the extraction well, near the eastern boundary of 
the UC Davis property. 

Austin said that he is happy to see UC Davis proposing (and implementing) what was agreed upon by the RPMs.  He requested a 
copy of the construction schedule and weekly updates, so that he can monitor the work.  Zuber said that they would start the 
weekly notification as soon as the field work begins. 

 

Action Memorandum 
Status 

Setian reported that the action memorandum (AM) is ready to be revised by the EPA.  DTSC requested to see it before it is 
finalized.  UC Davis also requested to see the draft so they can verify that it is in line with what they are building.   Joe Niland 
(Dames & Moore) stated that it gives him some anxiety not to have it on-hand when they break ground.  EPA says they do not plan 
on any surprises.  UC Davis requested something in writing, to assure that  the project is given appropriate priority in the hierarchy 
of projects within the university system.  However, the EPA said they will need to wait for the AM.  DTSC agreed that the AM 
shouldn’t change anything, and both Austin and Setian said they would handle any problems that may develop. 

 

Offsite Wells Within the next few weeks, two new deep wells (UCD4-41 and UCD4-43) will be installed downgradient of the IRA system.  
These wells will monitor HSU-4, and the old (abandoned) 22N well will be retrofitted to become a third HSU-4 well (renamed 
UCD4-42).  The third well is needed to establish gradient conditions.  Maps were presented to identify proposed locations for 
wells.  A diagram was also shown that defined screen depths within the new wells.  DTSC stated that once we get data from these 
wells, we would want to put in a couple more wells, one downgradient, and the other possibly upgradient of the whole remediation 
system.  Zuber presented a schematic of construction plans for the new wells and how the retrofit for the abandoned well will be 
done.  He stated that if the grout fill material goes around the bentonite above the screen area, the project would probably have to 
be revised to completely abandon the well instead of retrofitting it.  UC Davis requested that someone with experience in this type 
of well retrofit provide suggestions to facilitate the work. 

 

OTHER ISSUES: EPA requested a schedule of project documents that are planned over the next three years for both UC Davis and DOE.  This will 
assist the grant/oversight committee in the renewal of the DSCSOC grant proposal.  A long-range planning schedule is needed to 
process their application.  Both DOE and UC Davis indicated they would provide a schedule. 

DOE and UC Davis 
will provide a schedule 
of project documents 
that are planned over 
the next three years. 

 

The next RPM meeting will be at 10:00 a.m. on October 28, 1997. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
October 28, 1997 

ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants: 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Jerry McHugh, WA  Melissa St. John, SC-DEM 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Donna Sutherland, DOE-OAK 
Bob Devany, WA  Jane Riggan, DHS  Bill Taylor, ATSDR 
Mike Dresen, WA  Julie Roth, DSCSOC  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK  Mary Rust, DSCSOC  Gerard Wong, DHS/RHB 
G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC  Kathy Setian, U.S. EPA  Dave Zuber, D&M 
     

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
GENERAL: The EPA August 22, 1997 memorandum on radiological site clean up was distributed to the RPMs.  

DOE AREAS:   
Removal Action 
Optimization 

 

Jerry McHugh (Weiss Associates) presented DOE’s proposed approach to conducting cleanup for their areas.  Jerry indicated that 
after removing the waste debris, a decision tree process would be used to evaluate “on the fly” whether additional removal is 
warranted.  McHugh continued to say that the decisions will be driven by field data collected during the removal actions.  This 
process manages the uncertainty of waste volumes and the types of contaminants that are present.  Salem Attiga (EMS) indicated 
that time was limited to conduct such an evaluation due to weather constraints, and that it is undesirable to leave trenches open 
during wet weather.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) mentioned his experience on similar projects, where it was usually obvious whether 
to remove more soil or not.  Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) indicated that this was primarily a DOE decision.  Kathy Setian (U.S. EPA) 
noted that the EPA should have input on these decisions, because there are factors other than cost/benefit which are evaluated in 
the normal CERCLA process.  It was decided that EPA and DOE would discuss this matter further in the next couple of weeks and 
the process would be outlined in the draft EE/CA. 

The EPA and DOE 
will discuss the 
removal action 
optimization process. 

Additional Vadose 
Zone Modeling 

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that additional vadose zone modeling was being conducted to address concerns raised 
by the RWQCB on potential ground water impacts from residual contaminants after removal actions are complete.  Devany noted 
that a target cleanup level would be developed for different depths beneath the waste material, and that indicator compounds would 

Weiss Associates will 
include the vadose 
zone modeling in the 
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be selected.  Devany indicated that the model would be set up so that later evaluation of the actual residual contamination could be 
evaluated after removal action confirmation sampling.  Devany noted that the modeling would not be included in the EE/CA due to 
time constraints, but that it would be included in the removal action workplan.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) said that was acceptable to 
her. 

removal action 
workplan. 

Confirmation 
Sampling Plan 

Austin indicated the he would like to see the confirmation sampling plan in the EE/CA, and that the proposed plan should allow 
“in the field” judgement regarding where samples should be collected.  It was agreed that the confirmation sampling plan would be 
included in the draft EE/CA. 

Weiss Associates will 
include the 
confirmation sampling 
plan in the draft 
EE/CA. 

Additional Storm 
Water Runoff 
Sampling Plan 

Fields indicated that DOE wants to proactively investigate potential sources of trace contaminants identified in storm water runoff 
leaving the site.  She indicated that a workplan was in progress, and that a couple of sampling events would be conducted this 
winter. 

 

Update on Field 
Activities 

Devany summarized field activities, specifically mentioning the Dog Pens and the offsite background study. 

Devany announced that there would be a field demonstration after the RPM meeting on a field gamma spectroscopy system and 
invited the RPMs to attend. 

 

General Discussion 

 

Austin said that he felt the project had gotten off-track on the work that was done in the RBAS report, specifically in the area of 
exposure modeling.  He indicated that the meteorological data were limited and a lot of work would be required to modify the 
modeling, although doing so would not provide any value.  He continued to say that the “bottom line” was that the waste in 
trenches needs to be removed, and we should move ahead.  Because of the major source term assumptions required, it is not valid 
to argue that it is worth modifying the models.  Austin concluded that we had done enough to see what the general risks were, and 
that it was acceptable to move forward with the EE/CA.  Austin asked whether the rest of the group agreed or disagreed.  G. Fred 
Lee (DSCSOC) stated that the modeling was not useful.  Setian indicated that she didn’t feel comfortable finalizing the EE/CA 
without a fourth alternative evaluating the preliminary remediation goals (PRGs).  Devany indicated that limited data prevented the 
evaluation of the cost impacts of cleanup to PRGs, and that the PRGs could be better evaluated during the optimization process.  
Setian said that she didn’t understand who makes the decisions in that process.  Austin replied that the decision point was during 
the removal action after data were generated.  Devany remarked that the accelerated process being followed at LEHR requires the 
final decision be deferred until after the action, and that further evaluation now would slow the cleanup and be more like the 
traditional RI/FS process.  Setian said that she felt we were breaking new ground, and that we need to work through this and do the 
right thing.  Due to time limitations, the discussion was stopped to allow time for UC Davis to report on their agenda items. 

 

UCD AREAS:   

Status of Ground 
Water IRA 

Dave Zuber (Dames & Moore) reported that contracting for the construction of the ground water Interim Remedial Action (IRA) is 
nearly completed.  The contract between the selected subcontractor (Kvaerner/Aronson) and UC Davis should be completed by 
November 5, 1997.  A pre-construction meeting will take place the week of November 10, 1997 and the mobilization for 
construction activities will begin during the week of November 17 or November 24, 1997. 

Austin wanted to know why the contracting was held up.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) stated that the UC contracting procedures 
have slowed the progress of the IRA. 

 

Ground Water The ground water monitoring well installation program is continuing.  Two new HSU-4 wells have been installed: one located at  
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Monitoring Well 
Installation 

the eastern edge of UC Davis property, and one located 450 feet east of the Nishi irrigation well (22N).  General stratigraphy 
encountered during the drilling of the two HSU-4 wells was: 

 

0-85 feet beneath ground surface (bgs) - interbedded silt and clay with some sand intervals (HSU-1) 

85- 115 feet bgs - sandy gravel (HSU-2) 

115 – 255 feet bgs - silt/clay with sand at 185-195, 235-240 (HSU-3) 

255 – 282 feet bgs - sandy gravel (HSU-4) 

282- +  feet bgs - blue silt and clay (HSU-5) 

 

Retrofitting of the old Nishi well has been completed through the initial grout lift.  The retrofitting of this well will result in a third 
HSU-4 monitoring well.  Three of five HSU-2 monitoring wells have been installed.  The HSU-2 wells are being installed as part 
of the ground water IRA monitoring program. 

Water Monitoring 
Plan Revisions 

Per the request made in late December 1996, the water monitoring plan has been revised to:  address comments made by the U.S. 
EPA, document changes in the water monitoring program that have occurred since the last revision in 1996, and document changes 
in the program that have taken place since UC Davis took over the monitoring program in 1997.  The revisions to the water 
monitoring plan have been incorporated into the revised field sampling program. 

The revisions to the ground water monitoring program include: adding wells UCD2-32, UCD4-41, UCD4-42, and UCD4-43;  
reducing the sampling frequency of wells installed in 1995;  reducing the number of Westbay well sampling intervals from seven 
to two;  reducing the sampling frequency for the Westbay well from quarterly to annually because of duplication from nearby 
wells UCD1-25 and  UCD2-26;  and adding total organic carbon (TOC) as an analyte. 

The revisions to the surface water program include:  the Putah Creek downstream location was moved downstream of the Landfill 
Unit #3 drainage ditch;  radiological parameters have been reduced to gross alpha/beta, gamma spec., tritium, carbon-14, 
strontium-90, and radium-226 in downstream locations, and tritium only in STPO and the upstream location;  semi-VOC analyses 
have been eliminated, while maintaining analyses for pesticides, PCBs, TOC (method 415.2), and aquatic toxicity (method 
EPA/600/4-90/027F) in each surface water location.  

The revisions to the storm water program include: preparation of a new storm water runoff map, new sampling locations near the 
LF#1 culvert and the LF#3 drainage ditch, and a modified analytical program to include TOC (method 415.2) and aquatic toxicity 
(method EPA/600/4-90/027F).  Lee stated that the program is inadequate, and that he would file a complaint with the RWQCB 
stating that the UC Davis program is out of compliance with its NPDES permit. 

To address a comment by the U.S. EPA to evaluate the detection limits of current surface water analyses against surface water 
quality criteria, a detection limit comparison was performed.  Detection limits (IDLs/MDLs and CRDLs) for storm water analytical 
parameters were compared to:  EPA National Ambient Water Quality Criteria;  Central Valley Basin Plan Values; EPA OSWER 
Tier II Threshold Values; and EPA Final Chronic Freshwater Values. 

Based on this comparison, analytical method detection limits do not meet at least one of the criteria for the following compounds:  
4,4-DDT, heptachlor, toxaphene, methoxychlor, total arachlors (PCBs), 4-bromophenyl phenyl ether, benzo(a)pyrene, 
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fluoranthene, fluorine, phenanthrene, cadmium, mercury, and silver. 

To address some of the detection limits that do not meet water quality criteria, UC Davis is evaluating several alternative analytical 
methods.  To date, we have identified several methods that exist, especially for metals (mercury), that may provide adequate 
detection limits.  However, these methods are not promulgated, and would require site specific QA/QC evaluation. 

OTHER ISSUES: None.  

 

The next RPM meeting will be at 10:00 a.m. on December 17, 1997. 



\\WEISS\SYS\CLIENTS\DOE\4000\D4\RPM_MNTS\RPMS1297.DOC 
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Environmental Restoration Program 
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Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
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ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants: 

Salem Attiga, EMS  G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC  Dan Stralka, U.S. EPA 
Carolyn Atwood, WA  Jerry McHugh, WA  Donna Sutherland, DOE-OAK 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  Dawn Mitchell- Munso, 

EMS 
 Susan Timm, RWQCB 

Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB  Joe Niland, D&M  Gerard Wong, DHS/RHB 
Bob Devany, WA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Joe Wong, DOE-OAK 
Mike Dresen, WA  Julie Roth, DSCSOC  Dave Zuber, D&M 
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK  Mary Rust, DSCSOC   
Christine Judal, UC Davis  Kathy Setian, U.S. EPA   

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTION 
GENERAL: None.  

UCD AREAS:   

Surface Water Dave Zuber (Dames & Moore) described the on-going studies focused on Putah Creek by UC Davis and others.  Currently there 
are three studies underway, regarding various aspects of Putah Creek and potential impacts to aquatic life: 

U.S. EPA/ATSDR:  The second phase of ATSDR’s investigation will focus on the analysis of fish tissue for metals and 
radiological contamination.  The EPA Region 9 lab will also analyze for organic compounds if a sufficient amount of tissue 
remains.  At this point, the fish have been collected, and there is not as much tissue volume as was expected.  The preparation of 
samples and the inorganic analyses have begun.  ATSDR will keep us updated.   

Val Conner, RWQCB:  Aquatic toxicity testing is being conducted at several locations along Putah Creek.  Six locations will be 
monitored for chronic aquatic toxicity, including one location upstream of UC Davis, one downstream of UC Davis, and the rest 
along the reach in between.  The sampling plan has been prepared.  The study will focus on the potential effects of toxicity on 
reproduction, as well as mortality.  The EPA Three Species Test will be used on the following species:  the flathead minnow 
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(Pimephales), the daphnid (Ceriodaphnia), and green algae (Selenastrum).  The sampling plan is being reviewed by Yolo County, 
and sampling will probably begin in early spring. 

Kathy Setian (U.S. EPA) stated that she has called Val Conner, and has not yet received a copy of the sampling plan that EPA is 
funding for the study, with matching funds from Yolo County.  UC Davis is also providing funding, and would like to know the 
status of the sampling plan. 

Dr. Darrel Slotten, UC Davis:  This study focuses on mercury levels in fish and invertebrate tissue.  Samples will be taken from 
fish and invertebrates at eight locations along Putah Creek, from below Lake Berryessa to the Yolo Bypass.  The plan is to collect 
a small portion of tissue and release the fish alive.  Sampling is being conducted at this time.  Dr. Slotten is attempting to complete 
the sampling before major releases from Lake Berryessa begin. 

DSCSOC stated that they have requested to see the sampling plan, so that they may comment before the study begins, as it is 
related to the ATSDR study.  They have not received a copy of the plan.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) replied that he should be able 
to provide a copy of the plan to DSCSOC.  However, since this study is part of Dr. Slotten’s broader research, and is an 
examination of regional mercury contamination, details of the study are not directly under LEHR project managers’ control.   

Current Plan for Storm Water and Surface Water Monitoring:  UC Davis will attempt to coordinate both the creek and storm water 
monitoring programs with the sampling events that are planned in Val Conner’s study.  Due to the findings of the ATSDR study, 
UC Davis is also evaluating an alternative method to increase the sensitivity of mercury analyses to the parts per trillion level.  The 
EPA has not approved this new method, so their feedback is requested. 

The recently revised Field Sampling Plan was released.  Setian asked for historical information that would help her to know how 
this document fits in with other project documents.  She asked when the regulators last reviewed the previous plans and requested 
assistance on her current review from other regulators, as well as a discussion of the content.  Prior documents covering topics 
contained in the new Field Sampling Plan were identified as the Final Draft RI/FS Work Plan and the Water Monitoring Plan. 

Interim Remedial 
Action (IRA) Update: 

The pre-construction walkthrough was conducted with the contractors last week.  Mobilization is somewhat weather-dependent.  
Surveying and grading is expected to begin this week.  The primary goal is to erect the building, and then begin trenching near the 
extraction well.  This will begin after the Christmas holiday and continue through January.  The main section of the pipeline is 
scheduled to be completed by the end of January.  The IRA is scheduled to start-up in March 1998. 

Duncan Austin (DTSC) asked whether there was a tentative schedule, and requested a weekly update on progress.  Oatman said 
that UC Davis will provide this as soon as the construction begins.  Austin said that he may be out to observe activities, such as the 
pipe installation, especially where it crosses Old Davis Road.  He may also want to look at the pad when it is ready, and/or observe 
the assembly of the pipeline to verify the competency of the contractor. 

 

Progress of New Site 
Monitoring Well 
Installation: 

The most recent phase of well installation was completed in early November.  A total of nine new wells were installed, in addition 
to the retrofit of the abandoned Nishi well.  Three monitoring wells are now available to provide data on HSU-4.  Well level data 
show an east/southeast flow direction, which was expected.  Five additional HSU-2 monitoring wells were installed, in accordance 
with well construction data included in the revised Field Sampling Plan. The IRA injection well was also installed.  It is a ten-inch 
stainless steel well, screened over the entire thirty-five feet of HSU-2.  All monitoring wells have been developed and sampled, but 
no monitoring data are presently available.  Results will be reported in the 1997 annual report. There will be an additional 
quarterly sampling round before the IRA starts up. 

G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) requested that the data be presented before the annual report comes out, since the report isn’t due until 
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March.  Oatman replied that results could be presented at an RPM meeting before the document comes out.  Lee also requested 
that UC Davis provide a schedule for planned site work, since his earlier request had not been answered. 

Documents Recently 
Published by UC 
Davis: 

The Revised Field Sampling Plan, the Final Remedial Action Work Plan (revised according to Waste Discharge Requirements), 
and the Winter Quarterly Data Transmittal were recently published by UC Davis. 

 

DOE AREAS:   

Project Planning Due to the early completion of the UC Davis portion of the meeting, Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) suggested a change in the 
agenda, since the presenter of the planned session had not yet arrived.  Devany presented the long-term schedule for site cleanup.  
The schedule showed cleanup of the Southwest Trenches in 1998, cleanup of the radium/strontium treatment areas in 1999, and 
cleanup of the dog pens and domestic septic tanks in 2000.  Devany showed that DOE has forecast a no-action ROD in 2001 and 
site closure in 2002.  Devany explained that improved understanding of the removal action scope and corresponding costs had 
required that remediation of the site be extended over what had been projected a year before.  Lee asked how this situation had 
arisen.  Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) responded that earlier forecasts had significant uncertainty and had an optimistic viewpoint.  
Austin questioned the impacts of encountering mixed waste in the removal actions.  Devany responded that the schedule assumes 
that no mixed waste is encountered.  Dawn Mitchell-Munso (EMS) added that the regulations allowed a full year to modify the 
Site Treatment Plan (STP) if a mixed waste is encountered.  Setian asked for a history on the STP.  Austin replied that the FFCA 
allowed for exceeding the [90-day] storage limit for hazardous waste under RCRA. A general discussion continued explaining that 
the STP is a planning document which evaluates and provides plans for the storage, treatment and disposal of waste containing 
radiological material that is also classified as a hazardous waste under RCRA.  Mitchell-Munso added that the STP can be updated 
every 6 months.  It was also noted that a site Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) could take the place of the STP, but Austin 
indicated that the FFA does not necessarily need to address STP issues.  Lee questioned whether UC Davis needed [to have a 
STP].  Mitchell-Munso indicated that it only applies to federal sites.  Joe Niland (Dames & Moore) pointed out that UC Davis will 
still need to address the mixed waste [storage and disposal] issue.  Austin indicated that variances are possible.  Julie Roth 
(DSCSOC) asked about the current status of the FFA.  Setian replied that the EPA had passed the current version to DOE and that 
she wants to move forward with it.  Fields indicated that she would check on the status of the document within DOE. 

 

EE/CA Setian indicated that EPA had several EE/CA concerns that they wished to discuss.  She indicated that she and Dan Stralka (U.S. 
EPA) had been working together on the EE/CA review.  Setian first requested clarification on the RSCs defined in Appendix E of 
the draft EE/CA.  Jerry McHugh (Weiss Associates) replied that Appendix E contains a conceptual confirmatory sampling plan 
and that it was included to generate early input from the site stakeholders.  McHugh said that the plan would continue to evolve 
and become final in the Removal Action Workplan.  Setian questioned certain RSCs.  Stralka asked about the process of 
excavation and sampling.  Devany confirmed Stralka’s assumption that the waste would be removed, screened for residual 
contamination, the excavation would be deepened if needed, and then confirmation samples would be collected.  Atwood replied 
that there are several issues that need to be considered during field screening:  1) Is the waste removal complete?  2) Have we met 
Removal Action Objectives?  3) Is there potential ground water impact?  4) Have the hot spots been defined?  5)  Waste 
designation.  Atwood said that the RSCs address the first criterion, confirmation samples primarily address the risks, and RAOs are 
statistically based.  Atwood continued to say that visual identification of the waste will be the first step in ensuring that the removal 
is achieving its objectives.  Stralka asked about the turnaround time for the laboratory samples.  McHugh indicted that it usually 
takes 30 to 60 days.  Stralka asked whether a series of samples would be collected beneath the bottom of the trench.  Devany 
indicated that DOE planned to collect some deeper soil samples to evaluate potential ground water impacts.  A discussion ensued 
on the proposed statistical method to confirm that cleanup had been achieved.  The EPA stated that they preferred a stratified 
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ACTION 
random system, which takes into account operational history data to bias the sampling.  Stralka said that it is not proper to adhere 
to strict statistical methods, since those normally assume homogenous contamination, which is generally not the case.  Stralka 
indicated that the 80% or 90% confidence limits proposed in Appendix E were too high.  [Post-meeting note:  These are not 
confidence limits, but instead values for the power and confidence statistical parameters used to define the probability of type I and 
type II errors.  Appendix E used values of 90% and 95%.  The EPA said that they would be willing to consider accepting lower 
values for these statistical parameters.]  Stralka mentioned that the EPA might be willing to accept lower levels for compounds that 
require near-background cleanup.  It was agreed that more discussion was required in this area and we would work toward a final 
plan in the Workplan.  [Austin noted that they didn’t use this process on other removal actions that he was involved in.  Austin 
also said that generally you do your best and live with the consequences, and that cleaning up to background could never be 
confirmed.] 

Setian moved on to her next point, which was background and its relationship to cleanup.  She indicated that the EPA had 
concerns about the concept of adding risk-based action standards to background.  Stralka indicated that [Region 9] never added 
PRGs to background when natural background was within the risk range, and since the natural background for radium-226 at 
LEHR was at about 10-4, the EPA would not accept adding a RBAS levels to background.  Devany indicated that this approach 
was inconsistent with what had been discussed to date with the RPMs, and that this was essentially saying that the EPA had zero-
tolerance for [anthropogenic] contamination.  Stralka indicated that he had a conversation with Carolyn Atwood on this very 
matter two years ago regarding a different site, and that it was Region 9’s standard approach.  Devany indicated that this 
represented an unusually strict standard that may not be acceptable to DOE and may not be the best use of taxpayer money.  
Gerald Wong (DHS/RHB) indicated that the DHS would approve a 5 pCi/gm radium cleanup, and that cleanup to near-background 
[0.7 pCi/gm] was unnecessary.  In reference to the risk-based cleanup, Setian stated that she had talked to several people about 
this, and that the EPA’s position was that 10-6 is the point of departure.  She said that she could be realistic and doesn’t want to 
push cleanup below background, and that the EPA would accept using lower confidence levels. 

Setian moved on to the decision flow chart presented on page 8-9 of the EE/CA.  She stated that the EPA needs to participate in 
the decision process [shown in the chart] and added that the workplan should outline how this will be handled.  

Austin indicated that it would be a reasonable goal to attain unrestricted use at the site, but this might not be achievable and that 
the EE/CA, as presented, was reasonable and a major revision would be a waste of resources and time.  Austin said that we will 
need to wait and see what happens in the field and then use institutional controls, as needed.  Austin concluded that it was 
paramount to move forward. 

With regard to when the written comments would be received by DOE, Austin replied that he would submit comments by January 
5 or 6.  Setian stated that she would submit her comments by December 24, and that she was not expecting any other major 
comments on the document. 

OTHER ISSUES: None.  

The next RPM meeting will be at 10:00 a.m. on February 11, 1998. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
February 11, 1998 

ITEH Conference Room, UC Davis 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants: 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Susan Fields, DOE-OAK  Mary Rust, DSCSOC 
Carolyn Atwood, WA  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Kathy Setian, U.S. EPA 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC  Mary Stallard, WA 
Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB  Julie McNeal, UC Davis  Dan Stralka, U.S. EPA 
Mike Brown, DOE-OAK  Dawn Mitchell-Munso, EMS  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Bob Devany, WA  Joe Niland, D&M  Dave Zuber, D&M 
Mike Dresen, WA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis   
     

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL:   

UCD AREAS:   

Ground Water IRA 

 

Slides were shown to provide an update on the construction of the ground water treatment system.  Since the last RPM meeting, 
the building pad was completed and the walls have been framed.  The truss and roof construction are next on the schedule.  Sixteen 
hundred feet of pipeline have been installed from the extraction well to the plant building and from the plant building to Old Davis 
Road.  Due to weather, the start of the IRA has been delayed from early March to April 1.  There have been approximately 12 
rainy days to date.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) asked which tests (slug test, pump test, etc.) will be done on the injection well.  Dave 
Zuber (Dames & Moore) responded that no problems are expected, so no tests will be performed.  Modeling indicates the injection 
well can operate at a capacity of 500-600 gallons per minute, and will only receive about 200 gallons per minute. 

 

Documents The spring and summer quarterly reports will be issued this week.  The reports address the concerns that were stated by DSCSOC 
in a recent letter.  The Revised Field Sampling Plan was sent out in December, and comments are needed to issue the final plan.  
The Annual Water Monitoring Report for 1997 will be delayed due to the closure of LAS Laboratories on January 19, 1998.  
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Radiochemistry and wet chemistry data packages have been received, and the VOCs and metals analyses are forthcoming.  There 
were problems with receipt of the data - there may be no electronic version. The SVOCs, pesticides and the PCB analyses may not 
have been run.  There is uncertainty whether any of these data packages will be received.  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) asked what had 
happened with the lab and how was the EPA involved.  Following an EPA audit, LAS decided to close down, rather than correct 
their problems.  DSCSOC asked about the replacement for LAS.  UC Davis responded that the bids have been received for back-
up labs, and a new contract will be set up with GEL in South Carolina. 

Long-Range Plan A letter was sent to the regulators on February 6 describing the long-range plans for the environmental restoration activities to be 
conducted by UC Davis over the next five years.  The purpose of the letter was to get feedback on the plan, which focuses on 
critical concerns.  The schedule shows that activities for the first two years, which will include data collection and time-critical 
removal actions (RAs), will provide information for risk-assessments and other site-wide CERCLA documents.  Kathy Setian 
(U.S. EPA) emphasized that the items on the timeline for the plan will be implemented according to CERCLA requirements. 

 

Waste Burial Holes 
Time-Critical RA 

UC Davis will need to do additional waste characterization this year to find a disposal site for the waste.  The RA is scheduled to 
begin next year.  Austin stated that waste characterization is difficult, and that for the DOE Box, the action was almost complete 
before the most significant waste was located.  Austin asked how waste characterization would help, since it seems that removing 
the waste is the only way to determine its identity.  UC Davis responded that the characterization is a requirement of the waste 
disposal sites.  Before we can determine whether a site can accept the waste, it must be characterized to the extent determined by 
the disposal site. 

Lee asked about the tritium in the waste holes, and whether it was likely to occur in different states.  UC Davis responded that the 
characterization would provide information for waste segregation.  Three to four different waste streams may result depending on 
the characteristics (sharps, chemicals, radiation, mixed waste, etc.).  Some waste may require pre-treatment prior to disposal and 
the physical separation of waste may be extensive. 

Julie McNeal (UC Davis) indicated that there may be problems with the holding times for the waste, including the coordination 
with the waste disposal site (Envirocare) and the types of storage containers.  Austin stated that the 90-day storage time could be 
worked around, but UC Davis must put the request in writing before DTSC can provide an answer.  UC Davis is proposing to do 
the waste burial holes as a time-critical RA, rather than preparing an EE/CA, because most of the effort should be in accomplishing 
the removal, rather than evaluating the alternatives to removal.  UC Davis stated that this proposal will need feedback from the 
RPMs.  Setian requested that the RPMs provide feedback on the issues that will affect the decision.  The RPMs indicated that the 
primary issue is whether to evaluate alternatives or not.  Salem Attiga (EMS) suggested that the real issue is whether the waste 
needs to be removed quickly.  In this situation, the waste poses a hazard to ground water, so the solution is obvious.  Austin stated 
that the two alternatives are to remove the waste or leave it in place.  In this situation, he doesn’t see other alternatives that would 
be worth exploring.  With intact containers in the waste stream, offsite disposal is probably the best option.   

Austin asked how UC Davis was determining the removal limits.  Joe Niland (Dames & Moore) stated that the plan is to remove 
the waste and the contaminated soil.  Although this will not be the final action for the area, it makes it possible to quickly 
accomplish the removal.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) stated that there must be some documentation on the waste so that the 
contaminant levels following the RA can be determined.  Timm stated that she is uncomfortable with leaving potentially 
contaminated soil in place.  Setian agreed, but said that the plan may work, as long as UC Davis will agree to additional RAs if 
requested by the regulators.  McNeal stated that UC Davis agrees with getting approval from the regulators prior to closing the 
excavation. 

 



\\WEISS\SYS\CLIENTS\DOE\4001\220\RPM_MNTS\RPMS0298.DOC 

3 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

Lee expressed concerns about the long-term liability of UC Davis for disposing of the waste offsite.  McNeal stated that UC Davis 
has a rigorous evaluation and auditing process.  Lee requested that UC Davis make their evaluation of the disposal site public.  He 
said that this is important for the public to know, beyond knowing how well the regulatory agencies provide oversight.  Setian said 
that there are no California regulations that supercede the EPA’s off-site rule, and that is UC Davis’ only requirement.  McNeal 
indicated that UC Davis’ attorneys do not allow the release of the audit reports, because they could negatively affect a disposal site 
if the reports are unfavorable. 

Landfill Disposal Unit 
3 Time-Critical RA 

As discussed in previous meetings, the main north-south trending drainage ditch at LEHR intersects the northern landfill cell.  The 
ditch cuts through the cell, which is exposed on the western side of the ditch.  The cell is deeper than the ditch.  There is also 
another smaller east-west trending drainage ditch, which was excavated into the top of a landfill cell.  It is approximately 2-3 feet 
deep.  UC Davis is proposing an action to remediate these two areas that expose waste.  The goal is to remediate these areas during 
the summer and prepare the report in early 1999.  A time-critical RA is proposed, which deviates from the environmental 
restoration activities that were outlined in the February 6 letter to the regulators.  Feedback was requested from the regulators as to 
whether this could be accomplished as a time-critical RA, where waste that is in contact with ditch would be removed, the levee 
would be replaced, and the ditch would be graded.  The drainage that moves through the landfill cell would be redirected, so that it 
no longer comes in contact with the waste.  A liner may be installed as a temporary measure until the landfill is capped.  The time-
critical RA must not conflict with the final remedial action.   

There is a definite time constraint on this action.  The decision to prepare an EE/CA would be critical in determining whether the 
RA could be completed before the next rainy season.  Setian asked whether there would be an Action Memorandum (AM).  Zuber 
responded that they will do a Site Summary Memo that will lead to an AM.  Most of the information will be in the Site Summary 
Memo.  Attiga asked whether a CEQA analysis would be done.  It will, since it was not included in the CEQA tiered study for the 
ground water IRA.  Austin suggested other site stabilization activities that would be easy to fix, such as low spots that collect water 
over the waste holes and trenches.  Austin said that in order to do a vadose zone study, ponding over the landfills should be taken 
into account.  McNeal said that there would be benefits to walking down the site to determine what else could be done.  Setian said 
that she has seen this done at other sites without having to do a formal RA.  This issue could be addressed under general site 
maintenance, without entering it into the CERCLA process.  Since this is probably municipal waste, disposal should not be 
difficult.  Niland suggested that a meeting be held with the RPMs to discuss how these issues should be addressed.  Setian asked 
whether anyone had evaluated the material that was excavated from the ditch.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) said that he has a map 
showing where the material was placed.  Austin asked to see samples of the stockpile area, which can be incorporated into the 
work plan for the Landfill 3 RA. 

 

Southern Trenches 
No-Action Evaluation 

UC Davis plans to assess whether the no-action alternative is viable and whether it can be supported by existing data.  The data 
from the samples that were collected in the southern trench area do not show much evidence of contamination.  No-action is 
proposed while the University is determining its feasibility.  Austin stated that the data report for both the trenches and the waste 
holes was never released by the University, and requested that it be provided to the RPMs.  He said that because of the location of 
these trenches, they need to be handled separately from the landfill.  Setian also requested an analysis in addition to the data 
transmittal.  Lee stated that tests for ammonia and organic nitrogen must be included, because of the Dog Pen wastes in these 
trenches.  Niland indicated that a Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen analysis was done and that that the data will be provided for review. 

 

Ground Water 
Activities 

UC Davis will work on three areas this year:  the ground water IRA, the quarterly water monitoring, and the source investigation.  
There will be an abundance of data collection, particularly with the monthly monitoring of the new wells surrounding the 
extraction well.  The focus of the source investigation is to remediate some of the areas that are currently impacting ground water.  
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Additional remedial actions may be proposed, such as a SVE system for remediating the chloroform source.  UC Davis will submit 
a workplan for ground water source investigation later this year.  Austin asked whether there are plans to trench around the 
location of UCD1-12.  Oatman responded that this is being considered, but trenching was done around the well and hydropunch 
samples were taken.  Flux surveys, downhole investigations, and surface soil gas investigations are viable options, incorporating 
information from earlier hydropunch, trenching and geophysical data.   

Other Comments: Timm requested regular reports for the RPMs for the Neighbor Well Sampling Program.  She has most of the old data but not the 
most recent.  UC Davis indicated this will be sent to them on a regular basis. 

Setian indicated that DOE and UC Davis will have to work together in preparing one RI.  Further discussion continued on how to 
coordinate the RI, which may be several years away, but DOE will still have to be involved.  Risk assessment hopefully will occur 
early in the process.  DOE will be involved in the CERCLA process, although UC Davis may have to incorporate DOE actions in a 
site-wide document.  Oatman said that it will need to be resolved between DOE and UC Davis regarding how the site-wide 
documents will be prepared.  Setian said that the EPA is currently writing a SOW for the site. 

UC Davis will provide 
the RPMs with regular 
 reports on the 
Neighbor Well 
Sampling Program. 

DOE AREAS:   

RPM Meeting 
Minutes 

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) distributed the Draft RPM Meeting Minutes for July 22, 1997;  August 18, 1997;  September 25, 
1997;  October 28, 1997;  and December 17, 1997.  Devany noted that an advance copy of the December meeting minutes had 
been sent to the RPMs requesting input and approval.  Several people indicated that they were still reviewing the December 
minutes.  Devany requested that all of the outstanding draft minutes be discussed and finalized at the next RPM meeting. 

 

Project Schedule Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) presented the project schedule for DOE activities during FY98.  Austin questioned the approval 
process for the EE/CA that is currently in public review.  Specifically, he asked when the EE/CA would be approved.  Setian said 
that the EPA accepted the document in its current form.  Austin suggested that a formal approval letter be written.  The group 
decided that the EPA would provide an approval letter after all of the RPMs had reviewed and approved the DOE response to 
public comments.  Setian asked how DOE planned to handle the AM, and whether DOE would assume the lead agency position.  
Mike Brown (DOE-OAK) said that DOE would prepare the document with direct input from EPA and confirmed that DOE would 
assume the responsibility as the lead agency.  Brown added that this approach was consistent with the way similar documents were 
handled at other DOE Superfund sites.  Setian indicated that the EPA would approve the EE/CA, but not the AM.  This approach 
was generally approved.  Brown indicated that DOE made it a very high priority to complete the planned RA in the Southwest 
Trenches and reminded the RPMs that completing it this year was key to maintaining funding in subsequent years. 

The EPA will write the 
approval letter for the 
EE/CA.  DOE is the 
lead agency for issuing 
the AM. 

RA Sampling 
Objectives 

Carolyn Atwood (Weiss Associates) distributed a packet showing the preliminary RA sampling objectives and strategies and 
requested input from the RPMs.  She indicated that this subject would be fully addressed in the Sampling and Analysis Plan 
(SAP), which will be included in the RA Workplan.  Atwood highlighted six of the sampling objectives that were included in the 
handout.  She asked whether the RPMs agreed that these were the primary objectives of the SAP.  Everyone agreed that they were. 
  Atwood continued to discuss the sampling strategies that will achieve the six objectives.  Starting with the surface chlordane 
work, Atwood indicated that, based on the operational history, the releases were probably limited to the chemical storage pad 
located on the south side of the Southwest Trenches Area.  She mentioned that we planned to use a field screening method that was 
reliable and had low detection limits.  Devany indicated that an immunoassay field test would be used, which follows an EPA 
Method.  The immunoassay filed test provides results in less than two hours.  Atwood asked for RPM comments on the chlordane 
issue and Austin asked whether it would be a good idea to add surface samples.  After some discussion, the group decided to add 

DOE will report on the 
potential use of hand 
augers to collect 
“depth samples” at the 
next RPM meeting. 
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some 6-inch deep soil samples to the existing plan.  Moving on to the “confirm source removal” objective, Atwood discussed the 
approach to use narrow exploratory trenching to visually identify the locations of buried waste prior to full-scale excavation.  
Atwood noted that the ability to visually see the waste (e.g., gravel and debris) was a major factor in facilitating the RA.  Atwood 
then noted that discretionary samples would be taken at a maximum of 10 hot spots.  Timm asked whether these would be 
identified up front or at the end.  Atwood replied that they would be identified in the field at the discretion of field personnel.  In 
terms of field constraints, Atwood noted that effective removal of the contaminated soil beneath the waste relied heavily on the use 
of field-deployed analytical methods, specifically the BetaScint system for strontium-90 and gamma spectroscopy for radium-226. 
 Atwood noted that it was important to get the samples quickly from the field to the analytical device due to the decay of the 
isotopes.  Attiga indicated that decay is not a problem given the relatively long half-life of radium-226 and strontium–90 [the 
primary LEHR site radiological contaminants].  Devany noted that it was important to analyze these samples in the field, since the 
results were driving real-time field decisions. [Post meeting note:  Rapid analysis is important in the case of radium-226, since 
gamma spectroscopy generally relies on the measurement of its progeny, bismuth-214, which may not be in equilibrium with 
radium-226 after long holding times.  However, if samples are immediately placed in a hermetically-sealed container, the analysis 
can occur within hours or days and still be representative.]  Regarding the constraints that these systems generated, Devany noted 
that the DOE team is still investigating field gamma spectroscopy systems and that they remain uncertain about the detection levels 
that can be practically achieved.  Devany noted that the team currently favors high purity germanium (HPGe) detectors.  Devany 
noted that on EPA’s recommendation, his staff had spoken to EPA Region 5 personnel about the sodium iodide/multi-channel 
analyzer software that Kerr-McGee (KM) had developed.  Devany continued to say that the initial investigation concluded that this 
system was probably not applicable to LEHR’s very low cleanup goal and that Region 5 had used the KM system to verify a 
cleanup of  radium-226 to about 5 pCi/gm.  Dan Stralka (U.S. EPA) indicated that he thought that the KM system might detect 
levels as low as 1-2 pCi/gm and therefore might be applicable.  Devany reiterated that this issue was still being investigated and 
that all options were being evaluated.  Dawn Mitchell-Munso (EMS) indicated that the relatively low sodium iodide (NaI) 
resolution [compared to HPGe] detector would result in less accurate measurements.  Stralka pointed out the NaI system had fewer 
logistical issues than a cryogenic [HPGe] system.  

Atwood noted that the team was still developing a strategy for the ALARA analysis.  Timm asked for a definition of ALARA.  
Atwood replied that it was an acronym for “As Low as Reasonably Achievable.”  Attiga said that to do the analysis, one needs to 
plot the cost versus risk, and that at some point there would be a break in slope where further risk reduction is not cost effective.  
Atwood noted that for the RA Workplan, the ALARA analysis was basically a question of the volume of contaminated material 
remaining at depth and evaluating whether it would be cost effective to remove it.  Atwood noted that it will be logistically 
difficult to maneuver a drilling rig into the removal area around the open trenches to get the required “depth samples.”  Stralka 
pointed out that a hand auger could be used.  Atwood indicated that there were health and safety concerns with this approach, but 
the team would consider it and report back to the RPMs by the next meeting. 

Regarding the soil sampling to meet the ground water protection standard, Timm asked about the response if no hot spots were 
found.  Devany and Atwood noted that under that circumstance, the trench bottom would be the compliance point and the normal 
confirmation samples would suffice. 

A discussion began on confirmation sampling statistical requirements. Atwood indicated that the presented approach was based on 
EPA and MARSSIM methods.  Devany indicated that confirmation samples would be collected periodically during excavation.  
Atwood discussed the statistical approach to derive the number of samples required to confirm cleanup.  A number of examples 
provided in the handout were discussed and Atwood proposed that the minimum detectable relative differences (MDRD) of 30% 
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background, 10% alpha, and 20% beta be used.  Stralka indicated that the risk impact of being incorrect with the probability 
should be evaluated.  Austin said that he needs to look at examples of applying this approach to real situations.  Niland asked how 
this method takes into account geographic variability in the contaminants.  Stralka replied that the method's primary assumption is 
that the contaminants are uniformly distributed  

Phase C Dog Pens 
Investigation 

Mary Stallard (Weiss Associates) gave an overview of the results from the previous investigation and the proposed plan for the 
Phase C investigation.  Setian and Timm said that they could not review the workplan by next week.  Austin said that the work 
should proceed.  Lee expressed his concerns with the workplan.  His first concern is that the contamination could occur in bands at 
depth and that the plan may not identify these by sampling every 5 feet.  Stallard indicated that the samples would be staggered 
between holes to mitigate this potential problem.  Lee also had concerns about sampling ground water and soil for organic 
nitrogen, ammonia and total chromium.  It was agreed that these constituents would be added to the plan.  Devany proposed that 6 
boreholes be extended to the water table for collecting ground water and soil samples.  Austin supported that approach. 

Six boreholes will be 
drilled to the water 
table to collect soil and 
ground water samples. 
 Soil samples will be 
analyzed for TOC, 
TON, ammonia, and 
total chromium.  
Ground water samples 
will be analyzed for 
these constituents in 
addition to Ra-226, Sr-
90, gross alpha, gross 
beta, hexavalent 
chromium, and nitrate. 

OTHER ISSUES: Because of time limitations, the agenda items covering the approval of the December meeting minutes and the discussion of 
vadose zone modeling was tabled.  A teleconference to discuss the vadose zone modeling was scheduled for 10:00 a.m. on 
Tuesday, February 24 [Post-meeting note:. The teleconference to discuss vadose modeling was held on February 24]. 

 

The next RPM meeting will be at 10:00 a.m. on March 17, 1998 at the Weiss Associates offices in Emeryville. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
March 17, 1998 

Weiss Associates, Emeryville 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants: 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Susan Fields, DOE-OAK  Mary Stallard, WA 
Carolyn Atwood, WA  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC  Gerard Wong, DHS/RHB 
David Belk, UC  Joe Niland, D&M  Alborz Wozniak, WA 
Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Dave Zuber, D&M 
Bob Devany, WA  Julie Roth, DSCSOC   
Mike Dresen, WA  Kathy Setian, U.S. EPA   

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL: Gerard Wong (DHS/RHB) announced that Lisa Brown would be replacing Steve Hsu as the DHS representative for the LEHR 
site. 

Susan Fields announced that she had just e-mailed the RPMs a notice for the upcoming public meeting on DOE’s new Accelerated 
Cleanup: Paths to Closure (AC:PTC) documentation (formerly the “2000 Plan”).  Fields indicated that the meeting would be held 
on April 7, 1998 in Oakland. 

 

No Action ROD Kathy Setian (U.S. EPA) said that she had questions about DOE’s reference to a No-Action Record of Decision (ROD) in the 2006 
Plan that she reviewed.  She said that it is unlikely that a No-Action ROD is a viable outcome for the site, since long-term 
monitoring would likely be required.  Fields indicated that DOE’s goal is to complete the removal actions and not leave any 
significant contamination in place.  Salem Attiga (EMS) said that the 2006 Plan required the use of assumed scope and schedule to 
fit a previously determined budget provided by Congress.  Attiga continued that the assumed No-Action ROD acts as a placeholder 
to show an agreed endpoint for significant DOE cleanup activities [under CERCLA] at the site.  Setian indicated that the EPA 
views LEHR as one site and that the final ROD would be for the entire site.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) said that even a deed 
restriction would require a “limited action” ROD.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) said that she would prefer that the long-term planning 
be done using more conservative assumptions.  Attiga pointed out that the planning documents are updated every six months to 

Fields said that she 
would fax the RPMs 
more information on 
the AC:PTC 
document.  A 
conference call was 
scheduled for April 3 
at 1:30 p.m. to discuss 
the DOE portion of the 
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allow for change.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) questioned the importance of commenting on DOE’s plan.   Mike Dresen (Weiss 
Associates) replied that the public’s input is important and can influence the site’s funding, and encourage the public and RPMs to 
provide input.  Austin indicated that his main concern is whether there is adequate funding to cover the cleanup of the Dog Pens.  
The RPMs requested a general overview of DOE’s budgeting process.  Attiga said that the site is given a fixed budget and the 
scope and schedule are fitted to the budget.  Austin said that this did not make sense, and that “this process” would likely end up 
costing more, since a lack of adequate funding reduces the efficiency of the cleanup.  Roth asked what the public could do to make 
a difference.  Fields replied that sending written comments to DOE-Oakland would have an impact, as they would be shared with 
DOE Headquarters.  Austin said that he needed to know more about the underlying assumptions before he could comment on the 
plan.  Fields said that she would fax the RPMs more information on the plan.  A conference call was scheduled for April 3 at 1:30 
p.m. to discuss the LEHR portion of the AC:PTC plan document. 

AC:PTC document. 
DOE and the RPMs 
will conduct a LEHR 
long-range conference 
call on April 3. 

Site Data Setian said that it was important for DOE and UC Davis to organize the site data, so that it can be effectively managed in the 
future.  UC Davis and DOE agreed to explore this matter further. 

UC Davis and DOE 
agreed to look into the 
organization of site 
data. 

Meeting Minutes Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) announced that only a few comments had been received for the July, August, September, and 
October RPM Meeting Minutes.  Specifically, DHS/RHB commented that in the August 18 minutes, “Gerald Wong” should be 
changed to “Gerard Wong” and Dawn Mitchell had requested documentation of her discussion on shipping Limited Field 
Investigation waste to Hanford.  On the September 25 minutes, DHS/RHB requested clarification on ETEC being the DOE site 
with the highest priority for DHS/RHB at that time. 

Setian said that the EPA declined to comment on the minutes, since she was not EPA’s representative at the time.  It was agreed 
that the subject minutes were provisionally approved.  Austin and Timm indicated that they would provide any additional 
comments by telephone.  Discussion and approval of the February minutes was deferred until the conference call on April 3. 

 

UCD AREAS:   

Ground Water IRA 

 

Significant progress was made on the installation of the ground water remediation system.  The pipeline is in place, the building 
construction is complete, the wellhead pads for both the construction and injection wells are ready, and the pump has been 
installed for the extraction well.  The air stripper was shipped from the factory and should be delivered any time.  The contractor is 
preparing the building for the air stripper installation, which will begin later in the week or the following week.  The remainder of 
the equipment inside the building will then be installed and assembled.  The current schedule indicates that the system check will 
be conducted the week of April 6, and construction will be complete by April 15.  If the system check goes well, the treatment 
performance evaluation (TPE) will occur during the week of April 20.  Dates for the completion of work will be refined as the 
work progresses.  A start-up schedule will be prepared by March 30 with additional details. 

Setian asked about the construction oversight by regulators.  Timm said that she wants to be on site during the system check. 
Austin stated that he has been out to the site several times during the construction of the IRA.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) said that 
the contractors had planned to do a hydrostatic test on the pipeline in the next few days.  The test involves filling the line with tap 
water and observing a pressure gauge over a two-hour period to determine whether there is any drop in pressure.  Timm noted that 
the injection well may work well for the first few days, but believes it is the long-term use that will really determine if there are 
problems.  Austin again expressed reservations over not testing the injection well prior to start-up.  Dave Zuber (Dames & Moore) 
said that there were no indications during the well installation to imply that there will be any problems.  Austin specified that the 
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formation thickness at that particular spot will be important to long-term functioning.  He said that it may be beneficial for all of 
the regulators to visit the site together to check and approve the system. 

Upcoming tests on the system include the TPE, which will include 48 hours of system operation with samples of influent and 
effluent water collected every 8 hours.  Treated water will be discharged to the campus wastewater treatment plant during the TPE. 
 This will verify that the system is operating correctly before injection begins.  Once full-scale operation begins, testing will follow 
a schedule specified in the Waste Discharge Requirements.  The sampling frequency will be every day for the first week, every 
other day for the second week, weekly for the third through twelfth weeks and monthly thereafter.  Setian asked about air sampling 
and Zuber responded that air emissions will be calculated from the influent and effluent VOC water sample results.  Samples of air 
stripper emissions will be collected three times during full-scale operations to verify emission calculations.  Austin asked when he 
can expect to see the TPE report.  Zuber answered that all samples will be sent to the laboratory for quick turnaround analyses, and 
that the TPE report should be ready the following Monday or Tuesday (April 27-28).  Timm said that it may be possible for the 
regulators to give verbal approval for full-scale operation of the treatment system after reviewing the report. 

Austin asked whether there is currently piping in the building, and whether the electrical connections have been installed.  Oatman 
replied that the piping has not been installed and the electrical connections are ready to be installed.  Austin said he thinks this 
schedule is optimistic, but Oatman responded that the contractor is planning to demobilize on April 15. 

Documents  

 

Three data transmittals have recently been distributed or will be distributed soon.  These include data collected on new wells 
installed in HSU-4, results of samples taken at the Old Wastewater Treatment Plant (which includes data not yet presented to 
RPMs), the Offsite Hydropunch, and the Waste Burial Hole Investigation.  Two more transmittals that will be sent out in the near 
future include data collected from the investigations of the Southern and the Eastern Trenches.  Austin stated that it would be 
useful to have an analysis of data at some point, because it is difficult to look through all of the old documents to find background 
data for comparison.  Oatman said that the reports analyzing the data will be produced at a later date. 

UC Davis is awaiting comments on the Field Sampling Plan and the Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP).  Setian indicated that 
she has forwarded the QAPP to her QAM section.  Timm said that she does not expect to comment on the QAPP, because she will 
leave that to the EPA.  Brown asked about the certification of the analytical laboratory in accordance with QAPP requirements.  
Her investigations indicated that General Engineering Laboratories (GEL) is certified in California for drinking water, organics 
and inorganics, but not for radiological analyses.  Devany stated that Environmental Physics (EPI) is an affiliate of GEL that does 
their radiological work.  EPI is certified in California, but does not have Utah certification for gamma spectral analysis.  GEL is the 
primary lab for large DOE sites, including Oak Ridge.  Dr. G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) said that he has spoken with several California 
labs that do excellent work on storm water analyses for cities and counties, and wondered why the project doesn’t use them.  The 
RPMs pointed out that many labs are not licensed to accept samples that potentially contain radioactivity.  Austin requested that 
Brown check with the DHS lab on EPI’s certification.  Setian said that the EPA is primarily concerned with the procedures a lab 
uses and how well it follows them.  She cautioned that certification alone does not ensure a lab’s quality.  The EPA does a more 
detailed review of a laboratory’s process, rather than basing their approval on the certification. 

Austin requested that 
Brown check with the 
DHS lab on EPI’s 
certification. 

Laboratory Update As stated at the last RPM meeting, LAS Laboratories was closed in January 1998.  Only a portion of the data for November 
sampling had been received, so UC Davis sent a Dames & Moore employee to Las Vegas to retrieve as much of the remaining data 
as possible.  The pesticides and PCB data and the full electronic reports were not received.  The majority of the data must be 
entered into the database manually.  Additionally, some of the detection limits and methods used by the lab to run the November 
samples were not the same as those that were previously negotiated.  The late receipt of data will delay the release of the 1997 
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Annual Water Monitoring Report until May at the earliest.  It was noted that pesticide data were received for some of the storm 
water samples, which were sent in separately. 

Long-Range Plan The first two years that are discussed in the Long-Range Plan and were presented at the last RPM meeting will focus on the 
development of interim remedial actions and data collection.  These activities will support the Risk Assessment and the Record of 
Decision (ROD) for the site.  This is the same scope of activities that was presented at the last RPM meeting.  The interim remedial 
actions planned include the Ground Water IRA, the Waste Burial Holes Removal, and the Landfill Unit #3 ditch repair.  Data 
collection activities include the Ground Water IRA monitoring, the ongoing quarterly monitoring, and the ground water source 
delineation.  The first two activities planned are the Landfill Unit #3 ditch repair and the ground water source delineation. 

 

Ground Water Source 
Delineation 

 

The ground water source delineation has been planned to more accurately define the location of site source areas (and how 
contaminants are distributed close to the source) and to determine what new technologies would be most effective for remediation. 
 The source delineation activities will also attempt to evaluate potential remedial technologies that could address potential build-up 
of salts in the ground water due to the reinjection process.  A work plan will be prepared to define field activities and a report will 
be issued after the action has been taken.  The information collected will lead into the Remedial Investigation Report, the 
Feasibility Study and the Final Remedial Actions.  The scope of the work will be based on the current knowledge of the the ground 
water hydrology and the distribution of the constituents of concern within the known and potential source areas.  The work will be 
targeted around the approximate locations of the sources and the general plan for remediation. 

Attiga asked whether the planned activities will incorporate previously collected DOE data.  Setian asked whether UC Davis has 
access to the DOE data.  Zuber responded that all the site data is evolving into two large databases.  Setian emphasized that UC 
Davis needs to focus over the long-term on making it as easy as possible to keep all data well managed.  She requested that this be 
incorporated into the QAPP, emphasizing that it is best to do this as early as possible.  Attiga also stated that because DOE is 
beginning removal actions, the old data may no longer be representative by the time the source delineation activity is in progress.  
Oatman said that this is also true about the remedial actions that the University is conducting, and that this will be taken into 
account.   

Joe Niland (Dames & Moore) emphasized that the purpose of the source delineation project was to address the problem of 
contaminants leaking into ground water and to determine what can be cleaned up now in order to save both environmental and 
financial costs later.  Zuber said that the activity will focus on four constituents:  VOCs, nitrate, hexavalent chromium, and tritium. 
 For VOCs, the exact location of the source has not been defined specifically enough to do a removal action.  Most investigations 
of the area surrounding UCD1-12 have not shown higher concentrations than the well.  The soil-gas tests did not provide good 
information, possibly because sampling was conducted after a  saturating rain.  Under consideration for the source delineation 
program are two passive soil-gas measurement methods:  Gore Sorber and Emflux.  Both methods include placing a passive 
sampling system into shallow soil (6 inches to 5 feet below ground surface).  Timm said that she has seen other types of measuring 
devices that can be placed deeper into the soil.  The samplers remain in the ground for a period of time, collecting the sample onto 
a matrix (possibly carbon).  Setian asked how this relates to concentration.  Niland responded that it identifies the areas of highest 
contaminant mass in order to find hot spots and define contours of relative, but not specific, concentration.   Zuber added that we 
need to cover a relatively large area and this is a cost-effective method to define where to focus future investments.  Oatman said 
that this may help to decrease the extent for long-term ground water remediation by enabling us to remove the source.  Austin 
stated that the possibility of source removal depends on whether the majority of contaminants have already reached ground water.  
Zuber emphasized that this is an intermediate step.  The data may identify where to investigate further.  If a hot spot is identified, it 
will tell us where to target downhole flux and/or a borehole sample.  If there is a lot of chloroform contamination in the vadose 
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zone, perhaps soil vapor extraction can be implemented. 

Nitrate and total dissolved solids (TDS) are more difficult to address from a source standpoint.  There may be a variety of sources 
for these contaminants around the site, including landfills, trenches, or pits.  Nitrate and TDS are also well documented regional 
problems.  As a result, sources for nitrate and TDS will not be investigated further in an attempt to locate specific sources.  Instead, 
UC Davis will try to address nitrate and TDS when evaluating remediation technologies that could enhance the ground water IRA. 

Tritium sources will be addressed when material is removed from the Waste Burial Holes.  Once this is accomplished, decisions 
can be made on whether further action is required. 

Hexavalent chromium is one of the most problematic constituents in terms of source delineation.  A map was presented which 
showed the results of monitoring for hexavalent chromium in ground water.  One high spot is apparent in the second HSU near 
UCD1-12.  In the first HSU, the highest concentrations of hexavalent chromium are in no particular pattern, and are not near any 
of the disposal units.  Setian asked about the site model for the probable source.  Zuber indicated that it has not yet been 
developed.  Attiga asked about regional background, and Zuber responded that more information is needed in order to develop a 
model, although we have data that indicates high pockets of chromium throughout the region.  Soil data are also important, and a 
correlation between soil and ground water data is planned.  It is known that Landfill Unit #1 received sewage treatment plant 
sludge for a period of time, but given the results of sampling data (little or no defined pattern) it may be difficult to try to remove it 
from the landfill.  Background information will definitely be incorporated into the investigation.  A general discussion amongst 
meeting participants addressed a number of issues, including the importance of redox, Fh, and pH conditions in the soil;  reducing 
agents;  the presence of manganese;  and the fact that most trivalent chromium is bound to the soil, whereas the hexavalent 
chromium is mobile.  Timm stated that the Davis area has high chromium levels. 

Setian asked about the confidence in the data, because it appeared that the hot spot in HSU-2 was based on one hit.  UC Davis 
responded that this constituent has been monitored extensively in both HSUs and that non-detect results are frequent in HSU-2.  It 
is also known that it is elevated in soils in the region, but what has not yet been determined is whether there may be some 
conditions on site that facilitate the liberation of hexavalent chromium, and if there are any potentially effective control measures 
that could be instituted.  Lee stated that he doesn’t believe the HSU-1 hexavalent chromium results are attributable to the landfill.  
Hexavalent chromium and salts move together in ground water and you would see both present in a plume from a landfill.  Salts 
are normally present in landfill leachate.  Lee’s impression is that there may be oxic conditions that affect the hexavalent 
chromium levels.  He stated that, other than pockets around the landfill, you won’t see hexavalent chromium from one particular 
source, and that results from some of the neighbors’ wells also indicate high background levels in the area. 

Technology 
Evaluations 

 

In conjunction with the Ground Water Source Delineation, evaluation of several remediation technologies will be conducted.  Soil 
vapor extraction will be evaluated by sampling dry wells and/or conducting a vacuum test.  Electro-osmosis, which involves the 
use of electrodes (to supply electrical charges) to move contaminants through clay soils, will also be evaluated.  Soil vapor analysis 
and flux test data may tell us if this method is feasible.  Electro-osmosis may be used to enhance the movement of contaminants 
and/or to facilitate the injection of nutrients for a biodegradation process. 

Lee cautioned that this method may have some application, but it should be carefully evaluated.  Setian noted that this method is 
not within the “usual realm” of remedial action, and asked why it was being considered.  Zuber responded that it is being evaluated 
because of low permeability soils in the vadose zone and HSU-1. 

Biodegradation will also be evaluated.  Information will be collected and studied to determine whether it is already happening.  

UC Davis will install 
transducers in the 
HSU-4 wells. 
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There may be by-products of biodegradation that can be identified to show if it is occurring on a small scale and whether there may 
be a way to enhance the process.  Lee stated that he has been looking at the data for this purpose over several years, and has not 
seen any evidence of it. 

Lee stated that other processes that may be occurring to reduce levels of contaminants on-site include the process of dilution.  An 
effective model is necessary to compare the effects of dilution to other effects that may be occurring.  We need to examine the 
edge of the plume, and we are just beginning to get those data from the wells that have been installed downgradient of the 
extraction well.  Setian stated that natural attenuation is the way to approach this subject, and Austin contributed that enhanced 
natural attenuation is how it should be approached.  Setian asked whether this process was a function of “bugs”, and Lee indicated 
that bacteria make a contribution.  

Research that is currently being conducted at UC Davis may also have application to the site remediation via in-situ technologies.  
One professor is conducting research involving the relationship of activated magnesium, chloroform, and hexavalent chromium.  
We may assist him in his research in order to gain more information about site chemistry and potential remediation techniques. 

The Ground Water Source Delineation is the next step in closely examining ground water in source areas to gain information on 
how it will effect the IRA.  It is also the initial evaluation of potential methods for treating water upgradient of the IRA.  A 
schedule of activities was presented and included in the handout package.  A work plan will be put together in the next few weeks, 
and is scheduled to be issued to the RPMs in May.  UC Davis hopes to conduct the work in the Summer of 1998 and have a data 
transmittal by the fall. 

Lee asked about the plans for offsite plume investigation in HSU-2 and HSU-4.  Zuber responded that the primary focus for now is 
to begin operation of the IRA.  At that point, we can review data to determine the next step.  Niland said that after the three-month 
start-up, we will have some data to examine.  Austin said that DTSC is expecting a proposal by mid to late August, so that wells 
can be installed before next year’s rainy season.  Niland said that the hydraulics may change due to the IRA, and that this will need 
to be addressed.  The IRA will not affect HSU-4 wells, and additional wells are planned.  Austin said that although we have been 
monitoring HSU-4 for two quarters, we need spring and summer data.  Another downgradient well is still necessary in HSU-4.  
Lee stated that he believes there is a pool of chloroform in HSU-4.  Austin requested that down-well transducers be placed in the 
HSU-4 wells.  Oatman said some are available and will be installed.  They will provide information about how the irrigation 
season affects the ground water levels. 

Landfill Unit #3 Ditch 
Repair 

This action will be conducted as a maintenance activity.  The action and an alternative selection will be described in a technical 
memorandum.  Surface soil sampling will also be conducted in the spoils area where drainage ditch soils were placed.  A map is 
available that shows where material was placed.  Currently this is a horse pasture area for UC Davis.  Soil was apparently spread 
on the ground surface in this area.  Lee pointed out that the material that was spread was from the whole ditch, not just from the 
landfill area.  Oatman agreed that the majority of the soil was cover, only a small portion of the landfill was removed.  Four 
primary alternatives were presented to resolve the landfill ditch storm water issue, each with two variations.  The alternatives are to 
realign the ditch so that it goes around Landfill Unit #3, install a below-ground pipeline, line the existing ditch with material (such 
as gunnite); or remove waste that contacts the ditch and repair the ditch.  Oatman said that these proposals are different from what 
was presented last month, as additional alternatives are included.  Implementability and cost are being evaluated, as well as how 
this action will affect the final remedial action.  The immediate goal is to prevent storm water from contacting waste.  Removal of 
soil and waste from the landfill unit may be postponed until the remedial action for the landfill is performed.  In order to deal with 
the smaller ditch that cuts east-west across the landfill, water may be diverted north and through another existing channel and back 
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into the ditch.  Lee asked whether waste is exposed in the smaller ditch.  Zuber responded that this is a shallow ditch, although 
some waste may be exposed at the bottom. 

If the alternative of lining the large ditch is chosen, the gunnite would begin 300 feet north of the outfall, upstream of the Landfill 
#3 cells.  Zuber also noted that for most options, we must work around the burrowing owl breeding season, which occurs from 
March through August.  Timm stated that there are burrowing owl holes in the landfill in addition to those in the ditch.  Austin 
stated that he still wants to see more storm water/surface water ponding resolution suggestions, especially around the waste areas.  
Oatman said that plans for grading activities onsite will be included in the memorandum. 

Lee stated that the storm water permit that is currently in place is not the correct type for the Landfall Unit #3.  However, if the 
potential for storm water coming into contact with the waste is corrected this season, DSCSOC will not file a complaint.  He 
expects prompt action to be taken to resolve these conditions. 

Since this is a Discretionary Action under CEQA, UC Davis may have to prepare a CEQA Negative Declaration.  Because of the 
burrowing owl season, the earliest start date is the beginning of September.  A memorandum will be prepared by May, since the 
regulators will need to agree on the action so that UC Davis can begin the CEQA process.  Since the University is its own lead 
agency for CEQA purposes, the University attorneys have determined that we should perform CEQA analysis on remediation 
projects of this type. 

Other: Austin said that a long-range plan encompassing the whole project to closure has not yet been provided.  Setian said she is satisfied 
with the Long-Range Plan that was previously presented by UC Davis and that a revision of the plan is not needed at this time. 

 

DOE AREAS:   

Storm Water Runoff 
Sampling 

Carolyn Atwood (Weiss Associates) provided an overview of the Storm Water Runoff Sampling Work Plan that was submitted to 
the regulators in February.  She requested that the comments on the plan be resolved at the current meeting, since the rainy season 
was ending and samples needed to be collected soon.  She said that the proposed work plan supplements the existing storm water 
runoff plan, and that its objective is to identify sources of the limited trace contaminants that have been identified to date.  Atwood 
said that there is evidence of lead contamination that may be originating from sources other than the Southwest Trenches or the 
Dog Pens.  Timm indicated that fall would be a better time for an initial sampling event, since it would flush the accumulated 
residues.  Atwood replied that she agreed, but proceeding with the sampling this spring may identify the source sooner, and that 
sampling would still be performed in the fall.  A lengthy discussion on the applicability of aquatic toxicity testing ensued.  Lee  
indicated that the three species acute test is the best method for LEHR.  Timm said that she would need to discuss this matter 
further with the RWQCB expert and deferred her decision on this topic until then.  Devany indicated that the aquatic toxicity test 
was not important in defining the source areas, and that it would be removed from the work plan.  It was agreed that aquatic 
toxicity testing was more appropriately handled in the Field Sampling Plan.  It was also agreed that the storm water runoff 
sampling for the spring was tentatively approved.  The RWQCB and DTSC indicated that they may have additional comments on 
the plan. 

It was agreed that 
aquatic toxicity testing 
was more 
appropriately handled 
in the Field Sampling 
Plan.   
It was agreed to collect 
storm water runoff 
samples in the spring 
and again in the fall. 

Confirmation 
Sampling 

Addressing Dan Stralka’s (U.S. EPA) question from the last meeting, Atwood said that a hand auger would be used to collect 
samples beneath the bottom of the trenches to evaluate the volume of residual contamination after the waste is removed.  Atwood 
also said that further analysis of the Type I and Type II decision errors indicated that her presentation of required samples at the 
last meeting was incorrect.  She provided the revised estimate of required confirmation samples, which showed that fewer samples 
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were required than previously estimated. 

Site Nitrate Data Mary Stallard (Weiss Associates) provided a summary of existing data for nitrate levels in soil and ground water at LEHR.  
Though available data suggest that the Western Dog Pens could be a source of nitrate in ground water, Stallard indicated that 
recent sample data will be important in understanding this situation. 

 

Document Review 
Schedule 

Dresen reminded the RPMs that they would be receiving the Action Memorandum on March 23 and the Remedial Action Work 
Plan on April 16.  He encouraged the RPMs to line-up appropriate reviewers so that removal action preparations could begin as 
scheduled on May 4. 

 

Removal Action 
Schedule 

Alborz Wozniak (Weiss Associates) described the project schedule for the Southwest Trenches removal actions.  The schedule 
showed most of the activities occurring between May and November 1998.  Roth expressed concern with the public exposure 
during the removal actions.  Devany replied that the work plan included extensive modeling calculations and “worst-case” 
scenarios for the monitoring stations that would provide real-time and analytical results to protect workers and the public from 
exposure to the contaminants.  Fields announced that procedural documents supporting the planned removal actions were on a 
table outside the conference room for the RPMs perusal.  Susan noted that these documents included Standard Operating 
Procedures, Health and Safety Plan Procedures and other relevant documents. 

 

OTHER ISSUES:   

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for 10:00 a.m. April 15, 1998 at LEHR. 
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 
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DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL:   

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

Julie Roth (DSCSOC) indicated that G. Fred Lee’s (DSCSOC) comments on the Draft March meeting minutes had been sent by    
e-mail last night. 

Kathy Setian (EPA) indicated that the March minutes had not documented the distribution of the fact sheet on posting at Superfund 
sites.  She noted that there was no agreement reached on whether the LEHR/SCDS site needs to be posted at the March meeting.  It 
was agreed that with this change, and possible additional comments from Susan Timm (RWQCB) to be provided by telephone to 
Bob Devany (Weiss Associates), the February and March meeting minutes were approved. 

 

DOE AREAS:   

Action Memorandum 
(AM) and EE/CA 
Approval 

Setian requested that the section on site background be modified to clarify that the Chemical Dispensing Area was no longer there 
and that it had occupied only a small portion of the Southwest Trenches Area.  Setian indicated that she had no other comments on 
the AM, other than it was a well-written document.  The state agencies indicated that they had no comments on the AM and all 

The EPA will issue a 
letter to formally 
approve the EE/CA 
and concur on the AM. 
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agencies agreed that the AM should be finalized. 

After a short discussion, all agencies approved the EE/CA, as currently revised, and agreed that the EPA would issue a letter to 
formalize this approval.  It was also agreed that this letter would reflect the agency concurrence on the AM. 

Removal Action (RA) 
Workplan 

Devany indicated that the schedule called for submittal of RPM comments on the RA Workplan by April 27. Devany said that he 
wanted to take the opportunity to address any questions or comments that the RPMs had on the document.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) 
indicated that several people at DTSC were reviewing the document, and that he would require extra time to provide comments.  
Christine Judal (UC Davis) indicated that the UC Davis comments had been submitted.  Devany replied that DOE had not received 
their comments and requested that they be resent.  Dan Stralka (EPA) said that he felt that Figure 2-2 needed to be changed to 
clarify the decision rules.  He suggested integrating elements of Figure 8-1 from the EE/CA to achieve this end. Stralka also 
suggested including the Residential PRGs in tables that are used to make decisions in the field.  The EPA also suggested adding 
total chromium to the list of analytes for confirmation sampling.  Setian commented on the Uncertainty Matrix (Table 1-3) 
regarding the statement that excavation will cease when 100% of the estimated volume is reached.  Several of the RPMs 
commented that it is prudent to have a contingency to handle excess volumes of material.  Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) indicated that 
she understood the RPMs concerns, and that DOE would look into it further. 

Stralka asked for clarification on the planned procedure for defining a study area for the confirmation sampling, specifically if the 
“study area” was defined as a single trench or the entire area.  Alborz Wozniak (Weiss Associates) replied that the “study area” is 
the sum of individual trenches.  Wozniak added that the other “study area” defined in the RA Workplan is the Ra/Sr Treatment 
Systems Area. 

Timm said that she had finished her review of the RA Workplan.  She commented that future ground water monitoring will be 
required and that it should be documented in the workplan.  Devany replied that this was covered in the current workplan.  Fields 
indicated that the RWQCB has been very clear on this matter and that DOE understands that ground water monitoring will be 
required.  Salem Attiga (EMS) commented that the workplan is for a removal action and final decisions on the cleanup of the site 
will be made at a later date.  Roth asked whether ground water monitoring was included in DOE’s long-term budget.  Fields 
replied that it was not included in the current long-term plan. 

Setian commented that Figures 2-1 and 2-2 didn’t define the RPMs involvement in day-to-day project progress and decision 
making.  Fields indicated that DOE would think about ways to communicate progress to the RPMs during the RA.  It was agreed 
that a weekly fax or e-mail would be informative.  Austin said that he expected that if there was an unusual occurrence (e.g., waste 
containers, high levels of contamination) that the RPMs would be immediately notified.  

UC Davis will resend 
their comments on the 
RA Workplan to DOE. 
 
DOE will reevaluate 
the Uncertainty 
Matrix. 
 
DOE will send a 
weekly RA progress 
report to the RPMs via 
e-mail or fax. 

UCD AREAS:   

Ground Water IRA 
Construction Update 

System start up schedule was mailed last week to RPMs.  Construction should be completed today, although minor finishing and 
clean-up activities will continue for about a week.  A representative of the air stripper manufacturer will be on site Thursday and 
Friday to program the system and perform system checks.  Tests will include (1) a tap water test of system components, including 
valves, sampling ports, flow meters, gauges, pumps, etc.  (2) various system shut-off scenarios (3) after completing the system test 
on Friday, there will be a short run of the extraction pump, with discharge to sewer, to verify everything is ready for the Treatment 
Performance Evaluation (TPE) that is scheduled for Monday, April 20.  No water sampling is planned for the tests that are run this 
week.  

The Draft TPE will be 
provided to the RPMs 
by April 29. 
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The system start up activities are scheduled to begin around 8 am Monday, April 20 and continue until early Wednesday, April 22. 
This is a 48-hour performance test.  Effluent will be discharged to the UC Davis wastewater treatment plant (sewer).  The test will 
be run at an extraction rate of 150-180 gallons per minute, due to limitations of the sewer disposal system.  On Tuesday, if all 
works well, there will be a short run at 210 gpm for 1 to 2 hours, when samples will be taken.  Otherwise, samples will be taken 
every 8 hours, in accordance with the Waste Discharge Requirements.  Quick turnaround will be requested for all samples, in order 
to verify that VOC levels are as expected, and that the system is adequately removing them.  Setian asked what the sampling 
objectives were.  Dave Zuber (Dames & Moore) replied that objectives are to confirm the elimination of chloroform as water goes 
through the stripper, verify that the type and levels of VOCs going into plant are as expected, and to assure air release limits are 
met.  Confirmatory air sampling will be performed by collecting a total of three grab samples of effluent gas over the first three 
months of full-scale operation.  The first air sample will be collected after 2-4 weeks of system operation and injection. 

A TPE report will be produced as soon as possible after completion of the test.  Lab data should be received by Friday, April 24.  
A draft report will go to UC Davis by April 28, and to RPMs by Wednesday, April 29.  Allowing for a five day approval period 
for RPMs, the full-scale operation with reinjection is planned to start May 6 (Note: this date was later changed to May 11, 1998).  
Monthly sampling of ten specified monitoring wells will begin during the first week of June.  Preparation of a start-up report will 
begin 12 weeks after full-scale operation begins and is expected to be provided to the RPMs around September 14th. 

There is still a lot of work to be done between now and Friday in order to get the treatment plant in operation.  If problems are 
found, there may be a one-week delay in the schedule.  Zuber will maintain contact with RPMs if changes in schedule occur.  
Austin stated that regulators will plan to go on site to review the system before giving tentative approval.  Timm and Austin both 
agreed that Wednesday, April 22 is a good day for them to come to the site.  Austin plans to take split samples before the system is 
turned off.  Zuber indicated that he must check with the campus wastewater treatment plant to verify there is no problem in having 
the system discharging water for a few additional hours on Wednesday morning so the regulators can see the system in operation.  
The RPMs asked Roth if she wanted to attend and she agreed to come. 

Documents Several data transmittals (one for Hydropunch data, and one each for results from the Eastern and Southern Trenches) have been 
distributed or are in the mail.   The Ground Water Source Investigation Workplan is currently in progress and should go to Brian 
Oatman (UC Davis) by April 27 for internal review.  The technical memo describing the work near Landfill Unit #3 is also 
expected to be completed soon, and both these documents will be sent to RPMs early in May.  As discussed last month, the 
Landfill Unit #3 action will be a maintenance repair conducted by the University.  The Annual Water Monitoring Report is 
progressing slowly due to previously discussed difficulties with the laboratory data, but it is still expected to be completed in May. 
 The analytical data from the winter quarter sampling are expected to come in April 16 and validation will begin immediately. 

 

HSU-4 Water Level 
Monitoring for 
Ground Water Flow 

There was an action item from the last RPM meeting for UC Davis to install transducers in the three 4th HSU wells.  UC Davis 
determined that it would be as effective to collect weekly well levels from all three wells until the flow direction has been clearly 
established.  Currently, weekly well levels are being measured in three 4th HSU wells and two 2nd HSU wells that form well pairs 
with two of the 4th HSU wells.  This gives information on the HSU-4 gradients and on the vertical gradient between the second 
and fourth HSUs.  When irrigation season begins, the measurements will provide data on the effects of agricultural pumping in 
these wells.  An additional short-term test, coordinated with agricultural use of nearby wells, is being planned in order to get 
additional data that corresponds with timing of actual pumping.  On DTSC's request, UC Davis agreed to provide a report on the 
gradient data to RPMs at the next meeting. 

A report on gradient 
data will be provided 
to the RPMs at the 
next meeting. 

Laboratory Lisa Brown (DHS/RHB) stated that she wanted to close up an item from the last meeting.  She had verified by  phone that EPI, the  



\\WEISS\SYS\CLIENTS\DOE\4001\220\RPM_MNTS\RPMS0498.DOC 

 

4

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

Certification subsidiary company of the current site lab (GEL), is certified in California for water and soil radiological analyses.  In a related 
issue, Zuber stated that it had come to the attention of Dames & Moore that GEL is not certified for ICP mass spec metals analysis. 
 This had not been caught during their initial evaluation of the laboratory, but the issue is being resolved and GEL is in the process 
of getting their certification. 

Posting of Site Austin brought up the issue that DSCSOC had requested an evaluation of whether the site should be posted.  Setian stated that she 
had researched the NCP regulations that had been presented at the last meeting and found that they do not, in fact, require the site 
be posted.  Austin said that he had also checked the 1996 CFR 40 and it does not require posting either.  Although there is no legal 
requirement that NPL sites be posted, the RPMs agreed that it may be beneficial to post some areas of the site.  From the 
perspective of those who work on site, there are areas that are not appropriate for unrestricted entry, and these areas are already 
clearly posted. 

Roth asked what the objection was to having a sign at the front gate.  She also said that people who use Putah Creek need to know 
that this is a Superfund site.  Setian said that the important question is whether there is any protection or notification needed for 
health reasons.  Where public access is not prohibited, Community Right-to-Know issues are covered in documents found in the 
Administrative Record.  Setian reported that the last time she was on site, she brought a radiological meter, but did not find any 
areas that were above the background reading.  Austin suggested taking a walk around the site just to be sure that all areas are 
adequately posted.  Roth again asked what the objection is to putting a sign up on the front gate.  Setian, Timm, and Austin all 
stated that they have no objection, but they cannot require one.  Dawn Mitchell-Munso (EMS) said that in the past, ITEH has not 
wanted a sign in front because it may unduly influence those who provide research grants to have a negative view, unnecessarily 
handicapping the institute in receiving grants. 

Setian suggested that for those areas that already require posting, it would be a good idea to post the sign as defined in the 
regulation.  She agreed that the regulators should take a walk around the site to see if there are additional areas that need posting.  
This will be conducted when the regulators meet on site April 22. 

A site walk was 
conducted with EPA, 
DTSC, RWQCB, 
DHS, UCD, and Julie 
Roth. 

OTHER ISSUES:   

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for June 2, 1998 at 10:00am at LEHR. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
June 2, 1998 

ITEH 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants: 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Susan Fields, DOE-OAK  Kathy Setian, EPA 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Ricardo Serrano, SC-LEA 
David Belk, UC  G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC   Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB  Dawn Mitchell-Munso, EMS  Alborz Wozniak, WA 
Mike Brown, DOE-OAK  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Dave Zuber, D&M 
Bob Devany, WA  Julie Roth, DSCSOC   
Mike Dresen, WA  Mary Rust, DSCSOC   

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL:   

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) distributed the draft meeting minutes for April and requested comments in two weeks.  Devany 
reviewed the action items from the April meeting and it was determined that all actions had been addressed or would be addressed 
during the June RPM Meeting.   

Comments on the 
April draft meeting 
minutes are due by 
June 16. 

DOE AREAS:   

Off-Site Sampling Devany presented the results of the off-site soil sampling conducted along Old Davis Road adjacent to the Radium/Strontium 
Treatment Systems.  Devany indicated that the objective of the sampling was to evaluate earlier results indicating that Ra-226 
activities were slightly above background in shallow soil.  Devany showed a summary of new data which indicate that 9 of 18 Cs-
137 samples, and 5 of 18 Ra-226 samples exceeded the 10-6 Risk-Based Action Standard (RBAS).  No non-radioactive 
constituents exceeded the 10-6 RBAS.  The discussion focused on the unexpected occurrence of Cs-137 which exceeded more than 
2 times site background in the majority of samples analyzed.  Devany noted that the highest reported Cs-137 activity was in sample 
LEHR-SS-RA-0001, which was collected from the surface near a culvert pipe on the east side of Old Davis Road.  Devany 

DOE to provide a 
workplan for 
additional off-site 
sampling prior to 
June 25. 
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indicated that in all cases the activities of Cs-137 declined with depth and that all of the 1.5 ft bgs samples contained Cs-137 at 
background levels.  Salem Attiga (EMS) noted that Cs-137 had not been detected in sludge samples collected from the waste 
treatment tanks and that it was an unlikely LEHR contaminant.  Devany also noted that a gamma radiation survey had just been 
conducted along 300 ft of the ditch on both sides of Old Davis Road and the results showed no signs of hot spots.  Devany noted 
that the site’s nearby storm drain discharge point was an unlikely source of the Cs-137 since a berm in the ditch prevented the flow 
of storm water to this area.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) indicated the Cs-137 could be an artifact of LEHR stormwater releases that 
occurred prior to the existence of the berm.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) asked whether the Cs-137 was a health concern for the public.  
Devany replied that available data indicated that the levels are within the range of acceptable cleanup under CERCLA and thus 
represent no immediate health risk.  There was general concurrence by the RPMs on this statement.  Devany noted that it was 
possible that the Cs-137 is from global fallout, and that cesium’s interaction with clays or organic matter may result in its 
accumulation in a drainage ditch where surface water infiltrates.  Austin noted that it was equally plausible that the material comes 
from a stormwater release at LEHR.  The RPMs agreed that additional sampling is required to identify the source of the Cs-137.  
Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) indicated that DOE would further evaluate the recent radiological survey data and present a workplan to 
the RPMs. 

Domestic Septic 
Tanks – No Further 
Action 

Devany summarized investigations and data collected on the seven Domestic Septic Tanks at LEHR.  Devany indicated that the 
EE/CA had concluded that removal of the tanks was not warranted.  Austin indicated that although the current data support no 
action, the data show that releases have occurred and additional data may be required to support No Further Action.  G. Fred Lee 
(DSCSOC) stated that limited sampling can not be used to decide on a final action.  Kathy Setian (EPA) indicated that there are 
inadequate data to support a Remedial Investigator (RI).  Attiga indicated that it may be impossible to get more data due to 
utilities, buildings and other obstacles.  Mike Brown (DOE-OAK) indicated that he thought it will be necessary to put together a 
summary of the site’s information and questions after the removal actions are complete.  DOE agreed to produce a plan to conduct 
further investigation and collect data on the domestic tanks.  Brown indicated that a RI is probably the best vehicle to tie together 
the results of the removal actions. 

DOE will develop a 
closure pathway and 
associated workplan 
for the Domestic 
Tanks. 

Removal Action (RA) 
Update 

Alborz Wozniak (WA) presented a report on the progress of the Southwest Trenches Removal Action (RA).  He indicated that 
sampling of the chlordane area was complete and that impacted soil will be removed the following week.  Setian asked about 
pesticides waste characterization and whether the STLC (WET) or TCLP method would be used, and whether it was possible to 
use only the most conservative of the two.  DOE agreed to check on this matter.  Austin indicated the he had a concern on the 
trench entry during the RA and asked whether a shoring system would be used.  Wozniak indicated that a shoring plan was being 
developed and in some cases a remote controlled compactor would be used to avoid trench entry by field personnel.  Austin 
indicated that there should be some regulatory feedback prior to excavating chlordane-impacted soil.  Devany indicated that the 
confirmatory sampling would follow the excavation and assure that cleanup had been achieved.  Devany indicated that a breakout 
session could follow this meeting to review the excavation and sampling approach. 

DOE will report back 
to the RPMs on TCLP 
vs. WET Extraction by 
the next meeting.   
DOE to provide 
breakout session on 
chlordane sampling 
results after the RPM 
meeting. 

Response to RPM 
comments on RA 
Workplan 

DOE indicated that the response to RPM comments on the subject workplan would be sent out to the regulators by Thursday of 
this week (June 4).  It was agreed that any questions or comments on those responses to comments would be directed to Bob 
Devany or Susan Fields, as needed, and as soon as possible. 

 

RPMs to provide 
feedback on DOE 
responses. 
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Other Items The following items were also discussed: 

1. DOE indicated that it would issue the data report on the Dog Pens, background and off-site sampling by June 19.   

2. A meeting to observe the on-site laboratory was set for June 25.  

3. Copies of the final Action Memorandum for the RA would be sent to EPA, DTSC, DHS and the RWQCB.   

4. Susan Timm (RWQCB) asked about the status of the FFA.  Setian indicated that the EPA was sending a letter about lack of 
progress on this matter to DOE.  Brown indicated that he would discuss EPA’s concerns with DOE management and come up 
with a plan on how to move forward. 

DOE to provide data 
report to RPMs by 
June 19, 1998. 
 
DOE to provide Final 
Action Memorandum 
to RPMs. 
 
EPA to provide DOE 
with Draft letter on 
FFA. 

UCD AREAS:   

Ground Water IRA 
Treatment System 
Status 

Since the last RPM meeting in April, the ground water treatment system has been placed in operation.  The initial Treatment 
Performance Evaluation (TPE) was conducted April 21, 22, and 23.  During this 48-hour performance test, effluent was discharged 
to the UC Davis wastewater treatment plant.  Influent and effluent water samples were collected every 8 hours.  Results showed 
that total dissolved solids, nitrate, and hexavalent chromium were all below discharge limits.  All site-related VOCs were 
successfully removed.  Initially, low levels of 2-butanone, also called methylethyl ketone (MEK), was found in multiple samples.  
This compound is one of the major constituents of the pipe cement, and its presence in the samples was therefore attributed to be a 
remnant from the system construction.  The positive MEK results gradually dissipated during sewer discharge phase of the system 
evaluation, prior to beginning the injection process.   The Treatment Performance Evaluation (TPE) report was distributed to the 
regulators on April 29, 1998.  Conditional approval was then given begin to full-scale operation. 

Discharge to the injection well began on May 13, 1998, and is now in its third week.  Influent/effluent sampling was conducted 
daily for the first week, every other day the second week, and during the third week it was reduced to once a week.  The weekly 
sampling will continue for ten weeks.  The full system has been operating since May 14.  Troubleshooting was initially necessary 
to resolve system flow imbalances, switch failures in a pump and the air stripper pressure switch, as well as concerns regarding 
historic high water levels.  The system is basically designed to operate with ground water levels ranging between 25 and 70 feet 
below ground surface  (bgs).  When injection began, the water level was 19 ft bgs, creating a higher head than expected.  The flow 
is currently set at 120 gallons per minute (gpm). This relatively low flow allows for debugging, but will be increased over the next 
several weeks.  As of May 22, 1.7 million gallons have been treated.  According to the ground water model, a summer flow rate of 
190 gpm, and a winter flow rate of 140-150 gpm is needed in order to ensure capture of the plume. 

Graphs were provided in a handout, showing sampling results by analyte.  Influent chloroform results ranged from 30 to 40 ppb; 
DCA ranged between 0.5 and 1 ppb.  These levels are slightly lower than expected, but consistent with quarterly sampling results 
for monitor wells near the extraction well.  Total organic carbon ranged from 1.5 to 2.3 ppm.  Tritium and carbon-14 results have 
remained below waste discharge limits.  Effluent results for 2-butanone, nitrate, hexavalent chromium, and total dissolved solids 
(TDS)  were also presented on graphs.  All these analytes have remained below waste discharge limits, although TDS is close to 
the limit, as expected.  There is a one-half unit increase on pH as the water goes through the air stripper.  This brings pH close to 
release limits also. 
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 The monthly program for IRA ground water sampling began in June.  This first month was conducted in conjunction with 
quarterly monitoring.  Reporting of results for the IRA will include: 

1. Updates at monthly RPM meetings.  

2. Monthly reports due on the 20th of each month (Action item: the first report for May is due June 20th). 

3. Start-up report is due in early September.  

Lee asked whether there have been indications of mounding within the aquifer near the injection well.  Dave Zuber (D&M) 
responded that mounding in the injection well has been approximately 3-5 feet and water levels in nearby wells UCD2-37 and 
UCD2-38 increased approximately one foot. 

The first monthly 
report for the ground 
water IRA is due on 
June 20, 1998. 

HSU-4 Update 

 

Investigation of flow direction and chemical constituents within the deeper aquifer (HSU-4) has recently become achievable via 
three wells installed downgradient of the site. Weekly water levels have been taken since early April.  Water levels have been 
declining, due to the start of the pumping season.  A graph was presented comparing HSU-4 with HSU-2 levels over the past two 
months.  This graph indicates that agricultural pumping has a more significant effect on HSU-4, although both aquifers show a 
similar pattern.  While the pumping is going on, the data show a definite downward gradient from HSU-2 to HSU-4.  The water 
levels are significantly higher in HSU-2.  Flow direction in HSU-4 was determined and plotted on a map for each week in a one 
month span from April 6 to May 4.  The flow direction is primarily southeast.  It ranged from east/southeast to south/southeast, 
depending on which agricultural pump(s) were turned on.  Two powerful agricultural pumps  are located nearby, one is to the 
southeast and one to the east.   

Two quarters of analytical data have been collected so far.  Primary results indicated that chloroform is present in all three wells.  
The highest detections are for UCD4-42, which is closest to the agricultural well that provides a conduit between the aquifers.  
Further discussion centered on whether these results indicate a possible hydraulic connection between HSU-2 and HSU-4, since 
UCD4-41 is the upgradient well and yet it has low chloroform levels.  Zuber stated that data have shown that the abandoned 
agricultural well is a source of chloroform in HSU-4 and is the most likely cause of chloroform in UCD4-41.  The agricultural well 
could act like an injection well and chloroform would spread out from that point. 

 

Other Items The following items were also discussed: 

1. In order to finalize the documentation for the treatment system, DTSC stated that as-built drawings are still needed.  Austin 
requested that these be provided.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) responded that these documents will be part of the construction 
close-out package.  He expects to receive this shortly and will forward the as-built drawings to DTSC  as soon as they are 
available to the university.  He will call Austin to let him know when this will be.   

2. Comments on the revised Field Sampling Plan have been received from EPA, and are still awaited from DTSC.  When all 
comments are received, a meeting will be scheduled to work out concerns, particularly those relating to the surface water 
monitoring program.  

3. The Landfill Unit #3 Maintenance Action Plan is in the final stages of review.  Currently, a cost evaluation is being performed 
for the various alternatives. 

4. The Ground Water Source Delineation Work Plan is in draft form and is being reviewed by UC Davis.  EPA has requested 

UC Davis will forward 
as-built drawings to 
DTSC as soon as they 
are available. 
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two copies of this document so that their hydrogeologist can also review it. 

 5. The Annual Water Monitoring Report is somewhat behind schedule, partly due to problems with the receipt of the fall data.  
We have a current goal to have it completed by the end of June.  

6. Comments on the Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan have been received from the EPA.  Comments are not expected from 
other agencies, so the final revision can now be prepared incorporating the EPA comments.  

 

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for July 8, 1998 at 10:00 am at LEHR. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
July 8, 1998 

ITEH 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants: 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Susan Fields, DOE-OAK  Kathy Setian, EPA 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Mary Stallard, WA 
David Belk, UC  Dawn Mitchell-Munso, EMS  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Bob Devany, WA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Dave Zuber, D&M 
Mike Dresen, WA  Julie Roth, DSCSOC   
     
     

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL:   

Meeting Minutes Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that RPM concurrence on the meeting minutes for April and June were outstanding. 
Kathy Setian (EPA) indicated that the April minutes should be amended to include the site walk that was arranged to investigate 
the adequacy of site postings.  It was agreed that with this change the April minutes were approved.  On the June minutes, Setian 
requested that “Draft” be removed from the action items.  Setian also requested that the date for finalizing the Field Sampling Plan 
be listed as an action item.  It was agreed that it would read: “UC Davis to finalize the Field Sampling Plan by the end of July.”  A 
typographical error was also identified on page 2 of the June minutes:  “Remedial Investigator” will be replaced by “Remedial 
Investigation.”  With the incorporation of these changes, the RPMs approved the June minutes.   

The April and June 
RPM meeting minutes 
were approved. 
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Other Issues The status of the RPMs' approval of the DOE Removal Action (RA) Workplan was discussed.  Setian indicated that the EPA did 
not have any major issues with the Workplan, but noted that several QA issues were outstanding.  Devany recalled that the QA 
issues were technical details that had a clear path to resolution.  Devany added that the Workplan was being implemented in the 
field and that any outstanding RPM issues with the plan needed to be resolved, so that the plan can be finalized.  The RPMs 
indicated that there were no major outstanding issues with the Workplan.   

The regulatory 
agencies indicated 
there were no major 
issues with the RA 
Workplan. 

UCD AREAS:   

Interim Remedial 
Action (IRA) 
Treatment System 

 

Construction of the ground water IRA was completed in mid-April, and theTreatment Performance Evaluation was completed in 
mid-May.  Since then we have been working on balancing the system to get influent and effluent flows set at optimal levels.  We 
recently began distributing flow into both injection tubes.  The system was balanced a few weeks ago and the flow was increased 
to 175 gpm on June 20.  As the agricultural pumping season progresses, we will increase flow to 195 gpm.  The system was 
operating for 695 of 720 hours in June.  Except for one power outage, there has been very little downtime.  Almost four million 
gallons have been treated, with a total chloroform mass removal of 1.24 pounds.  The average influent chloroform level has been 
35 mg/L.  Recently, the water levels have been dropping due to agricultural pumping and seasonal fluctuations.  Near the 
extraction well, water levels have dropped 10.65 feet, and in the area of the injection well, levels have dropped 1.4 feet.  Nearby 
monitoring wells have dropped 5.6-8.5 feet.  During the summer, as gradient increases, we need to increase the flow to maintain 
the necessary capture zone.  Due to continual changes in gradient, the normal state of operation will require frequent adjustments 
of flow and pressure within the system.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) asked whether UC Davis was collecting operational information 
(recording valve positions) each time an adjustment was made to assist in future balancing.   Dave Zuber (Dames & Moore) 
explained that the flow balancing is related more to flow meter accuracy and changing water levels, so it is not just a matter of 
finding the correct setting.  As water levels change, the resulting pressure change causes different flow rates.  Recently, there has 
been less downtime, as personnel have become more familiar with the required adjustments.  The monthly update of sampling 
results since the last RPM meeting was presented.  The results of samples collected to measure the effectiveness of the treatment 
system were generally as expected.  During June, there were five sampling events.  Duplicate samples were collected twice.  Two 
VOCs (chloroform and 1-2-DCA), were consistently found in the influent. No VOCs were found in the effluent.  Total dissolved 
solids, nitrate as nitrogen, tritium, chromium, and carbon-14 were all below the discharge limits in June.  Carbon-14 was reported 
above the MDA in 3 of 5 samples.  June values ranged from 1.5 to 17.3 pCi/L with a detection limit typically around 8.0 pCi/L.  A 
graph was presented showing all of the results since the beginning of sampling.  Two May detections were above the monthly 
discharge limit.  It was determined that the lab had been experiencing problems with its carbon-14 analysis at that time, but the 
data still met all validation criteria.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) stated that a daily maximum has not been established, and the 
monthly average was not exceeded.  Since the levels were so small, Susan felt that the pertinent issue would be how we are 
affecting the source.  Zuber said that carbon-14 will be monitored more frequently in background wells to establish a better 
comparison number with the current detection limits.   

Results for pH indicated a one-half unit drop as water goes through the air stripper, due to carbon dioxide removal.  Some scaling 
was seen on the unit.  If problems arise, the system will be shut down and cleaned.   

The upcoming IRA work includes:    

(1) The weekly sampling of water within the treatment system will continue through July, at which time it will be reduced to 
monthly. 

Upcoming IRA work 
includes:    

(1) The weekly 
sampling of water 
within the 
treatment system 
will continue 
through July, at 
which time it will 
be reduced to 
monthly. 

(2) The next monthly 
report will be 
delivered on July 
20 and will 
include the 
monthly ground 
water sampling 
that began in early 
June.  

(3) An aquifer capture 
evaluation is 
scheduled for 
early August.  
This will involve 
turning off the 
system for three 
days to allow the 
aquifer to recover 
its normal 
equilibrium.  It is 
basically the 
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(2) The next monthly report will be delivered on July 20 and will include the monthly ground water sampling that began in early 
June.  

(3) An aquifer capture evaluation is scheduled for early August.  This will involve turning off the system for three days to allow 
the aquifer to recover its normal equilibrium.  It is basically the reverse of an aquifer pumping test.  

(4) A start-up report for the treatment system will be prepared in September. 

reverse of an 
aquifer pumping 
test.  

(4) A start-up report 
for the treatment 
system will be 
prepared in 
September. 

Hydrostratagraphic 
Unit Four Report 

Water levels have been collected weekly in the three HSU-4 wells and two HSU-2 wells since early April.  Graphs were provided 
in a handout, with a map showing the ground water flow direction toward the south-southeast during the period of April through 
June.  Water levels dropped in both HSU-2 (10-11 feet) and HSU-4 (23-24 feet).  The data show a significant downward gradient 
between the two units. 

 

Abandonment of 
Irrigation Well 22N 

An evaluation of abandonment methods to prevent transfer of water from HSU-2 to HSU-4 via the irrigation well 22N was 
presented.  It was found that the particular construction of the well would possibly create problems during abandonment.  A 
diagram of the well was provided showing an outer casing that was installed from about 76 feet down to 180 feet below ground 
surface.  This feature was designed to improve pump and well efficiency by eliminating freefall of water into the well from 
shallow units during pumping drawdown.  A large hole within the inner casing near the bottom of the outer casing allows a 
significant amount of HSU-2 water to be drawn into the well.  However, this also provides a conduit for transfer of water from the 
2nd to the 4th HSU.  Two alternatives were presented for the abandonment process.  The first option is to Mills knife and grout the 
lower portion at 185-288 feet, and then shot perforate the double cased interval.  There is an obvious difficulty in having two 
casings to seal during the abandonment process.  Explosives will have to penetrate both connected casings, and this will be hard to 
verify.  The second option is to drill out the bottom of the well and reverse-circulate to remove the gravel pack, then pull out the 
casing and grout the borehole.  Assistance was requested from anyone at the meeting who may have experience in abandoning this 
type of well.  Timm suggested contacting Solano County.  Her preference would be to drill out the well because that is the most 
definite way to achieve success.  Austin suggested that since big casings are hard to overdrill, an alternative might be to seal the 
HSU-4 region, perforate the casing in HSU-3 and grout, then perforate the casing in HSU-2 and grout.  Zuber said that Solano 
County permitting requirements will be followed, and that they are not very restrictive.  The upper 200 feet of the well are in very 
good condition.  There are two water-bearing zones in HSU-3, so perforation will be needed even within that zone.   

UCD will propose a 
plan for abandonment 
of Irrigation Well 22N. 

Ground Water Source 
Investigation 
Workplan 

A workplan has just been released that describes several areas of site investigation planned for the coming months.  Activities 
covered in the workplan include a soil gas survey, an evaluation of hexavalent chromium data, a soil vapor extraction (SVE) test 
on UCD1-12, a pumping test of HSU-1, ground water extraction simulations, and a technology evaluation.  UC Davis hopes to 
conduct the field work before the next rainy season begins.  The primary focus of the work plan will be to collect as much 
information as possible about the VOC source areas and identify potential hexavalent chromium source areas.  The following 
figures were presented: (1) Concentration Contour Plot Chloroform in HSU-1 Ground Water and in Vadose Zone Soil Gas, and (2) 
Soil Gas Sampling and Vacuum Test Locations showing Gore-Sorber sampling locations, with installations at 10, 20, and 30 foot 
depths in each location. A schedule of activities was given, showing fieldwork to be conducted in August and September.  The 
small SVE test to be performed will focus on two well pairs.  It requires evacuation of the wells and collection of soil vapor 
samples to estimate VOCs in each zone.  It will help determine whether SVE will work on a larger scale.  Water levels must drop 
below 40-45 feet in order to do this test.  In addition, a pump test for HSU-1 will be conducted in UCD1-12 to evaluate the types 

A conference call was 
scheduled for July 22 
at 2:00pm to discuss 
the Ground Water 
Source Investigation 
Workplan. 
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of flows possible and provide information for the site ground water model to see if HSU-1 pumping is worth pursuing.  Although 
UC Davis would like to proceed with procurement for field work as soon as possible, Setian stated that comments could not be 
provided by July 20, since the document must be reviewed by a hydrogeologist.  Zuber said that the driving factor is that the SVE 
test will need to be done before water levels start going back up, probably late August or early September.  Since the growing 
season began late, we may have more time than we would have had in most years.  Austin stated that the document must be 
reviewed, since migration areas may need more investigation.  It must also be determined whether the level of investigation 
(qualitative vs. quantitative, etc.) is sufficient.  A conference call was scheduled for July 22 at 2 p.m. to discuss this document. 

Upcoming Documents (1) Annual Water Monitoring Report - UC Davis hopes to complete a draft by the end of July. 

(2) Winter Quarterly Water Monitoring Report - Expected to be completed within the same time frame as the annual report. 

(3) Landfill Unit #3 Memo - Still resolving CEQA issues.  A Negative Declaration may be required.  UC Davis CEQA expert has 
been out looking for owls on the site.  

Setian requested that review time be sufficient for all documents.  Austin indicated that the review process helps to assure that the 
proposal is in line with the requirements for the final remedy, and asked UC Davis to phrase the regulators' review in those terms 
to facilitate the process. 

The Annual Water 
Monitoring and Winter 
Quarter Monitoring 
Reports are planned 
for completion by the 
end of July. 

DOE AREAS:   

Dog Pens Mary Stallard (Weiss Associates) presented the results of the Western Dog Pens Investigation as a follow-up to the June data 
submittal to the RPMs.  Setian asked for an explanation of the overall objectives of the sampling conducted in the Dog Pens.  
Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) indicated that DOE had intended to cover the Western Dog Pens in the current EE/CA, but in the 
process of evaluating the data, it was realized that significant data gaps existed before removal action options could be evaluated.  
Fields provided the example of the original data indicating that some radiological “hot spots” were present, but the size and 
frequency of these hot spots were not known in sufficient detail to select removal action alternatives.  Devany continued to say that 
the objective of the work is to develop a reliable basis for a conceptual model that describes the nature of the contamination.  
Setian asked if the data report presents a conceptual model.  Stallard replied that the data report presents a summary of findings 
that form an implicit conceptual model.  Fields indicated that there is not a specific section discussing a conceptual model.   

Setian asked how the locations for ground water samples were selected. Stallard replied that they were randomly selected.  Stallard 
indicated that the sample results for TOC and organic nitrogen were not very useful and probably should be omitted from future 
sampling.  Fields indicated that DOE would like feedback for eliminating this sampling on other parts of the site.  Austin indicated 
that other areas could have different characteristics and that these data could be valuable.  It was agreed that if DOE felt that these 
samples were not warranted, a short letter providing a rationale to eliminate these parameters, would be the best means to move 
forward on this issue. 

Stallard presented a statistical comparison between the recent Dog Pens data to background  data, and concluded that the only 
constituent of concern was mercury.  Austin indicated that the findings would be different if previous data showing higher levels 
of radiological materials were used.  Austin indicated that using these data was reasonable.  Stallard replied that several of the 
recent samples were taken at the same locations as the previous samples, and that these results did not confirm the previous data.  
Austin indicated that the discrepancy might be a result of local hot spots.   He went on to suggest that blending the soil might be 
the best way to “smear out” these hot spots.  Several of the RPMs indicated that they had not yet reviewed the data report.  The 

The RPMs agreed to 
review the Dog Pens 
data further and meet 
“offline” to discuss the 
situation further.   
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RPMs agreed to review the data further and meet “offline” to discuss the Dog Pens situation further.  Setian said that the RPMs 
might provide additional direction on the Dog Pens data at the next RPM meeting. 

Southwest Trenches 
RA Progress 

Devany presented an update on the Southwest Trenches RA Progress.  He summarized the findings of the exploratory trenching, 
which was completed recently.  Devany noted an unexpected area of large gravel (cobbles) on the eastern side of the study area.  
He indicated that the cobble area did not appear to be buried waste and that sampling would be conducted to characterize the 
cobbles and underlying soil.  He also noted that chlordane may have potentially impacted buried waste in the central portion of the 
study area, and that in an attempt to minimize the volume of potential mixed waste (hazardous and radiological waste), in situ 
characterization would be done using a drill rig.  Devany noted that due to Hanford’s lack of EPA approval under their CERCLA 
Offsite Disposal Rule, LEHR’s low-level radioactive waste would be sent to Envirocare in Utah.   Setian requested that DOE get 
written notification that Envirocare was in compliance with the Offsite Disposal Rule.  DOE agreed to obtain the written 
notification. 

DOE agreed to get a 
written confirmation of 
Envirocare’s 
compliance with the 
CERCLA Offsite 
Disposal Rule. 

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for August 18, 1998 at 10:00 am at LEHR.   (Post-meeting note:  The August 18 RPM meeting was cancelled, and replaced with a Federal Facility 
Agreement meeting.  The next RPM meeting was re-scheduled for 2:00pm on September 29, 1998 at LEHR.  A DSCSOC community meeting will also be held that evening in Davis.) 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
September 29, 1998 

ITEH 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants: 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Mark Filippini, EPA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  Wayne Henry, ATSDR  Jane Riggan, DHS 
Mike Brown, DOE-OAK  Steve Hsu, DHS/RHB  Julie Roth, DSCSOC 
Bob Devany, WA  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Mary Rust, DSCSOC 
Mike Dresen, WA  G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC  Kathy Setian, EPA 
Gwen Eng, ATSDR  Dawn Mitchell-Munso, EMS  Bill Taylor, ATSDR 
Joe Erdie, WA  Theresa NeSmith, ATSDR  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK  Joe Niland, D&M  Dave Zuber, D&M 

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL: Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) and Brian Oatman (UC Davis) reviewed the action items from the July meeting.  
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DOE AREAS:   

Removal Action (RA) 
Update 

Bob Devany (WA) indicated that work on the Southwest Trenches RA had progressed as planned since the August meeting.  
Devany noted that the small area of potential above-background strontium-90 contamination had been removed for offsite disposal 
and that all bottom and sidewall confirmation samples had been collected.  Devany noted that about 200 cubic yards of low-level 
waste consisting of soil and debris from the Southwest Trenches will have been shipped by the end of the month. 

Devany noted that Appendix D of the RA Workplan had been revised to correct an error identified by Susan Timm (RWQCB) in 
the NUFT model results.  Devany noted that an errata would be issued first to Susan Timm and then to all of the RPMs.  It was 
agreed that this submittal would allow partial RPM approval of the workplan sections that were applicable to the Southwest 
Trenches.  

Regarding future DOE RAs, Kathy Setian (EPA) requested that a schedule for next year’s work be provided to the RPMs at the 
next RPM meeting.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) noted that the RPMs would also need a nitrate characterization and winterization plan 
for the nitrate-impacted area.  Austin then gave an overview of the nitrate-impacted area to benefit non-participants in the 
September 23 conference call.  He noted that nitrate-impacted soil was identified beneath the former waste cells in the Southwest 
Trenches.  Because of the high potential for this material to impact ground water, the RPMs and DOE decided that further removal 
is warranted, and that the impending wet season and waste management concerns required the work be done next spring.  Austin 
added that DOE planned to further characterize the extent of the nitrate by collecting additional samples prior to excavating the 
nitrate.  DOE agreed to submit a workplan to the RPMs addressing the nitrate sampling and winterization. 

Errata on the NUFT 
modeling results will 
be prepared and 
issued. 

Setian requested that 
the schedule for next 
year’s work be 
provided to the RPMs 
at the next RPM 
meeting.   

Austin noted that the 
RPMs would need a 
nitrate characterization 
and winterization plan 
for the nitrate-
impacted area. 

Old Davis Road 
Drainage Ditch 
Sampling Results 

 

Devany presented a summary of the offsite cesium-137 (Cs-137) sample results collected in the ditches along Old Davis Road 
adjacent to LEHR, and at four locations about 2,000 feet north of LEHR.  Devany’s overview showed that 47 samples had been 
collected and analyzed onsite using PNNL’s gamma spectrometry system and that 30% duplicates had been sent to General 
Engineering Laboratories for confirmation.  Devany noted that there was poor agreement between the onsite and GEL results, but 
showed the onsite results to be consistently higher that the GEL results by a factor of four.  Devany indicated that PNNL and GEL 
were evaluating this discrepancy and that current results are subject to change.  Devany noted that the sampling results confirmed 
earlier findings that revealed no hot spots or apparent Cs-137 sources at LEHR.  He added that the levels, though elevated with 
respect to available site background data, did not represent a significant health risk based on comparison to PRGs and RBAS 
values.  Devany indicated that stratification in vertical distribution of Cs-137 due to global fallout likely explains the apparent 
elevated Cs-137 in the shallow surface soils in the ditch when compared to background distributions derived from 0 to 4-foot 
composite soil data.  Steve Hsu added that there were probably insufficient surface data to fully characterize the [fallout] 
distribution of Cs-137 at LEHR. 

Devany noted that an upcoming report would address the data inconsistencies between the labs and make recommendations on 
whether additional work is required. 

 

UCD AREAS:   

Ground Water IRA 
Treatment System 
Update 

 

 

Highlights of the program since the last RPM meeting include:  (1) The start-up report for the first four months of operation was 
sent to RPMs on September 21, 1998.  (2) The initial start-up weekly sampling schedule progressed to monthly sample collection 
(for most analytes).  (3) The extraction rate was increased to the summer design rate of 190 gpm on July 13.  This is the pumping 
level required for the most effective plume capture during the agricultural season.   

Since the system began operating in May, there has been a gradual increase in chloroform concentration from initial levels of 30-
40 ppb to a high of 80 ppb during the August sampling.  In July, the system operated 505 of 744 hours, and approximately 6 
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million gallons were treated for a total monthly chloroform removal of 3.7 lbs.  In August, the operating hours increased to 726 out 
of 744 hours.  About 7.7 million gallons were treated, removing 5.1 lbs of chloroform.  In September, the system was on line full 
time (672 of 672 hours) and treated 7.7 million gallons.  September results are not yet available for calculating the amount treated 
or influent chloroform levels.  Dave Zuber (D&M) reported that downtime in July and August may have been caused by 
intermittent shutdowns primarily related to hot weather, and UCD and D&M are still working to find the source of the intermittent 
shutdowns.  Since September was much cooler, these problems may recur when the temperature increases. 

Capture Zone 
Analysis 

An analysis of the capture zone has been planned in order to compare measurable effects of the treatment system with design 
expectations.  Data from transducers in wells UCD2-40 and UCD4-41 showed wide, rapid fluctuations in water levels from 
agricultural pumping in the area.  A graph was presented showing daily swings of 2-3 ft that were rapid and consistent with 
agricultural irrigation patterns.  Originally, a pumping test had been planned, but a review of the well level data found that a 
pumping test evaluation would be impractical until the end of the pumping season.  As an alternative, an estimation of the capture 
zone was developed using data from a time-coordinated measurement of well levels throughout the site, enhanced with distance vs. 
draw down calculations.  This estimated capture zone was very comparable to the predicted capture zone described in the EE/CA.  
 A pumping test that will provide data to confirm the capture zone estimates is still planned for late October or November. 

 

IRA Treatment 
System Monitoring 
Data 

 

The initial three-month phase requiring weekly sampling ended in July, and was replaced with a monthly sampling schedule in 
August.  As the level of chloroform increased over time, other low-level VOCs began to be seen in the influent samples, including 
1,2-Dichloroethane, 1,1-Dichloroethane, 1,1-Dichloroethene, and 1,2-Dichloroethene.  Effluent samples have been consistently 
non-detect for all VOCs.  Nitrate, chromium, tritium, and carbon-14 were all below discharge limits.  Since sampling began in 
May, chloroform and nitrate levels have generally been increasing.  The most recent results for total organic carbon (TOC) and 
1,2-Dichloroethane were significantly higher than earlier samples.  The levels of total dissolved solids (TDS) are given close 
attention because they have been consistently close to the discharge limit.  TDS exceeded the daily limit of 500 mg/L twice in July 
and exceeded the monthly average discharge limit of 485 mg/L in August.  Current levels are around 505 mg/L; results above the 
limit are being reported to RWQCB as required in the Waste Discharge Requirements.  The sampling schedule for this constituent 
has been increased from monthly to weekly monitoring.  This will continue into the non-pumping season to evaluate seasonal 
nature of TDS concentrations.     

UC Davis will fax 
September monitoring 
data to the RPMs as 
soon as it arrives.  If 
levels of TOC and 
nitrate exceed WDR 
limits in the September 
results, weekly 
sampling should be 
instituted for these 
constituents. 

Monitoring Well Data 
Collected for IRA 

 

Ten monitoring wells in the vicinity of the extraction well are sampled monthly to provide information on the effectiveness of the 
treatment system.  This monitoring has shown an increase in chloroform in the extraction well and in upgradient wells UCD2-29 
and UCD2-39 and also a decrease in the downgradient wells UCD2-30 and UCD2-31.  The results for UCD2-30 and 2-31 may 
indicate cleaner water being pulled in from the edges of the plume. 

Total chromium and hexavalent chromium values have increased from June through August in most HSU-2 wells, but not in HSU-
1 wells.  This HSU trend is not as clear in the nitrate results.  

 

Upcoming Work for 
IRA 

Currently planned activities for the IRA include continuing the monthly system sampling with weekly sampling for TDS and 
continuing monthly ground water sampling for the ten associated monitoring wells.  The next monthly report will be delivered on 
October 20. 

The next monthly  IRA 
report will be delivered 
on October 20. 
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Ground Water Source 
Investigation 

The Passive Soil Gas Survey was completed in September, and was modified to include Landfill Unit #3 in accordance with a 
request from the RPMs.  Sample modules were installed for 14 days, and were removed on 9/21/98.  Three sample locations could 
not be accessed due to DOE activities in the Western Dog Pens. 

The remaining scope of the ground water source investigation was modified per RPM comments and will include an HSU-1 
pumping test that is planned for October; ground water extraction simulations in October/November; and an evaluation of 
chromium, nitrate, and TDS data.  The investigation report will be prepared in December. 

 

Results of the Passive 
Soil Gas Survey will 
be available soon, and 
will be faxed to RPMs. 
 UC Davis will arrange 
a conference call 
discussion during the 
week of October 5.  
This discussion will 
include options for soil 
flux sampling 
locations that will be 
based on results from 
the passive soil gas 
sampling. 

Well 22N 
Abandonment 

The agricultural well 22N was proposed for abandonment in the IRA workplan.  HSU-4 sampling results verified that it has been a 
source of movement of water and VOC contamination from HSU-2 into HSU-4.  At this point, the well pump has been removed.  
The plan is to pressure grout the lower screened interval (HSU-4), knife and grout between 185 and 250 feet below ground 
surface, shot perforate the double-cased interval, then pack and grout this perforated interval, and finally knife and perforate the 
remaining well. 

This method will avoid risky overdrilling that could cause the well to collapse.  The pressure grouting is expected to be successful 
in sealing the well because the estimate of permeability of HSU-4 is approximately one-fourth the permeability of HSU-2.  

Well specifications have been determined from both the well log and from the downhole video:  The well has a 24-inch borehole, a 
total depth of 288 feet, a 16-inch diameter inner casing, and it is gravel packed from the surface throughout the total depth.  
Abandonment activities are scheduled to begin next week if all of the RPMs agree to the plan. 
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Update on HSU-4 
Data 

 

Zuber presented results to date for the investigation of HSU-4.  Initially, based on monitoring information from agricultural well 
22N, it was suspected to be a conduit for VOC contamination between HSU-2 and HSU-4.  Hydraulic testing conducted 
approximately two years ago confirmed significant movement of water had been occurring from HSU-2 into HSU-4.  The well 
construction information identified the mechanism for this process (a diagram was presented to review the well features including 
the hole and double casing construction). 

Last year UC Davis installed three HSU-4 wells to monitor water levels and contamination in this deeper zone.  Data from these 
wells has increased our understanding of local hydrology in both HSUs.  Results of weekly water level measurements collected 
between April and September for a number of HSU-2 and HSU-4 wells were presented in graph form.  The graph indicated that 
water levels decreased in both HSU-2 and HSU-4 through the end of July and began increasing in August.  The HSU-4 well levels 
dropped a total of 45 feet, while HSU-2 wells decreased 25-30 feet.  During pumping season, water levels are higher in HSU-2 
than in HSU-4.   Flow direction in HSU-4 varies seasonally from northeast to southeast.  The primary flow direction is southeast, 
especially in the spring and summer.  Analytical testing has found chloroform in each of the three HSU-4 wells for the past four 
quarters. 

The information collected to date regarding the HSU-4 has increased knowledge of the water quality and flow, but additional data 
is also needed.  We know there is chloroform impact in HSU-4, and that the agricultural wells are definitely a source.  We also 
know that there are seasonal variations in flow direction.  We do not know at this point whether there is an additional source for 
spread of VOC contamination from HSU-2 to HSU-4.  So far, the data doesn't point to the agricultural wells as the only source.  
We don't know if there is water movement between the two HSUs, and we don't know what conditions existed in HSU-4 prior to 
removing well 22N from service.   

UC Davis presented a phased approach to help resolve the unknown conditions.  Phase One involves installing an HSU-4 well 
closer to the site source of VOCs, upgradient of the first three HSU-4 wells.  This well would be included in the monitoring 
program for water levels and chemical analyses.  For optimum comparative data, it would be installed close to an existing well 
pair, such as UCD1-25/2-26, UCD1-11/2-39, or UCD1-28/2-29.  If this well also has positive detections of chloroform, this could 
show that the agricultural wells are not the only source.  The first phase also includes performing an aquifer test to evaluate the 
possible connections between HSU-2 and HSU-4.  This test is planned at the same time as the testing for the IRA.  The  RPMs 
suggested that this test be done after the abandonment of well 22N so it would not be a factor, and to do an aquifer test on UCD4-
41 first, since this might guide the decision on where to put the new well. 

Phase Two of the HSU-4 Plan involves data analysis and placement of additional HSU-4 wells based on chemical and hydraulic 
data.  UC Davis plans to transmit a letter plan to the RPMs and to complete the new well and the aquifer test this fall. 
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Update on Other 
Items 

 

1. The Annual Water Monitoring Report was released last week.  

2. UC Davis has received comments from some of the RPMs for the Quality Assurance Project Plan and the Field Sampling Plan 
(FSP).  Susan Timm (RWQCB) said that her comments are in the mail, and regarding the FSP storm water plan, she suggested that 
storm water monitoring should be conducted this weekend if the expected storm arrives.   

3. Currently, UC Davis is working to establish the waste characterization profile for eventual disposal of material in the Waste 
Burial Holes.  

4. The Landfill Unit #3 ditch repair is beginning.  The concrete liner installation will begin in the next few days, and the contractor 
has until October 15 to complete the project.  There is a narrow window of opportunity due to expected release of young 
burrowing owls.  Some preliminary protective actions had to be accomplished before the work could be started. 

A tarp was installed to give the owls a visual barrier from the construction activities, and holes that could be used by the burrowing 
owls were filled.  Alternative burrows made out of irrigation pipe were placed in a location away from the construction to replace 
the burrows in the affected portion of the ditch.  One concern that has not yet been dealt with is the east-west ditch across the top 
of the landfill.  A planned action is to replace this ditch with a pipe to prevent the water flowing through the landfill, but this will 
be done at a later date. 

5. G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) requested additional information on downgradient off-site VOC monitoring.  Timm suggested that the 
data from the agricultural wells and the hydropunch results be provided on a single map and presented at the next RPM meeting. 

6. Kathy Setian (USEPA) requested information on the timing of the EE/CA for the Waste Burial Holes, and whether UC Davis 
has planned for the development of the Action Memo (AM), including preparing for having the funds available.  A complete 
schedule should be developed in the near future. 

7. Setian asked whether the sampling plan and the quality assurance plans that have already been developed would be applicable 
for the Waste Burial Holes RA work plan.  Zuber replied that the goal of getting the Field Sampling Plan and the Quality 
Assurance Plan developed and approved was to be able to build off those documents.  In some cases, it may be necessary to add 
specific elements, but the plans already cover both soil and water. Setian and Austin indicated they would need to see a plan, 
especially if there is a risk evaluation.  Oatman stated that risk evaluation would be minimal, since the goal of the interim action is 
simply to remove the waste.  Austin indicated that there will be some residuals, especially tritium, that will remain a threat to 
ground water.  It was noted by the RPMs that DOE would need specific institutional controls for residual waste that they leave in 
place, while UC Davis should be able to incorporate residual impacts into plans for the landfill remediation and maintenance of the 
landfill cap. 

UC Davis will provide 
a map showing the 
data from the 
agricultural wells and 
the hydropunch results 
at the next RPM 
meeting. 

UC Davis will prepare 
an updated schedule 
on the Waste Burial 
Holes EE/CA and AM 
and fax it to RPMs 
later in the week. 

 

ATSDR Update on 
Fish Survey in Putah 
Creek 

 

Dr. Bill Taylor (ATSDR) mentioned that he had issued the final report on the Putah Creek Fish Survey last week.  Taylor 
distributed copies of the report at the meeting.  He indicated that the survey had been conducted last fall and mercury and lead 
were the only constituents of concern.  He noted that lead was found only in crayfish and mercury was present mainly in 
largemouth bass and only elevated in the largest specimens.  Taylor indicated that both the mercury and the lead could pose a 
public health hazard based on assumed high consumption rates.  At these high consumption rates the impacts would be limited to 
fetuses and nursing infants.  Taylor said that he had been discussing the results with local health departments and indicated that 
these entities would need to decide if heath-protective actions were required.  Taylor also mentioned that he was soliciting input 
for the health departments and other agencies to gain an understanding of who is eating the fish and to determine the migratory 
patterns of the fish.  Taylor said that he had found that mercury is a verified regional problem and many creeks in the area are 
impacted.    He also noted that different chemical forms are more of a problem.  G. Fred Lee indicated that methyl mercury is main 
aquatic problem and that bacterially driven methylization is the process where elemental mercury is converted to methyl mercury. 
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The next RPM meeting is scheduled for November 10, 1998 at 10:00 am at LEHR. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Minutes 
November 10, 1998 

ITEH 
Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 

 

Meeting Participants: 

Duncan Austin, DTSC  Mark Fillippini, EPA  Julie Roth, DSCSOC 
Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Mary Rust, DSCSOC 
Bob Devany, WA  G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC  Kathy Setian, EPA 
Mike Dresen, WA  Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Joe Erdie, WA  Joe Niland, D&M  Don Walker, D&M 
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK  Brian Oatman, UC Davis   

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL:   

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

Susan Timm (RWQCB) provided a grammatical correction to the July meeting minutes.  The July minutes were approved and the 
draft minutes from the September meeting were distributed. 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

DOE AREAS:   

Federal Facility 
Agreement (FFA) 

Duncan Austin (DTSC) mentioned that the FFA was in legal review at DTSC and that some portions were being revised by DTSC 
attorney Margaritte Mosinier.  Austin said that he felt the FFA review process was very close to being completed and the next step 
is to get it to the EPA, RWQCB, and DHS for their review.  The agencies indicated that the FFA should be back to DOE by the 
end of the calendar year. 

 

Data Integration 
Memorandum 

Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) described the planned Data Integration Memorandum (DIM).  She indicated that the issue of data 
sharing between DOE and UC Davis had been brought up by EPA during the FFA discussions and that this document will address 
the means to ensure that data integration will be possible at the time of the risk assessment.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) 
explained that the DIM will identify data requirements and set up database protocols that would allow for future integration.  He 
indicated that DOE is taking the lead in preparing the DIM and that two joint DOE/UC Davis meetings had already taken place.  
Devany said that a Draft DIM would probably be submitted to the RPMs for review in mid-February. 

 

Field Activities 
Update 

Devany mentioned that backfill of the Southwest Trenches (SWT) excavation was completed last week and the surface grading 
was nearly complete. Low permeability imported fill material was used exclusively to fill the SWT excavation.  Kathy Setian 
(EPA) said that she thought the overburden soil from the SWT excavation would be used.  Devany explained that slightly elevated 
mercury had been reported in the overburden soil and that additional testing was required to verify this finding.  Devany continued 
to say the impending wet season required the trenches be backfilled as soon as possible and that this required the use of imported 
material.  Devany explained that there is evidence of regionally elevated mercury in shallow soil.  It was noted that mining and 
smelting operations may be the source of mercury in soil in the Davis area.  Setian requested that the Land Disposal Restrictions be 
checked for applicability with regard to use of overburden as backfill. 

Devany said that no waste had been shipped offsite this month, but that 24 additional yards of low-level waste from the SWT 
removal action (RA) would probably be shipped in December [Post meeting note: No waste was shipped in December because of 
funding matters associated with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Envirocare Contract].  Devany announced that the nitrate 
delineation sampling plan was being distributed to the RPMs today and that fieldwork was scheduled to begin on December 7.  
Devany requested that comments from the RPMs be provided by November 30.  A teleconference was scheduled for November 23 
to discuss comments on this work plan. 

Setian requested that 
the Land Disposal 
Restrictions be 
checked for 
applicability to use of 
overburden as backfill. 

A teleconference was 
scheduled for 
November 23 to 
discuss comments on 
the nitrate delineation 
work plan. 

Schedule A schedule showing key 1998/1999 DOE activities was distributed.  Setian asked about the plan for the Western Dog Pens and 
whether an EE/CA was planned.  She said that she and Devany had discussed the likely need to remove the concrete, gravel and 
grates and perhaps conduct some additional soil removal.  Fields indicated that instead of an EE/CA, a proposal to conduct a 
certain action may be more appropriate.  Joe Niland (Dames & Moore) stated that an EE/CA or focused feasibility study would be 
required to support a decision.  Austin asked where the Domestic Tanks were addressed in the schedule.  Devany indicated that 
two tanks would be addressed in FY 2000 under the existing EE/CA and that further characterization of the other tanks would 
probably be addressed in the same time frame.   Austin requested that the schedule include some characterization activities for the 
Eastern Dog Pens, and Setian asked that the meeting to discuss the SWT confirmation data and submittal of the associated report 
precede the start of the Radium/Strontium Treatment System RA.  DOE agreed to include these items and Devany added that new 
schedule incorporating the suggested changes would be distributed in about two weeks [Post-meeting note:  The revised schedule 
was issued on December 8, 1998]. 

A revised schedule 
incorporating some 
characterization of the 
Eastern Dog Pens and 
a meeting on SWT 
confirmation data prior 
to the Ra/Sr RA was 
issued on December 8, 
1998. 

Onsite vs. Fixed Lab Devany stated that the data discrepancies discussed at the previous RPM meeting between the onsite HPGe gamma scintillation DOE will provide 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

Data Discrepancies detector and the commercial laboratories had been resolved.  The cesium-137 error was traced to a calculation error made in 
preparing the calibration standards.  The contractor is recalculating the results and the revised data will be sent to the RPMs when 
available. 

A brief discussion followed on the offsite cesium encountered in the ditch along Old Davis Road.  It was agreed that DOE will 
provide recommendations for further action at the next RPM meeting. 

recommendations for 
addressing the offsite 
cesium at the next 
RPM meeting. 

Western Dog Pens 
Data 

Joe Erdie (Weiss Associates) presented an overview of the data collected to date in the Western Dog Pens.  He noted that the 1997 
investigation could not replicate 1994 results showing elevated (5 pCi/g) radium-226 at 5-foot depth in Pen G-22 and 1.8 pCi/g in 
Pen F-26 at a depth of 20.5 feet.  Austin stated that it is always difficult to correlate the different levels in soil samples due to 
variability in collection.  Austin said he believes that radium, nitrate, and chlordane are potential problems in the Dog Pens.  
Devany said that the soil results do not show a significant source of nitrate in the Dog Pens.  However, Christine Judal (UC Davis) 
pointed out that HSU-1 ground water east of the Dog Pens contains elevated nitrate.  Niland indicated that there are multiple 
potential sources of nitrate on the site.  Austin concluded that there are currently no sound data on the sources of ground water 
contamination.  Austin indicated that he is not comfortable with the no-action alternative for the Dog Pens since several data gaps 
remain.   He suggested that institutional controls are the most practical means of dealing with the Dog Pens given this situation.  
Mark Fillippini (EPA) explained that extremely detailed sampling would probably be required to verify that no significant 
contaminants are present. 

 

UCD AREAS:   

Announcements Niland introduced Don Walker as the new LEHR Project Manager for Dames & Moore.   

Ground Water Source 
Investigation 

Passive Soil Gas Survey:  Initial results of this recently completed screening survey were presented on a map, showing detections 
of chloroform in soil gas results from areas of Landfill Units 2 and 3.  The areas with highest concentrations were found in the 
northern section of Landfill Unit 2.  Additional sample locations had been requested by RPMs during a conference call, in order to 
close off contours for both chloroform and tetrachloroethene.  As a result, eight additional sampling locations were installed last 
week near the Eastern Trenches and to the east of the original sampling locations near the Cobalt-60 building.  Two locations were 
also added near the Western Dog Pens, just north of UCD1-24.  This second set of Gore-Sorber samplers will be in place at least 
until November 20, depending on weather conditions and consultation with W.L. Gore and Assoc.  The ten new passive soil gas 
locations will be surveyed in the next two weeks.  

HSU-1 Pump Test: A pump test was conducted in mid-October for UCD1-12.  A graph was presented showing responses to 
UCD1-12 pumping for the step drawdown test and the constant rate test.  Analysis of these curves is still in process at this time 
and will be presented in a report. 

Down-Hole Flux Fieldwork Scheduled: Down-hole soil flux sampling will be conducted between November 16-18, as a follow-up 
to the to the passive soil gas sampling.  Five locations have been selected, based on the Gore-Sorber results.  Locations are focused 
on “hot spots” identified in the passive soil gas sampling results, and will be primarily in the north end of the Landfill #2 and the 
Eastern Trench area.  The down-hole flux investigation will show soil gas concentration of VOCs with depth and also how deep 
potential source locations are to ground water.  Up to this point, we have not been able to determine the exact nature of the source 
(i.e.: whether the source is in drums, or if it is buried somewhere within the vadose zone, etc.). 
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Ground Water IRA 
Update 
 

October Operation and Sampling Results: The system operated 434 of 744 hours in October.  There were two planned shutdowns 
during the month.  These system shutdowns included the times during which the step drawdown and constant rate pumping tests 
were conducted on UCD1-12.  In October, 4.3 million gallons were treated, removing 2.3 lbs. of chloroform.  The average influent 
chloroform level was 58 ppb.  Chromium, nitrate, carbon-14 and tritium all remained below waste discharge requirements.  Total 
dissolved solids (TDS) were below the daily limit, but exceeded the monthly average limit.  UC Davis is continuing to monitor 
TDS and nitrate on a weekly basis.  Graphs were displayed with results of monitored constituents. 

Injection Well: The injection well has shown some evidence of scaling.  Currently, Dames & Moore is in the process of 
determining an appropriate maintenance program to reduce the scaling.  A graph was presented showing injection well water level 
comparisons with several of the nearby monitoring wells.  The measurements indicate loss of efficiency for the injection well, 
presumably due to the clogging of the screen.  An increase in water levels in the injection well has been noted and recent 
mounding in the well cannot be attributed solely to localized aquifer mounding.  Dames & Moore collected samples to help 
determine whether the source of the problem was biological or scaling from dissolved minerals.  The results will be available in 
about a week.  Austin noted that other systems (including the one at Aerojet) have been very successful with reducing the amount 
of scaling by injection of carbon dioxide into the water that flows into the injection well.  

 

Landfill Unit #3 
Irrigation Ditch 
Repair 

The interim maintenance project designed to prevent stormwater contact with landfill materials in the ditch on the eastern section 
of Landfill Unit 3 has been completed.  A photo was shown of the cement liner installed over the southern section of the ditch.  
This part of the ditch carries stormwater flows into a pipe that goes under the levee road and into Putah Creek. 

 

Well Abandonment 
Update for Irrigation 
Well 22N 

 

The abandonment of Well 22N is currently in progress.  The well has been perforated and grouted from 288 feet to 180 feet bgs.  
This initial work has successfully sealed the area below 180 feet.  This seal will isolate HSU-4 and prevent communication with 
HSU-2.  A photo of the inflatable packer used to assist in the pressure grouting of the lower section of the well was displayed.   

When explosive charges were used to perforate the screens within the next 100 feet of the well (180 feet to 80 feet), the well filled 
up with what was originally thought to be the gravel pack.  Instead, sand and formation materials from HSU-2 were found within 
the well, and could not be removed by dredging methods.  The drilling contractor then tried to jet the material out, but this was 
also not very successful.  Alternate methods of removing this material so the well can be sealed are now being considered.  
However, the unconsolidated nature of sediments in HSU-2 makes this difficult.  One possible resolution would be to try using a 
drill rig and casing hammer, but this would depend on whether there are any major obstructions that would prevent getting the 
casing hammer in that deep.  If this method works, it will allow removal of most of the sand and gravel.  Grout would then be 
pumped in as the drill casing is removed, assuring a proper seal for abandonment.  The minimal objective for drilling out the 
backfilled material would be to complete a seal in HSU-2. 

 

HSU-4 Update Weekly well levels have been collected in the HSU-4 wells and several associated HSU-2 wells since the beginning of April this 
year.  An updated graph was presented showing the close correlation between recovery of ground water levels in both HSU-2 and 
HSU-4 wells.  HSU-4 levels have been catching up quickly with HSU-2 levels, since recovery for both HSUs began in August, 
with the end of irrigation pumping. 
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Results of Neighbors’ 
Wells Sampling 

Julie Roth (DSCSOC) asked whether there was cause for concern regarding the sampling result for chloroform in the new well (in 
the future to be identified in the program as irrigation well 22K due to its location).  The first sample collected from this well 
indicated a positive result for chloroform at 0.75 µg/L.  Judal responded that this result is close to what we would expect to find, 
based on current and previous sampling results from nearby agricultural well monitoring.  Timm indicated that she has not yet seen 
these results.  She noted that well owners receive these results first, and asked when they would be available to RPMs.  UC Davis 
responded that the neighbors’ results would be sent to the RPMs by next week. 

UC Davis will send the 
neighbors’ wells 
sampling results to the 
RPMs next week. 

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for January 19, 1999 at 10:00 am at LEHR. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary 
January 19, 1999 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 
 

Meeting Participants: 

Salem Attiga, EMS  Mark Fillippini, EPA  Mary Rust, DSCSOC 
Duncan Austin, DTSC  G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC  Kim Sellards, D&M 
Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB  Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK  Kathy Setian, EPA 
Bob Devany, WA  Joe Niland, D&M  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Mike Dresen, WA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Don Walker, D&M 
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK  Julie Roth, DSCSOC   

 

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended. 

 
 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL:   

Announcements/ 
Agenda 
 

Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) provided a draft list of agenda items.  Dresen asked if there were any other items and G. Fred Lee 
(DSCSOC) indicated that he had recently received a revised Field Sampling Plan and indicated that he would like to discuss 
whether this document had been approved by the RPMs.  It was agreed that this subject would be added to the agenda. 

 

Meeting Minutes The September and November RPM meeting minutes were approved.  

DOE AREAS:   

Land Disposal 
Restrictions (LDRs) 
Applicability to 
LEHR Soils 

At the November 10, 1998 RPM meeting Kathy Setian (EPA) asked about the applicability of the LDRs to the reuse of the 
overburden soil generated during the Southwest Trenches removal action (RA).  At the last meeting Bob Devany (Weiss 
Associates) had indicated that mercury concentrations were elevated with respect to background.  Devany indicated that a 
compliance review indicated that excavation of hazardous soil generally triggers the LDRs.  However, in the case of the 
overburden soil, mercury concentrations are below the hazardous thresholds, the Toxic Characteristics Leaching Procedure and the 
California Total Threshold Limit Concentrations, and the LDRs are not triggered.   Devany provided information on the Area of 
Contamination (AOC) concept since it might be applicable to future remediation activities at the LEHR site.  He indicated that an 

DOE agreed to 
document in the RA 
confirmation report 
that the LDRs are not 
triggered by mercury 
in the overburden soil. 
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AOC is a discrete area of contiguous contamination and the EPA has determined that movement of hazardous soil within an AOC 
is not considered land disposal and does not trigger the LDRs.  Active management (i.e. ex-situ treatment) within or outside the 
AOC and re-depositing it within the AOC will trigger the LDRs.  The more stringent of LDRs or risk-based standards would 
determine the CERCLA cleanup levels. 

Offsite Cs-137 
Investigation 

 

Devany said that an advance copy of a report summarizing the results of the Offsite Cs-137 Investigation (without figures) was e-
mailed to the RPMs the previous day.  Based on the sampling results, there is no evidence that the LEHR site is the source of the 
Cs-137 present in offsite shallow soil.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) stated that the results from the areas most distant from LEHR had 
the lowest activities and that he was still concerned about excluding LEHR as a possible source.  Devany noted that while lower, 
the distant samples were within a factor of two of those close to LEHR and given the analytic and natural soil variability, these 
numbers were essentially indistinguishable.   Salem Attiga (EMS) noted that Ra/Sr Treatment Systems Area tank sludge samples 
[collected during previous investigations] did not contain elevated levels of Cs-137. Setian indicated that the RPMs would not 
commit to saying that Cs-137 was not used at LEHR.  Setian solicited input from the other RPMs. Austin indicated that the RPMs 
needed to either agree that no release has occurred or identify the risk concerns.  Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) asked the RPMs to 
review the report in detail and provide DOE with comments.  Setian agreed to coordinate the RPM feedback.  Julie Roth 
(DSCSOC) indicated that Bill Taylor of ATSDR had told her that runoff from LEHR might be the source of Cs-137 found in creek 
sediments which were elevated around the LEHR site.  DOE agreed to review the ATSDR findings and report back. 

The RPMs will review 
the Offsite Cs-137 
Investigation report 
and provide DOE with 
comments. 

DOE agreed to review 
the ATSDR findings 
and report back to the 
group. 

Federal Facility 
Agreement (FFA) 

Setian indicated that the revised draft FFA was being sent to DOE and the other RPMs’ attorneys today.  Setian asked DOE to 
respond if there was a need for an additional meeting. 

 

UCD AREAS:   

Well 22N 
Abandonment 

Don Walker (D&M) provided an update on the progress of the well abandonment.  At the last meeting (November 10, 1998), 
Walker reported that the well had been perforated and grouted from 288 to 180 feet below ground surface (bgs).  Explosive 
charges were used to perforate the well from a depth of 180 to 80 feet, but resulted in the well filling in with sand and formation 
materials.  In order to complete the abandonment, an air-rotary/casing hammer drill rig was brought in and drilled to 137 feet bgs 
inside the well casing.  The material in the casing was removed and the well was filled with grout to the surface, via a tremie pipe.  
A steel plate was welded on to the well head and pressure was applied for 40 minutes to help push the grout into the formation.  
Next, the contractor began removing the concrete pad at the well head and discovered a large void beneath the pad, outside the 
well casing.  This void was 35 feet deep and was approximately five feet wide near the surface, tapering to 24 inches (the 
approximate diameter of the well boring).  The void was filled up to 5 feet bgs, using 23 cubic yards of concrete, then the casing 
was cut off.  A mushroom cap was installed to 3 feet bgs, and then covered with dirt.  A report describing the entire well 
abandonment process will be included as an appendix to the 1998 Annual Water Monitoring Report, which is due April 1, 1999.  
Austin pointed out that while there were some difficulties with sealing the upper portion of the well, it appears that HSU-4 was 
isolated, which was the goal of the abandonment.  Lee remarked that studies have shown that using grout to abandon wells is not a 
permanent solution, as the grout can crack over time.  Austin agreed, but stated that as long as we address the contamination in 
HSU-2, it will not matter. 

 

Waste Burial Holes 
EE/CA 

The Draft EE/CA was submitted to the RPMs and others for review.  A conference call was held on December 16, 1998 to review 
the EE/CA and based on RPM suggestions, an amended discussion of alternatives was submitted to the RPMs.  UC Davis asked 
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that comments be submitted by January 29, 1999.  Austin stated that the evaluation of alternatives was incomplete, but generally 
captured what the RPMs were looking for.  Austin said that rough cost estimates of the alternatives discussed would help the 
evaluation.  Joe Niland (D&M) said that after receiving comments, UC Davis would enhance these sections per RPM suggestions. 
 Austin commented that in discussing the alternative of an onsite disposal cell, although RCRA requirements must be met, a RCRA 
permit would not be required since this is a CERCLA site.  The RPMs will coordinate their comments with each other, but each 
agency would probably submit its own comments to UC Davis. 

Ground Water Source 
Investigation 

D&M described the map showing results from ten additional Gore-Sorber passive soil gas samples.  These samples were added in 
an attempt to close off the concentration contours around “hot spots” identified in the first round of passive soil gas samples.  Two 
sample locations to the west showed low detections of VOCs and appear to demonstrate the extent of the soil gas detections.  On 
the northeast side of the study area, eight samples collected near the Co-60 building showed a decline in VOC detections.  Niland 
stated that the intent of the passive soil gas samples was to identify locations for the next phase, downhole flux sampling, and that 
the goal was met.  A map showing downhole flux sample locations and results was presented.  This showed the highest 
concentrations of chloroform in soil vapor were found in the northern portion of the eastern trenches disposal area.  Niland 
explained that the downhole flux method uses a chamber to measure soil gas concentrations with a time variable.  This allows an 
estimate of source proximity as well as concentration.  For example, if a soil gas detection reaches a peak and then decreases 
rapidly, it suggests that it is not a source location, but if a detection remains steady over time, it indicates that the sample is near a 
source.  Austin recalled that perchloroethylene (PCE) had been detected in the passive soil gas samples and asked if PCE was 
detected in the downhole flux samples.  D&M needed to check the results for this.  Austin requested that at the next RPM meeting, 
UC Davis discuss how the findings of this work may lead to remedial actions.  A report on the Ground Water Source Investigation, 
including the passive soil gas and downhole flux results, will be submitted near the end of February. 

UC Davis will discuss 
how the findings of 
this work may lead to 
remedial actions at the 
next RPM meeting. 
A Ground Water 
Source Investigation 
Report will be 
submitted in late 
February. 

Ground Water IRA 
Update 

Walker reported that the ground water IRA system operated 100% of the time during December, extracting 5 million gallons of 
water and removing approximately 1.1 pounds of chloroform.  Total dissolved solids (TDS) were monitored weekly and the 
monthly average was 497 mg/L, exceeding the limit of 485 ug/L.  Charts showing the concentration trends of constituents 
measured in influent and effluent samples were presented.  A graph showing injection well water levels was presented and it 
appears that the increase in water levels in the injection well has leveled off.  Setian requested that the scale of the TDS graph be 
edited, so that changes in TDS concentrations can be clearly shown. 

 

HSU-4 Well Plan A map showing the proposed location of the next HSU-4 monitoring well was presented.  The proposed location is near UCD1-29, 
UCD2-29 and EW2-1.  This location was selected for several reasons:  it is near an HSU-1 and HSU-2 well pair; it is upgradient of 
existing HSU-4 wells and closer to the ground water VOC source; and it is near EW2-1, allowing higher extraction rates for a 
pump test to evaluate the interaction between HSU-2 and HSU-4.  Depending on weather and site access, drilling of the well may 
start on February 8, 1999.  Austin commented that this well will provide additional data on the ground water gradient which will 
help to determine the location for an additional HSU-4 well downgradient of the existing wells. 

 

Field Sampling Plan Lee raised concerns about the Revised Field Sampling Plan that UC Davis distributed in December.  Lee felt that the neither the 
RPMs nor DSCSOC reviewed this plan.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) replied that all parties reviewed the plan and that the final 
version includes a section responding to comments received from the agencies and DSCSOC.  One specific issue that Lee raised 
was the lack of a program to monitor bioaccumulation in Putah Creek.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) replied that she had reviewed this 
issue and determined that the RWQCB would not require bioaccumulation studies.  Timm pointed out that there are other ongoing 
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studies looking at these issues for Putah Creek and not specifically for the LEHR site. 

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for February 18, 1999 at 10:00 am at LEHR. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
February 18, 1999

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:

Salem Attiga, EMS Mark Fillippini, EPA Kathy Setian, EPA

Duncan Austin, DTSC Christine Judal, UC Davis Mary Stallard, WA

Jeff Bold, D&M G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Susan Timm, RWQCB

Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Don Walker, D&M

Bob Devany, WA Joe Niland, D&M Alborz Wozniak, WA

Mike Dresen, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Mike Zimmerman, WA

Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Kim Sellards, D&M

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Kathy Setian (EPA) requested that a discussion on the Offsite Cs-137 Investigation Report be added to the agenda.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) and Brian Oatman (UC Davis) reviewed the action items from the January meeting.

Duncan Austin (DTSC) said that he had noted the inclusion of post-meeting notes in the November RPM meeting minutes and
indicated that the meeting minutes should probably reflect the meeting events and not subsequent events.  Setian indicated that
including post-meeting notes was a good way to keep information about the project current.  It was agreed that the adding post-
meeting notes to the minutes is a reasonable thing to do if they are clearly identified in bold-faced type.

The November meeting minutes were approved.

The draft January meeting minutes were distributed and will be discussed at the next RPM meeting.  DOE Item 1 was added to the
agenda in response to an action item identified in the January RPM meeting.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

DOE AREAS:

DSCSOC Question
On Potential Elevated
Cesium-137 (Cs-137)
In ATSDR Putah
Creek Sediment
Samples

 Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that a review of the September 16 Draft Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease
Registry (ATSDR) Report indicated that Cs-137 activities ranged from 0.00846 to 0.0417 pCi/g in five samples of creek sediment.  
The sample closest to the LEHR storm water discharge had activities (duplicate samples) of 0.0279 +/- 0.0081 and 0.0177 +/-
0.0096 pCi/g.  Devany noted that according to these results, the sample location closest to LEHR storm water discharge has similar
Cs-137 activities to those measured elsewhere along the creek.

DOE Funding Update  Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) indicated that the current Fiscal Year 1999 funding would allow shipping and disposing all waste
generated during the Southwest Trenches Removal Action (RA) and completing about half of the Ra/Sr Treatment Systems RA.

1998 Southwest
Trenches RA

 Alborz Wozniak (Weiss Associates) presented the Phase II Data Evaluation Process (P2DEP).  The P2DEP is described in the RA
Workplan and compares the confirmation data to risk-based and ground water protection standards to determine if residual
contaminant concentrations represent a reasonable endpoint for the RA.  Wozniak indicated that 70 samples were analyzed (55
random location, 8 potential “hot spots” and 7 duplicates).  It was noted that the Department of Health Services Radiation Branch
collected duplicate samples and that these results should be included in the P2DEP.  Lisa Brown (DHS/RHB) indicated that she had
seen some of the results but the complete data set was not yet available. Brown said that she would check on their status.

 Wozniak presented the results of the nitrate delineation sampling.  The data show that nitrate impacts extend beneath Trench W-8
and concentrations are highest at depths between 12 and 14 feet.  Austin pointed out that there is a lack of characterization in the
northwest portion of the nitrate area, and that it should be taken into consideration during remedial design.  Devany responded that
the data clearly shows that the former trench waste is the source of the nitrate and that the primary transport of the nitrate from the
waste has been vertically downward.  As a result, it is unlikely that there has been significant horizontal spreading to the northwest.
 Further discussion ensued indicating that unsaturated flow and preferred pathways could have resulted in some horizontal
movement of the nitrate.

 Mike Zimmerman (Weiss Associates) discussed the risk evaluation component of the P2DEP.  Zimmerman gave an overview of the
risk evaluation process defined in the workplan.  Zimmerman said that the evaluation was currently in progress and its results would
be discussed at the proposed P2DEP meeting in March.

 Wozniak presented an overview of the Designated Level Analysis component of the P2DEP which deals with potential impact of
residual contaminants to ground water.  Wozniak said that nitrate found beneath the waste had potential to impact ground water
based on the available modeling results.  However, he pointed out that the total mass of nitrate in the Southwest Trenches Area was
less than 1,000 lbs. and is very small when compared to agricultural and sewage discharges in the area.  Fields asked the RPMs
whether it was worthwhile to build a case for nitrate removal.  Salem Attiga (EMS) said that addressing this nitrate source will have
a small impact on the regional nitrate issue and that there were very limited benefits from spending the project’s money to remove
it.  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) suggested that the money might be better spent on long-term monitoring of ground water rather than
removing the nitrate.  It was agreed that DOE would conduct additional analysis on this issue and report back to the RPMs. [Post-
meeting note:  Fields and the RPMs decided not to conduct the nitrate removal this summer so that higher priority RA
issues could be addressed.]

DHS/RHB will check
on the status of their
duplicate sample
results.
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Ra/Sr Treatment
System Area Removal
Action Workplan
Revisions

Wozniak indicated that Weiss Associates was revising Section 3, the Sampling and Analysis Plan, the schedule, and the Waste
Management Plan.  He said that DOE planned to issue a draft to the RPMs by March 15.  Setian requested that the workplan be sent
to EPA’s new contractor, Connie Walker.  Setian said that she will e-mail Walker’s mailing address to DOE and UC Davis.  [Post-
meeting note:  The draft workplan was sent to the RPMs on March 18.]

Setian will e-mail
Connie Walker’s
address to DOE and
UC Davis.

Offsite Cs-137  Setian asked if there were any additional comments on the Offsite Cs-137 data report.  Lee questioned why there was so much
concern about the low activities of Cs-137 and suggested that monitoring ground water was probably sufficient. Setian said that the
sampling data was needed to make a decision.  Brown said that she had partially reviewed the data report and had several questions
about the background and sample design.  It was decided that a conference call would be held on March 5 at 10 a.m. between DOE,
WA and DHS to discuss the report further.  [Post-meeting note:  This call was conducted as planned and it was agreed that no
revision of the data report was required.  DHS plans to issue a letter to document their position that the offsite cesium is not
a concern.]

 Setian indicated that Dan Stralka had reviewed the report and asked about the disposition of material removed from the ditch during
routine maintenance.  Oatman and Devany indicated that they had seen no evidence of significant maintenance activities other than
seasonal vegetation cutting and removal.  Oatman agreed to check with University sources to see if anything is known about the
disposition of maintenance spoils from the ditch.

DHS will issue a letter
stating their position
that offsite Cs-137 is
not a concern.

Oatman will check on
the disposition of Old
Davis Road ditch
spoils and report back
to the RPMs.

Eastern Dog Pens
Investigation
Overview/Comment
Resolution

Fields said that DOE believes that fast-tracking an agreement for a joint remedy of the Eastern Dog Pens makes sense, since UC
Davis would like to use the Eastern Dog Pens as a staging area during the Waste Burial Holes RA.  It is likely that both parties will
realize cost savings by turning the area over to UC Davis at an earlier date.  Mary Stallard (Weiss Associates) said that the Draft
Sampling Workplan was sent out on February 8 and that she was hoping to get samples collected as soon as possible pending RPM
comments on the plan.  Setian asked whether UC Davis had any comments on the plan and Oatman stated that their comments had
already been incorporated in the plan.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) said that she had only a few minor comments, which she transmitted
verbally to Devany.  EPA and DTSC indicated that they needed at least two more weeks to complete their review of the document. 
Fields indicated that DOE would move ahead with the sampling with the acknowledgement that EPA might not agree with the
approach.

UCD AREAS:

Waste Burial Hole
EE/CA Update

Comments have been received and are currently being incorporated into the document for public review.  The comments primarily
addressed four areas, including (1) improving the discussion of ARARs, (2) updating alternatives and adding costs, (3) the extent of
digging and soil removal to be performed, and (4) adding detail to the schedule.  The EPA has begun preparing the public notice for
posting.  A fact sheet is not currently planned by either the EPA or UC Davis.  The EE/CA and related documents will be sent by
UC Davis to the public libraries and other designated depositories.

Ground Water Source
Investigation

This report is being prepared.  Several components of the investigation, including the passive soil gas and downhole flux results, the
HSU-1 extraction test, the evaluation of site biodegradation, and evaluations of potential site sources for constituents of concern,
will be discussed.

Passive soil gas results were presented on two maps:  one showing results for Landfill Unit #2 and the Eastern Trenches and one for
Landfill Unit #3, which had comparatively low results.  The Landfill Unit #2 map included contours for previously collected soil
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gas and hydropunch data as well as the more recent passive soil gas information.  Addition of the second set of passive soil gas
sampling points in November 1998 successfully closed in VOC contours in the northeast and northwest sections.  The passive soil
gas results provide comparisons for total VOCs but do not measure concentrations.  The highest passive soil gas locations were
found in the north and northeast sections of Landfill Unit #2.  Five locations of highest passive soil gas VOCs were then sampled
using both surface flux and downhole flux sampling methods.

Downhole flux sampling measures specific VOCs and gives concentrations.  All five downhole flux locations were found to be
potential chloroform source areas.  Some locations identified potential sources at all sampling depths (between 5 and 30 feet below
ground surface), while at other locations potential sources were detected in two or more specific depths.  A source location was
determined when the measured VOC concentration was at least one-half the peak concentration after several minutes of monitoring.
 The highest chloroform concentration reported was 29,000 ppbv at a depth of 30 feet, just south of the Cobalt-60 Annex.  Results
at this location indicated potential VOC source at each sample depth.  In addition, tetrachloroethene concentrations measured
during the downhole flux sampling were reported.  The results of this study helped define areas within the landfill with the greatest
potential for source remediation, although no specific remedial actions have yet been planned.

HSU-1 extraction potential was assessed through a pumping test conducted between October 9-19, 1998.  Ground water levels were
monitored in 12 wells during the test. The step drawdown test was performed first to determine the continuous pumping rate that
would be sustainable.  As a result, UCD1-12 was pumped at 4 gpm for 23.5 hours.  The conclusion was that HSU-1 is locally
constrained and laterally heterogeneous.  Extracting ground water as a remedial measure from this HSU to treat VOCs would
probably not be effective or practical.

Biodegradation evaluation involved gathering information to determine whether biodegradation has been occurring in site ground
water.  Conclusions of this study found:

− Minimal evidence of degradation products (i.e. chloromethane and methylene chloride).

− No indirect evidence of biodegradation, including the consumption of electron donors such as sulfate and nitrate.  Dr. Lee
supported this conclusion and stated that because of the relative concentrations of sulfate/nitrate to chloroform, one would not
expect to see measurable biodegradation effects.

− Reductive dechlorination (anaerobic degradation) is the primary process through which chlorinated VOCs degrade.  However,
redox conditions at the site are aerobic (positive EH), which is not conducive to reductive dechlorination.

Evaluation of potential site TDS sources found that within HSU-1, there is a TDS plume downgradient of Landfill Unit #2 and there
is evidence of higher concentrations downgradient of Landfill Unit #3.  A map was presented showing this data.  TDS results in
these areas within HSU-1 exceed 1200 mg/L.  In contrast, HSU-2 data are typically within the regional background range of 500-
600 mg/L, as supported by USGS and City of Davis drinking water data.

Evaluation of potential site nitrate sources indicated that HSU-1 shows definite local impacts, with a plume of greater than 30 mg/L
of nitrate as nitrogen (chart incorrectly stated NO3) downgradient of Landfill Unit #2.  The data for HSU-2 also indicates two small
plumes of less than 8 mg/L downgradient of both Landfill Units #2 and #3.

Evaluation of potential site sources for total and hexavalent chromium concluded that site results for HSU-2 are within regional
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chromium concentrations.  The HSU-1 results that are greater than regional concentrations are spatially anomalous and are not
located near waste disposal units.  Research conducted on site soils has found that hexavalent chromium can be generated from site
soils.  A regional geologic map was presented showing regional Coastal Range outcroppings of ultramafic source rock and the
historic direction of alluvial disposition that over a long period of time has resulted in aggregate serpentine deposits in the Davis
and Woodland areas.

Comparison of data for site sources was presented on a map on which maximum TDS, nitrate as nitrogen, and chromium
concentrations were plotted.  This visual aid shows that while nitrate and TDS data indicate plumes that most likely come from
landfill sources, the chromium/hexavalent chromium data does not show this relationship.  Brian Oatman  (UC Davis) stated that
conclusions and recommendations for best remediating site source areas will be forthcoming, based on the results of the Ground
Water Source Investigation.

Ground Water IRA January 1999 results were presented.  The system operated 740 of 744 hours (the system was manually shut down on January 8 for
four hours), the volume treated was 4.9 million gallons, with influent chloroform results averaging 23.1 ppb.  The total amount of
chloroform removed during January was 0.95 pounds.  The results of effluent sampling found that VOCs were not detected in any
effluent sample.  Nitrate, chromium, tritium and carbon-14 were all below discharge limits.  The TDS average was 497 mg/L with a
range between 486 and 512 mg/L.  TDS will continue to be collected and analyzed weekly, since it has been fluctuating at or above
the discharge limit.  Nitrate results have come down and leveled off, remaining below the discharge limit.  A comment was made
that tritium results should not continually be below zero, as the chart shows them to be.  It was noted that since August, all tritium
results have been negative numbers.  While the negative number results from comparison with the laboratory background,
statistically, one would expect results from samples with background levels to fluctuate close to zero, even though they remain
below the MDA.

UC Davis will check
into the background
results for tritium and
report findings to the
RPMs.

HSU-4 Study Weekly ground water levels are still being collected.  Currently, ground water levels in HSU-4 are increasing at one-half foot per
week, with similar increases in HSU-2.  The new HSU-4 well is planned to be installed as soon as field conditions permit.

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for March 23, 1999 in Emeryville.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
March 23, 1999

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:

Salem Attiga, EMS Christine Judal, UC Davis Kathy Setian, EPA

Duncan Austin, DTSC G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Dan Stralka, EPA

Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Susan Timm, RWQCB

Bob Devany, WA Larry McEwen, DOE-OAK Don Walker, D&M

Mike Dresen, WA Joe Niland, D&M Alborz Wozniak, WA

Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis Mike Zimmerman, WA

Mark Fillippini, EPA Kim Sellards, D&M

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

Kathy Setian (EPA) requested that a DOE action item be added to the January meeting minutes stating that DOE agreed to
document in the Removal Action (RA) Completion Report that the land disposal restrictions are not triggered by mercury
concentrations in the overburden stockpile.  With that change, the January meeting minutes were approved.  The draft February
minutes were distributed.  Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) and Brian Oatman (UC Davis) reviewed action items from the February
meeting.

DOE AREAS:

Southwest Trenches
RA Phase II Data
Evaluation

The Southwest Trenches RA Phase II data evaluation was presented by Alborz Wozniak and Mike Zimmerman (Weiss Associates)
and covered risk analysis, designated level analysis (DLA) and RA completion analysis based on the confirmation sampling
conducted in October 1998.  This work used the 1997 Risk-Based Action Standards (RBAS) and the DLA presented in the RA
work plan for comparison to the confirmation results.  At the request of the EPA, the 1998 Residential Soil Preliminary
Remediation Goals (PRGs) were also used for comparison.  Zimmerman noted that the RBAS reflected three exposure scenarios:
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(1) an onsite worker, (2) an offsite residential farmer east of the site, and (3) an offsite residential farmer south of the site. 
Zimmerman noted that the RBAS conservatively assumed that the target residual contamination would be evenly distributed across
all DOE areas from the ground surface to a depth of 15 feet.  Zimmerman indicated that in cases where the RBAS was below
background, a statistical comparison to background was performed according to the RA work plan.   In the event that the result
exceeded background, it was included in an analysis of cumulative risk.  In this analysis, the reasonable maximum exposure (RME)
was calculated according to EPA guidance as the 95% upper confidence limit (UCL) of the mean.  In response to a question by
Duncan Austin (DTSC) it was noted that the 95% UCL was a representation of the mean of data distribution while background was
established as the 95th quantile of the distribution.  The risk analysis results indicated that cumulative RME exposure to residual
contamination under the above-stated conservative assumptions showed that risks slightly exceeded 1x10-6 in Scenarios 1 and 2 and
the hazard quotient was exceeded in Scenario 2 due largely to mercury detections in soil.

Wozniak presented the results of the DLA.  This analysis is designed to determine if residual constituents will impact ground water.
 Wozniak explained that the DLA screens out low mobility and short-lived constituents.  The DLA indicated that residual mercury,
nitrate, cesium-137, tritium and carbon-14 may impact ground water.  Christine Judal (UC Davis) pointed out that monitoring well
UCD1-23, which is located in the Southwest Trenches Area, contains carbon-14.  In response to a question by G. Fred Lee
(DSCSOC), Wozniak noted that the chemical form of the carbon-14 was not known.  Lee suggested that further analysis of the
ground water may reveal the chemical form.  Lee asked what would be done next.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) replied that
DOE planned to sample beneath the areas where designated level constituents were identified to determine the extent.  Lee
indicated that the public was concerned about the presence of mercury and noted that it could migrate offsite and bioaccumulate. 
Lee suggested that deep-rooted plants in the mercury-impacted areas could exacerbate the ecological/offsite migration issue.

Wozniak presented an overview RA completion analysis indicating that the RA had achieved the excess cancer risk removal action
objective (RAO) and had no impact on University research (RAO #5).  Wozniak noted that additional work was required to
complete the analysis of RAOs #2 through #4, which reduce the non-cancer hazard quotient, ground water impacts and ecological
impacts, respectively.  Setian asked about the status of the ecological assessment.  Devany said that the project did not develop
cleanup levels based on ecological risk, and noted that the final assessment is pending until the site-wide ecological assessment is
complete.  Dan Stralka (EPA) indicated that it would be too difficult to develop a back-calculated analysis and that a forward
analysis is the only acceptable method.

Lisa Brown (DHS) said that DHS collected split samples and analyzed them at their laboratory.  She indicated that almost all of the
data were received and a letter would be issued to the RPMs in about a month.

DHS will issue a letter
to the RPMs in about a
month discussing the
data from the split
samples.

RA Work Plan,
Revision E

Wozniak gave a brief presentation on the revision to the RA work plan for the Ra/Sr Treatment Systems Area.  He noted that most
of the changes were with the approach to the radium drywells.  Wozniak explained that the upper twelve feet would be removed
using an excavator rather than the large drill rig as originally planned.  This approach, when combined with the use of an onsite lab
during excavation, will provide more detailed information to delineate the extent of contaminants in the field.  Based on these
findings, a subsequent depth exploration program and drilling will be implemented, as applicable.  Setian replied that the EPA’s
review of the work plan revision may take about 30 days.

Federal Facility
Agreement

Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) presented a schedule for the FFA and the major DOE activities based on commitment level funding as of
March 1999.  She noted that RAs are scheduled to be completed by 2001, provided that funding of about $1M is adequate to cover
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(FFA)/Project
Schedule

all Western Dog Pen RA activities.

UCD AREAS:

IRA Treatment
System Update for
February 1999

The system operated all 672 hours in February;  there was no downtime during the month.  In February, 4.8 million gallons were
treated, with an average influent chloroform concentration of 19.7 parts per billion (ppb).  Calculations based on chloroform sample
results and volume processed indicated that 0.80 pounds of chloroform were removed during the month.  The analytical results
detected only chloroform in the influent and no volatile organic compounds were detected in any effluent sample.  Nitrate as
nitrogen, chromium, tritium, and carbon-14 remained below discharge limits during the month.  TDS results were below daily
influent limits, but exceeded the monthly average of 485 mg/L.  The TDS average for February was 486 mg/L.  Weekly TDS
samples will continue to be collected.  The monthly report was released on March 20.

Air Stripper Acid
Wash

This process was completed March 4th-8th in order to remove scaling.  A solution of 0.75% citric acid was used.  Some
experimentation was needed to determine the most effective process, since this was the first acid wash.  After a 16-hour trial,
scaling was still present and it was decided to run the acid wash through the entire weekend.  The acid solution was circulated
through the air stripper for a total of approximately 75 hours. The solution was then neutralized and discharged to the UC Davis
sanitary sewer until the pH returned to 8.48 and the water was clear.  A question was asked about the presence of scaling in the
injection well.  Dames & Moore replied that the water level in the injection well continues to increase greater than the local
fluctuation in water levels, but had recently leveled off.  This situation is being monitored and D&M will propose a plan for the
injection well.  Austin stated that the mass removal is lower than he would expect and would like to see.  He asked whether this is
due to seasonal dilution and whether it is expected to go back to over 100 ppb after the winter months or if the extraction well needs
to be moved closer to the source.  Joe Niland of D&M stated that an evaluation regarding the seasonal fluctuation of chloroform
levels will be presented in the annual report for the treatment system.  Lee inquired about the screening depths of the extraction
well.  Oatman replied that it is screened throughout HSU-2.

HSU-4 Well Level
Investigation

Water levels in both HSU-4 and HSU-2 are continuing to increase at a similar rate.  Water levels have been increasing one foot per
week since February.  The most recent measurements indicate flow direction in HSU-4 is toward the northeast.  A new 4th HSU
well is planned for installation in about two weeks (4/5/99), depending on weather and field conditions.

Ground Water Source
Investigation

The report has been distributed, and results were presented and discussed at the last RPM meeting.  Conclusions of the report
found:

(1) Based on passive soil gas results, VOC source removal in vadose zone appears worth further evaluation.

(2) Potential for HSU-1 extraction may be limited (because this HSU is laterally heterogeneous and locally constrained) but some
type of extraction process may be worth pursuing or at least considered for further evaluation.  Additional time is needed to
figure out the best approach and how it fits in with long-term remediation strategies.  UC Davis plans to prepare a technical
memorandum proposing the next steps within two months. 

(3) Elevated concentrations of TDS, nitrate, and chromium have been identified and these issues will be further discussed in the
technical memo expected in about two months.
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(4) Ground water data collected up to this point does not support evidence of biodegradation, although this may be evaluated again
before a final remedy is designed.

Setian asked whether the data indicates either a reducing or oxidizing environment.  Niland responded that HSU-4 may be reducing,
but HSU-1 and 2 seem to be oxidizing.  Lee noted that Davis city wells don’t show any de-oxidation.

Waste Burial Holes The EE/CA was submitted to the UC Davis and Yolo County Libraries on 3/2/99 for public review and comment.  The comment
period will extend until 4/2/99.  One comment had been received.  UC Davis plans to move forward with the work plan once the
public comment period is complete.  Setian noted that her comments were not major concerns, but she had some questions that she
would like to have resolved.  Austin said that we still need to address soil below the waste.  He did not feel his comment on this had
been adequately addressed (from an earlier draft).  He stated that heavily contaminated soil should not be left in place - i.e. if
broken containers were found, a sample taken below that location would be expected to be contaminated and the soil should
probably be removed instead.  Removal of soil below contaminated areas may be appropriate, but not necessarily to three feet as
mentioned in the comment.  With the understanding that the goal is not clean up but waste removal, Austin said that he is willing to
work closely with UC Davis and frequent updates and communication during excavation should be implemented.  Possibly some
onsite screening could be added to the work plan.  The EE/CA may not have to be changed if these comments can be addressed in
the work plan. He asked whether EPA is preparing an action memo.  Setian responded that the action memo is in progress.  Don
Walker of Dames & Moore stated that a draft work plan is also in progress.  Waste profiling sampling is currently planned for
March 30, 1999.  Additional data is needed for the waste disposal site requirements.  Samples will be collected from the Data Gaps
Investigation trench #TRL0054, where consistently higher radiological analytical results were found.  Once the waste profile has
been approved by the disposal site, they will send us a notice of acceptance.

The next meeting is scheduled for April 22, 1999 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:

Salem Attiga, EMS Christine Judal, UC Davis Mary Rust, DSCSOC

Duncan Austin, DTSC G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Kim Sellards, D&M

Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Kathy Setian, EPA

Bob Devany, WA Julie McNeal, UC Davis Susan Timm, RWQCB

Mike Dresen, WA Joe Niland, D&M Don Walker, D&M

Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis

Wayne Henry, ATSDR Julie Roth, DSCSOC

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The February meeting minutes were approved.  The Draft March meeting minutes were distributed for review.  Action items from
the previous meeting were reviewed.

DOE AREAS:

Agency for Toxic
Substances and
Disease Registry
(ATSDR) Public
Health Assessment
Report

Wayne Henry (ATSDR) said that the ATSDR Public Health Assessment of the LEHR site is continuing, and that the primary
purpose of his visit is to discuss the condition of Putah Creek with local parties. He indicated that the Public Health Assessment
Report (PHAR) that was originally scheduled for distribution in July will be delayed.  He said the PHAR is a compilation of all
work conducted by ATSDR to date, and it will address all human exposure pathways for the site.
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Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA)
Update

Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) distributed Appendix A of the FFA, a one-page map showing known or suspected contamination areas
for the LEHR site.  Joe Niland (Dames & Moore) indicated that the UC Davis Trench Disposal Area was not properly depicted in
the area between the Western and Eastern Dog Pens.  DOE agreed to revise the Appendix accordingly.  Kathy Setian (EPA)
indicated that Pat Burke (DOE) had submitted some revisions to the Draft FFA and that the proposed revisions were now being
reviewed at EPA.

DOE will revise
Appendix A of the
FFA.

Status of Comments
on the Revised
Removal Action (RA)
Work Plan

Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) asked about the status of the revised RA Work Plan review, indicating that only comments from
EPA had been received.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) indicated that his comments were complete.  He said that he expected DOE to
meet the waste disposal schedule.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) said that she probably would not have any major comments on the plan,
and that she had no problem with moving forward with the RA.  Lisa Brown (DHS/RHB) concurred that she also had no problem
moving forward with the RA.

Agency representatives
indicated their support
to move forward with
the RA.

RA Schedule Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) presented the DOE RA schedule.  He indicated that the RA mobilization would begin the week of
May 3 and that it was expected that the first phase of work (excavation of the drywell manways, leach trench, piping and Domestic
Tank No. 2) would be complete by June 1 [Post-meeting note:  Progress is slower than expected due to underground utility
issues and the removal of Domestic Tank No. 2.  The first phase of work will likely be complete in mid-to late June.].  An
RPM meeting to discuss the Phase I Data Evaluation was tentatively proposed for June 14.  Subsequent activities included
confirmation sampling in mid-June and drywell delineation in early August.  Drywell removal is scheduled for late September.

Southwest Trenches
Chlordane-Impacted
Soil Designation and
Management

Devany presented an update on the status of the chlordane-impacted soil from the Southwest Trenches.  He summarized the June
1998 excavation and storage of the soil.  Devany indicated that because the soil came from a radioactive contamination area,
additional effort was required to assure that it contained no added radioactive constituents prior to disposal.  He indicated that the
300 cubic-yard pile contains chlordane at depth intervals that will likely result in a RCRA hazardous soil designation and applicable
Land Disposal Restrictions.  Devany noted that recently enacted 40CFR268.49, the Alternative Soil Treatment Standard (ASTS),
allows for less stringent treatment over those in 40CFR268.48 by a factor of ten.  Setian indicated that she would like more
information on the ASTS if it becomes an issue in the disposition of the subject soil.  It was pointed out that under the assumed
disposition of offsite incineration, the ASTS would probably not be a factor.  However, Devany indicated that other modes of
treatment and disposal, including onsite thermal treatment, were being evaluated for cost savings and waste minimization purposes.
 Setian noted that thermal treatment would be a concern due to the potential for dioxin production, and that quenching and stack
testing may be required.  Devany indicated that $27 per cubic foot or $525 per ton were the approximate costs for offsite
incineration and disposal.  He noted that there were some additional costs associated with the DOE requirement to verify that no
radioactive constituents were added.  Austin asked about the process of evaluating different treatment options.  Devany indicated
that the EE/CA covered the offsite treatment and disposal of hazardous waste and suggested that if other options were viable, then
DOE would discuss them with the RPMs.  The RPMs agreed that this was a reasonable approach.  Devany asked whether the RPMs
had any issues with the management of the soil piles.  No concerns were expressed.   Devany indicated that the path-forward for
treatment and disposal would probably be developed in the next two to three weeks.  Austin asked for an update at the next RPM
meeting.

Weiss Associates will
provide an update on
the path-forward for
treatment and disposal
of the chlordane-
impacted soil at the
next RPM meeting.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

UCD AREAS:

Waste Burial Holes
EE/CA

The public comment period ended three weeks ago (April 2, 1999).  One comment was received.  The comments received from the
RPMs have been responded to, and some will be addressed in the work plan.  Setian indicated that she will probably wait to see the
work plan before she approves the EE/CA, so she can be sure her comments have been addressed.  Austin requested that the Action
Memo be done by the end of June, since it should be addressed in DTSC’s Annual Report.  Niland requested clarification that UC
Davis is not expected to provide anything further to the EPA for the Action Memo.  Setian noted that nothing else is needed at this
time.

Waste Burial Holes
RA Work Plan

The Draft RA Work Plan will be submitted to the RPMs at the end of April.  Figure 9 was presented from the RA Work Plan,
showing locations of waste burial holes and the approximate area of excavation.  Dames & Moore presented a description of the
excavation process.  Since the site is situated between the levee and the Eastern Dog Pens, space constraints place limitations on
excavation and shoring.  Basically, the plan is to progress from the west end of the waste holes working toward the east.  A backhoe
will be positioned above the unexcavated waste holes, removing the overburden soil from a few holes at a time.  After locating each
hole, the excavator (backhoe) will collect material down to a depth where waste is no longer evident.  The operation of the
equipment will be guided by a spotter.  Once the material from several waste holes has been excavated and removed, the excavated
area will be backfilled.  Backfilling will begin from the west side;  therefore a particular section will not be left open for an
extended time.  The removed material will be stockpiled temporarily in the area of Landfill Unit #1 and/or Landfill Unit #2.  It is
expected that the fences currently located on each side of the excavation area will be removed and temporary fencing will be placed
around the work area.  Austin asked whether the concrete edge of the Eastern Dog Pens presents a problem, especially since waste
may be found near or below the concrete.  Dames & Moore responded that if waste is found against the north or south shoring, a
notation will be made.  This waste will probably be removed at a later date.  Austin noted that if the condition were pervasive (i.e.
every hole going under the dog pens), more immediate action should be taken.  UC Davis must be prepared to make adjustments to
the plan, and DOE will need to be involved if it affects their area.  Photographs of two waste holes (#53 and #54) showed typical
waste that was found when the holes were opened, including plastic vials and other discrete bags of waste.

Setian requested that UC Davis provide more specific information on the excavation process (including performance specifications
that will be provided to contractors), so she can explain to others at EPA how breakage of containers during the removal process
will be prevented.  To clarify this issue, Dames & Moore stated that the soil will be removed six inches at a time, until waste is
visible.  Waste will then be removed as carefully as possible.  Setian said that UC Davis will be attempting “surgical excavation” in
order to prevent causing additional soil contamination through container breakage, and this may be difficult to achieve.  Austin
stated that there would have to be some soil removed in the course of removing the waste.  Both DOE/Weiss Associates and UC
Davis indicated that there have been similar actions on site that successfully removed waste without damaging buried containers
(i.e. removal of the DOE Box).  In response to the RPMs request, UC Davis will further define the excavation process in the work
plan, including preventing container breakage and dealing with obviously contaminated soil.

In response to the
RPMs request, UC
Davis will further
define the excavation
process in the work
plan, including
preventing container
breakage and dealing
with obviously
contaminated soil.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

Annual Water
Monitoring Report

Copies of the report were distributed to RPMs prior to the presentation.  Organization of this year’s report differs from previous
years, with the focus on an evaluation of the monitoring program criteria.  The monitoring program up to this point has been
designed to collect data in support of the remedial investigation.  For most wells, this goal has been met.  Abundant historical data
has been collected for most HSU-1 and HSU-2 wells for a large number of analytes.  Based on this extensive monitoring, the mass
of constituents of concern in ground water has been found to be relatively stable.  The principal source areas are understood, and
the ground water flow direction is stable, although seasonal fluctuations are defined.  The focus of site activities has been moving
from remedial investigation to remedial action.  Continuing the program as presently defined will not provide additional useful
information.  Therefore, a revised monitoring program is proposed.  The proposed focus will be on HSU-2 wells that monitor the
Interim Remedial Action (IRA) and investigating volatile organic compound (VOC) impacts to HSU-4.  Six constituents of concern
will be monitored on a quarterly basis:  total dissolved solids (TDS), nitrate as nitrogen, chromium, VOCs, tritium and carbon-14. 
Austin stated that he is not interested in reducing the frequency of water level monitoring because we will continue to see effects
from weather in the flow direction.  Don Walker (Dames & Moore) replied that the water level monitoring program will be
quarterly for HSU-1 & 2, monthly for HSU-4, and that quarterly water level contour maps will continue to be prepared. 
Consistency of flow direction between 1994 and 1998 was demonstrated in diagrams for both HSU-1 & 2 (Fig. 4, 1998 Annual
Water Monitoring Report).

Concentration vs. time graphs and isoconcentration contours demonstrate constancy for constituents of concern in HSU-1 over time.
 Changes occur more rapidly in HSU-2.  Therefore, the proposed well network will focus on this HSU.  Tables were presented that
defined the current monitoring program and the proposed monitoring schedule by well and analyte.  In addition, a map of all wells
currently monitored was presented (Fig 5, 1998 Annual Water Monitoring Report).  This was compared with a map of the proposed
monitoring network, including HSU-2 wells that are currently monitored for the IRA and the HSU-4 wells.  Timm stated that she
would be concerned about not monitoring HSU-1 because of the digging that has been and will be conducted on site.  Timm and
Setian requested a table showing what was dropped from the monitoring program. 

Stormwater monitoring under the proposed program will include samples for chronic toxicity and chemical analyses collected twice
a year.  Since stormwater runoff is the only defined pathway for site constituents to get into surface water, sampling of surface water
should occur only when there is a release or when aquatic toxicity testing of stormwater indicates potential harmful effects on
freshwater life.  Historical background averages from Putah Creek sampling will be used to evaluate stormwater sample results. 
Stormwater results above this background concentration will trigger surface water sampling.  When a chemical impact is
determined through evaluation of the stormwater data, stormwater runoff will be re-sampled concurrently with collection of surface
water from sampling locations PCD, PCD-2, and PCU.  The surface water will be analyzed for the particular constituent found
discharged in stormwater and chronic aquatic toxicity tests will be performed.  For chronic toxicity testing, the dilution water
required for the analysis will be collected from sampling location PCU.

Two surface/stormwater sampling locations are no longer included in the program because these locations are not influenced by the
South Campus Disposal Site.  However, both are already monitored under separate programs.  The stormwater sampling location
LS-1 (Lift Station) collects stormwater runoff from DOE areas of the site, and is covered by a separate monitoring plan prepared by
Weiss Associates in 1998.  The surface water sampling location (STPO) receives outfall from the UC Davis Wastewater Treatment
Plant, which operates under the NPDES program regulated by RWQCB.

UC Davis will provide
a table to the RPMs,
defining which specific
wells would not be
monitored under the
proposed program and
why.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

Installation of New
Fourth HSU Well
UCD4-44

The new well was installed April 5-14, 1999.  Well construction details were similar to the three other HSU-4 wells installed on
site.  A chart was included in the presentation handout with construction details on all four HSU-4 wells.  For the drilling, the air
rotary casing hammer method was used down to 140 feet and then the mud rotary method was employed for the deeper section. 
The hole was drilled down to 295 feet in order to determine stratigraphy just below the fourth HSU at that location, and to clearly
define its upper and lower limits.  A bentonite plug was installed via tremmie methods from 273 to 295 feet.  The hole was reamed
down to 271feet.  The bottom of the screened interval was placed at 266.5 feet, with sand filled in below that level.  The top of
screen was set at 246.5 feet.  A bentonite seal was placed above the top of the gravel pack and the well was grouted from the top of
the bentonite to the surface and completed with a stand-up casing.  A schematic cross section of all wells in the vicinity of the HSU-
4 wells was presented, showing the depths of wells and screening intervals within each HSU.  Dresen asked why the HSU-4 wells
were not screened throughout the fourth HSU, especially at the top.  Dames & Moore replied that the diagram was incorrect, and
that the wells actually are screened to the top of the fourth HSU.  The new well will be sampled for the first time on May 10, 1999,
as part of the spring quarterly sampling.

Update on HSU-4
Well Level Data

Water levels in HSU-2 and HSU-4 have both decreased slightly (approximately 0.2 feet) since last month.  Levels in each HSU
remain similar and are following a normal pattern for this time of year.  The flow direction in HSU-4 on April 7, 1999 was to the
east.  Sufficient information has been collected from the weekly measurements to provide a basic understanding of the gradient and
flow direction in HSU-4.  At this point, UC Davis plans to start collecting monthly measurements, which will now include the new
well, UCD4-44.

Ground Water IRA
Monthly Update

The system operated 644 of 744 hours during March 1999, and 4.6 million gallons were treated.  The average chloroform influent
level was 14.5 ppb, for a total of 0.56 pounds removed during the month.  The one hundred hours downtime was primarily due to
the acid wash process (discussed last RPM meeting).  The analytical results of influent and effluent sampling indicated that
everything was below limits except TDS.  Chloroform was the only VOC found in influent samples, and no VOCs were detected in
the effluent.  The TDS average for March was 488 mg/L.  TDS exceeded the daily limit twice in March and exceeded the monthly
average.  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) asked why TDS is still being measured.  He suggested using the conductance measurement
because it is more reliable, and provides the information needed.  Timm said that she would be willing to look at changing waste
discharge requirements, but they were set at this level due to concerns of the Water Board.

Lee also asked which well the extraction system affects the most directly when looking downgradient.  Dames & Moore answered
that it would be UCD2-40, in which VOC levels have decreased since the extraction began.  Austin said that we need to look at
putting in a new extraction well that is closer to the source, because the chloroform extraction levels are too low.  Niland said that
reduced chloroform concentrations may be from pulling in clean water which dilutes the chloroform levels.  Austin requested that
the annual report for the IRA include a recommendation for adding another extraction well, or that it be provided to the RPMs as a
separate submittal.  He suggested trying to schedule the work this summer, and getting it put in the budget as soon as possible.

Austin requested that
the annual report for
the IRA include a
recommendation for
adding another
extraction well, or that
it be provided to the
RPMs as a separate
submittal.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

Status of DSCSOC
Request

Setian asked Timm if the RWQCB had responded to Lee’s letter dated April 8, 1999.  Timm responded that she had not seen a
written response, but that she agreed with Lee’s request for studies of bioaccumulation in fish.  Setian mentioned that there were
four main points in Lee’s letter, including a request for chronic rather than acute toxicity tests, and concerns about detection limits,
in addition to the bioaccumulation comment.  UC Davis indicated that they have addressed some of the issues in their Revised Field
Sampling Plan, and that changes are further discussed in the proposed surface water monitoring program in the 1998 Annual Water
Monitoring Report.

The next meeting is scheduled for June 14, 1999 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.



J:\DOE\4004\220\Rpm_minutes\RPMS0699.DOC 1

Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
June 14, 1999

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Christine Judal, UC Davis Mary Rust, DSCSOC
Duncan Austin, DTSC G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Kim Sellards, D&M
David Belk, UC Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Kathy Setian, EPA
Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB Joe Niland, D&M Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Don Walker, D&M
Mike Dresen, WA Pete Patel, DHS/RHB
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Julie Roth, DSCSOC

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Lisa Brown (DHS/RHB) announced that Pete Patel will be replacing her as the DHS representative on the project.  Lisa indicated
that she is transferring to the DHS office in Brea.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) requested comments on the draft meeting minutes from the April 22,1999 RPM meeting.  Kathy
Setian (EPA), Susan Timm (RWQCB) and Duncan Austin (DTSC) indicated that they were not ready to approve the meeting
minutes.  Approval was deferred until the next RPM meeting.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

UCD AREAS:

IRA Treatment
System Update

The treatment system operated 696 of 720 hours during April 1999.  Five million gallons were treated, resulting in removal of 0 .63
lbs of chloroform.  Average influent chloroform concentration was 15.1 ppb.  Chloroform was the only VOC in April influent
samples; effluent samples were non-detect for VOCs.  During April, the results for nitrate as nitrogen, chromium, tritium, 14C, and
total dissolved solids (TDS) were all below monthly discharge limits.  The TDS average was 483 mg/L.  In May, the system
operated 743.5 of 744 hours, treating 5.7 million gallons.  The average influent chloroform concentration was 23.6 µg/L, with 1.12
pounds of chloroform removed.  During May, the flow rate through the system was increased to 150 gallons per minute.  This is the
first of several steps in adjusting the flow rate to the summer level.  Dr. Lee asked how the seasonal flow rate is determined.  Brian
Oatman responded that gradient and flow direction are taken into account in the calculation for determining the optimal flow rate. 
Analytical results for May were similar to April results; chloroform was the only VOC in the influent, and effluent samples
indicated ND.  Nitrate as N, chromium, tritium and 14C were below limits.  The TDS average for May was 489 mg/L, slightly above
the monthly average discharge limit of 485 mg/L.  The TDS concentration exceeded the daily limit just once during the month and
has been currently ranging between 477-502 mg/L.  Weekly samples will continue to be collected in order to evaluate the seasonal
nature of TDS values.  Duncan Austin asked what the scenario will be if TDS remains elevated.  Susan Timm stated that when the
limit was set, RWQCB personnel expected that the limit would be exceeded, but the legal unit would not allow a higher limit. 
Salem Attiga asked whether the conductivity levels are being evaluated to be sure they correspond to the TDS levels.  Oatman said
that the annual report proposes substitution of conductivity measurements for the TDS analysis.

1998 Annual Water
Monitoring Report

The annual report presents a proposal to modify the scope of the quarterly sampling.  The summer quarterly sampling round starts
August 2, and if changes are to be made, UC Davis would like to implement them during that sampling round.  Therefore, it would
be helpful to have a consensus by July 16 in order to plan for the sampling.  At this point, the RPMs indicate they need more time to
review the proposal.  Austin said that he is evaluating the approach of reducing monitoring points vs. reducing the analytes.  Thus, it
may be appropriate to reduce the radiological monitoring, but eliminating most of the first HSU wells may not be advisable.  Since
there are no HSU-2 wells downgradient of Landfill Unit 3, eliminating the single downgradient HSU-1 well may not be feasible. 
Austin also stated that more detail is needed in the report concerning HSU-4.  Joe Niland responded that we have just received
monitoring results for the newly installed HSU-4 well (UCD4-44), and these results provide more information on
interconnectedness of HSU-2 and HSU-4.  Because the VOC results of UCD4-44 were non-detect, there does not appear to be a
mechanism for transport upgradient of the former agricultural well 22N.  The well level data indicate that the flow direction for
HSU-4 is east-northeast in winter and east-southeast in summer.  Regarding the issue of Landfill Unit #3, Austin stated that
additional wells in the second HSU are needed, probably at least one upgradient and 2 downgradient.  Oatman stated that the data
previously collected via Hydropunch did not show much chloroform in that area.  Timm said that the Hydropunch was right at the
top of HSU-2, which may not be representative of the aquifer.  Lee brought up the statement by a former UC Davis employee that
solvents were dumped in a certain part of the landfill.  Niland said that soil gas and ground penetrating radar were used in the area
defined by the employee, and aerial photographs were also examined, but the claims could not be confirmed.9

EPA and RPMs plan to
meet and prepare
comments.  Comments
will be available July
16.  UC Davis will
develop a plan to
define the next step in
the investigation of
HSU-4 and also
prepare a proposal for
monitoring
groundwater
downgradient of
Landfill Unit #3.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

Waste Burial Hole
IRA Status

The public review period for the EE/CA ended on April 2, 1999.  The draft Remedial Action Work Plan was submitted to the
RPMs on May 17.  Comments and responses are anticipated by June 24.   A consensus is needed on the work plan by the end of
June in order to proceed with the waste removal before the end of the dry season.  If there are fatal flaws or major concerns, UC
Davis would like to work them out as soon as possible.  We hope to break ground by mid to late August providing everything is in
place.  The bid packages are expected to be mailed out on July 9.  The Reclamation Board may need 60 to 90 days to approve the
Encroachment Permit to dig near the levee.  Niland stated that a shoring design has been developed in consultation with the
Reclamation Board.  The shoring design and the workplan have been on parallel tracks for development.  The permit application is
nearly ready to go at this point, with about ten weeks before the start date.  Austin stated that he thinks the plan is basically sound,
although the waste classification may be a problem.  The plan says that we don’t anticipate having mixed waste unless a bottle
actually breaks, but actually you must consider it as mixed waste unless you prove it isn’t.  This is really more of a disposal issue
and shouldn’t hold up the plan.  Austin stated that a TCLP test will be needed by the disposal site to evaluate the waste for
hazardous waste criteria.  Attiga noted that using the photo-ionization detector during the excavation will provide immediate
information on the presence of mixed waste.  If found, such waste can be put aside for further analysis.  Each of the RPMs then
discussed some of their primary concerns:  Austin reiterated that there is a gap in the classifications of waste defined in the plan,
based on whether bottles have been previously broken.  Timm stated that she may rely on the review and comments of DHS, DTSC,
and EPA.  Lisa Brown stated that her agency is not concerned about the process as much as the health and safety issues and what
will be left behind when the action is complete.  Setian has sent the plan to her EPA contractor and will forward the comments as
soon as they are ready.  Oatman said that clause may be needed in contract so it can be cancelled if the project can’t begin on time.

Comments and
responses are
anticipated by June 24.
  A consensus is
needed on the work
plan by the end of June
in order to proceed
with the waste removal
before the end of the
dry season.

DOE AREAS:

Ra/Sr Treatment
System Area Removal
Action Update

Bob Devany distributed responses to RPM comments on the draft RA Workplan (Workplan) and the most recent changed pages for
the Workplan.  Alborz Wozniak presented an update on Ra/Sr Treatment System Area Removal Action (RA).  He indicated that the
activities completed include site preparation and removal of Domestic Tank No. 1, the upper portions of Drywells Nos. 1, 2 and 3,
and the radium dry well distribution box and associated piping.  Wozniak indicated that the screening results showed that there was
no residual radium-226 (Ra-226) or strontium-90 (Sr-90) in the excavation bottoms and sidewalls except around the radium dry
wells. Wozniak noted that 6- to 12-inch cobbles were present in the dry wells and because the cobble-filled boreholes are expected
to extend to a depth of about 40ft bgs, the cobbles will be removed at a later date by drilling.  Mary Rust asked whether there was
evidence for any contamination of shallow soil due to the surface runoff that was observed in the past.  Bob Devany indicated field
screening showed no evidence of radioactive contamination in any soil between a depth of 0 and 4 ft below ground surface (bgs). 
Devany noted that field observation indicated that sludge material was filling the intersticies of the dry well cobbles and elevated
levels of radioactivity were associated with this material.  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) asked whether anything was known about where
sludge from the treatment tanks was disposed.  Salem Attiga stated he did not know.  Attiga pointed out that only millicurie levels
were used in the LEHR radium studies.  Domestic Tank #2 was identified as a potential source of Sr-90 in the radium leach field
since it potentially received waste from the strontium study and was connected to the radium leach system through connection to the
distribution box.  G. Fred Lee asked if any cracks were observed in the Domestic Tank No. 2.  Wozniak indicated that no cracks
were observed.  Bob Devany indicated that according to the workplan, a comprehensive screening data review will be conducted
with the RPMs in the July time frame.  The RPMs agreed to hold the Phase I data review on July 8, 1999.

RPMs to comment on
final changes to RA
Workplan by July 1.

Phase I Data
Evaluation Meeting
scheduled for 9:30 AM
on July 8. 
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

1999 Background
Investigation

Mary Stallard (WA) summarized the 1999 soil background investigation.  She indicated that a summary of the background
investigation was provided in Appendix C of the Workplan that was distributed at today’s meeting.  Stallard said that the goal of the
1999 background study was to collect data so that apparent depth-stratified constituent could be statistically evaluated.  Stallard
indicated that soil samples were collected from the surface and 2 ft bgs in 20 offsite locations and that these samples were analyzed
for cesium-137, thorium-228, thorium-232, uranium-238, mercury, barium, beryllium, chromium and nickel.  Kathy Setian asked
about the method for determining whether the background location was impacted by pollution from the site.  Stallard indicated that
site history and conditions (e.g., facility locations, wind patterns, known releases) were used to locate areas that likely are
representative of natural background, and that all background locations are off the 15-acre LEHR parcel.  She noted that organic
data collected in prior investigations showed minimal or no impacts in the background locations.  Stallard indicated that the key
findings were increases in the surface background concentrations for mercury from 0.65 to 3.94 mg/kg and cesium-137 from 0.012
to 0.102 pCi/g.  It was agreed that the RPMs would review these results and provide DOE with comments.

RPM to provide
comments to DOE on
the revised
background.

Dog Pens Data Report Mary Stallard summarized the Draft Technical Memorandum: Statistical Comparison of the Western Dog Pens (WDPs) Soil Data
with Risk Based Target Levels.  She indicated that this was a continuation of the work presentation at the RPM meeting in
November.  She indicated that the purpose of the new work was to compare the WDP constituents of potential concern (COPCs)
levels with risk-based target soil levels to determine if remedial actions are needed for WDP soil.  She indicated that the method to
do this is consistent with the confirmation sample comparison in the RA workplan previously reviewed and approved by the RPMs.
 Stallard noted that soil samples collected in the early 90’s showed elevated levels of Ra-226 in a few locations in the WDPs and
subsequent data have not confirmed these levels.   She indicated that a statistical analysis of all valid data, which include the earlier
samples containing elevated Ra-226, was performed.  The method used performs the Wilcoxon Rank Sum (WRS) test for
comparison with background levels and for those COPCs potentially above background, and compares the results with the lowest
RBAS.  Stallard indicated that the results of the statistical analysis indicated that only one constituent, heptachlor epoxide (a
pesticide), statistically exceeded the lowest RBAS.  However, this finding was deemed insignificant since human health risk is
driven largely by ground water ingestion which is an incomplete pathway for heptachlor since it is neither found in ground water or
in soil beneath a depth of 2.5 ft bgs.  Based on the overall analysis, Stallard indicated that no remedial action was likely required for
Dog Pens soil. G. Fred Lee indicated that heptachlor is a bio-accumulative substance and it is necessary to determine if run-off
exceeds allowable limits by measuring accumulation in fish.  Joe Niland responded that the fish are migratory, and therefore is it
unlikely any heptachlor will be found.  Susan Fields stated that an EE/CA for the dog pen curbs and gravel is still planned.  She
requested feed back from the RPMs on the conclusions presented today.  Duncan Austin asked about whether the data and the
statistical analysis were representative of the actual site conditions.  Stallard indicated that current analysis was based on
conservative assumptions and a reasonable data set in terms of the number of samples and its spatial distribution.  She concluded
that that more data would not likely change the outcome. The RPMs agreed to review the subject report and provide comments to
DOE by August 18, 1999.

Weiss Associates will
provide comparison of
WDP soil levels with
the US EPA
Preliminary
Remediation Goals
(PRGs). 

WA to provide
additional information
on those metals in
WDP soil that could
not be definitively
compared with risk-
based target levels.

RPMs to review draft
document and provide
DOE comments by
8/18/99.

The next meeting is scheduled for August 12, 1999 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

LEHR Ra/Sr Treatment System Removal Action (RA)
Phase 1 Data Evaluation Conference Call Summary

July 8, 1999
Recorded by: Bob Devany and Alborz Wozniak

Meeting Participants:

Duncan Austin, DTSC G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Kathy Setian, EPA
David Belk, UCOP Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Dan Stralka, EPA
Lisa Brown, DHS/RHB Dawn Mitchell, EMS Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Erik Nielsen, WA Don Walker, D&M
Mike Dresen, WA Joe Niland, D&M Alborz Wozniak, WA
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis
Dan Fitzgerald, WA Pete Patel, DHS/RHB

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

RA Update Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that excavation of the Southern Leach Trench had reached a point about 130 ft south of
the southern most Drywell (No. 3).  He indicated that the trench was filled with cobbles to depths up to 18 ft.  Devany indicated that
recent anecdotal information indicated that the leach trench may extend to the former Southwest Trenches Area.  Devany noted that
the trench fill is easily differentiated from native soil and that the end of the trench should be obvious when it is encountered.  He
indicated that they plan to continue excavation until the end of the trench is encountered.  Devany indicated that the Northern Leach
Trench would be removed after excavation was complete on the Southern Leach Trench.

Phase I Data
Evaluation Objectives

Devany indicated that the objectives of the Phase I data evaluation are to: 1) Discuss the screening data with respect to the
screening criteria identified in the Workplan, 2) Discuss whether the Removal Action Objectives have been preliminarily obtained,
and 3) Discuss and agree on the path forward.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

Review of Screening
Data

Alborz Wozniak (Weiss Associates) indicated that tables showing the screening results for radium-226 (Ra-226), strontium-90 (Sr-
90) and nitrate (as N) were distributed by fax yesterday.  He noted that results exceeding the screening criteria are shown in
boldface type on the table.  The screening criterion for Ra-226, Sr-90 and nitrate (as N) is 0.75 pCi/g, 10 pCi/g, and 37 mg/kg,
respectively.  He indicated that all Sr-90 detections were below the screening criteria and residual Ra-226 in samples SSRSF027,
SSRSF028, and SSRSF030 was limited to soil directly adjacent to exposed portions of Drywell No. 1 and the Northern Leach
Trench which will be removed during subsequent portions of the RA.  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) asked about the depth at which the
screening samples were collected and indicated that soil immediately adjacent to the leach field could be contaminated.  Wozniak
indicated that the procedure used was to remove the upper 12 inches of soil adjacent to the leach field prior to sampling and that the
samples extended from the sidewall/bottom of the trench to a depth of about 6 inches.  Wozniak indicated that nitrate (as N) is
present above the screening criteria around Drywells Nos. 1 and 3 and in the Southern Leach Trench at concentrations up to 182
mg/kg.  Alborz Wozniak indicated that the residual nitrate concentrations in central portion of the excavation were below the
screening criteria for nitrate.  He indicated that additional sampling was planned to determine vertical extent of the nitrate in the
five-foot interval beneath the trench bottom. 

Recommended Path
Forward

Susan Fields (DOE) recommended that confirmation sampling be conducted in the central portion of the excavation followed by
backfilling since there is no residual contamination in this area based on the screening data presented.  DOE recommended that
backfilling of the other areas be delayed until results of the depth samples for nitrate are evaluated.  The RPMs concurred with this
approach.  

DOE will collect
additional nitrate soil
samples and calculate
the volumes and costs
to remove the impacted
soil.

Schedule Update Wozniak indicated that confirmation sampling would begin next week in the approved area and that backfilling would be conducted
for this area through the end of July.  Drywell delineation sampling and the remaining portions of the Phase I Data Evaluation
should be conducted in early August.  The drywells will likely be removed in late September/early October.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

LEHR Ra/Sr Treatment System Removal Action (RA)
Phase 1 Data Evaluation Conference Call Summary

July 27, 1999
Recorded by: Bob Devany and Alborz Wozniak

Meeting Participants:

Salem Attiga, EMS Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Kathy Setian, EPA
Duncan Austin, DTSC Christine Judal, UC Davis Don Walker, D&M
Bob Devany, WA Joe Niland, D&M Alborz Wozniak, WA
Mike Dresen, WA Pete Patel, DHS/RHB

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

Meeting Objectives Bob Devany (Weiss Associates [WA]) indicated that this meeting was a continuation of the Radium Leach Field Removal Action
(RA) Phase I Data Evaluation initiated on July 8, 1999.  He indicated that the topics to be discussed included: 1) RA progress, 2)
the results of excavation screening samples for Ra-226, Sr-90 and nitrate, and 3) the path forward with respect to collection of
confirmation samples and excavation backfilling.  Devany noted that Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) staff would
not be participating in the call due to schedule conflicts.  He indicated that Wendy Cohen (RWQCB) provided him with input by
telephone to include in the discussion.

RA Status Bob Devany indicated that since the last conference call on July 8: 1) WA collected seven random and five “hot spot” samples and
Pete Patel (DHS) collected six duplicate samples in the central portion of the excavation around the former domestic tank and dry
wells;  2) The Southern Leach Trench excavation was terminated in native soil 145 ft south of Drywell No. 3;  3) The Northern
Leach Trench was advanced to a point about 40 ft north of Drywell No. 1 where utilities restricted further northern progress, and 4)
Exploratory trenching was initiated north of the utilities to determine if the leach trench continues beyond the existing excavation
limits.  Devany noted that the Northern Leach Trench differed from the southern trench in that it contained smaller gravel fill and a
solid 4-in. clay pipe (vs. perforated 4-in non-metallic composite pipe found in the Southern Leach Trench). Wozniak noted that the
clay pipe was not present past Station 2 shown in Figure 1 [in the conference call packet].  Devany indicated that the exploration
work north of the utility junction had just begun and would be discussed with the RPMs at the next meeting. 

DOE to provide update
on results of northern
exploration trenching
during the scheduled
RPM meeting in
August.

Review of Screening
Data

Alborz Wozniak (Weiss Associates) indicated that tables showing the screening results for radium-226 (Ra-226), strontium-90 (Sr-
90) and nitrate (as N) were distributed overnight.  All participants on the call indicated that they had received these materials.  He
noted that Table 1 in the packet included all excavation screening data collected to date.  He noted that Samples SSRSF003 through
SSRSF087 shown in Table 1 had been discussed two weeks earlier on July 8.  Wozniak indicated that the screening criterion for
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Ra-226, Sr-90 and nitrate (as N) is 0.75 pCi/g 10 pCi/g and 37 mg/kg, respectively. He noted that the new sampling results showed
that there was no residual Ra-226 or Sr-90 and that field screening using a photoionization detector (PID) and gamma spectrometer
had shown no evidence of other contamination.  Wozniak indicated that residual nitrate (as N) is present above the screening
criteria around Drywells Nos. 1 and 3, and in the southern and Northern Leach Trenches at concentrations up to 285 mg/kg.  He
indicated that the screening data suggest that the residual nitrate is from multiple sources which include an active sanitary sewer
line, the dry wells, and leach trenches.

Recommended Path
Forward

Wozniak indicated that a cost estimate was prepared according to the RA workplan for a portion of the nitrate-impacted soil around
drywell no. 3.  He indicated that for cost estimating purposes, nitrate was assumed to be present along the eastern wall of the
excavation between stations 8 and 14,and extends to a depth about 18 ft below ground surface.  This results in excavation
dimensions of 20ft X 35 ft X 18 ft (350 yds3).  Wozniak indicated that WA estimated a cost of about $85,000 to excavate and
dispose of this material.  Wozniak indicated that based on this relatively high cost and uncertainty about the long-term benefit of
removing the nitrate, Weiss Associates recommended leaving the nitrate in place at this time.  Susan Fields (DOE) recommended
that the nitrate be included in a future site-wide evaluation.  Devany noted that the benefits of removing nitrate now are
indeterminate since its mass may be insignificant when compared with other adjacent sources of nitrate.  Devany indicated that
Wendy Cohen (RWQCB) had expressed concern about the residual nitrate due to its potential impact on ground water resources. 
She noted that 33% of the samples analyzed had exceeded the screening criterion.  She indicated that the RWQCB may require
remedial action at a later date if DOE decided to backfill without removing the impacted soil. Kathy Setian (EPA) questioned how
DOE’s proposed site-wide nitrate evaluation would fit into the FFA-defined CERCLA process.  Susan Field responded that the
evaluation’s regulatory context had not been fully thought out, but that the nitrate evaluation would be designed to meet the
requirement of the RWQCB and any requirements of the EPA.  Kathy Setian indicated that the nitrate evaluation should be
reflected in the FFA schedule.  Susan Fields suggested that it might be reasonable to make the evaluation part of the DOE RI/FS. 
DOE agreed to look into this matter further and report on it at the next RPM meeting.  Fields indicated that DOE plans to have
additional discussions with the RWQCB on the nitrate ground water impact issue.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) indicated that DOE
might want to take the opportunity to dig up the nitrate-impacted soil now to avoid high costs associated with future removal. 
Additional points on removing the nitrate now were made by others on waste storage logistics, uncertainty about the northern area,
and questions about whether removal was the most effective use of project funds.  Austin indicated that he could agree with leaving
the nitrate in place at this time if DOE acknowledges that future remediation may be required.  Susan Fields indicated the DOE
accepted the risk of not addressing the nitrate at this time and recommended moving ahead with sampling and backfill at this time.
The RPMs concurred with this approach.  

DOE agreed to look
into a reporting
process for a site-wide
nitrate evaluation and
report on it at the next
RPM meeting. The
approach will be
included in and/or
consistent with the
FFA.

DOE will have
additional discussions
with the RWQCB on
the nitrate ground
water impact issue and
DOE accepts risks
associated with the
potential need for
future removal of the
nitrate. 

The RPMs (RWQCB
not present) concur
with DOE’s plans to
sample and backfill.

Schedule Update Wozniak indicated that confirmation sampling would begin later in the week and that backfilling will likely be completed by mid-
August.  Drywell delineation sampling will begin on August 9.  The drywells will be removed in late September/early October.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
August 12, 1999

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Christine Judal, UC Davis Mary Rust, DSCSOC
Duncan Austin, DTSC G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Kim Sellards, D&M
David Belk, UC Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Kathy Setian, EPA
Dick Couture, DOE-OAK Joe Niland, D&M Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Don Walker, D&M
Mike Dresen, WA Pete Patel, DHS/RHB Alborz Wozniak, WA
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Julie Roth, DSCSOC

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

April draft minutes were approved.  The RPMs requested additional time to review the DOE Phase 1 Data Evaluation meeting
minutes from July 8 and July 27, 1999.  G. Fred Lee and Julie Roth (both DSCSOC) indicated that they had not received these.
[Post Meeting Note: The July 8 and 27 meeting minutes were sent to Lee and Roth on September 24, 1999.]

Copies will be
provided to Fred Lee
and Julie Roth by
email.

UCD AREAS:

Ground Water IRA
Update

During June, the system operated throughout the entire month, 720 of 720 hours, treating 6.5 million gallons and removing 3.2
pounds of chloroform.  The average influent chloroform concentration was 59.9 ppb, approximately twice the level reported in
May, and far above the April level of 15.1.  In July the chloroform concentration in the influent increased even further, to 106 ppb. 
A similar increase was seen last summer, and may be due to agricultural pumping in combination with the seasonal drop in well
levels that may cause more pulling from HSU-1 source areas and less dilution.  Dr. Lee asked whether extracting from the top of the
second HSU would be more efficient.  Joe Niland responded that more of the chloroform and associated VOCs are found toward
the middle of the HSU, based on sampling results from the Westbay well.  In addition, selectively pumping from portions of HSU-2
would likely decrease the water yield, requiring additional wells to maintain plume capture.  Other statistics for July included
operation for 725 out of 744 hours, treating 7.2 million gallons for a removal of 6.4 pounds of chloroform.  Two major system
shutdowns occurred during the month.  The first was on July 6th, due to condensation in the air stripper pressure sensor tubing.  The
second was on the 13th of July, when a small leak in the injection well pipe was corrected by replacement of an o-ring.  The July
figures reflect the increased pumping rate of 170 gpm to achieve the summer capture zone.

A graph was presented showing trends in total dissolved solids (TDS).  TDS exceeded the monthly discharge limit during both June
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(average concentration 528 mg/L) and July (average concentration 527 mg/L).  The range for June/July sample results was 510-558
mg/L.  The graph shows that a similar rise in concentration was observed last summer, although it shows that TDS concentrations
did not drop during the winter months enough to consistently remain below the discharge limit.  Based on these data, UC Davis
plans to continue sampling TDS on a weekly basis.

Nitrate as nitrogen results were also presented in a similar concentration vs. time graph.  Nitrate also exceeded the monthly limit in
June (9.19 mg/L) and July (10.3 mg/L).  The range of results for these months was 8.7-10.9 mg/L.  The graph of historical
concentrations for the extraction well indicates a rise in concentration similar to that seen last year.  As with TDS, the summer rise
was not followed by a significant decrease in concentration during the winter months.  This year, water levels are much lower than
they were last summer.  Therefore, it is not surprising to see a higher concentration of total dissolved solids as well as nitrate. 
Based on the most recent results, UC Davis will continue sampling nitrate on a weekly basis.

Dr. Lee asked what the information on the graphs shows in terms of what we need to do.  Susan Timm responded that we may need
to begin some type of treatment, since we cannot continue to exceed the limits.  Joe Niland stated that the resolution is being
examined in a broader context, including the possibility of setting up a source area extraction system from HSU-1, although an
efficient method of extraction and treatment has not yet been identified.  Duncan Austin said that this year may be a worst-case
scenario because last year the water levels remained so high that they may have flushed out more than the normal amount of nitrate
and TDS from HSU-1 into HSU-2.

Ground Water IRA
Annual System Report

The annual report is nearly complete and is expected to be distributed by August 18th.  Don Walker presented an overview of the
report findings.  The system is operating as planned, based on data obtained in the 15 months since it began operation.  The review
of the information collected through the monitoring well network indicates that it provides sufficient data to evaluate water quality
and keep track of water levels.  Report recommendations include (1) changing from monthly to quarterly sampling for groundwater
wells, (2) continuing monthly effluent sampling and groundwater level measuring, (3) substituting electrical conductivity
measurements for TDS measurements, (4) adding an HSU-2 monitoring well northeast of Landfill Unit #3, and (5) conducting a
rehabilitation of the injection well to improve efficiency that has been lost due to scaling.

Kim Sellards presented a graph comparing injection well levels over time vs. water levels in the closest monitoring well (UCD2-
37).  The interpretation of the data is that water levels in the injection well are higher than regional water levels.  This difference has
been increasing for some time and indicates a need for rehabilitation of the injection well.  In order to accomplish the rehabilitation,
a sample of the scaling on the screen will be analyzed for its composition and dissolution properties.  This will define which
treatment will most effectively reduce the buildup.  The scaling might be treated in a number of ways. Depending on the results of
the dissolution analysis, an acidic solution might be most effective. The pH of the injected water has ranged from 8.0-8.5. 
Additionally, the concentration of silica is close to the concentration where it may precipitate out.  The scaling could also be due to
biological growth.  Duncan Austin agreed that this was a possibility based on his experience at other sites, since required nutrients
are present in the water.

Kathy Setian asked whether trigger points are needed to define specific parameter concentrations that require action.  Duncan
Austin responded that we need to watch how far the numbers come down and how high or low the water levels go this winter.  Dr.
Lee stated that when it can be readily predicted that concentration limits will be exceeded, legal action could be implemented and
that before this happens, we need to take action.  Susan Timm said that several things should be evaluated, including whether there
is any harm done by reinjecting this water.  Julie Roth asked about the current impact on downgradient agricultural and domestic
wells.  Joe Niland said the effect should not be measurable, based on the locations of the supply wells and the small amount that is
not recaptured.  Also, though the water quality exceeds the limits in the RWQCB permit, it meets general water quality guidelines

Duncan Austin asked
UC Davis to prepare a
recommendation on
whether a contingency
plan is needed for
supplementing the
current IRA system to
increase contaminant
removal.  Specifically,
this recommendation
should evaluate why or
why not a contingency
plan should be
developed.
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for agricultural use.

Waste Burial Hole
Removal Action (RA)

Bid packages were mailed out on July 2.  The bids were received about two weeks ago and are being evaluated.  The contract will
soon be awarded.  The work plan has been revised to address comments provided by the RPMs.  Changes include the addition of air
monitoring and the sampling and removal of trees.  The Encroachment Permit has been reviewed by the Reclamation Board. 
Feedback from the board indicated it was basically acceptable, although some conditions would have to be implemented.  The
board would not specify what these conditions were until a formal response is provided, but they are expected to be minor.  The
board originally requested that the fence be moved north (away from its current location on the edge of the embankment) once the
removal action is complete.  However, Dames & Moore was able to help them understand that since the current work only affects a
centrally located portion of the fence, it would not achieve any reasonable purpose to move only that section of fence to the north.

Waste Burial Hole
Tree Removal

In order to facilitate excavation safety during the Removal Action, all the trees along the edge of the levee nearest the Waste Burial
Hole (WBH) Removal Area have been removed.  On July 8, three of the trees closest to the waste burial holes were sampled for
carbon-14, tritium, gamma spectral analysis, strontium-90 and radium-226.  Samples consisted of bark, tree core, branches, and
needles.  (Dr. Lee suggested that the cones were also important to sample).  Background samples were collected from three trees
located north of the site along Old Davis Road.  Sample results showed levels of tritium in the trees adjacent to the WBH area that
were higher than trees in the offsite areas.  The tritium in background trees ranged from –111 to 84.7 pCi/g, compared to levels in
trees near the waste burial holes that ranged from 1900 to 15,400 pCi/g (19,700 pCi/g in duplicate sample).  Setian asked whether
these results were compared with those collected at LBL.  Mike Dresen stated that when LLNL did transpiration sampling, some
results were over the MCL (20,000 pCi/L).  Setian also asked whether the sampling was performed as part of the removal.  Oatman
answered that it was done in order to determine the appropriate disposition of the trees and that the trees have been stockpiled. 
Dresen asked about the specific number of trees that were removed.  Oatman responded that 8-10 large trees and several dozen
smaller ones were removed.  The stumps are still in place and will be removed along with the waste from the burial holes.  Dr. Lee
said that it is still important to determine the form that the tritium is in (e.g., is it in water?).

Waste Burial Hole
Action Memorandum

The end of August is the expected date to begin the removal, assuming that the Action Memorandum has been received.  Setian
stated that the Action Memorandum is in review and should be signed by then. 

Setian requested UC
Davis provide a clean
copy of the EE/CA so
that it can be attached
to the Action
Memorandum.  She
also suggested that UC
Davis should send out
revised pages to
indicate that the
EE/CA is finalized.

Ground Water and
Surface Water
Investigation

Comments on the 1998 Annual Water Monitoring Report have been received from the RPMs.  Responses are being drafted, along
with a proposed plan that will address the comments.  In addition, a Technical Memorandum that discusses potential source area
extraction is being prepared and will be sent to the RPMs in a couple weeks.  The focus of this memorandum is the area near
UCD1-12.  HSU-1 extraction scenarios were reviewed based on initial VOC mass estimates.  The findings indicated that treatment
and discharge of water characteristic of UCD1-12 is not easily accomplished.  This issue will be further addressed at a later date in
the Feasibility Study.
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DOE AREAS:

RA Update Alborz Wozniak updated the RPMs on the Ra/Sr Area I Removal Action.  Wozniak indicated that the northern leach trench had
been removed and preparations were being made for the drywell excavation drilling .  Wozniak indicated that preparation for the
latter includes gas and water piping re-routing to provide clearance for dry well removal and dry well delineation sampling. 
Wozniak indicated that September activities include drilling out the remaining dry well cobbles and surrounding soil using an 8-10
ft diameter auger, and likely using Controlled Low-Strength Material (CLSM) to backfill the holes.  Kathy Setian inquired whether
the CLSM is loose or solid and whether or not it will crack over time.  Alborz indicated that CLSM is a mixture of cement, sand
and fly ash which will set up as a low-strength solid. Wozniak indicated that Weiss Associates was still gathering information on
CLSM from the manufacturer and agreed to supply the RPMs with a memorandum discussing the suitability of using this material
as backfill for the drywell excavation. 

Wozniak indicated that during investigation of the northern leach trench, an unexpected leachfield was encountered on the edge of
the main Laboratory parking lot near the entrance gate.  Wozniak indicated that an investigation of the pipe connection indicated
that this leach field was connected to Domestic Tanks 1 and 5.  Duncan Austin asked if any samples had been collected.  Bob
Devany indicated that exploration of the leach field had revealed five dry wells and that two samples of soil immediately adjacent to
the cobble fill had been sampled and sent to the analytical laboratory. Devany indicated that preliminary on site screening indicated
that Ra-226 and Sr-90 levels were within the background range, but that slightly elevated Cs-137 may be present. Devany indicated
that these preliminary results are still being confirmed.  Susan Fields indicated that additional sampling is planned to see if there are
any residual contaminants of concern.  Duncan Austin indicated that DOE should prepare a sampling plan and submit it to the
RPMs for their approval.  Susan Fields indicated that due logistical constraints that DOE would move ahead with sampling without
an RPM-approved sampling plan.  Devany indicated that at least one sample per dry well would be collected in soil immediately
adjacent to the cobble-filled drywells and, as such, should indicate whether any release of COPCs has occurred.  Austin stated that
deeper samples will likely be required to definitively prove that no releases have occurred.  It was agreed that DOE will move ahead
with sampling and consider further delineation sampling at a later date.  Kathy Setian asked how the additional leach field and
domestic tanks will be addressed by the CERCLA process.  Bob Devany responded that the site-wide DOE RI/FS will likely
address closure of the leachfield.

Wozniak updated the RPMs on the Southwest Trenches Removal (SWT) Action waste management activities.  He indicated that
275 cubic yards of SWT low level radioactive waste has been shipped to Envirocare of Utah and that the remaining 705 cubic yards
of LLW will be shipped by December 1999.  He indicated that the chlordane-impacted SWT soil would be disposed as hazardous
soil in September.  [Post meeting note: All of the SWT hazardous soil was shipped offsite by September 22, 1999. 
Approximately 255 tons of RCRA-hazardous waste were sent to the Safety Kleen/Laidlaw facility in Aragonite, Utah for
incineration.  Approximately 45 tons of non-RCRA hazardous soil was sent to the ChemWaste Management Kettleman
Hills Landfill in California.  Both facilities were in compliance with the EPA’s Offsite Rule as of September 22].  Wozniak
indicated that that reuse of SWT overburden was pending the RPM approval of the revised background study.

Wozniak provided a RA schedule update showing completion of major RA activities by October 15.  An RPM telephone
conference scheduled for September 8 to discuss the drywell delineation sampling results was.

Weiss Associates will
complete their
evaluation of CLSM
and provide
specifications and
recommendations to
RPM in about one
week.

DOE will collect full-
suite soil samples at
the dry wells prior to
backfilling the
excavation.

A drywell removal
planning
teleconference was
scheduled for
September 8.
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Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA)
Status

Susan Fields indicated that DOE Headquarters personnel should complete their review within 2 weeks.  Kathy Setian indicated that
the EPA had strong expectations of meeting the agreed upon September 30 deadline. She needs time for her organization to
complete the approval and signature process.

The RPMs indicated a
strong desire to see the
FFA approved by DOE
headquarters by the
end of next week.  If
this does not occur
they will require
weekly updates
thereafter.

Nitrate Evaluation Susan Fields indicated that it is likely that nitrate contamination will be addressed in the site-wide DOE RI/FS.  Fields indicated this
will allow nitrate to be evaluated on a site-wide basis and to explore additional remedial alternatives.

The next meeting is scheduled for September 29, 1999 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
September 29, 1999

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Christine Judal, UC Davis Mary Rust, DSCSOC
Duncan Austin, DTSC G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Kathy Setian, EPA
David Belk, UC Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Mary Stallard, WA
Bob Devany, WA Joe Niland, D&M Susan Timm, RWQCB
Sonce de Vries, EPA/DFG Brian Oatman, UC Davis Don Walker, D&M
Mike Dresen, WA Pete Patel, DHS/RHB
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Julie Roth, DSCSOC

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

Discussion on the July 8 and July 27 conference call minutes, and on the June 14 and August 12 RPM meeting minutes was
deferred until the next RPM meeting.

DOE AREAS:

Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA)
Update

Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) indicated that DOE and EPA will sign the FFA on September 30.  [Post meeting note: The FFA was
signed by DOE on September 30 and by EPA on October 29.]

Field Activities
Update

Drywell Removal Action (RA):  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that removal of the radium drywells started the previous
week.  He indicated that the large-diameter auger drilling technique was working well and that screening data from Drywells 1 and
2 indicated that residual radium concentrations were at or below natural background levels.  He indicated that the drilling operation
would be completed in a week.

Southwest Trenches Waste:  Devany said that 255 tons of RCRA hazardous soil were shipped to Utah for incineration, 45 tons of
non-RCRA hazardous soil were shipped to the Kettleman Hills Landfill and about 120 boxes of low-level radioactive waste were
shipped to Envirocare in September.  Devany noted that all disposal facilities were in compliance with the EPA offsite rule. 
Devany said that remaining low-level radioactive waste from the Southwest Trenches would be shipped offsite by the end of
December.

Eastern Dog Pens Investigation Results:  Mary Stallard (Weiss Associates) summarized the results of the Eastern Dog Pens

The RPMs agreed to
review the Eastern Dog
Pens Investigation
report in more detail
and provide comments
within 60 days.
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investigation.  Stallard said the report concludes that no action may be required to deal with the Eastern Dog Pens soil.  Pete Patel
(DHS/RHB) indicated that DHS is evaluating the appropriateness of the Wilcoxon Rank Sum (WRS) test on the Dog Pens.  He said
that DHS would provide written comments soon.  Devany said that marginal contamination in the Eastern Dog Pens is consistent
with the results of the more comprehensive sampling in the Western Dog Pens.  He said that recent data from the Southwest
Trenches and Radium Treatment Systems RAs are confirming that environmental releases of radiological constituents at LEHR
were miniscule.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) indicated that the Dog Pens data are inconsistent with known excretions of radionuclides
by the dogs and he indicated that he had a concern that the sampling may have missed some contamination.  Devany noted that
gravel was removed periodically and that this would remove much of the contamination.  The RPMs agreed to review the Eastern
Dog Pens Investigation report in more detail and provide comments within 60 days.

RPM Document
Comments

Western Dog Pens Statistical Evaluation:  Fields said that the draft report was submitted to the RPMs on June 14 and that comments
to date were limited to EPA’s request for more information on the distribution of heptachlor epoxide.  She noted that RPM
feedback on this document was essential to assure effective development of the Dog Pens EE/CA.  Kathy Setian (EPA) indicated
that the EPA generally agreed with the findings of the report and EPA’s only comment was on the distribution of heptachlor
epoxide.  Stallard provided a map to the RPMs showing the distribution of heptachlor in the Dog Pens.  She indicated that the
heptachlor distribution showed no discernable patterns.

Southwest Trenches Designated Level (DL) Sampling Plan:  Devany requested comments on the DL sampling plan.  There was
concurrence from the RPMs to move forward with the existing plan. Austin requested ground water samples from the two boreholes
beneath the residual carbon-14 in the Southern Area. It was agreed that ground water would be sampled in the two boreholes for
tritium, cesium-137 and carbon-14.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) said that she would call Devany if she had additional comments.  [Post
meeting note: Timm called Devany on September 30 and indicated that she had no additional comments on the work plan.]

Timm will call Devany
if she had additional
comments on the
Southwest Trenches
DL Sampling Plan.

UCD AREAS:

Waste Burial Holes
RA

Set-up activities have been underway for the last two weeks, and the contractor is preparing to break ground right about now.  IT
Corporation is the selected contractor.  The goal is to be finished with the removal by November 1.  Waste removal activities will
continue after that, and should be completed within three weeks of closure of the excavation.   Media attention has been focused on
this event by all three major TV stations in the Sacramento Area over the past week.  During the activity, UC Davis or Dames &
Moore will send out weekly updates via e-mail and/or fax.  Pictures via e-mail are recommended by RPMs.

UC Davis or Dames &
Moore will send out
weekly updates on the
Waste Burial Holes
RA via e-mail and/or
fax.

Ground Water
Remedial Action
Monitoring Program

We have been evaluating where to place the new well in HSU-2 downgradient of Landfill Unit #3.  A number of locations have
been reviewed and ground water flow directions have been evaluated.  The purpose of this well is to assess potential impacts from
Landfill Unit #3 to HSU-2 ground water.  The selected location was based on historical aerial photos of waste disposal locations
and predominant ground water flow directions supported by a rose diagram.  Access was another concern, since the UC Davis
Animal Resource Service requested that it be placed outside their pasture.  The pasture has been recently laser-leveled and graded
for irrigation.

Timm said the proposed location is of concern because it is a long distance from the landfill and is in line with the primary
chloroform plume in HSU-2.  Joe Niland (Dames & Moore) stated that we are looking for indicators of a major release from
Landfill Unit #3, not a minimal one, and this will provide that information.  Timm indicated that she would prefer to be able to
monitor a minimal release.  Niland said that earlier investigations using soil sampling, ground-penetrating radar, soil gas and
hydropunch have not shown much contamination in the area of Landfill Unit #3.  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) stated that installation of
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this well is a good start for monitoring downgradient off-site migration of contaminants, and Austin agreed.  Niland stated that UC
Davis is also proposing another HSU-2 well approximately 2,000 feet further downgradient, near irrigation well 22K, and it makes
sense to put in both wells at the same time.  Another HSU-4 well is also planned.  Since the drill rig is different, it will be installed
at a later date.

Ground Water IRA
Update

Total dissolved solids (TDS) and nitrate have remained above the Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) throughout the summer.
UC Davis is developing a plan to address this increase.  Several management approaches are being evaluated, including alternative
discharge options.  Irrigation to a dedicated plot of land may work, particularly if a rotating schedule of irrigation and reinjection is
used.  In this approach, the water could be discharged to land during the summer when TDS and nitrate concentrations are higher
and reinjected during winter and spring.  Issues to address include potential discharge locations, type of crops that could be
produced, logistics and pipeline construction, and permit issues.  The implementation time and schedule are also important since we
do not want to continue exceeding the WDRs.  A temporary variance would still be needed to allow the WDRs to be exceeded until
the process can be implemented.

Timm has been reviewing the data from the monthly reports and found that, in addition to TDS and nitrate, chromium levels may
also be increasing in injected water.  In preparation for writing a letter requesting a proposed course of action and time schedule to
bring the discharge into compliance with WDR discharge limitations, she reviewed monitoring well data in the vicinity of the
injection well.  It was difficult to discern whether or not wells downgradient of the injection well have been impacted, but it seems
they may be.  Don Walker (Dames & Moore) said that Dames & Moore has also been evaluating this data.  Since the closest wells
were installed about the same time as the injection well, it is difficult to know what the normal levels would be.  Timm identified
two primary concerns.  Some parameters, such as chromium and nitrate, seem to be increasing in nearby wells.  The second issue is
to define the flow path from the injection well.  It appears that UCD2-37 goes in and out of the flow path.  Austin said that he may
be inclined toward installing another extraction well with the goal of narrowing the capture zone.  In addition, treatment (such as
reverse osmosis) could be added to the upgradient extraction well to manage TDS and nitrate.

UC Davis and Dames & Moore stated that it would take time to design a system to put in another extraction well, and that land
application might be the best approach.  Austin expressed reservations because the public, as a general rule, doesn’t like applying
contaminated water to land, since it could end up in the food chain.  The RPMs decided that this should be discussed further, since
the contaminants in the water (primarily TDS and nitrate) may (or may not, depending on the TDS content) be safely discharged in
this manner.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) asked how it would affect neighboring wells if ground water from one location was applied in
another location.  Austin responded that there are difficulties with this technology.  If the water does not get into the food chain, it
may be feasible, but often the best management practice dictates treatment.

Niland commented that land application of extracted water is widely used and would also assist in preventing the fouling of the
injection well.   A focused feasibility study is planned.  Timm requested that it evaluate how the capture zone would be affected. 
Setian requested that the study examine alternatives of both land application and treatment.  She is not in favor of shutting down the
system in response to nitrate and TDS issues.  She asked what the timeline would be.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) responded that
January 30 is the date we have planned to complete a report evaluating options to address TDS and nitrate in the IRA system

Lee said that the issues of bioaccumulation and storm water runoff must also be evaluated.  He said that DSCSOC would not accept
a proposal that does not fully address all aspects.  He said that genetic effects should be examined, since we can’t otherwise define
what these effects would be or what constituents would cause them.

Salem Attiga (EMS) suggested that the example of PG&E may be worth evaluating, since they used land application at a site in

Timm will get back to
Oatman on whether she
will write a letter
requesting a proposed
course of action and
time schedule to bring
the discharge into
compliance with WDR
discharge limitations.
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order to reduce hexavalent chromium to trivalent chromium.

Setian asked whether the January 30 timeframe is workable, since it is a complex issue.  If we do an enhancement evaluation as part
of the focused feasibility study, it should look a lot like an EE/CA and be formally approved before preparing the engineering and
the work plans.  Niland said that we need to determine how CERCLA applies.  Setian responded that there is no formal CERCLA
process for an enhancement for a RA, but that we will invite comments on the enhancement evaluation.  Roth suggested that this
issue be discussed at the DSCSOC public meeting scheduled to be held in the spring.  This may help alleviate public fears, since the
public should be informed before they see a flooded field.  Austin and Timm agreed that would be a good idea, since we will need
to educate the public on what this water involves.

Based on the discussion, Setian requested consensus regarding whether January 30 will be appropriate, that it is neither too soon
nor too distant.  There were no opposing statements.  Oatman asked Timm whether she is still planning to write a letter, and she
responded that she would get back to him.

Injection Well
Inspection and
Sampling Update

Results of the analysis of the sample of material taken from the injection well screen found that it consisted of 76% carbonate, 23%
biomass (algae growth), and about 1% of a dozen other constituents.  Iron was not an issue.  A work plan is now in process to
describe the well restoration.  No scaling was found on the tube when it was pulled out this summer.  All the material analyzed was
collected from the screen.  Currently, details of how to achieve scale removal are being researched, such as which acid
concentration is best, how swabbing should be done, etc.  The work plan should come out in about two weeks.

Technical Memo for
the Source
Investigation

An update on this subject was requested by RPMs.  Dames & Moore is in the process of completing the memo/report, which covers
the material presented on this subject during the meeting held on September 8 at Dames & Moore.  Setian requested that it provide
information to support the decision on whether to remediate HSU-1.  Oatman assured her that it does contain this information.

Surface Water and
Storm Water Program

Discussion of the surface and storm water monitoring program was based on comments provided to the RPMs by Lee on the 1998
Annual Water Monitoring Report.  Responses were presented jointly by UC Davis and DOE.  Setian stated that the EPA had invited
Sonce de Vries, ecological risk assessor with the US Fish and Wildlife Service, to attend this part of the meeting in order to
facilitate resolution of the mercury issues.

Comment 1:  Detection Limits are too high to measure toxic levels of bioaccumulation.

Response:  The detection limits are defined in the approved Field Sampling Plan and UC Davis does not plan to change them unless
alternate methods are approved by the EPA.  Assessment of bioaccumulation due to site discharge is not planned as part of the site
investigation, due to the relatively small volumes of storm water runoff from the site and the mobility of fish in the creek.  Several
studies have been performed (ASTDR conducted two studies and also the Slotton report) which suggest that site runoff does not
contribute to bioaccumulation of constituents in Putah Creek.  Another bioassay study is also on-going as part of the Cache-Putah
project.

Lee stated that Slotton did not address mercury bioaccumulation due to LEHR site runoff, and does not demonstrate that the site is
not contributing.  Since mercury is elevated in LEHR soil, you have to prove this issue.  UC Davis and Dames & Moore stated that
they felt that the conclusions of the study clearly found that the site was not contributing.  Lee replied that Slotton does not have
enough data downstream.  Timm requested a copy of the Slotton report to review.  UC Davis will send her one.

Setian requested that discussion return to the issue of whether site detection limits are adequate to evaluate the contribution of site
runoff.  Lee said that the detection limits are far above EPA Gold Book Criteria.

UC Davis indicated that some additional campus resources will be contacted to see if they can provide further regional mercury

UC Davis will send
Timm a copy of the
Slotton report.
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data.  De Vries stated that it is a complex issue, since we have known contamination of the surface water due to other sources.  In
addition, she said that mercury will migrate from surface water into ground water.  It is naturally occurring, and is a minimal
transport issue.  Lee said that we cannot yet rule out bioaccumulation in fish due to site sources, and that we have not properly
evaluated background mercury.  Devany said that is an existing action item on DOE’s agenda.

Roth commented that according to the information she has received, the LEHR site has never been flooded from the creek. 
However, Dames & Moore stated that the site is part of the flood plain from the original Putah Creek (now the North Fork). 
Devany said that the upper four feet of soil are clearly elevated compared to deeper levels, but that they checked for a pattern of
mercury deposition relating to the south fork of the creek and found none.  Austin asked whether the burning in the landfills may
have contributed to mercury deposition.  Devany responded that this was also evaluated based on prevailing wind direction, with no
correlation found.  Yet this wouldn’t be definitive, since burning may have been limited to days with little or no wind.  Also, for
Landfill Unit #2, the source of the cover material is unknown.

De Vries described a process in which the mercury can recycle in the environment through deposition, evaporation, and rainfall
within a specific region.  Lake Berryessa may be a natural source itself, due to the way it was formed.  If you have a local source
(and we are aware of local contamination due to mining operations), it can stay localized through the process of rainfall deposition
and evaporation and therefore be higher in that region than in neighboring ones.

Comment 2:  Studies should be done on storm water to assess mercury bioavailability.

Response:  This is unnecessary, since mercury has only been detected once (at 0.79 µg/l) in site storm water samples, and the
Slotton study found that mercury bioaccumulation in fish near the site was not elevated compared to fish from other parts of the
lower Putah Creek.  Based on the current information and the preceding discussion, Setian said that the analysis of additional fish
tissues is not something the EPA is ready to ask for.  Lee stated that we don’t have enough data.  De Vries said there does not
appear to be a valid pathway.  Lee said that there are three pathways - the three storm water points.  Setian asked whether storm
water is monitored, and Walker responded that all three points are monitored for the full suite of analytes, including tritium; 
carbon-14;  strontium-90;  radium-226;  VOCs;  18 metals including mercury, nitrate, and hexavalent chromium;  total dissolved
and total suspended solids;  pesticides;  PCBs;  total organic carbon;  oil and grease;  and acute aquatic toxicity.  Setian said that we
need to be sure our detection levels are sensitive enough.  Lee suggested that we look at the Fish and Wildlife Service limit of 5 ng\l
for total recoverable mercury.

Comment 3:  Monitor UC Davis’ wastewater discharge for LEHR contaminants.

Response:  This is already being done, and has been for nine years without identifying illicit discharges.  Lee said that the
parameters used in a Cumulative Impact Study (prepared at the RWQCB’s request to evaluate UC Davis wastewater discharges)
were inadequate to verify that there has been no overloading by the wastewater treatment plant.  He also said that since the
wastewater treatment plant discharge permit does not require samples to be collected during storm water runoff events, we have not
proven that the LEHR/SCDS site is not contributing.  Setian suggested that the permit conditions be addressed by the permitting
board.

Comment 4:  Monitor benthic invertebrates for mercury.

Response:  This is unnecessary due to reasons cited in response to Comment 2.  We already know that crayfish have excessive
mercury, but there is no evidence that the site contributes to this.  Setian asked for agreement to eliminate this comment, and there
was no dissention expressed.
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Comment 5:  Monitor fish for bioaccumulation.

Response:  This has already been done in the studies referenced above.

Comment 6:  Consider dredging mercury hot spots in Putah Creek:

Response:  Dredging of mercury hot spots will not be considered.  Site storm water runoff has not contributed detectable amounts
of mercury to the creek and it has been demonstrated that existing mercury bioaccumulation is consistent with regional trends (see
response to Comment 2).  Lee stated that we can’t interpret sediment data in the ASTDR study.  They used inadequate detection
limits in fish.  One year they lost data due to sample storage, and the other year they used a lab in Alabama that didn’t use EPA
Region 9 detection limits. However, at this point, Lee said he is not recommending dredging the creek to resolve this issue.  It was
agreed that the comment be withdrawn.

Comment 7:  Are there excessive levels of chlordane in site runoff or in Putah Creek fish?

Response:  Devany presented a chart on chlordane results showing low levels detected in storm water.  The only location in which
chlordane (both gamma and alpha isomers) was detected is the lift station.  This point primarily receives runoff from parking areas
and rooftops, but also receives some runoff from the Dog Pens and the Southwest Corner.  Devany noted that DOE had removed a
significant source of chlordane in soil in the Southwest Trenches and that additional monitoring should be performed at the lift
station to see if this mitigates the chlordane detections.  Lee stated that we do not have studies to detect whether chlordane
accumulates in fish.

Comment 8: Leaving contamination at depth could degrade surface water by translocation by plants or by future excavation. 
Therefore storm water monitoring and institutional controls are needed.

Response:  If contamination is left at depth after the investigation and remedial actions are complete, then institutional controls will
be implemented as required.  The type of monitoring and other controls required (such as prohibiting excavation or planting of
deep-rooted trees in the area of the landfill) should be addressed after remedial action(s) for the site are identified.  Movement of a
substance from depth to surface water due to translocation or future excavation presents only a portion of the pathway.  There are
other variables to consider, such as hydrology, type of contaminant, drainage patterns, type of plant, and the location of plants or
waste in relation to one another.

Setian clarified that the other DSCSOC comments not involving storm or surface water will be discussed at a later date.  These
issues include: 1) Greater ground water extraction of chloroform:  This will be discussed as part of the treatment system
enhancement.  (2) Landfill IV monitoring:  This is regulated by another agency, the Integrated Waste Management Board, which
oversees management of landfills under Title 27.  Yolo County also works with the RWQCB to conduct inspections.  Lee said that
when they first brought up this issue, there was no radiation monitoring.  Now there is, so it is not a concern until radiation is
detected.  Austin commented that the LEHR Tanker Truck may have dumped wastes at that landfill.  Roth asked where LEHR
wastes went after the site landfill closed.  Oatman responded that we don’t know for certain.  Austin asked about radiation
monitoring.  Lee stated that he is satisfied that they are monitoring radiation.  Oatman indicated that he will verify the type of
radiation monitoring that is performed and report back to RPMs.  (3) Monitoring for bioaccumulation on site:  De Vries stated that
general guidelines say this should be done, but not does not say how to do it.  Setian indicated that although guidelines are sketchy
on this issue, we are not precluded from taking it into account during the risk assessment.  Lee asked whether the EPA has
regulations that require bioaccumulation review.  Setian emphasized that it will be looked at as part of the risk assessment.  Based
on the discussion of the above Storm and Surface Water Comments 1 through 8, Oatman said that storm water monitoring will
continue to be conducted in accordance with the approved UC Davis Field Sampling Plan.  Lee expressed disapproval and

Oatman indicated that
he will verify the type
of radiation monitoring
that is performed and
report back to RPMs.
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indicated that DSCSOC will file a complaint.

The next meeting is scheduled for November 4, 1999 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Kim Sellards, D&M
Duncan Austin, DTSC G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Kathy Setian, EPA
David Belk, UC Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Darrel Slotton, UC Davis
Jeff Bold, D&M Joe Niland, D&M Mary Stallard, WA
Brent Cutler, UC Davis Brian Oatman, UC Davis Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Pete Patel, DHS/RHB
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The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The RPMs approved the draft RPM meeting minutes for July 8, July 27, and June 14.  August 12 was approved with the addition of
one comment by DSCSOC which UC Davis agreed to incorporate.  The meeting minutes for the September 29 meeting were
distributed and Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) requested that comments and corrections be provided to him via e-mail or
telephone.

It was agreed that future draft meeting minutes be distributed electronically using the Adobe Portable Document Format (PDF) to
reduce software incompatibility issues.

Devany requested that
comments and
corrections to meeting
minutes be provided to
him via e-mail or
telephone.

Future draft meeting
minutes will be
distributed
electronically in PDF
to reduce software
incompatibility issues.

Announcements DOE asked for comments on the Eastern Dog Pens investigation.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) said that it was hard to give comments
without first knowing what UC Davis’s plans were for remediating Landfill No. 2.  After some discussion, Kathy Setian (EPA)
proposed that a meeting be held between DOE and UC Davis to discuss the Eastern Dog Pens/Landfill No. 2 Area.  Setian indicated
that she would report back on the meeting at the next RPM meeting.  The meeting was scheduled for 10:00 a.m. on November 23,
1999 at the EPA offices.  [Post meeting note: the meeting was rescheduled and held on November 29].

A meeting was
scheduled between
DOE and UC Davis to
discuss the Eastern
Dog Pens/Landfill No.
2 Area.
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UCD AREAS:

Update on September
Action Items

Action Item #1:  Waste Burial Holes Removal Action (RA) – UC Davis has been sending weekly e-mail progress updates and will
summarize activities today.

Action Item #2:  Interim Remedial Action (IRA) discharge exceedance.  UC Davis submitted a response to the RWQCB letter on
October 29, 1999.  This issue will be discussed as one of UC Davis’ agenda items for today’s meeting.

Action Item #3:  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) reviewed sampling for radioactive parameters at the campus landfill located on Pedrick
Road.  Ground water samples were collected for gross alpha, gross beta, tritium and carbon-14 on one occasion.  Reported results
were all below the minimum detectable activity (MDA).  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) wants continued sampling for radiological
constituents.  Oatman replied that the RWQCB responded in 1997 that the sampling was sufficient and that no further action was
required.  Oatman reported the landfill would be closed in 2000 or 2001.

This item led to a discussion of whether waste or sludge from LEHR was disposed in the Pedrick Road Landfill.  Oatman responded
that UC Davis had investigated this issue two years ago, reviewing records and speaking with 14 people who had worked on site. 
This investigation found that LEHR radioactive waste was disposed in the Southwest Trenches until the mid-1970’s.  After that, it
was handled by UC Davis EH&S for off-site disposal.  There was extensive effort to keep radioactive waste out of the landfill and
there was a readily available means of disposal (Southwest Trenches or off site).  Sludge was never pumped from the radium tanks
prior to 1993.  The strontium tanks were pumped only twice, in February 1969 and in 1975.  The waste was shipped to an off-site
disposal facility, most likely to Beatty, Nevada.  No manifests were located to document this waste shipment, but memos discussing
the process were found.

Julie Roth (DSCSOC) said that the liquid waste system frequently overflowed due to clogging of bones and hair.  The system was
finally closed down because of the clogging.  Roth referred to a DOE Preliminary Survey Report that discussed this.  Oatman said
that the DOE report had many errors that were corrected in the final version.  Roth asked if the report was submitted as final and
said that Jim Littlejohn of DOE said it wasn’t.  Oatman responded that the report was finalized.

Duncan Austin (DTSC) requested an estimate of the amount of sludge that went into the system, which could be calculated by
multiplying the number of dogs by the amount of waste each dog generates.  Roth said that we have to include the whole site, as
plutonium waste from monkey experiments from the Toxic Pollutant Health Research Laboratory (TPHRL) was sent there.  Austin,
Joe Niland (D&M), and Salem Attiga (EMS) disagreed, since the treatment system was only used for radium and strontium waste. 
Roth said that they found plutonium in the tanks.  Austin said the plutonium was attributed to the labs (small-scale research). 
Niland said that TPHRL has good documentation and accounted for the chemicals that they used.  Austin reiterated that the amount
of sludge needs to be documented.  Attiga asked how this investigative data fit into cleaning up the site.  Setian said that it is really
a definition of the site, which is part of the Remedial Investigation.  Lee said this information should be put in the record.  Oatman
agreed to prepare a letter documenting the information reported today and evaluating the mass balance of sludge.

Lee reported that a local farmer told him that sludge was spread on the farmer’s orchard.  Neither Lee nor Roth could identify the
person or location.  Austin suggested that the landowner write a letter to DHS, requesting an investigation and sampling.  Lee said
the person has since sold the orchard.  Roth said this needs resolution because neighbors are calling her.  Setian requested that Roth
direct the neighbors’ calls to her at EPA.

Oatman agreed to
prepare a letter
documenting the
information reported
today and evaluating
the mass balance of
sludge.

Putah Creek Mercury
Bioaccumulation

Dr. Darrel G. Slotton is a researcher in the Division of Environmental Studies at UC Davis and has been working on mercury
biogeochemistry for the last 15 years, especially in Northern California.  Worldwide, outside of California, mercury deposition is
from the atmosphere.  In some countries, the atmospheric problem results in fish mortality (i.e. areas with acid soils and water). 
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Study The soils and water in the majority of California and in Putah Creek are basic.  Mercury problems in this area are caused by
mercury mining associated with the gold rush in the 1800’s.  Mercury was used to improve gold recovery.  Thus, at the same time
there was a gold rush, there was a mercury rush.  Mercury mines in the Coast Ranges are now impacting surface water bodies
throughout Northern California.  Approximately 12 million kilograms of mercury were deposited in the Sierra Nevada during
mining operations associated with the gold rush.

Putah Creek has mining-related mercury problems.  Slotton has conducted comprehensive mercury studies in sediments, biota, and
water throughout the Sacramento Delta.  Currently, Slotton is studying Cache Creek, which is essentially a twin drainage to Putah
Creek.

When measuring mercury, the typical method is to analyze for total mercury in water.  That gives a confusing picture because
methyl mercury (the form that is a human and ecological health concern) becomes more concentrated in the food chain. 
Methylation of mercury is a bacterially mediated process that occurs near the anaerobic-aerobic boundary, where mercury becomes
more concentrated at every trophic level in the food chain.  Total mercury sampling in biota is not representative of
bioaccumulation.

Slotton displayed slides showing mercury levels at the different stages of the food chain (water, phytoplankton, zooplankton, small
fish, and large fish).  The FDA has set a guideline of 1.0 ppm, but this number is dependent on the sensitivity of the receptor and the
amount of fish consumed.  A limit of 0.14 ppm is under consideration.

Slotton showed a graph of fish age vs. mercury concentration in fish tissue.  Mercury concentration in fish increased with increasing
age.  Near age zero, mercury was close to 0 ppm.  But, by age ten, mercury level was close to 10 ppm.  Mercury in the fish was
almost entirely in the muscle tissue, which is the part usually consumed by humans.

Slotton said they sampled fish throughout the length of Putah Creek.  They caught 125 fish at eight locations.  They wanted to
collect identical samples at each location, but the biology of the stream changes, making it impossible.  Near Lake Berryessa, the
environment is cold water and the fish are predominantly trout.  The middle portion of the creek contains predominantly native fish.
 Near Davis, Putah Creek is slow moving, warmer, and fish are non-native, sport fish (i.e., bass).

Slotton showed upstream and downstream Putah Creek graphs of mercury levels in ppm vs. grams live weight of fish for various
fish types.  In general, the levels of mercury found in fish upstream and downstream were similar.  For lower food chain fish, there
was not much variation in mercury concentration by fish size.  At Road 106A, about 4 miles downgradient of the LEHR Site,
Slotton noted that there were apparently high mercury levels (0.7 ppm to 1 ppm in large bass and crappie).  However, these values
are not comparable because these fish types were not found upstream.

Using individual fish upgradient and downgradient of the LEHR Site, levels of mercury were similar in upgradient fish and
downgradient fish, indicating that there is no bioaccumulation of mercury in fish caused by LEHR.  The Sacramento blackfish was
found to have low mercury levels, because the fish eat plants.

Slotton said concentrations of mercury in large fish are not good indicators of source location because the fish are mature and can
move around readily.  So, Slotton looked at bio-indicators that are less mobile (i.e., small fish, juvenile fish, and benthic
invertebrates).  Graphs of mean values for mercury in small and juvenile fish showed relatively similar levels of mercury along
Putah Creek.  At Lake Solano, where the stream slows and pools up, there is a lot of biological/organic material, which is the ideal
environment for methyl mercury formation.  There were no “hot spots” of mercury indicated near UC Davis.

Invertebrates can only be collected in certain areas, not pooled areas.  The invertebrates near LEHR showed nothing, as similar
mercury levels were reported at locations downstream.  Three species of crayfish (Signal, Swamp or Louisiana, and Orco) are
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present at different locations along Putah Creek.  The crayfish look similar (besides color and claw size), but behave differently and
have different diets (some eat plants, some eat smaller animals).  There was no discernable trend in crayfish mercury concentrations
between upstream and downstream of LEHR.

Slotton concluded that mercury is distributed throughout Putah Creek and that the source is not clear due to Monticello Dam
(constructed in 1957).  Upstream of the dam there are more mercury mines and more tonnage of mercury than found in the Cache
Creek drainage area.  Upper Pope Creek showed an acid mine drainage stream co-mingling with “clean” water streams and prior to
1957, this drainage would have flowed through Putah Creek.  Due to elevated mercury levels in Lake Berryessa, especially in the
upper areas, there are fish consumption advisories.

Austin asked about the status of abandoned mine investigation.  Slotton stated that since the mines are abandoned, the responsibility
for cleanup has been left to descendants of the original mining families.  These descendants are typically elderly people without the
resources to clean up the mines.  Lee said that cleanup of abandoned mines is a major thrust of the Cal Fed Program.  For each
mine, the severity of the problem depends on the form of mercury and the downstream conditions.  Slotton suggested that Cache
Creek is the focus of the Cal Fed effort because it is considered to have the worst mercury problem.  However, Putah Creek may be
worse due to the higher tonnage of mercury.

Roth asked Slotton if he has done any studies on the former Putah Creek channel, which was altered from the North Fork to the
South Fork in 1890.  Slotton said he hasn’t, but that would be interesting, especially if they could have sampled the channel (which
flows through UC Davis campus) before it was dredged last year.  Lee commented that he was asked to send a letter to the RWQCB
concerning the levels of mercury in Putah Creek.  Lee said that Putah Creek should be listed as a “limited use” stream, which would
mean that any discharge greater than 12 ng/L of total recoverable mercury would not be allowed under NPDES.  Slotton reiterated
that total mercury has no bearing on mercury bioaccumulation.

Waste Burial Holes Excavation began on September 29, 1999.  Twenty-nine waste burial holes were identified.  Removal of waste was completed on
October 29, 1999.  UC Davis is providing a confirmatory trench, to expose any waste along the levee that may have been missed.
Devany asked where the 20 other waste burial holes were located.  Niland responded that many holes were merged.  Austin said
that the 49 holes may not have been individual holes, but individual disposal dates.  Typical waste in the excavations included LSC
vials, plastic, empty syringes, and animal remains.  Biological waste was segregated (animal carcasses and bones).  Oatman
reported that we did not expect to find animal carcasses and that Envirocare cannot take biological waste, so this waste was handled
as a new waste stream.  UC Davis has a similar waste stream on campus and Oatman was able to add this biological waste to the UC
Davis waste stream, which was sent to GTS Duratek (an incineration facility in Oak Ridge, Tennessee).  Oatman will research and
report the final disposition of the ash from the incineration process.

About 100-200 cubic yards of low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) was removed and separation of waste from soil is currently
being conducted.  Mixed waste soil/waste separation has not been completed yet, either.  Part of the separation process is required
to remove liquid-filled containers (mostly small LSC vials), because Envirocare cannot accept liquids.  UC Davis is going to
segregate waste from soil, characterize the soil, and determine the fate of the soil.  If the ”mixed waste” is hazardous, then it will be
separated from the LLRW and be disposed.  If the soil is free of debris, then it will be put back in the excavation and covered with
clean fill.  Austin asked about soil that is not hazardous.  It is DTSC’s position that just because the soil is not hazardous doesn’t
mean that it can be used as backfill soil, since concentrations of constituents may be greater than risk levels.  Austin said that we
need to discuss this before doing it, and that we need to have an agreement before putting it back.  Jeff Bold (D&M) said that the
first step is to sort it.  Oatman pointed out that the scope of work for this action was to remove the waste material, not impacted soil.
 Since cleanup levels have not been established, UC Davis will replace the soil after sorting out waste materials.  The residual
impacts in soil will be characterized in the next phase of work.  Oatman acknowledged that additional soil removal may be required

Oatman will research
and report the final
disposition of the ash
resulting in the
incineration of the
Waste Burial Holes
biological waste.
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as a final remedial action.

Bold reports that we are beyond the volumes that were expected.  There is more than the anticipated 100 cubic yards of LLRW. 
Costs are greater than $100 per cubic foot for mixed waste and $62 per cubic foot for LLRW.  It will take approximately two to
three more weeks for segregation.  The RA completion report is due 30 days after completion of the RA.  Setian clarified that the
“completion of the RA” is when the waste is shipped from the site.

Ground Water
Monitoring Program

The work plan for the installation of two off-site HSU-2 wells was submitted on October 19, 1999.  UC Davis requested approval of
the Work Plan.  As discussed during the Ground Water Working Session meeting, UCD2-45 will be installed downgradient of
Landfill Unit #3.  Weiss Associates asked if drilling would proceed if it began to rain.  Each HSU-2 well take about two days to
install;  therefore, we need a two-day window of good weather to install a well.  The location of UCD2-46, as presented on the
figure in the meeting handouts, has been revised from the figure submitted in the Work Plan.  UCD2-46 will be located adjacent to
irrigation well 22K, about 900 feet north of the location shown in the Work Plan.  The access agreement with the Hamel Ranch
Partnership that is required to install UCD2-46 is in progress.  Austin and Setian approved the HSU-2 Well Installation Work Plan.
Susan Timm (RWQCB) will comment by November 5, 1999.

The DTSC and the
EPA approved the
work plan for the
installation of two off-
site HSU-2 wells.  The
RWQCB will provide
comments to UC Davis
by November 5.

Ground Water IRA UC Davis received a letter from the RWQCB, dated September 30, 1999 requesting a schedule and plan for bringing effluent
constituent concentrations into compliance with the waste discharge requirements (WDR) established for the IRA.  UC Davis
completed a response letter on October 29, 1999.  The response letter outlined a plan and schedule for evaluating and implementing
a treatment discharge option.

UC Davis’ October 29 letter stated that a draft report outlining the treatment/discharge options will be presented on December 15,
1999.  Setian requested that each treatment/discharge option be evaluated for the nine National Contingency Plan (NCP) criteria. 
Setian said that this can be done as an evaluation and additional part of the RA, but it also has to be consistent with the NCP. 
Oatman said that the report will review available options to meet the WDR limits, including land application and additional
treatment.  Oatman also stated that the proposed schedule is aggressive and optimistic and depends on RPM review.  Austin said
that additional treatment could be seen as a design modification because it was reviewed in the EE/CA, but land application is a
larger variation and may need additional review.  Setian said she likes the idea of land application and sees it as an RA
modification, not a design modification.  Austin said land application would be an additional RA, since there is no such thing as an
RA modification.  It is an RA Amendment.  Lee said that the main concern with land application is monitoring.

Operations Update:  During October, the system operated 633 hours out of a total of 744 hours.  Five shutdowns occurred.  Four of
the shutdowns were due to power outages on campus.  The other shutdown was due to unbalanced flows.  The system treated
approximately 6.5 million gallons of ground water, at an average influent chloroform concentration of 35.6 ppb, resulting in
approximately 0.87 pounds of chloroform being removed.  Oatman reported that the southern portion of campus has been having
power outages due to upgrading of power utilities needed for the new campus wastewater treatment plant.

Additionally, options for rehabilitating the injection well are being evaluated.  Rehabilitation consists of two parts:  removing
accumulated scale and preventing future scaling.  We are currently looking at one technology that can perform both tasks.  Austin
suggested UC Davis evaluate the injection of carbon dioxide gas into the effluent to slightly acidify the effluent, and control scale
deposits.  He added that this technique is being used successfully at other sites.

DOE AREAS:

Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA)

Specific actions taken by DOE during the previous month:
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Compliance • Continued the Ra/Sr Area 1 RA site restoration.

• Began Ra/Sr Area 1 RA confirmation sample data validation.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

• Continued preparation for the Southwest Trenches LLRW shipment.

• Completed designated-level soil and ground water sampling.

Actions expected to be undertaken during the current month:

• Complete the Ra/Sr Area 1 RA site restoration and demobilization.

• Continue Ra/Sr Area 1 RA confirmation sample data validation.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

• Begin Southwest Trenches LLRW shipment.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.

FFA Update Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) indicated that DOE and EPA have signed the FFA.  Fields indicated that a 45-day public comment
period commenced on November 1 and will run through December16, 1999.  The California Department of Toxic Substances
Control, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the Department of Health Services are the responsible
agencies to the FFA and it is expected that they will sign the agreement by the end of November 1999.  She indicated that the Draft
FFA would be posted on the World Wide Web at http://www.oak.doe.gov/DIVISIONS/LEHR/pub_comm.html.

Field Activities Ra/Sr Area 1 RA

Devany noted that final site restoration is progressing and that the field crew plans to demobilize by November 12.  He indicated
that the confirmation sampling data were received from the analytical laboratory and are being validated.

Southwest Trenches LLRW

Devany indicated that planning is underway to ship the remaining LLRW to Envirocare.  All of the waste is scheduled to be shipped
by the end of December.  He also noted that the Southwest Trenches designated-level soil and ground water sampling was
conducted last week.

Soil Mercury Levels Mary Stallard (Weiss Associates) provided an update on shallow soil mercury background levels.  Laboratory results for soil
mercury speciation from one background location and one Dog Pens location indicate that mercury is primarily present as a sulfide.
 She noted that the Risk-Based Action Standards (RBAS) report had assumed the more toxic methyl mercury form.  Additionally, a
recent re-analysis of total mercury suggested that the Spring 1999 background sample may be biased high.  The RPMs requested
that additional modeling be performed to further evaluate the RBAS for mercury in shallow soil.  DOE agreed to report back to the
RPMs on the modeling results and to collect four additional mercury speciation soil samples.

DOE agreed to report
back to the RPMs on
the RBAS modeling
results and to collect
four additional
mercury speciation soil
samples.

The next meeting is scheduled for December 10, 1999 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
December 10, 1999

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Duncan Austin, DTSC G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Julie Roth, DSCSOC
David Belk, UC Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Mary Rust, DSCSOC
Jeff Bold, D&M Larry McEwen, DOE-OAK Kim Sellards, D&M
Bob Devany, WA Dawn Mitchell, EMS Kathy Setian, EPA
Mike Dresen, WA Joe Niland, D&M Susan Timm, RWQCB
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis
Christine Judal, UC Davis Pete Patel, DHS/RHB

The following is a brief summary of the major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Pete Patel (DHS/RHB) indicated that he is resigning and his replacement will be Steve Hsu.  He indicated Steve Hsu would likely
attend the next RPM meeting.

DSCSOC (Julie Roth) recommended that the RPMs check the Putah Creek Council’s web site for information, such as the year that
Monticello Dam was built on upper Putah Creek, as well as other useful information about the creek.  The Council has aerial photos
that show a distinct color for Putah Creek, so that it is possible to trace the creek’s water all the way down to the delta.

Kathy Setian (EPA) wants to add the Ground Water Source Investigation (GWSI) Technical Memorandum to UC Davis’ activity
update for today.  Joe Niland (Dames & Moore) stated that they were not prepared to discuss it today, but that it can be discussed
under the Ground Water Investigation Update.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The September 29, 1999 meeting minutes were approved with no additional changes.  The November 4, 1999 meeting minutes
were discussed.  Setian requested a modification on the discussion of the UC Davis/DOE meeting on remediation of Landfill No. 2
and the Eastern Dog Pens.  Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) noted that the summary of Darrel Slotten’s talk on mercury in Putah Creek
showed the fish intake levels incorrectly and provided specific comments to Brian Oatman (UC Davis).  Duncan Austin (DTSC)
said that he needs more time to review the minutes and approval was deferred to the next meeting.

Discussion of Action
Items from Previous
Meeting

Disposition of Sludge:  Oatman distributed a letter to follow-up on questions about past disposal of waste and sludge from LEHR. 
In summary, Oatman reported that LEHR radioactive waste was disposed in the Southwest Trenches until the mid-1970’s, when it
was handled by UC Davis Environmental Health and Safety for off-site disposal.  Prior to the closure of the LEHR site, sludge was
pumped from the strontium tanks only twice and was disposed off-site, likely at a facility in Beatty, Nevada.  Sludge was never
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pumped from the radium tanks prior to 1993, when the tanks were pumped as part of the decontamination and decommissioning
project.  At the request of DTSC, UC Davis also explored the possibility of calculating the amount of solid animal waste that went
into the strontium tanks, so a determination could be made as to whether these findings accounted for the expected amount of
sludge.  Oatman reported that due to the number of uncertainties involved, UC Davis was not able to make such a calculation.

Roth stated that it is still unclear whether some LEHR sludge was taken to an orchard in Vacaville.  She said that a Sam Hart was
the supervisor of a UC employee (Bud) who told Roth that he received the sludge and used it on his orchard in Vacaville.  Roth also
said that she knew Bud had lived in Chico as of a couple years ago, and he may still be there.

Disposition of Ash:  Oatman reported that ash from incineration of carcasses removed from the Waste Burial Holes area would be
sent to the Barnwell facility in South Carolina.  Waste managers from UC have previously audited this facility.  UC Davis will send
the waste to GTS for incineration and they will direct it to Barnwell.  The RPMs requested that UC Davis provide the name and
number of the person to contact at Barnwell and also the EPA identification number for the facility.  [Post-meeting note:  Oatman
later learned that the ash from incineration at GTS was sent to Envirocare of Utah, not Barnwell.]

Update Of Well Installation For New HSU-2 Wells:  Susan Timm (RWQCB) had told Oatman that if they didn’t hear from her by
November 5, the well installation could proceed.  One well has been installed and UC Davis is working on an access agreement
with the Hamel Ranch for the second well.

The RPMs requested
that UC Davis provide
the name and number
of the person to contact
at Barnwell and also
the EPA identification
number for the facility.

DOE AREAS:

Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA)
Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during December:

• Completed the Ra/Sr Area 1 removal action (RA) site restoration.

• Continued the Ra/Sr Area 1 RA confirmation data validation.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

• Completed the Southwest Trenches low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) shipment.

Actions expected to be undertaken during January:

• Begin planning for the Ra/Sr Area 2 RA.

• Begin preparing the Dog Pens curb and gravel site restoration document.

• Continue the Ra/Sr Area 1 RA confirmation data validation.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.

FFA Update Fields indicated that DOE, EPA, RWQCB and DHS have signed the FFA and that the 45-day public comment period will end on
December 16, 1999.  Austin said that DTSC has imposed a department-wide moratorium on signing new FFAs.  Austin indicated
that he would prepare a letter stating that DTSC currently agreed with the site’s progress and plan as identified in the FFA, but that
DTSC is unable to sign it at this time.  Setian indicated that the provision in the FFA [Item 33. DTSC, DHS and RWQCB
Participation Contingency] indicated that the parties not signing the document after 30 days are not a party to the agreement.  Roth

DTSC will prepare a
letter stating that they
currently agree with
the site’s progress and
plan as identified in the
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asked whether this situation would have any effect on the enforcement or legality of the FFA.  Setian said that it would not impact
the FFA, since it contains a contingency for this situation.

FFA, but that they are
unable to sign it at this
time.

Southwest Trenches
LLRW Disposal
Status

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the remaining Southwest Trenches LLRW contained in B-25 boxes would be
shipped to Envirocare by December 14.  He noted that a small quantity of liquid and solids in small containers remained in storage
pending further characterization.  He indicated that hazardous categorization (HAZCAT) and bulking of this material would be
performed in December.

Revised Mercury
Risk-Based Action
Standard (RBAS)

Devany presented the revised mercury RBAS.  He indicated that the same calculation method was used as in the 1997 RBAS
Report.  Devany noted that input parameters for the contaminant distribution had been changed from 0 to 15 feet below ground
surface (bgs) to 0 to 20 feet bgs based on new data.  Additionally, the reference doses and solid/liquid partitioning coefficient (Kd)
were changed from methyl mercury to mercuric chloride.  Devany noted that new data presented at the last RPM meeting indicated
that site mercury was primarily in the form of mercuric sulfide which was probably less toxic and much less soluble than the
mercuric chloride.  Due to the lack of reliable toxicity information on mercuric sulfide, Weiss Associates used mercuric chloride as
a conservative surrogate for mercuric sulfide.  Discussions with Dan Stralka of the U.S. EPA prior to the meeting indicated that he
agreed to the use of mercuric chloride properties in the RBAS calculation.  Devany noted that under health-conservative
assumptions, the new RBAS for mercuric sulfide is 5.75 mg/kg.  He concluded that the revised mercury RBAS indicates that
mercury levels in the Dog Pens do not necessitate a response action.  It was agreed that the RBAS and mercury issue would be
addressed in a future document that will also include an evaluation of whether methylization of mercury is likely to occur near the
landfills.

Dog Pens Gravel Data
Comparison With
Cleanup Goals

Devany indicated that Weiss Associates compared the sample results for gravel to background and the lowest RBAS with the same
methods used in evaluating Dog Pens soil data.  He said that the results indicate that no response action is required for the Dog Pens
gravel.  Austin said that fines [small particulates including clay and silt] may be present and questioned whether the fines had been
sampled.  Devany noted that the gravel contained few fines and that the soil immediately beneath the gravel was sampled and
showed no impacts.  Austin indicated that the fines may be respirable and that more sampling may be required to characterize the
fines if the gravel is to be left in place.  It was noted that due to UC Davis requirements, the gravel will not be left in place, but
disposed offsite.  However, it was agreed that the gravel will need to be characterized to meet the disposal facility waste acceptance
criteria.

EPA Summary of
Meeting on Landfill
No. 2 and the Eastern
Dog Pens

Setian summarized a meeting on November 29 with U.S. EPA, UC Davis and DOE on Landfill No. 2 and the Eastern Dog Pens. 
She indicated that the EPA had recently submitted comments to DOE requesting evaluation of the potential ground water impact of
dieldrin and other constituents present above background.  Pending the results of that analysis, she said that DOE’s evaluation and
EPA’s comparison to preliminary remediation goals show that Dog Pens soil does not contain contaminants at concentrations
posing a health risk.  She said that the RPMs will need to decide whether an EE/CA is needed to address the gravel and curb
removal in the Western Dog Pens.  UC Davis mentioned in the meeting that they are planning to cap Landfill No. 2.  She noted that
this brought up the issue of whether there is a need to address the gravel and curbs in the Eastern Dog Pens.  Timm said that the
landfill cap will need to meet the requirements of the California Code of Regulations, Title 27, and that an evaluation of an
alternative to remove the waste will be needed in the feasibility study.  Austin indicated that consolidation and capping may be
more efficient and that it should be evaluated.  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) said that current regulations pertaining to landfill caps are
not protective and may not be acceptable to the public.  It was agreed that the results of the dieldrin modeling would be presented at
the next RPM meeting and included in an addendum to the Eastern Dog Pens Characterization Report.  The need for DOE to

The results of the
dieldrin modeling will
be presented at the
next RPM meeting and
included in an
addendum to the
Eastern Dog Pens
Characterization
Report.
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produce an EE/CA for the Dog Pens will be discussed further at that time.

UCD AREAS:

Waste Burial Holes
Update

UC Davis presented information concerning the Waste Burial Holes RA at the last RPM meeting.  An update on activities
completed since the last meeting was presented.  Prior to completion of the project, UC Davis excavated a trench across the entire
length of the Waste Burial Holes area near the toe of the levee.  This trench was not part of the original plan and required revision
of the levee permit.  It was completed to confirm waste removal near the toe of the levee with minimum intrusive digging.  During
the excavation of this trench, three burial holes with dimensions about 4x1x1.5 feet, were identified and removed.  These burial
holes are probably continuations of previous holes that extended further south than the first excavation allowed, due to the levee
and permit restrictions.  The primary excavation area has been backfilled as of November 5, 1999.  Final backfill and capping began
on December 3, and is expected to be completed today.

Lee asked how we could be sure there are no additional waste burial holes.  Jeff Bold (Dames & Moore) replied that waste removal
trenches essentially covered the entire area from the Dog Pens on the north to the foot of the levee on the south.  Generally, waste
was found in areas that correspond to previously identified geophysical anomalies.

After the completion of the excavation on November 5, there was a larger volume of LLRW and potentially mixed waste than
expected.  Workers began sorting waste and by November 11 had refined the method.  Waste sorting is expected to continue until
December 23, 1999.  UC Davis plans to meet the intent of the project work plan (removal of waste and not soil) and send waste and
some soil to Envirocare for disposal.  UC Davis is currently continuing the backfill and capping process.  For potentially mixed
waste (i.e. waste that had a positive PID reading) we are sending samples for laboratory analysis.

Patel asked where waste was being placed during the segregation process.  Bold responded that material has been placed in specific
piles and segregated into the following categories:  reburied soil, LLRW, and potential mixed waste.  Soil that has been reburied is
placed in the Waste Burial Holes excavation in a discrete location and capped by one foot of low-permeability import clay material.

Lee asked what measures were in place to deal with rainfall.  Bold responded that stockpiled soil and waste has been placed on
plastic, covered with plastic, and weighed down with sand bags.  Following waste removal, the Waste Burial Holes area has been
covered with a low-permeability soil cap.

At this point, four roll-off bins are ready for shipment.  As required, we have informed Envirocare five days prior to shipment.  The
first shipment is scheduled for December 16.  Lab results for the remaining four bins of waste and soil are expected by early
January.  These results will help to determine the proper disposal required for the remaining waste and soil.

Bold reported current amounts of waste collected are as follows:  LLRW is approximately 70 cubic yards (with a 50% soil/ 50%
waste mix); potentially mixed waste is approximately 50 cubic yards (with a 50% soil/ 50% waste mix).  Any material with a PID
reading was segregated as potentially mixed waste, but since the material was first removed from the burial holes, PID readings are
no longer detectable.  There are also less than two cubic yards of containers with liquids have been collected and placed in two
drums.  This waste has not lab-packed yet.

The potentially mixed waste looks identical to the LLRW and is being sampled to determine if it will be disposed as mixed waste or
LLRW.  Following the waste sorting, these volumes are now close to the expected amounts in the work plan.

In accordance with the Health and Safety Plan, protective equipment for workers began in Level D and was then upgraded to
Level C after volatile materials were encountered.  Workers near the waste excavation completed their work in Level C.  Bold
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reported the only volatile organic compound that was detected in air samples was toluene.

Bold noted that once the waste shipment concludes, UC Davis would have 30 days to submit a completion report to EPA.  Setian
says, based on a completion date of mid-January, the report is due mid-February.

Ground Water
Monitoring Well
Installation Update

Well installation has been aided by the fact that we haven’t had much rain.

Well UCD2-45 was installed on November 29 and 30.  Well development was completed on December 6.  This well is located
downgradient of Landfill Unit No. 3.  HSU-2 gravel was encountered beginning at 93 feet bgs down to the bottom of the boring
(114 feet bgs).  The well was screened at the top of HSU-2 from 93 to 113 feet bgs, as defined by the work plan.  Currently, UC
Davis is working on an access agreement to begin installation of UCD2-46.  It is expected that installation should begin in early
January.

Ground Water IRA
Update

At this point, UC Davis is continuing to evaluate options on how to resolve the high total dissolved solids (TDS) issue.  We have a
number of potential options including treatment with reverse osmosis and land treatment of interim remedial action effluent.  UC
Davis plans to provide a report after the evaluation is complete.  Meetings are ongoing with UC researchers and administrators
about land options and logistical constraints.  UC Davis is also meeting with RWQCB about regulations, and has met with treatment
system vendors for cost estimates.  We have requested an extension of 7 to 10 days on this report (originally scheduled for
completion on December 15, 1999) and this extension was granted by Timm.

Regarding the Technical Memorandum considering source removal in HSU-1, Setian stated that EPA recommended a dual-phase
pilot study.  The EPA hydrogeologist believes that source control is important, and that even five pounds removed at the source
could be significant.  The EPA hydrogeologist has stated that the only way this could be evaluated would be to try it.  With lower
volumes, treatment options such as reverse osmosis for extracted water should be considered.  Another option would be to consider
discharge of high TDS ground water to land.  However, this could result in additional long-term buildup of TDS, and pre-treatment
may be necessary.  Setian stated that she wanted to bring these issues up in the context of the UC Davis review of disposal options,
and that she plans to finalize the EPA comments and provide them to UC Davis shortly.

Regarding  HSU-1 remediation/RAs, Austin stated that DTSC might require a non-successful pilot in order to rule out a treatment
option.  UC Davis may have to put in a well for the pilot study.  He asked what the flow rate has been from HSU-1.  Timm replied
that if the flow rate expected was approximately 2 to 3 gallons per minute, she has seen that level of flow for cleanup on other sites,
quite frequently.

Niland stated that Dames & Moore has reviewed all those options and did not determine they were feasible.

The next meeting is scheduled for January 25, 2000 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates office in Emeryville (see http://www.weiss.com/contact/index.html for directions).

http://www.weiss.com/contact/index.html
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
January 25, 2000

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Kathy Setian, EPA
Duncan Austin, DTSC Christine Judal, UC Davis Mary Stallard, WA
Jeff Bold, D&M Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Joe Niland, D&M Xiaosong Yin, DHS/RHB
Mike Dresen, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Pete Patel, DHS/RHB

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The November 4, 1999 meeting minutes were approved with no changes.  Kathy Setian (EPA) requested that the account of the
“EPA Summary of Meeting on Landfill No. 2 and the Eastern Dog Pens" be revised in the December 10, 1999 draft minutes.  She
requested that the statement indicating that the Eastern Dog Pens soil “is not impacted” be changed to “does not contain
contaminants at concentrations posing a known health risk.”  The RPMs indicated that they needed additional time to review the
December 10 minutes that approval would be deferred to the next meeting.

Announcements None

Review of Action
Items

Ash from the incinerated biological waste from the Waste Burial Holes (WBH) will go to Envirocare, not Barnwell as previously
reported.  This resolves the question of offsite rule compliance.

DOE noted receipt of the DTSC letter on the LEHR Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) and that DOE’s action item to evaluate
potential ground water impacts from dieldrin in the Eastern Dog Pens soil would be addressed during today’s meeting.

UCD AREAS:

WBH Update The backfill and covering of the waste removal area was completed on December 10, 1999.  Waste sorting was completed on
December 15 and two of the segregated low-level radiological waste (LLRW) bins were shipped offsite to Envirocare on December
16.  A “winter charge” was added to the cost by the waste disposal site.  If waste should freeze during shipping and handling, that
would make it difficult to remove from the bins, so the disposal site charges all winter users an extra fee.

Of the remaining WBH waste, three additional LLRW bins are ready for shipment.  Approximately 45 cubic yards of potentially
mixed waste is covered with 20-mil HDPE and stored in a secured area on site.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) checked the storage area
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yesterday during heavy rains and verified that everything was in good condition.  For the potential mixed waste, some sampling was
done to see if the waste met the previous profile.  We received the results on January 25 and will be evaluating them to determine
mixed waste status.  Once results are validated and characterization issues are resolved, the waste will be placed in bins and
prepared for shipment.

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) asked whether UC Davis is planning to present data on residual soils analysis.  Jeff Bold (Dames &
Moore) responded that the soil data was received at the same time as the waste sample results and still needs to be evaluated. 
Thirty days after receipt of data is allotted for this review process. Setian asked whether that schedule would be met.  Bold
responded that the focus at this time has been on getting the waste shipment(s) ready to go.  If the remaining waste is determined to
be LLRW, we should be ready and have things in place.  Otherwise, an alternate plan will have to be developed.  The waste has
been segregated so that it will be relatively easy to match the location of waste to the sample results and complete the preparations
for shipment.

Susan Timm (RWQCB) requested to see the data from the in-place soil samples as soon as it is validated, especially if there will be
a long delay before we see the closure report.  If we need to go back for further soil removal, she would like to know as soon as
possible.  Setian reminded the RPMs that we don’t have action levels for soil.  Timm responded that we can have some idea, based
on the results, and that she does want to see the data.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) requested that a summary table of the in situ results
be faxed to RPMs as soon as it is available.  Oatman said this will be done.

Concerning the removal area restoration work, Austin asked about final grade of the excavation area.  Bold replied that the area has
been sloped to drain from the center towards the east and west and also from south to north so that stormwater will run off the area
without ponding.

UC Davis will
distribute the in situ
soil data summary
when the results are
available.

Ground Water
Monitoring Well
Installation Update

The newest monitoring well, UCD2-45, was installed on November 30, 1999.  The winter quarter sampling event is scheduled for
the first week in February and the new well will be included in this round.  The access agreement for installation of the next
proposed well, UCD2-46, on Hamel Ranch property, has recently been completed.  A signed document is expected within the next
few days.  Currently, the area is not accessible due to wet weather, although the well installation will be accomplished as soon as
conditions permit.

Ground Water Interim
Remedial Action
(IRA) Update

A letter outlining potential treatment and discharge options for improving the IRA was sent to RPMs on December 22.  A follow-up
conference call between UC Davis, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Department of Toxic Substance Control, and the
EPA was conducted on January 7.  The purpose of this conference was to develop action items that would bring the IRA into
compliance for the short-term while evaluating a more long-term solution.  Oatman passed out hard copies of a second letter, dated
January 21, 2000, responding to the short-term IRA modifications discussed in the January 7 conference call.  This letter had been
faxed to the RPMs on Jan 21.
The letter discussed the current “short-term” plan to reduce the IRA pumping rate from 120 to 100 gpm and then collect samples to
determine whether this lower pumping rate will reduce the total dissolved solids (TDS) levels.  The reduction in the pumping rate
will not provide immediate results.  It will take a few weeks to stabilize.  Joe Niland (Dames & Moore) stated that this is essentially
a step test in reverse.  By pumping from HSU-2 at a high rate, the extraction well appears to have been drawing salts down from
HSU-1.  If the analysis shows that the pumping rate can be turned down even lower (without reducing the capture of chloroform)
then the flow rate will be adjusted further.

The manufacturer was contacted to find out whether this lower pumping level would degrade the pump.  The manufacturer said it
would probably reduce efficiency but would not harm the pump.  Austin asked whether UC Davis has a target date for the long-term
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items.  Bold responded that the long-term solutions will be evaluated after we complete this short-term action.

UC Davis and Dames & Moore have also been evaluating other alternatives, including alternate water sources that could be blended
with IRA effluent to achieve waste discharge requirements (WDR) limits.  One option that has been considered is to blend water
from HSU-4 into the treatment system.  This option may not improve TDS levels in the extracted water because HSU-4 has TDS
levels that are only slightly below the WDR limit.  As an alternative source of blending water, campus domestic wells have TDS
concentrations ranging from 282 to 335 mg/L.  However, the domestic water system is chlorinated, so tapping into the water lines
for use in the IRA would not provide a simple solution.  The domestic water would most likely be sent through the air stripper to
remove chloroform.  However, the effectiveness of the stripper on the domestic water needs to be tested.  Another option that has
been considered is to use Putah Creek water, since it is good quality (TDS is about 300 mg/L).  UCD has constraints as to how
much water they can take from the creek, under an agreement with the Solano Water District.   In addition, under this contract, the
water is specified to be used for irrigation.  Logistical questions such as piping installation need to be resolved in order to bring this
water to the treatment system.

The third proposed task discussed in the letter is a re-evaluation of background HSU-2 water quality.  Data may already exist that
will better establish realistic background concentrations of TDS and nitrate as nitrogen.  It is not clear why TDS concentrations in
the vicinity of the extraction well are so high.  No significant development or agricultural use has occurred in this area since the
time UCD acquired the land as part of what was termed the Campbell Tract.  Austin stated that, in determining background, it is
important to be as site-specific as possible and not use broad regional data.  As the distance from the site increases, the data might
not be as applicable.  He suggested that levels in the site cross-gradient wells be evaluated to see whether they could provide a more
representative background level.  In addition, Austin cautioned that TDS levels are often related to land use.  Therefore, it is not
appropriate to use data from areas that may have had different uses.

The issue of using data from the neighbors’ wells was discussed.  Prior to using this data, it would be important to compare and
evaluate the wells’ screen intervals.  The gravel pack to surface also has an impact on TDS levels.  Due to these factors, it is most
likely that the neighbor well data would not be comparable.  A regulation was cited (RWQCB Resolution 92-49) discussing
containment zone policy.  The policy is clear that background would be the primary level to achieve in water that is reinjected.

UC Davis intends to submit a Long-Term Treatment/Discharge Options Report covering these issues in more detail to the RPMs on
February 25.  Based on the report findings, it may be appropriate to request the RWQCB raise the WDR effluent limits for TDS and
nitrate as nitrogen.

EPA asked if UC Davis is working on a submittal concerning a dual-phase pilot study.  Niland stated that they are evaluating UC
Davis faculty resources for alternate pilot studies.  By March 1, UC Davis plans to provide a design for a pilot study or an alternate
study proposal.  Part of the analysis would be to evaluate the potential value of a study to the University.  Austin said that
sometimes a study must be done just to prove that implementation is unfeasible.  We want to see accelerated removal of the
chloroform source, and there may be no way to prove this can’t work by providing only a paper analysis.  Niland responded that
there should be no rush to do the pilot study, because the site Feasibility Study (FS) isn’t due for three years.  Setian suggested that
now is a good time to do the pilot study so that data will be available for the FS.  She stated that her expectation is to have the
design she has previously asked for, as well as any alternative proposal that UC Davis might want to suggest, by March 1.

UC Davis plans to
submit a Long-Term
Treatment/Discharge
Options Report to the
RPMs on February 25.

DOE AREAS:

FFA Compliance Specific actions taken by DOE during January:
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• Began planning for the Ra/Sr Area II removal action (RA).

• Continued the Ra/Sr Area I RA confirmation data validation.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken during February:

• Continue planning for the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Begin preparing the Dog Pens EE/CA.

• Complete the Ra/Sr Area I RA confirmation data validation.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None

Dog Pens Ground
Water Impact
Evaluation

Mary Stallard (Weiss Associates) presented an evaluation of potential impact to ground water from above-background constituents
in the Dog Pens in response to EPA comments received during the prior month.  Stallard indicated that potential ground water
impact from constituents above background levels in the Dog Pens was evaluated using existing data and conservative vadose zone
modeling.  The results indicate that constituents in the Dog Pens soil have not and will not impact ground water above specific
ground water goals.  Stallard stated that the data were taken from the soil sample results in the recent Technical Memoranda
prepared by Weiss Associates.  She noted that to conduct the analyses, the ground water goals used the EPA/State of California
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) as the primary drivers, and the EPA Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) if specific
MCLs were not available.  Setian requested that the PRGs also be evaluated in all cases, since the MCLs are not necessarily a risk-
based standard.  Austin requested that potential ground water impact from mercury should also be evaluated, since it is potentially
above background in the Dog Pens soil.  Bold commented that from experience on other sites, soil macropores could influence the
movement of contaminants.  Devany noted that results from 1997 vadose zone modeling showed that the transport rates in the
vadose zone were slow at LEHR and consistent with granular porous media flow, rather than the high rates associated with
macropores.  Stallard said that a written summary of the ground water impact evaluation would be submitted to the RPMs by the
end of February.

Weiss Associates will
submit a written
summary of the ground
water impact
evaluation to the RPMs
by the end of February.

Additional Soil
Mercury Speciation
Results

Stallard presented the results for the four additional mercury speciation analyses.  She noted that the latest results confirmed earlier
findings showing that more than 99% of the mercury in LEHR soil was mercuric sulfide, a very insoluble, less mobile form of
mercury.  A table summarizing the results was distributed.

The next meeting is scheduled for February 29, 2000 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
February 29, 2000

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Steve Hsu, DHS/RHB Steven Ross, DTSC
David Belk, UC Christine Judal, UC Davis Julie Roth, DSCSOC
Jeff Bold, D&M Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Mary Rust, DSCSOC
Bob Devany, WA G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Kim Sellards, D&M
Mike Dresen, WA Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Kathy Setian, EPA
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Joe Niland, D&M Mary Stallard, WA
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis Susan Timm, RWQCB

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

Kathy Setian (EPA) requested that the word “capping” be changed to “covering” in the UC Davis Waste Burial Holes (WBH)
update in the January 25 meeting minutes.  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) requested, and Setian agreed, that the December 10 and January
25 minutes be revised to state that the Eastern Dog Pens soil “does not contain contaminants at concentrations posing a health risk”
to “does not contain contaminants at concentrations posing a known health risk.”  The December 10 meeting minutes were
approved with no additional changes.  Approval of the January 25 minutes was deferred until the next meeting, since some
attendees were not able to open the electronic file and/or needed additional time for review.

Announcements Steve Hsu (DHS/RHB) indicated that Sudana Kwok would be the new long-term LEHR/SCDS RPM.  He indicated that Kwok has a
background in health physics.

Julie Roth (DSCSOC) announced that the DSCSOC would be conducting a public meeting to discuss the LEHR/SCDS cleanup on
April 11 at 7:00 p.m. at the Davis City Council Chambers located at 23 Russell Blvd.  She indicated that Wayne Henry of the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) may attend the meeting to discuss the Public Health Assessment.  She
indicated that during a recent telephone conversation, Henry mentioned that the Eastern Research Group (ERG) would be assisting
ATSDR on the project.  [Post-meeting note:  During a telephone conversation with Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) on March 9, Henry
clarified that he made arrangements with ERG of Massachusetts, an ATSDR contractor, to support him on the Public Health
Assessment.  Henry also mentioned that due to limited funding and higher priorities, this deliverable is behind schedule, and the
completion date is to be determined.]

DSCSOC is still concerned about providing a Putah Creek Advisory for elevated levels of contaminants in the creek.  Roth has
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copies of the fish advisory prepared for San Pablo Creek and will make them available to the RPMs.

Review of Action
Items

Fields noted that the Dog Pens ground water impact evaluation, an action item from the previous meeting, was completed and
distributed at the start of the meeting.

DOE AREAS:

Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA)
Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during February:

• Continued planning for the Ra/Sr Area II removal action (RA).

• Began preparing the Dog Pens Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA).

• Completed the Ra/Sr Area I RA confirmation data validation.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

 Actions expected to be undertaken during March:

• Continue planning for the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Continue preparing the Dog Pens EE/CA.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

 FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

 None

 

 Dog Pens Ground
Water Impact
Evaluation

 Mary Stallard (Weiss Associates) continued her presentation from the last RPM meeting on the evaluation of potential impact on
ground water from the Dog Pens.  Specifically, the RPMs had previously asked for additional evaluation of the potential ground
water impacts by mercury species and allowable soil concentrations if tap water preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) were used as
the ground water goals instead of maximum contaminant levels.  Stallard distributed an updated data table in response to this
request.  She noted that all constituents were present in concentrations below the allowable soil concentrations that would result in
ground water impacts.  Setian asked about the path-forward for the Dog Pens RA.  Fields mentioned that DOE is working on the
draft EE/CA and intends to submit it to the RPMs by June 15, 2000.  She indicated that DOE is working closely with the RPMs on
Dog Pens issues, and that there appears to be general agreement that the EE/CA should not address soil removal, because there is
no evidence of releases to soil that represent a known health risk.  Fields added that the evaluation distributed at today’s meeting
showed that soil contamination in the Dog Pens did not represent a significant threat to ground water, and that DOE plans to move
ahead with the Dog Pens EE/CA, which will not include soil removal as an alternative.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) noted that
the next portion of the meeting would cover the proposed EE/CA alternatives that deal with gravel, asphalt and concrete curbing
removal.  Setian indicated that EPA would complete its review of the Dog Pens ground water impact evaluation by April 30.  Salem
Attiga (EMS) indicated that if comments on these documents altered the alternatives, then a new FFA deliverable date should be
established. Setian agreed that this was reasonable and that she was not expecting significant comments, because DOE and the
RPMs have been working together closely on the Dog Pens characterization.

 

 Dog Pens EE/CA
Alternatives

 Stallard distributed a table summarizing the removal action objectives (RAOs) and alternatives for the Dog Pens.  Devany indicated
that the RAOs were developed from those in the EE/CA for the Southwest Trenches, Ra/Sr Treatment Systems, and the Domestic
Septic Tanks.  He noted that an additional RAO to “Facilitate future remediation of the underlying landfill” was included, since
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future CERCLA remediation of the underlying landfill is being evaluated by UC Davis, and the Eastern Dog Pens RA should not
limit future remedial actions.  The RPMs agreed that the proposed RAOs were reasonable.  Stallard indicated that DOE is
proposing two alternatives for the Western Dog Pens: 1) no action, and 2) remove gravel, concrete curbs and asphalt.  Three
alternatives are proposed for the Eastern Dog Pens: 1) no action,  2) remove concrete curbs, and 3) remove gravel, concrete curbs
and asphalt.  Attiga indicated that the EE/CA would not contain specific details about waste disposal, but instead would provide a
conceptual framework to assure proper disposal.  Lee indicated that the public had concerns about the potential impacts of
contaminants in soil on storm water runoff entering Putah Creek.  He noted that new standards for mercury discharges will likely be
5 nanograms per liter (ng/L) and that there are not existing data for the LEHR site at those levels.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) agreed
to verify this matter with NPDES specialists at the RWQCB and report back.  UC Davis will also check on whether there are
reliable analytical methods to quantify mercury at or below 5 ng/L and report their findings to the RPMs.  Lee noted that chlordane
in runoff may also be a concern.  Devany indicated that the significant amounts of chlordane-impacted soil removed during the
Southwest Trenches RA would mitigate the problem and that the Dog Pens curbing limits runoff, which causes most rainwater to
infiltrate the underlying soil.  The RPMs agreed to move forward with the proposed alternatives.  UC Davis will coordinate with the
RPMs to resolve the stormwater monitoring detection limits issue.

 

 

 The RWQCB will
verify if there are new
discharge standards for
mercury.  UC Davis
will also verify
whether there are
reliable analytical
methods to quantify
mercury at or below
5 ng/L and report their
findings to the RPMs.

 Ra/Sr Area I RA
Confirmation
Sampling Results

 Devany presented the results from the Ra/Sr Area 1 RA confirmation sampling that was conducted in August and September 1999.
He remarked that the sampling locations for the excavation floor and sidewalls were determined using a random grid.  He noted that
of the 38 samples collected, most were below background and/or risk-based action standards (RBASs).  A table comparing the data
to background, RBASs and PRGs was distributed.  Due to time constraints, it was agreed that the RPMs would review the table and
discuss issues or questions at the next meeting.  Devany noted that samples SSRSC034 and SSRSC035, located at the bottoms of
Drywell Nos. 1 and 2, seemed anomalously high and that they were being reanalyzed.  Devany indicated that the results would be
available for discussion at the next meeting.  Devany reported that the path-forward includes reviewing the DHS split radiological
sample results, collecting and analyzing additional samples from Area II this summer, integrating these results with Area I data,
conducting the risk and designated-level evaluations, and preparing and submitting the Ra/Sr Area RA confirmation report by
September 28, 2001.  [Post-meeting note:  The schedule distributed at this meeting incorrectly shows the confirmation report FFA
deliverable due date as February 15, 2001.]

 Questions or issues
associated with the
confirmation sample
data table will be
discussed at the next
meeting, as necessary.

 Weiss Associates will
present the results from
the re-analysis of
samples SSRSC034
and SSRSC035 at the
next meeting.

 DHS/RHB will
complete the data
report for the split
radiological samples
and the outstanding
results from the
Southwest Trenches
samples.

 UCD AREAS:   

 UC Davis Deliverable
Status

• Rehabilitation of IW21 Work Plan—submitted last month (end of January).  Implementation is planned unless RPMs have
concerns.  Go ahead was given by Setian and Timm.

• December 1999 Monthly IRA Operations Report—included in 1999 Annual Water Monitoring Report.
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• January 2000 Monthly IRA Operations Report—RPMs should have already received.

• 1999 Annual Interim Remedial Action (IRA)/Water Monitoring Report—should be complete in a few days, Timm has been
informed of delay.

• Treatment/Discharge Options Report—will be passed out today.

• Dual Phase Work Plan—has been mailed out to RPMs.

WBH Update Very little has happened in the last month.  The material could not be moved due to continuing stormy weather.  Trucks cannot
access the three bins that are ready to go.  At this point, we need 10 to 14 days for soil to dry out.  Envirocare will be informed prior
to preparing the shipment.  UC Davis is eager to ship the material due to disposal constraints. The approved permit window may
expire and have to be renewed at an additional cost.  Approximately 45 cubic yards of additional material is still stockpiled under
tarps on site.  UC Davis has received verbal acceptance that Envirocare will accept it as low-level radiological material, and we are
in process of obtaining the approval documents.  Setian clarified that this indicates chemical levels in the waste are below hazardous
waste standards.

Results for residual soils from bottom of trenches have recently been received, but are not yet validated.  In all, 59 soil samples
were analyzed for tritium and carbon-14.  Results for ten of the carbon-14 samples were above the site background of 0.87
picocuries per gram (pCi/g).  However, all soil results were below PRGs for tritium (14,706 pCi/g) and carbon-14 (909 pCi/g). 
[Post-meeting note:  From research conducted after the meeting, Dames & Moore verified that the above-stated PRGs were updated
by EPA.  The most current PRGs for commercial soil are 45,000 pCi/g for tritium and 3,100 pCi/g for carbon-14.]

Ground Water
Monitoring Well
Installation Status

Installation of the next HSU-2 well (UCD2-46) is awaiting dry weather.  The access agreement with the Hamel Ranch property
owners has been completed.  However, at least 2 to 3 weeks of dry weather will be necessary before the field is accessible.  Timm
asked about the plans for installation of the HSU-4 well.  Oatman responded that UC Davis is working on plans for that well also. 
It is in the same area but not as far out.

Ground Water IRA
Update

UC Davis has been working with RWQCB on improvements that can be done in the short term to meet total dissolved solids (TDS)
and nitrate as nitrogen discharge limits.  These include: (1) reducing the extraction rate from 120 gallons per minute (gpm) to 100
gpm (this was done on January 28);  (2) finding alternate water supply to mix with the water prior to re-injection; and (3) reevaluate
HSU-2 background data.

With assistance from Dames & Moore, UC Davis is in the process of evaluating the results of reducing the extraction rate.  Data
was received from samples collected on February 7 (TDS 510 milligrams per liter (mg/l); nitrate as N 8.4 mg/L) and February 14
(TDS 511 mg/L; nitrate as N 8.5 mg/L).  So far there has not been much change in the concentrations.  Jeff Bold (Dames & Moore)
said that it might take several months before a significant change is noted.

Several cross-gradient wells have been selected to review TDS and nitrate as nitrogen levels to evaluate whether results for these
wells would provide the most appropriate local background for HSU-2, based on the suggestion from Duncan Austin (DTSC).  The
selected wells are UCD2-16, UCD2-17, UCD2-36, and UCD2-37.

Two alternative water sources are being evaluated to provide mixing water for the injection well.  The first is UC Davis campus
drinking water.  This water is chlorinated and would be sent through the air stripper prior to reinjection.  A test is underway to see
how this would work.  This water meets criteria for low TDS, since it is below 300 mg/L.  The other source is “Berryessa” water
from Putah Creek west of Davis, through the Solano Water Project.  UC Davis has an allotment of water, but the water is
designated primarily for irrigation use.  UC Davis needs to determine if conditions on use of Solano Project water would prevent
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use of the water in this manner.  Lee asked whether it is legal to dilute the water that is reinjected.  Timm responded that according
to her research of RWQCB policies, it is acceptable.

The next meeting is scheduled for April 11, 2000 at 1:00 p.m. in the UC Davis EH&S Conference Room.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
April 11, 2000

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis
Duncan Austin, DTSC Wayne Henry, ATSDR Julie Roth, DSCSOC
David Belk, UC Christine Judal, UC Davis Mary Rust, DSCSOC
Jeff Bold, D&M Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Kathy Setian, EPA
Bob Devany, WA G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Linda Stein, ERG
Mike Dresen, WA Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Susan Timm, RWQCB
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Joe Niland, D&M

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The January 25 meeting minutes were approved with no additional changes. The February 29 meeting minutes were approved by
DOE, DTSC and the RWQCB.  Kathy Setian (EPA) indicated that she would either submit comments by telephone or at the next
meeting.  [Post-meeting note:  Setian approved the February 29 meeting minutes via e-mail on April 14, 2000.]  Rich Fallejo (DOE-
OAK) indicated that his name had been left off the list of attendees.

Announcements Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) announced that Fallejo would be filling in for her during her maternity leave, which is expected to be
about six months.

Review of Action
Items

Mercury Detection Limits:  Susan Timm (RWQCB) reported on mercury detection limits in stormwater.  Her research indicated
that we need to monitor stormwater for lower limits, although no specific level has yet been defined.  Jeff Bold (Dames & Moore)
passed out copies of a low detection limit mercury monitoring method defined by the EPA on June 8, 1999 in Section 1631 of the
Federal Register.  This method has a detection limit of approximately 12 parts per trillion (or nanograms per liter, ng/L).  Timm
suggested that for now we should use the 12 ng/L detection limit, but she said that the regulatory monitoring level may to go to
50 ng/L and then possibly to 5 ng/L.  She expects to get more information from the RWQCB NPDES personnel regarding the
detection limits that are used at other sites.

Brian Oatman (UC Davis) stated that UC Davis is evaluating which laboratories can perform this low detection limit mercury
analysis.  He expects to have a lab in place in time for the fall stormwater sampling.  Setian reminded everyone that we may have to
do a quality assurance (QA) review in accordance with EPA guidelines before we use a new lab.  Discussion and questions
followed about specific QA requirements.  Setian said that she would be in favor of expediting the process of finding a lab, and
getting everything in place for the low-level analysis.  Bold briefly described the DHS program requirements for certification.  He
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also said that the EPA may want to review the proposed laboratory’s QA Plan (QAP) to compare with the EPA-approved
LEHR/SCDS project QAP.

Oatman expressed a concern that this site may report detections of mercury at this level in stormwater and/or surface water even
though mercury is likely to be present in soils, sediments, and surface water throughout the region.  Setian said that concern for how
the data will be used is a good one, but for now the data should be collected.  At this point, there is no rule that requires reporting of
these data or enforcement of a standard.  Timm said that soon there will be the California Toxics Rule, which may require writing a
new stormwater permit.  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) said this criteria may become the objective for the State within the next five years.

A further concern was expressed by Bold concerning the mercury analysis.  If unfiltered samples are required by the method, they
would be very likely to contain particulate matter that includes mercury. 

Lee stated that the regulatory standards are not based on mercury species.  The mercury species of greatest human health concern is
methyl-mercury, and there are some that think regulatory standards should go in that direction.  Lee volunteered to prepare an email
for the RPMs providing a list of EPA methods with low detection limits that are currently available for different analytes.

DOE Action Items:  Fields noted that DOE’s action items would be addressed later in the meeting. 

DHS/RHB Duplicate Samples:  Sudana Kwok (DHS/RHB) indicated that DHS/RHB is still reviewing the data from duplicate
samples collected in 1998 from the Southwest Trenches and will likely have it ready by the end of April.  She indicated that the
1999 duplicate sample data from the Radium/Strontium (Ra/Sr) Treatment Systems Area 1 Removal Action (RA) might also be
ready by the end of April.

Lee will prepare an
email for the RPMs
providing a list of EPA
methods with low
detection limits that are
currently available for
different analytes

DHS/RHB will likely
have duplicate sample
data from the RAs at
the Southwest
Trenches and Ra/Sr
Area I by the end of
April.

Agency for Toxic
Substances and
Disease Registry
(ATSDR) Update

A brief update of the most recent ATSDR efforts on the site was presented by Wayne Henry (ATSDR).  He stated that ATSDR has
been able to allocate some funds for a contractor to assist with preparation of the Public Health Assessment.  Although Henry did
not know when it would be published, he said that a draft outline has been prepared.  He clarified the nature and scope of the
relationship between the contractor, Eastern Research Croup (ERG, Linda Stein), and ATSDR by saying that ERGs role is limited
to helping write up the Public Health Assessment.  The final Public Health Assessment will include everything that has been done
for the site up to this time.  He said that once this is published, concerned citizens can petition ATSDR to look into other specific
issues.  However, such further action would probably be done via a  data review, and if the data indicate further action, it will be
taken. 

Oatman asked how the ATSDR Public Health Assessment relates to the site-wide Risk Assessment that will be accomplished as part
of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study.  Setian responded that ATSDR’s process is like an independent audit.  ATSDR
gathers data for their disease registry and collect information about health complaints in the vicinity of Superfund sites.  The
purpose of ATSDR is to evaluate public health in the community surrounding a Superfund or a DOE site.  Their scope is broader
than our risk assessment in some ways, and not as detailed in other aspects.

UCD AREAS:

Waste Burial Holes
(WBH) Update

As of last Friday (April 7, 2000), IT Corporation has demobilized and we have shipped waste material to Envirocare for disposal. 
The final seven waste bins were shipped between March 21 and April 5, 2000.  In all, nine bins (containing 157.5 cubic yards of
waste) were removed from the waste burial holes.  The Draft WBH RA Report is in progress, and confirmatory sample data will be
provided in the report.   Bold asked the EPA about the schedule for submitting the report and presenting the information.  He
wanted to know whether the clock started on Thursday when the waste was shipped, and whether the data should be presented to the
RPMs before the report was released.   Setian responded that the day she was informed of the waste removal would be the correct

 UC Davis will provide
the WBH Report to
RPMs by May 11,
2000—thirty days
following this meeting.
(Note: a one-week
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day to start the countdown, and that the report may be prepared before presenting the information to the RPMs.

Duncan Austin (DTSC) asked whether any of the waste is still on site.  Oatman responded that drums with liquid vials are still on
site.  The best method of disposal for this waste is still being evaluated, although they will probably be incinerated.  When Setian
asked why incineration would be chosen, Joe Niland (Dames & Moore) responded that the liquids are presumed to represent a
mixed waste, and incineration would treat the hazardous waste components.  When there are unknowns, this is the usual method. 
Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) asked whether the tree waste has been dealt with yet.  Oatman said that UC Davis is still working
on whether or not this would be considered low-level radiological waste (LLRW).

Austin said it is time to get all the waste into the permitted storage area for the campus since this must be done within 90 days. 
Once it gets into UC Davis waste handling system, it is considered to be off the site.  Oatman said that the waste still must be
profiled to see if it can be disposed under our current profile, or if we need to prepare a new profile.  Setian said that she would like
to see the waste moved to the UC Davis storage facility within 30 days.  Oatman indicated that he expects that will be done.  At that
point, only the tree waste will be left.  Austin recommended that the tree waste be considered LLRW if it has any radiological
contamination.  Oatman said that calculations are being prepared and UC Davis will consult with DHS-RHB to determine whether
it meets the release limit criteria.

Austin asked about the type of fill material that was used to cover the WBH area.  Bold responded that it was reddish clay-based
imported material. Timm asked what constitutes the completion of the remedial action.  Setian said that this is a negotiated
agreement.  She requested that the report state that the WBH waste has been transferred to the campus permitted storage facility.

extension was
requested by UC Davis
and granted by EPA.)

 Ground Water
Monitoring Well
Installation Update

The new HSU-2 well is planned for installation later this month downgradient of Landfill Unit 3.  It could not be scheduled earlier,
since the contractor was booked through April 26.  The access agreement with Hamel Ranch has been completed. 

The proposed location for HSU-4 was shown on an overhead map.  The purpose of this new location is to collect data in a
downgradient direction to see if there are residual effects in HSU-4.  Flow directions in HSU-4 have been defined, and the well will
be placed in the most prominent flow direction.  Since the agricultural wells that were suspected to be conduits have been
abandoned, we have seen consistent downward trends for the monitored contaminants in the HSU-4 wells.  There are two other
agricultural wells to the east and south that may provide additional helpful information.  RPMs requested that construction
information be provided for wells 27C and 22P2, if it is available.  Based on the information provided, both Timm and Austin
expressed approval for the proposed location of UCD4-47.

 

 Short-Term Interim
Remedial Action
(IRA) Update

Several alternatives are being evaluated for the IRA in order to resolve the high nitrate and total dissolved solids (TDS).   These are
action items from the January 7, 2000 conference call, documented in the follow-up letter from UC Davis to the RWQCB on
January 22, 2000.

1. The extraction rate has been lowered to 100 gallons per minute to reduce drawdown of nitrate and total dissolved solids (TDS)
from the first HSU.  Although the success of this rate reduction is still under evaluation, the pumping rate will soon need to be
increased to meet the summer capture zone requirements.  It is a delicate balance to set the flow rate high enough to capture the
plume without also drawing down additional nitrate and TDS.  In order to achieve capture of plume, we are going to try to
determine the best flow to achieve this balance.  Based on the capture zone analysis performed with the most recent water level data
(April 2000), we are still achieving capture right now, even though many of the agricultural wells have started pumping for the
irrigation season.

Lee asked what is meant specifically by capturing the plume.  Bold responded that each month, Dames & Moore conducts a capture
zone analysis based on water level data, and compares capture with the most recent chloroform concentration plume to evaluate
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whether the pumping rates are adequate to capture the chloroform plume.  The flow rate will probably be increasing incrementally
beginning in next few weeks because irrigation pumping, which affects the capture zone, usually begins in May.

2.  In addition to revising the extraction rates, an evaluation of background levels is being conducted.  Some of the wells included in
this evaluation include site cross-gradient wells.  From the group of cross-gradient site wells that were evaluated, there are 2 to 3
wells that are close to background.  One well, UCD 2-7, has higher TDS, but it is in the center of the site, so can’t be considered
background or cross-gradient.  Other wells being evaluated include several UC Davis agricultural wells completed in HSU-2 and/or
HSU-4.   These wells are campus irrigation wells located just west of I-80 as close to the creek as possible.

Austin brought up the point that we must be careful in developing a truly representative background level.  We cannot say that what
we call TDS is not harmful.  We have not analyzed for perchlorate and such potentially harmful constituents may be a component of
the TDS.  As a general rule, DTSC does not say TDS is not a concern when the water has been impacted by a landfill.  Austin stated
that we may not completely understand the site hydrogeology, because if we did, we would be observing the higher chloroform
concentrations in our extraction well that were initially predicted.  The first issue we need to address is the high TDS.  Austin asked
whether TDS has been measured in the Westbay well at various intervals.  Since the Westbay well is upgradient of the extraction
well, that information would possibly support the theory that nitrate and TDS are just coming down from HSU-1 and not coming
from landfill areas.

Devany made the point that anions and cations are significant in evaluating landfill plumes, and that Stiff and Piper diagrams are a
typical tool to analyze these data.  Landfill areas show a characteristic footprint that is different from non-landfill related ground
water.  Timm responded that essentially it doesn’t matter whether the TDS originates in the landfill since we are putting higher
levels into an area that does not have them.

3.  The third alternative method of resolving the high nitrate and TDS involves blending other water with the extracted water prior
to reinjection.  From a technical standpoint, this method is feasible, depending on how it is implemented.  An engineering analysis
of campus domestic ground water versus “Berryessa” water is currently underway and construction of an infrastructure to provide
water for blending is expected to begin in 4 to 6 weeks. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 UC Davis will provide
data from Westbay to
see what it tells us and
present evaluation to
RPMs.

 Long-Term Discharge
Options Report
Update

This report was issued in February, and UC Davis is requesting whether RPMs have any further comments or feedback on the
report at this time.  This is an important decision point in which we need to determine whether UC Davis should move forward with
internal land use negotiations or take a different direction.  The necessary land is potentially available and we have already met with
Animal Resources Service (ARS—the campus unit that manages the horse pastures adjacent to LEHR site) to identify areas that
might work for land treatment.  A pilot project for land application of treated IRA water is being considered.  ARS wants a pasture
and an arena in the field adjacent to the IRA system building.   If EH&S provides treated water from the IRA for irrigation and
assists with developing the 7-acre pasture, this agreement may work. 

There are pros and cons for this location.  One advantage is that we already have several monitoring wells there to keep an eye on
ground water TDS levels.  This application might use about 40% of our extracted water and we would still have to blend it with
additional water.  If the TDS level is at 515  milligrams per liter (mg/L) and we need to get just below 485 mg/L, then this may be
sufficient.  Timm commented that since water is such a precious resource, the public may be concerned about using good water to
dilute the injection water.  Austin said that he would be willing to go forward with the 7 acres as a pilot study.  After it is completed,
we can review the process.

Concerning the rehabilitation of the injection well, Austin said that he has looked over the plan and spoken to others who have used
magnetics and it seems to work--even though they can’t explain the chemistry.  Bold said that he could discuss the chemistry
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described by the vendor.  He said that inducing a magnetic field causes the formation of soluble ion pairs and reduces the
concentration of free ions that result in solid precipitates or scale.  The water forms fewer precipitates in the pipes, and if this works
as the vendor has described, the magnetic field will reduce clogging of the injection well.  Austin stated that he has some concerns
about whether this process could actually clean the old scaling.  Oatman said that is what the company promises, and that he will be
meeting with Facilities Services next Friday and should have the equipment installed in next few weeks.

 DOE AREAS:   

 Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA)
Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during March:

• Continued planning for the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Continued preparing the Dog Pens Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA).

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken during April:

• Continue planning for the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Continue preparing the Dog Pens EE/CA.

• Submit Draft Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) for the Dog Pens RA to RPMs.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None

ARARs for Dog Pens
EE/CA

Devany distributed proposed ARARs for the Dog Pens RA to the RPMs.  He indicated that these were being distributed in advance
of the draft EE/CA that will be distributed to the RPMs on June 15.  He requested timely RPM feedback of any “show stoppers.” 
Devany noted that the ARARs were based on those for the Southwest Trenches, Ra/Sr Areas, and the Domestic Septic Tanks.

Follow-Up on Drywell
Confirmation Data

Devany updated the results from the Ra/Sr Area I RA confirmation sampling that was conducted in August and September last year.
 The RPMs did not have any comments or questions on the table that was distributed at the last meeting, which compared the results
to background, risk-based action standards (RBASs), and preliminary remediation goals (PRGs).  Devany noted that the figure
showing sample locations where risk-based levels were potentially exceeded had been modified since the last meeting.  He
indicated that the four locations showing thorium-234 (Th-234) exceedances were removed from the figure, since this isotope has
only a 24-day half life and is the progeny of uranium-238, which is naturally occurring and found at background levels in the
confirmation samples.  Devany indicated that the elevated Th-234 is most likely an artifact of an analytical error.   Devany noted
that Samples SSRSC034 and SSRSC035, located at the bottoms of Drywells Nos. 1 and 2, respectively, had been reanalyzed, due to
anomalously high initial activities for plutonium-241 (Pu-241) (33.2 picoCuies per gram (pCi/g)) and radium-226 (Ra-226)(1.63
pCi/g).  Devany noted that the resulting reanalysis shows that the Pu-241 activity was 0.79 pCi/g and Ra-226 activity was 1.81
pCi/g.   He indicated that the reanalysis for Pu-241 was only slightly above-background and below the lowest RBAS and PRG. 
Devany said that there was some concern about the residual Ra-226 in Drywell No. 2, since reanalysis had confirmed the initial
results.  He noted that this was surprising, since results from the onsite laboratory in two adjacent samples in Drywell No. 2 had
shown background activities for Ra-226.  Because there is potential ground water impact and no samples had been collected for Ra-

DOE will sample soil
below a depth of 42.5
feet near Drywell
No. 2 when the
designated-level
sampling is conducted
in the Fall of 2000.
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226 beneath a depth of 42.5 feet, Devany said that DOE plans to collect additional soil samples in this area during the designated-
level sampling, which will be conducted following the completion of the Area II RA. He noted that the Ra/Sr Areas confirmation
report would be completed by September 28, 2001.

The next meeting is scheduled for May 18, 2000 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.



J:\DOE\4004\220\Rpm_minutes\Rpms0500.doc 1

Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
May 18, 2000

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Teleconference Participants:
Duncan Austin, DTSC Christine Judal, UC Davis Brian Oatman, UC Davis
Jeff Bold, MW Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Kathy Setian, EPA
Bob Devany, WA G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Susan Timm, RWQCB
Mike Dresen, WA Larry McEwen, DOE-OAK Joe Turner, URS/D&M
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Joe Niland, MW

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The draft April 11 RPM meeting minutes were approved by the RPMs with no changes.

Announcements Joe Niland indicated that he was now employed by Montgomery Watson and that Jeff Bold was also joining Montgomery Watson
on May 22.

Review of Action Items Waste Burial Hole Removal Action (RA) Report: The draft report is currently being revised and should be sent to the RPMs by
next week.  Kathy Setian (EPA) said that she had expected the report by today, and was only informed by UC Davis that the
deadline would be missed one day prior to the due date.  She requested that more advance notice be provided next time an
Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) deliverable deadline is not expected to be met.  In the future, UC Davis promised to
provide notice to EPA and to request an extension a week or more in advance when a due date cannot be met.

Report on Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) Results in Westbay:  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) presented results from UCD1/2-27, a well
screened in several intervals, that showed higher levels of TDS in HSU-1 that decrease with depth into HSU-2.  All seven screened
intervals of the well were sampled during the first sampling round for the well in 1995.   Results ranged from a high of 940
milligrams per liter (mg/L) in Zone 1, which is located 53 to 55 feet below ground surface (bgs) to 440 mg/L in Zone 4 (86 feet to
88 feet bgs).   Later sampling rounds included only Zones 3 and 5 in Winter 1996 and then Zones 3 through 7 were sampled
quarterly from Spring 1996 through Spring 1997.  HSU-2 results were consistently lower than results for HSU-1.   G. Fred Lee
(DSCSOC) questioned whether the Westbay well is impacted by the landfill.  UC Davis responded that TDS plume maps do not
indicate a direct impact from the landfills at the location of the Westbay well.  Niland asked Duncan Austin (DTSC) whether the
primary intent of reviewing the TDS data was to evaluate HSU-1/HSU-2 transport.  Austin responded that was his intent and said
that the Westbay data might also be relevant to determining background levels in HSU-2.  Depending on the depth at which water
is collected within HSU-2, there may be different levels of TDS.  Niland agreed that is a good point and said that, in general, the
Westbay data supports the model that we are drawing higher TDS levels into the treatment system from HSU-1 upper zones. 

UC Davis will notify
the EPA a week or
more in advance to
request an extension
when an AOC due date
cannot be met.

UC Davis will
distribute copies of the
Westbay well TDS
data to the RPMs.
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Oatman indicated that UC Davis will distribute copies of the Westbay well TDS data to the RPMs for further consideration.

Confirmation Sample Duplicate Analyses:  DHS had an action item to issue a letter that compared DHS and DOE duplicate
analyses for the Southwest Trenches confirmation samples.  Sudana Kwok (DHS) indicated that DOE and DHS duplicate sample
data generally showed good agreement.  She noted that some of the DHS strontium-90 results differed.  She indicated that DHS
was working with DOE to identify the cause of these discrepancies and had requested information on laboratory procedures.  She
indicated that completing this action item would be deferred until the next RPM meeting to provide time to resolve this issue.

Drywell No. 1 Soil Sampling:  Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) indicated that the only DOE action item from the April meeting
minutes was to conduct follow-up sampling of soil beneath the Drywell No. 1 excavation.  Dresen indicated that this work was
currently scheduled for late fall.

DHS will report on
their data comparison
at the next RPM
meeting.

DOE AREAS:

Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA)
Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during April/May:

• Continued planning for the Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems (Ra/Sr) Area II RA.

• Submitted draft Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) for the Dog Pens RA to the RPMs.

• Continued preparing the Dog Pens Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA).

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken during June:

• Continue planning for the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Submit the Draft Dog Pens EE/CA to the RPMs by June 15, 2000 (an FFA deadline).

• Submit the Final Data Integration Strategy Memorandum (jointly with UC Davis).

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None

 

 RPM Comments on
Draft ARARs for the
Dog Pens RA

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) asked whether there were any comments on the draft ARARs for the Dog Pens RA.  Setian
indicated that the EPA had a potential comment on the wording of the description of the Regional Water Quality Control Board
Basin Plan ARAR.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) said that she would submit the draft ARARs to RWQCB legal counsel and take the
EPA’s comment into consideration.   Setian noted the EPA also had some comments on the ARARs pertaining to radiation and
said that she would like to discuss these directly with DOE.  She said that she would call Rich Fallejo (DOE-OAK) next week to
discuss this topic further. [Post meeting note:  A conference call was held between EPA and DOE the week of June 23 to discuss
this matter.]  Devany noted that DOE had received a letter from DHS/RHB indicating that they had no comments at this time. 
Austin said that he needed to see the EE/CA alternatives prior to commenting on the ARARs.  Devany said that the Dog Pens
EE/CA would be issued on or before June 15, 2000.  It was agreed that an open dialog on the ARARs would continue in the
meantime.
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 RA Work
Plan/Schedule

Devany noted that during a recent discussion with the EPA, it was determined that the DOE RA Work Plan had not been formally
approved.  He indicated that a redline/strikeout version (Revision F), along with responses to regulatory comments, was distributed
to the RPMs on June 11, 1999.  There was general agreement that the RA Work Plan had been approved verbally in July 1999 by
the RPMs, except that Timm may have been on vacation during that time.  Devany proposed that the RPMs review the June 11,
1999 submittal, and if they find it acceptable, a final revision would be produced to include an updated schedule.  Devany noted
that any subsequent changes to the document would be handled according to the Quality Assurance Project Plan using the field
work variance process.

 Weiss Associates will
distribute a revised RA
schedule next week. 
[Post-meeting note: 
The revised schedule
was distributed to the
RPMs on May 23.]

 RPM Review Status of
the Dog Pens Ground
Water Impact
Evaluation

Devany asked for an update on the status of the RPM review of this document.  He noted that it was distributed to the RPMs on
February 29, 2000.  Setian indicated that the EPA has no comments on the document.  Timm said that she had not completed the
review.  Austin mentioned that he had looked at the document and generally thought that it was acceptable.  However, he felt that
the degree of rigor in the evaluation was really a function of the proposed action.  As a result, he indicated that he would reserve
comment until he had reviewed the EE/CA.

 

 UCD AREAS:   

 New Monitoring Well
Installation

UC Davis has completed installation of new well UCD2-46 in HSU-2 downgradient of Landfill Unit 3.   The well has been
developed but has not yet been sampled.  Unseasonable weather has caused delays and we are now in the field working on
installation of the HSU-4 well (UCD4-47).  Austin asked whether the new wells will be sampled in the near future.  UC Davis
responded that the wells will be sampled once the installation of both wells has been completed.

Land Treatment Pilot
Study Status

A work plan is being prepared for the alternate land disposal action.   Austin asked whether, from a procedural point of view, this
should actually be an addendum to the EE/CA.  Initially, Setian responded that it should be.  The EE/CA is clear about the
management of the water through reinjection, and this represents a change from the management plan that was originally defined.
Typically, remedial actions were not envisioned to go on indefinitely for most Superfund sites, so the guidance is not specific on
how to make changes to the EE/CA.  Austin said that he would like to have a formal record on file to document the new method of
land disposal.  Setian said that it would be an advantage to UC Davis to have a formal document that is approved by the regulators.
 Austin pointed out that an amendment to the EE/CA raises the question of needing an amendment to the RA Memo.  At this point,
the RPMs agreed that the best alternate approach was to create an addendum to the Ground Water Interim Remedial Action (IRA)
Work Plan.  Setian then asked about the schedule for this action.  Oatman said that he would prefer to discuss the schedule of all
projects as a separate item, which UC Davis has included at the end of today’s agenda.  Setian agreed this would be acceptable.

Changes to Waste
Discharge
Requirements (WDRs)

Timm has been working for the past few weeks to complete revisions to the Ground Water IRA WDRs.  A draft was faxed to the
RPMs late yesterday.  It was necessary to revise the WDRs to accommodate land treatment for the extracted water.    The primary
change in the discharge limits for land treatment is that the effluent limit for TDS was removed and replaced with individual limits
for constituents of TDS, such as cadmium, arsenic, barium, boron, chloride, chromium, nickel, sulfate and zinc.  Every constituent
that has an established water quality limit was included.  Provisions for developing a soil monitoring program were also
incorporated, so we can identify any impact to the soil (Refer to pages 7-8 of the WDRs).  Technical reports and work plans are
required in Sections 3 and 4 (under D Provisions).  Comments for the WDRs need to be received as soon as possible because the
RWQCB meets on June 28.  [Post-meeting note:  The RWQCB meeting was actually held on June 16.] 

Setian reviewed the major components of the WDRs document.  Basically, this requires UC Davis to: 1) Monitor for individual
constituents, 2) do a background study, 3) prepare a report to evaluate the system, and 4) develop a proposal for soil monitoring. 
She asked whether the focus for the soil monitoring will be on how constituents in the soil affect the ground water. Timm
responded that it is not that alone, but also to measure effects on the soil itself.  Bold stated that the land treatment proposal should
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not be considered disposal.  UC Davis believes that the treated effluent water quality meets the substantive requirements for
agricultural irrigation water. UC Davis is conducting this Land Treatment Pilot Study to show that this land application will not
degrade the soil.  We do not anticipate a buildup of any TDS constituents such as arsenic, cadmium, etc.  Timm stated that we
want to do the study in order to evaluate whether there is a buildup. 

Setian asked whether UC will be commenting on the WDRs and Oatman said that UC Davis does plan to comment.  Timm stated
that if comments do not identify any obstacles for implementation, the revised WDRs will go under the list of non-contested items
before the RWQCB in June.  If it is contested, it will have to go on the August meeting agenda under contested items.  Austin
asked whether UC Davis has any problems with the wording of the new WDR document and whether they will contest it.  Oatman
responded that he is satisfied and does not plan to contest it.

Lee said that the increase in hydraulic loading within the land application area may cause TDS to move into HSU-2.  We still need
to show adequacy of ground water monitoring to demonstrate that this is not happening.  Due to impacts on soil, there may also be
a stormwater issue that has not been accounted for.  Bold indicated that UC Davis will put a berm around the irrigated area to
prevent stormwater discharge.  Setian asked whether this will be in the work plan and wondered when the plan will be ready.  Bold
said he would present the deliverables that UC Davis has coming in June and July.

Schedule of
Deliverables

The UC Davis schedule of deliverables is as follows:

• Waste Burial Holes Report (May 24)

• Water Monitoring Quarterly Report (June 5)

• Revised Dual Phase Work Plan (June 19)

• IRA Land Application Work Plan (Addendum) (July 3)

• Waste Burial Hole Investigation Work Plan  (July 17 - 60 days allowed for submittal depending on EPA approval of WBH
report)

• IRA Background Study Work Plan (August 15)

The July 3 and August 15 documents are intended to meet the WDRs for evaluation of ground water and soil monitoring.  If
possible, the statistical background study (Provision 4) may be included in the IRA Land Approval Work Plan.  For now though,
UC Davis would like to leave the schedule date as it is for the background study, yet the goal is to create a single document that
incorporates the work plan, the monitoring plan and the background study, which would be provided in July.  Timm stated that
they left extra time to prepare the background study just in case UC Davis needs to collect additional data.  She asked UC Davis
whether they think they have all the data that will be needed.  Oatman replied that they still need to evaluate whether more data is
needed.

Setian said that she is in favor of combining documents for all agencies, but she is concerned about meeting deadlines.  Oatman
responded that UC Davis had shifted focus to the WDRs last week, which they had not been expecting to spend any time on. 
Setian said that this is similar to what was discussed earlier about meeting deadlines, and that she would like to have advance
notice.  Timm noted that she had taken a lot of Bold’s time the past couple weeks by asking him to help provide information for
the WDRs.  Oatman requested RPM concurrence that we are spending our time on the right issue and direction.  Setian said that
she thinks TDS is not the EPA’s biggest issue for the site and that source removal is very high on EPA’s priorities.   Bold said that
they think getting this land treatment capability for the IRA system will assist in managing any water that is derived from any
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source removal activity.  [Post-meeting note:  In a subsequent conversation between Setian, Timm, and Bold, Setian again
expressed her intention to combine the July 3 Land Treatment Work Plan with the August 15 Background Study Work Plan, and
have the combined plan be due on July 30, 2000.]

UC Davis would like to begin the land treatment pilot study first and assess the effectiveness before assessing other source
removal options.  Oatman said that they expect to get high TDS when they do the source removal/extraction from HSU-1, and do
not yet have a way to dispose of this water.  Timm also said that if we didn’t get the WDRs changed now, it would mean putting
off land treatment for the entire summer.

On a related issue, Austin expressed concern about getting dilution source water to the extraction system.  He requested UC Davis
to continue working on this.  Oatman said that the work plan will discuss the mixing as well as where and how water will be
supplied.  He expects it to be an in-house project through Facilities Services on campus, probably using the campus allotment of 
“Berryessa” water.

The next teleconference is scheduled for June 29, 2000 at 10:00 a.m.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
June 29, 2000

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Teleconference Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Christine Judal, UC Davis Julie Roth, DSCSOC
Duncan Austin, DTSC Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Kathy Setian, EPA
Jeff Bold, MW G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Joe Turner, URS/D&M
Mike Dresen, WA Larry McEwen, DOE-OAK
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

Approval of the draft May 18 RPM meeting minutes was deferred until the next meeting.

Announcements Kathy Setian (EPA) prepared draft comments on the UC Davis Waste Burial Holes Report and sent them out for internal review. 
The comments should be ready to provide to UC Davis by early July.

Setian requested that UC Davis do whatever is necessary to ensure that RPM meeting minutes are provided early enough for them
to be reviewed prior to the next meeting.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) agreed to do this.

Bob Devany indicated that the Draft Dog Pens EE/CA had been sent out to the RPMs on June 12.  The RPMs indicated that they
had received the document and were aware that comments were requested by August 14, 2000 in accordance with the Federal
Facility Agreement (FFA). 

EPA requested that UC
Davis provide timely
input to the draft RPM
meeting minutes and
UC Davis agreed.

Review of Action Items Results for total dissolved solids (TDS) in Westbay well monitoring zones were sent out two weeks ago.  These results show that
higher levels of TDS are found in HSU-1, although there were no major differences between the zones screened within HSU-2. 
Susan Timm (RWQCB) asked whether there were any samples collected after Spring 1997.  Jeff Bold (URS) responded that the
results from the Westbay well were consistent with results from nearby wells UCD1-25 and UCD2-26, so the Westbay well was
not monitored for this constituent after Spring 1997.  Duncan Austin (DTSC) requested that future Excel files be sent in Excel 5.0
format to make it easier for him to review, since his software is not compatible with other versions.

DHS had an action item to issue a letter that compared DHS and DOE duplicate analyses for the Southwest Trenches confirmation
samples.  Sudana Kwok (DHS) indicated that she had just received additional supporting information from Weiss Associates and
that the matter is still under review.  She indicated that DHS had completed a data comparison of the more recent
Radium/Strontium (Ra/Sr) Treatment System Removal Action (RA) samples and had found the DHS results agreed well with the

DTSC requested that
future Excel files be
sent out in Excel 5.0
format.

DHS plans to issue a
letter addressing the
RA sample validation
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DOE results.  She indicated that DHS plans to issue a letter addressing the sample validation results for both areas.

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the only DOE action item from the April meeting minutes was to distribute an
updated RA schedule which was issued on May 23, 2000.

results.

DOE AREAS:

Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA)
Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during May/June:

• Continued planning for the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Submitted the Draft Dog Pens EE/CA.

• Submitted the Final Data Integration Strategy Memorandum (jointly with UC Davis).

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken during July:

• Continue planning for the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Begin the Ra/Sr Area II RA site set up and conduct the readiness review inspection.

• Submit the Final Data Integration Strategy Memorandum (jointly with UC Davis).

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.

 

 RA Schedule Larry McEwen (DOE-OAK) indicated that the current fiscal year funding is insufficient to complete the Ra/Sr Treatment System,
Area II RA as planned.  McEwen indicated that the extra scope during last summer’s RA and costs for implementing new DOE
policies reduced the available funds to support this year’s work.  McEwen indicated that DOE is looking for additional funding
this year to allow the project to stay on schedule.  McEwen added that in the event that the RA was not completed this field season
there is some possibility that the FFA milestone would not be met for the Ra/Sr Treatment System RA Confirmation Report that is
scheduled for September 2001.  McEwen indicated that he would continue to keep the RPMs informed on this issue.

 

 RA Work Plan The RPMs agreed with DOE’s proposal to use the existing Work Plan (Revision F) to conduct the Ra/Sr Treatment Systems RA. 
Devany indicated that the Work Plan would be issued to the RPMs with a revised schedule next month.

 The RA Work Plan
will be issued to RPMs
with a revised schedule
next month.

 Data Integration Devany indicated that the joint UC Davis/DOE Final Data Integration Strategy Memorandum was issued to the RPMs on May 31.
 Devany noted that Figure 1 had been inadvertently left out of the document and it would be forwarded to the recipients as soon as
possible.  [Post-meeting note: Figure 1 was sent by UC Davis on July 18, 2000.]  Devany indicated that the plan was being
implemented and that Weiss Associates is working with URS Corporation to exchange information and schedule a meeting, if
needed, on database definitions.
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 UCD AREAS:   

 EPA Action
Memo/RWQCB Waste
Discharge
Requirements (WDRs)

Oatman asked Timm to give the RPMs an update on what has been happening with the WDR revisions.  Timm stated that WDR
revisions were adopted by the RWQCB on June 16, 2000.  Timm is currently waiting on details of the EPA Action Memo before
determining if the WDR is still needed.  Setian said that the EPA Action Memo amendment has been signed.  If all goes well, by
the end of the day she expects to send out the revised and approved version.  One holdup is that she is still trying to get a good,
clean copy of Table 1.

Work Plan Schedule
and Implementation

Bold gave an update on recent UC Davis/URS activities in support of the new WDR requirements for the Interim Remedial
Action.  After clarifying details with Timm and Setian on provisions of the revised WDRs and documents required, development
has begun on the operations and systems layout. The monitoring and maintenance plan is also being prepared in accordance with
RWQCB requirements.  This plan includes details of the sampling and analysis to be performed. In response to EPA’s request, a
single document will incorporate the Background Study Work Plan (originally due August 16), the Systems Layout, and the
Operations and Monitoring Program for the pilot study (originally due July 30).  The document will provide an overview of how
the system will work and a description of the monitoring program. UC Davis expects to deliver a draft to RPMs on July 30.

In addition, UC Davis is moving ahead on the plan for installing a pipeline to the treatment system that will bring in Berryessa
water for mixing.  The plan is to hook up to existing irrigation pipes to bring water into the treatment system.  Bold said that the
document due on July 30 will include all plans for the land disposal and the mixing program.

G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) asked about details on exactly where the “Berryessa” water will be collected.  Oatman responded that it is
water from the Solano Lake diversion dam that comes by canal to campus.  It flows into a pond on the west side of campus and is
distributed from there for campus irrigation.  The UC Davis allotment is 4,000 acre-feet per year.  The LEHR/SCDS amount is
part of that allotment and does not change anything in terms of what the campus already receives from the Solano Water Project.

Setian stated that the letter she’s preparing today will include provisions A through D of what Oatman described, so the details will
be in writing for the revised Statement of Work.

Source Removal Pilot
Study

Joe Turner (URS) asked whether the RPMs have any comments or responses to the Source Investigation Work Plan that was
provided to the RPMs on June 28.  Oatman added that in this document, UC Davis has identified Dual-Density Convection (DDC)
as an alternative technology they would like to try as a pilot study instead of the Dual-Phase method.  Both plans may be
developed simultaneously, at least until one or the other has been approved.

Setian had a question about the first page of Attachment A, first paragraph.  Setian stated that she had previously made a comment
on this and still didn’t understand what it is referring to.  She said that the EPA is not looking to UC Davis to develop decision
criteria because the EPA already has decision criteria.  She asked UC Davis to strike the last part of this sentence.  Oatman
responded that the text will be corrected.

Austin said that he just received the document today.  His understanding is that UC Davis is proposing an in-well air system to
treat water for volatile organic compound (VOC) removal and that the air will also be treated, if required.  The advantages are that
you don’t have to deal with discharge of water and less equipment is needed.

Turner said that this method possibly may also reduce nitrate levels in ground water.  He has seen this occur at other sites.  The
advantage over dual-phase is that no water is pumped out that would have to be dealt with.  Since there is no active pumping, there
also would be no worry about pulling in tritium, carbon-14, or other contaminants, as might happen with other methods.

The text of the Source
Investigation Work
Plan will be corrected
to revise the reference
to decision criteria.
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Oatman said that UC Davis would want to run this test for a period of time and determine the effectiveness and radius of influence
of an individual well.  Based on that information, it could be determined whether one or more of these systems are needed to treat
chloroform and other VOCs near the source.  Turner stated that typically the radius of influence for these wells equals the water
column of the well (for example, a well with a 40-foot water column would treat a radius of 40 feet).  However, in areas with
stratified layers as observed at the site, treatment zones up to 4 or 5 times the water column have been observed.  Turner has
overseen full-scale operations of these systems at other sites.  Dr. Andrew Kopania, who has extensive experience with DDC
systems and is listed as an EPA contact, will be working with us.  Wasatch Environmental, the patent holder for the DDC wells,
will be installing the system.  Experience with these systems is critical for ensuring proper function.  Due to the large variation in
water levels at the site, the DDC system anticipated for the site will include three screen intervals instead of the normal two.  The
figure attached to the package sent to the RPMs illustrates this design.

Setian asked whether UC Davis will prepare a work plan.  Oatman responded that he first wanted RPM concurrence on this
concept.  Given the constraints of the site, this system has a better chance of success and would enhance the VOC clean-up within
HSU-2 by removing the source.  It doesn’t involve some of the problems that would be encountered with the dual-phase method,
such as what to do with extracted water.  Furthermore, it is our opinion that dual-phase is not an appropriate method for the site
because of the low mass of chloroform.  Dual-phase is more effective when there are high concentrations of contaminants in the
vadose zone and pure product in the ground water, neither of which exist at this site.

Timm stated that a presentation of this method was done a few years ago by previous contractors but for some reason it was not
further considered.  Turner responded that this method has been tested at numerous sites within the past few years and is being
used in full-scale operations at other Superfund sites.

Setian said that at a Lawrence Livermore site they are trying something similar where they have radiological constituents and
VOCs together in ground water.  That system uses palladium rods in a closed-loop system and water is returned to the same
formation.  She asked if the water level of HSU-1 were lowered, would chloroform be drawn down or remain in the soil?  Bold
responded that chloroform partitions strongly into the aqueous phases.  If you de-watered the aquifer, the chloroform would go
with the water.  Lee added that a small amount would remain in the vapor phase.  He asked whether UC Davis expects to have a
scaling problem in the system.  Turner responded that based on current data from the ground water, we expect to have a scaling
problem but have accounted for this in our design by adding an acid drip system.  UC Davis is preparing to produce a work plan if
everyone is interested.  Setian asked the RPMs whether they should tell UCD to go ahead and work on this.

Oatman added that it’s a little more expensive (perhaps about $10,000 more) than the dual-phase. Turner commented that the cost
of piezometers were not included in the design of the dual-phase system, so the cost differential may be even less.  We could
demonstrate this system sooner than the dual-phase method because we are on hold regarding the water treatment for the dual-
phase.

Austin said that he was okay with it even though these systems are hard to control.  The method requires doing several things in
one borehole and it gets tricky.  Turner responded that is why they are planning to use Wasatch, who has extensive experience in
controlling the system.  In order to monitor the effectiveness, he said that now the plans call for five nested pairs of piezometers.

Setian asked whether the RPMs should call for a work plan and set the date for it.  Oatman suggested that UC Davis could
probably have a work plan ready in about 30 days, possibly around August 3.  If the RPMs review the packet sent out and find
concerns they would like to address, they need to let UC Davis know as soon as possible.  A conference call was set for Thursday,
July 6 at 8:30 for the regulatory agencies to discuss potential issues on the system and get RPM feedback on whether UC Davis

A conference call will
be held on July 6 to
further discuss the
Source Removal Pilot
Study.
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should go ahead with the pilot study.

Waste Burial Holes
Completion Report

The draft report was sent to the RPMs on May 23, 2000.  Setian questioned whether all waste collected during the RA has been
shipped and whether an addendum will be issued.  Oatman responded that waste had been turned over to the campus waste
handling facility and they are still considering disposal options. He said that an addendum will be prepared once all waste has been
shipped.

Austin stated that the RPMs are interested in the characterization data because we would expect to find similar residuals in the soil
that is left behind.

Setian said that the EPA has specific requirements for this report and that it should cover what was done and whether anything was
changed from the work plan.  Once the report is approved, there is a 60-day period to prepare a work plan for the confirmation
sampling.  Based on her review, she plans to provide a letter with minimal comments and this will start the 60 days.

Putah Creek Watershed
Study

Setian asked whether there will be a public meeting to present the results of the Putah Creek Watershed study. Oatman said that
the results will be presented at the meeting of the Yolo County Board of Supervisors.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) and G. Fred Lee are
on the committee.

Lee stated that he had just received the draft minutes of the advisory committee meeting and would send these out on June 30. 
Roth commented that the study did find contaminants at the lift station sampling point. Lee said that there was also a data quality
problem of representativeness of the samples of stormwater runoff from the site.

The next meeting is scheduled for August 8, 2000 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
August 8, 2000

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Teleconference Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Christine Judal, UC Davis Mary Rust, DSCSOC
Duncan Austin, DTSC Andy Kopania, EMKO Laureen San Agustin, DOE-OAK
David Belk, UC Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Kathy Setian, EPA
Jeff Bold, MW G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Jim Smith, URS
Bob Devany, WA Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Susan Timm, RWQCB
Mike Dresen, WA Joe Niland, MW Joe Turner, URS
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis
Richard Hume, DTSC Steven Ross, DTSC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that approval of the May 18 draft minutes was deferred during the last meeting.  The
RPMs approved the June minutes with changes discussed.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

Duncan Austin (DTSC), who has been with the LEHR/SCDS project since 1993, reported that he is leaving DTSC and taking a job
at the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Austin indicated that Steven Ross would be taking his place as the
DTSC Remedial Project Manager.  The RPMs thanked Austin for his contributions and indicated that his expertise and input would
be missed by the project.

Review of Action Items DHS had an action item to issue a letter that compared DHS and DOE duplicate analyses for the Southwest Trenches confirmation
samples.  Sudana Kwok (DHS/RHB) indicated that DHS had completed its evaluation of the duplicate analyses and had issued its
letter in which DHS concluded that the DOE and DHS samples had acceptable agreement.  Kwok noted that she was uncertain
about the acceptability of the results with respect to cleanup.  Setian indicated that the objective of the duplicate sampling was to
independently check on the DOE’s data quality.  Setian indicated that the cleanup verification process had been developed
collectively by the RPMs, and is presented in the Southwest Trenches Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA).  Austin
indicated that he had read the DHS report and agreed that there was generally good agreement between the DOE and DHS results.

Devany indicated that the only DOE action item from the April meeting minutes was to distribute the Removal Action (RA)Work
Plan, which was issued on July 28.

DOE AREAS:

Federal Facility Specific actions taken by DOE during July:  
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Agreement (FFA)
Compliance

• Continued planning for the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Began the Ra/Sr Area II RA site setup and conducted the readiness review inspection.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken during August and September:

• Begin the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

• Begin preparing responses to RPM comments on the Draft Dog Pens EE/CA.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None

 Domestic Tanks 1/5
Drywells Sample
Results

Devany presented an overview of the Domestic Septic Tanks 1/5 Drywell samples collected during the Ra/Sr Treatment System
Area I RA.  Devany explained that last summer’s excavation activities had unexpectedly located five drywells that were likely
connected to Domestic Septic Tanks Nos. 1 and 5 based on their geographic location with respect to previously identified effluent
pipes.  He indicated that ten samples (two per drywell) and one field duplicate were collected from the excavation area.  Most
samples contained background concentrations of radionuclides and metals, with the exception of sample CWRSC024 which was
collected at a depth of 9.5 feet and was immediately adjacent to Drywell B.  This sample reportedly contained elevated levels of
metals, including chromium and lead, and slightly above-background levels of radium-226 and cesium-137.  Devany noted that this
soil has been removed and packaged as waste and that the underlying sample collected at a depth of about 20 feet was essentially
clean.  Devany indicated that DOE’s path-forward was to collect additional samples next spring to determine if no further action is
an appropriate response.  It was agreed that a sampling and analysis plan to address the drywells and the other domestic septic tanks
would be provided to the RPMs this winter.

 

 

 

 

 DOE will provide a
sampling and analysis
plan to the RPMs in
the March timeframe.

 Ra/Sr Treatment
System RA Progress
Report

Devany indicated that the site preparation and surface excavation activities had begun.  He indicated that DOE had increased the
fiscal year funding so that additional progress could be made during this year’s dry season.  Devany indicated that a progress
evaluation would be made around September 15 to decide what work could be safely completed prior to the onset of the wet season.
 Austin indicated that DOE needed to involve the RPMs in the decision process so that they are aware of DOE’s decision criteria. 
Rich Fallejo (DOE-OAK) indicated that potential environmental impacts from conducting the RA during the rainy season were
DOE’s primary concern.  Fallejo agreed to keep the RPMs informed on this matter.

 DOE will determine
what work may be
completed before the
onset of the rainy
season by about
September 15.

 Data Integration
Update

Devany and Brian Oatman (UC Davis) indicated that each entity had exchanged their respective database dictionaries and that
progress was being made according to the approved Data Integration Memorandum.  Setian requested that data integration updates
become a standing topic of discussion at future RPM meetings.

 Data integration
updates will be a
standing agenda item
for RPM meetings.

 Dog Pens EE/CA
Discussion

An open discussion was held on the Dog Pens EE/CA.  Devany indicated that the comment period ends on August 14.  Austin said
that he had reviewed the document but had not completed his comments.  He felt the document needed to clarify that removing the
gravel, curbs and asphalt from the Western Dog Pens would not allow for future unrestricted use, since that alternative achieves the
risk-based action standards for restricted (industrial) use.  Setian added that that the EE/CA indicated that institutional controls were
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“readily implementable,” and added that it was EPA’s position that institutional controls were often problematic, and difficult to
monitor and enforce.  She cited a recent news story where a water supply well was inadvertently drilled on a capped impoundment
at a site in the eastern United States.  Oatman indicated that UC Davis also has concerns about the process and authority required to
implement the institutional controls proposed in the EE/CA.  He indicated that UC Davis has not yet agreed to implementing the
proposed EE/CA institutional controls.  Salem Attiga (EMS) added that the EE/CA proposes only interim actions and that
implementation issues, if any, could be addressed at a later stage in the project.  Austin said that the EE/CA indicates that it is
adequate to leave the underlying soil in place based on statistical evaluations.  He indicated that the statistics may not properly
address hot spots.  Setian indicated that the MARSSIM methodology provided a means to evaluate the size of a hot spot for which
sampling has accounted.  Setian indicated that she was basically satisfied with the soil data, but had some concerns over the
unknowns associated with the gravel and concrete characterization.

A discussion followed on whether the Eastern Dog Pens should be included in the EE/CA.  Austin indicated that the EE/CA relies
on the assumption that UC Davis will eventually cap the landfill.  It was agreed that significant uncertainty remains about the final
remedial action for the landfill.  Devany reiterated that this was an interim action and that its inclusion would result in progress
toward a joint remedy.  He added that in the event that an agreement between UC Davis and DOE was not reached, other remedies
could be implemented through the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study process.  There was general agreement that including
the Eastern Dog Pens in the EE/CA was appropriate.

The EPA and RWQCB indicated that they expected to provide DOE with comments by August 14, and DTSC and DHS indicated
that they need a two week extension.  [Post-meeting note:  DOE received comments from the RWQCB on August 14, DHS/RHB on
August 24, DTSC on August 31 and EPA on September 1.]

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The EPA and
RWQCB indicated
that they expected to
provide DOE with
comments on the
Draft Dog Pens
EE/CA by August 14,
and DTSC and DHS
requested a two week
extension.

 UCD AREAS:   

 Source Treatment
Technologies

Joe Niland (Montgomery Watson) presented a review of the evolving approach toward source treatment as it has expanded from
source investigation to source removal pilot testing.  At EPA’s request, UC Davis prepared a plan for a pilot test using soil vapor
extraction and ground water pumping (dual-phase).  However, UC Davis noted in the work plan that it was their belief that a dual-
phase technology would not work at the site due to several factors.  Since preparing the work plan for the dual-phase pilot test, URS
Corporation, at the request of UC Davis, identified dual-density convection (DDC) as a more appropriate method for source
removal at the site.  Niland said that he believes this method circumvents many of the problems associated with the dual-phase
technology.

During the RPM conference call on July 6, Austin had brought up some of his concerns about the effectiveness of the proposed
DDC method. Austin asked whether the DDC method actually presents a possible source removal action.  Niland responded that
UC Davis has always supported source removal whenever feasible, and the DDC system may be a reasonable method to expedite
overall source removal.  Dr. Andrew Kopania (EMKO Environmental, Inc./subcontractor to URS) noted that Austin’s concerns
were appropriate. The problem of creating an additional waste stream with the dual-phase method is also a significant concern.  He
said that the DDC technology has been available and improving over the past few years.  There have been a number of studies and
evaluations of the technology that were funded by the EPA and other sources.  Kopania provided a brief overview of the DDC
technology.  He said that movement of water from distant parts of the aquifer is not required.  The bubbling of air near the bottom
of the well creates less dense water that rises up the well.  This forms a mound at the top of the well with a head differential that
forces the water back down, creating a circulation cell.  The method involves convection cell layering.  Essentially, it will be an
enhancement of the existing ground water treatment system because it works closer to the source, while the interim remedial action
(IRA) does its work further downgradient.  Without focusing near the source, removal of the contaminants in HSU-2 would take
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much longer.  Addition of the DDC system will shorten the total removal time.  However, because HSU-1 does not produce much
water, the effective treatment radius for the system is estimated to be 25 to 30 feet.  This radius may expand up to 70 feet,
depending on  the stratification of material within HSU-1.  The pilot test will give us more information on the capture zone through
the use of piezometers.

Niland asked Kopania’s opinion about sustainability and functionality of DDC over time.  Kopania responded that there are many
factors that will influence this, especially the amount of clogging due to carbonate precipitate buildup.  Using an acid drip system
will minimize buildup, but periodic pressure washing will still be required.  Regarding air emissions, Kopania said that modeling
has shown chloroform emissions will be so low that no emission controls should be required.  Oatman added that UC Davis is
working with the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District to determine substantive requirements and what monitoring will be
required to show that the modeling is correct.  Kopania said that the design calculations for the emissions are two to three times
overestimated for the long run, since they are based on initial chloroform concentrations in the well that will decrease rapidly over
time.

Setian said that she wanted to make it clear for the record that the proposed DDC pilot test is a substitution of the only HSU-1
ground water phase pump and treat method that was defined in the work plan submitted by UC Davis.  Setian said that her
expectation is that UC Davis will still do a study to address source removal from the vadose zone.  Oatman responded that it might
be possible to modify the DDC system in the future to address levels of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the vadose zone. 
Austin asked how that will work.  Kopania responded that we first want to test the DDC system to see if it works for the ground
water.  After we determine the system’s effectiveness in HSU-1 ground water, we can evaluate the effectiveness of this method to
clean up the vadose zone.  This can be done by putting a vacuum on the well head to act as a soil vapor extraction (SVE)
component to capture the VOCs in the vadose zone.  He added that the vadose zone is very transient and that, to his understanding,
there are no high levels of VOCs in the vadose zone.  Austin stated that in his experience from other sites, there is always
contamination within the vadose zone.  Austin asked whether the well would serve as a model for a test on SVE.  Kopania
responded that this will be a dramatically over-designed system for SVE, and that it should work well.

Susan Timm (RWQCB) commented that the schematic doesn’t look like there is much break between screens and questioned
whether it was enough.  Kopania said that it generally works out to be about two to five feet between screens, and that is sufficient. 
Kopania said that the biggest challenge at this site is the need for multiple well screens to capture the greatest amount of VOCs
during different times of the year as water levels change. Timm also asked how we will know whether it will rise to the top screen
when the water levels are high.   Kopania responded that is why we will have piezometers at different zones.  What we look for is a
dissolved oxygen breakthrough.  He said that tracer tests are good to evaluate how a system is working, but he has had difficulty
getting approval for tracer tests at any site in California. 

Timm clarified that the basic objective for the University is to test the DDC method in ground water and then to deal with the
question of SVE.  Oatman concurred. Kopania said that the DDC plan calls for a 90-day study.  If it does not work, we will know
soon and then we can choose an alternate method to do an assessment.  He said that Figure 5 of the work plan shows that the
hydraulic gradient is mostly downward.  In very wet seasons, the vertical gradient levels out to zero. In conclusion, Setian asked that
the minutes document that Oatman knows he still needs to perform a vadose zone SVE test.  Oatman agreed.

UC Davis will
perform a vadose
zone SVE test to
evaluate the
effectiveness of
vadose zone
remediation.

UC Davis Contractors Austin questioned the status and breakdown of responsibility for UC Davis contractors, saying he has recently received submittals
on behalf of UC Davis from Dames & Moore.  Oatman explained that UC Davis is currently using both Dames & Moore (which has
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been purchased by URS) and Montgomery Watson, depending upon which contractor has the most expertise or site experience in a
particular area.  The key staff have remained much the same, some of them are just working for new companies.  Jeff Bold
(Montgomery Watson) had been working on the Land Treatment planning and the Waste Burial Hole Removal Action, so he still
has both these projects—now under Montgomery Watson.  Dames & Moore (now URS) has expertise in ground water treatment, so
they still assist UC Davis with managing the IRA and ground water monitoring programs.  Setian asked who Kopania was
contracted with, and Turner responded that Kopania works at EMKO as a sub-contractor for URS.  Bold indicated that everyone
involved has been working together for a long time and want to complete their respective projects in coordination.  Austin
recommended being clear about dividing the subject matter and not overlapping subject matter responsibilities between contractors.

Draft Land Treatment
Pilot Study Work Plan
Comments

The draft work plan has been provided to RPMs. UC Davis is hoping that comments can be provided as soon as possible, so the
project can proceed.  Bold referred everyone to Section 6 of the work plan, which shows the proposed project schedule.  Bold noted
that the tasks identified in Section 6 require coordination between several UC Davis departments.  Oatman added that UC Davis
Agricultural Services has been contracted to install the pad and water line needed to complete the mixing portion of this plan, as
discussed with the EPA, DTSC and RWQCB in July 2000.  The end of the current water line is just a few hundred feet to the east. 
It is a buried line that will be tapped into for the mixing water.  Setian asked why the diagram (in Figure 5) shows that mixed water
will go to irrigation.  Oatman responded that there should be a shutoff valve.  Figure 5 shows a three-way valve that will stop the
flow of mixed water during irrigation events.

Setian asked a question in reference to Table 4 of the work plan.  Of the twenty wells shown in the table, she wondered which ones
UC Davis is proposing to switch to quarterly monitoring.  Oatman suggested that if the work plan was revised, two tables could be
prepared, one showing the current monitoring program and one showing the proposed changes.

Setian also asked for additional information on the selection criteria for soil sample locations.  Bold responded that three locations
were selected from each pasture using biased rather than random criteria.  Lee asked about the significance of very high levels of
both chromium and total dissolved solids that are found in well UCD1-28, which is located in the center of the proposed land
treatment area.  Bold responded that this was extensively discussed in the Groundwater Source Investigation Report that was
published last year.  He added that they have researched land use for that area and have found no potential source other than
naturally occurring pockets of elevated chromium.  Lee commented that the levels are high enough to warrant a source investigation
focusing on that issue.  Oatman responded that when soil sampling is conducted for the background land application, we will have
some additional information that may point to potential sources.  Timm added that DOE soil studies found manganese nodules very
prevalent in these soils, which can lead to formation of hexavalent chromium.  She said she will call to confirm these findings.

Lee asked what the column in Table 7 entitled, “Interim Effluent Standard” meant.  Bold responded that this represents a summary
of information from a RWQCB table (provided in Appendix A) that defined what can be placed on land prior to defining
background results.  Lee also asked about stormwater runoff, and Bold said that the plan is to make it so that stormwater is
contained within the area.  Lee stated that he would expect to see a stormwater monitoring plan.  Oatman responded that UC Davis
already monitors the point where stormwater flows into Putah Creek from this area.  Timm agreed that a stormwater management
plan is needed and that stormwater should be captured rather than being allowed to infiltrate.  Lee stated that earthworms are a
mode of transport to the environment and they should also be monitored.

The RWQCB will
confirm the results of
the LLNL soil study
that may have
included LEHR soils.

UC Davis Document
Update

Documents prepared by UC Davis since the last RPM meeting:

• Draft Land Treatment Pilot Study Work Plan
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• Monthly IRA Operations Report for June

• Source Removal Pilot Study Work Plan (including the addendum that was just distributed)

• Waste Burial Hole Completion Report

Additional updates:

• Currently working on the Spring Quarterly Water Monitoring Report, which should be sent out during the week of August 21.

• Summer Quarter Water Monitoring is currently in progress.

• Design and infrastructure of Land Treatment and Mixing Program is currently being conducted.

• Letter provided to EPA and RWQCB last Friday described a problem that occurred during IRA sampling in which samples
were switched in the field.  Results showed chloroform in an effluent sample at 67 parts per billion, but no chloroform was
reported in the influent sample.  A comparison of the sample collection times noted on the bottles indicated that previously
labeled bottles had been switched between the two locations.  UC Davis has corrected this error in the database and has taken
corrective action to ensure this does not happen again.

• Waste characterization for the Waste Burial Holes is in progress.  UC Davis Environmental Services personnel are currently
working to identify potential vendors for disposal.

The next meeting is scheduled for September 27, 2000 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
September 27, 2000

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Teleconference Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Christine Judal, UC Davis Kathy Setian, EPA
Jeff Bold, MW Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Joe Turner, URS
Mike Dresen, WA Joe Niland, MW Mike Zimmerman, WA
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Steven Ross, DTSC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The RPMs approved the draft August 8 RPM meeting minutes with the changes provided during the meeting by Kathy Setian
(EPA).

Announcements Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) announced that she had returned from her leave and will resume her role as the DOE Project Manager. 
Fields indicated that the acting Project Manager, Rich Fallejo, would stay involved in the project for about a month while she
phases back into the project.

Steve Ross (DTSC) and Sudana Kwok (DHS/RHB) indicated that they had not been receiving DOE removal action (RA) updates
by e-mail.  Fields indicated that DOE plans to provide weekly updates to the RPMs.

DOE will provide
weekly RA updates to
the RPMs.

Review of Action Items DOE’s action items included:

• Providing a sampling and analysis plan for additional characterization of the Domestic Tanks.  DOE indicated that a work plan
would be submitted around March 15, 2001.

• Determining the RA scope to be completed before the onset of the rainy season.  DOE indicated that the RA progress to date
had been good and that it expects to complete the RA this year.

UC Davis had one action item to perform a vadose zone SVE test to evaluate the effectiveness of vadose zone remediation.  UC
Davis indicated that , as requested by EPA (in the letter sent August 11, 2000), they will include an amended plan for assessing the
effectiveness of SVE in the letter report that is due 60 days after completion of the DDC pilot test.
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UCD AREAS:

Ongoing Monitoring
Activities

Ground Water Interim Remedial Action (IRA): The August monthly report was sent out one week ago on September 20.  Samples
are collected from ten monitoring wells on a monthly basis.  The influent/effluent is monitored weekly for total dissolved solids and
nitrate as nitrogen; with monthly samples also collected for carbon-14, chromium, total organic carbon, and tritium.

Quarterly Ground Water Monitoring:  The report for the spring sampling results was sent out on August 24.  The summer
monitoring was conducted during the first week of August.

Monitoring Well Water Levels:  Water level measurements continue to be collected monthly across the site for HSU-1, HSU-2 and
HSU-4 monitoring wells.

Stormwater Monitoring:  UC Davis has been preparing for the collection of stormwater samples.  Bottles and sampling supplies
have been ordered.  Everything should be nearly ready to collect samples during the first storm of the season that has sufficient
runoff.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) stated that the RWQCB still recommends that samples be collected for mercury analysis using low-
level detection limits during the next stormwater monitoring.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) indicated that UC Davis will get a
laboratory contract so that low-level mercury monitoring can be done.  He stated a concern that there may be other sources along
the creek that contribute similar or even higher levels of mercury.  Setian indicated it would be good to know if that is the case. 
Oatman said UC Davis will try to collect samples from other locations in the area to get a better background perspective.  Timm
said that she would check with her office’s NPDES group to find out what detection levels they are requiring for industrial
discharge limits.

 

 

 

 

 UC Davis will
contract with a
laboratory for low-
level mercury
analysis in
preparation for
stormwater sampling.

 The RWQCB will
confirm the detection
levels required for
industrial discharge
limits.

 Land Treatment Pilot
Study

UC Davis is proceeding with implementation of the Land Treatment System.  There has been a delay in installation of a pipeline to
deliver water to the site for the mixing component of the system modifications.  The delay was caused by the need to shut down
irrigation water to the southern part of campus to install valves necessary for the mixing water lines.  Once this is complete, we can
begin putting in the pipeline for the mixing option.  Oatman described a few minor changes in the pasture area layout.  One pasture
(P-14) was eliminated, and two adjacent pastures (P-13 and P-12) were expanded to compensate, resulting in a small reduction in
the total acreage.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson) added that the sampling protocol has not been modified, except to eliminate
pasture P-14.  Baseline soil samples were scheduled to be collected today (September 27), but this has been delayed until Monday,
October 2, due to availability of the drilling subcontractor.  Oatman described another minor modification involving the grading
plan that will ensure the area will drain toward the south.  All runoff will be directed to a drainage channel that will contain runoff
from a 25-year storm event. UC Davis Agricultural Services is prepared to do the grading.  Setian asked whether the irrigation will
begin this fall.  Oatman responded that testing is planned this fall, but after that it will probably be too late in the season to require
irrigation.  Bold stated that Montgomery Watson has received a preliminary design on the irrigation system from UC Davis Grounds
Services.  They are working on finalizing the design details. Upcoming tasks include:  (1) collecting soil samples, (2) grading, (3)
seeding area to make use of early rains, (4) install irrigation system, (5) complete fencing.  Setian requested an update for this
project on October 16.

Timm asked whether UC Davis has started the background study on HSU-1 wells.  Bold said that the background study has been
initiated, with two rounds of metal samples collected from UCD1-18.  The results of the Background Study will be incorporated in
the 2000 Annual Water Monitoring Report, due on March 31, 2001.  Setian and Timm said that they were hoping it could be
completed earlier.  Bold suggested it might be done earlier if we could cut down on the number of samples collected for
background.  Timm said that she also wants to get samples at the time the gradient changes.  Christine Judal (UC Davis) responded

 UC Davis will
provide the RPMs
with an update on the
Land Treatment
System on
October 16.
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that the gradient usually starts to change in August when agricultural pumping is reduced.  The summer quarter sampling was
conducted in August, so we will have results from that monitoring period. Timm asked whether the well used for background is
truly representative of background in HSU-1.  She said that it is important to have accurate site background in order to set effluent
limits.  Bold said that UCD1-18 is the focus for background for the site.  Ross asked whether the background study will include
UCD1-28 chromium levels.  Bold responded that it will not, since the background study focuses on developing effluent criteria.  In
the future, wells surrounding the treatment area will be included in a one-year evaluation on the success of the land treatment
program.  Timm said that the most important constituents for determining effluent limits, as far as her office is concerned, include
boron, nitrate, and chromium.

 Density-Driven
Convection System
Well Pilot Test

Joe Turner (URS) indicated that they have been waiting for approval from the RPMs to begin the pilot test.  Setian said that she
thought UC Davis had already begun working on this project.  She referred to a letter sent August 11, which defined a start date of
September 22 for the pilot test.  Oatman apologized for missing the date and requested an extension.  Turner stated that he will
contact the subcontractors and determine how soon they can get into the field.  He noted that specialized subcontractors are
required.  Oatman indicated that he would notify the RPMs by Monday (October 2), on a revised schedule for the pilot test.  Setian
asked for a letter that says UC Davis requests an extension of the September 22 date, yet she said that in no case should a response
be awaited.  Instead, she requested that UC Davis proceed with the pilot test.  Oatman said the test will begin as soon as the
subcontractors are ready to go.

 UC Davis will submit
a letter to EPA to
request an extension
of the Density-Driven
Convection System
Well Pilot Test start
date.

 Upcoming Activities • Ground water monitoring is ongoing for monthly IRA samples and quarterly site monitoring.  Stormwater monitoring will be
conducted during the next rainfall that produces sufficient runoff.

• Construction of the Land Treatment Pilot Study is continuing as discussed above.  An update will be provided to RPMs as
requested on October 16.  Setian also requested an update for the Density-Driven Convection Pilot Test on October 16.

• The Waste Burial Holes Work Plan is due to the RPMs on October 10.

 UC Davis will
provide the RPMs
with an update on the
Density-Driven
Convection System
Well Pilot Test on
October 16.

 RWQCB Permit
Revocation Update

Timm stated that the current plans are not to revoke the waste discharge requirements (WDR) permit.  RWQCB management does
not agree with rescinding the permit and releasing control.  Some revisions to the WDRs are still being prepared.  The effluent
discharge limits are being corrected and a paragraph on monitoring reporting that was left out is being added.  A letter is now being
prepared by RWQCB in response to UC Davis’ letter requesting rescission of the WDR.

Setian asked who in the RWQCB management should be contacted regarding this issue.  Timm responded that Frances McChesney
is the attorney and Ton Vorster is Timm’s supervisor in charge of this issue.  Timm stated that she is open to further discussion
regarding the WDRs, but it has not been clear to her why the EPA does not want the RWQCB to retain the permit.  Setian said that
perhaps a conference call could be set up to discuss it, but she would need to contact other participants.  Setian requested that Timm
and Oatman send her an email with the times they would be available.

 UC Davis and the
RWQCB will
schedule a conference
call with the EPA to
discuss the WDR
permit.

 Other Issues The Radium/Strontium (Ra/Sr) Treatment Systems Area II RA excavation area was recently flooded due to a pump error in a nearby
UC Davis domestic well.  Oatman will check into monitoring results for the domestic well and why the pump came on.

Ross requested that monitoring reports be signed by a Registered Geologist.  Turner asked whether previous reports also need to
have this signature, but Ross stated that only future reports will have this requirement.

 UC Davis will review
the monitoring results
and check the pump
for the domestic well
that discharged into
the Ra/Sr Area II RA
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excavation.

 DOE AREAS:   

 Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA)
Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during August:

• Continued the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

• Began preparing responses to RPM comments on the Draft Dog Pens Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA).

Actions expected to be undertaken during September:

• Continue the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

• Meet with UC Davis to begin discussing a joint remedy agreement for the Eastern Dog Pens and Landfill No. 2.

• Continue preparing responses to RPM comments on the Draft Dog Pens EE/CA.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None
 Dog Pens EE/CA
Update

Fields indicated that DOE was developing responses to RPM comments on the Draft EE/CA and planned to submit them to the
RPMs by October 15.  She noted that the key issue was to reach an agreement with UC Davis for a joint remedy for the Eastern Dog
Pens and Landfill No. 2.  Setian indicated that EPA hoped that an agreement between UC Davis and DOE could be achieved rather
than removing the Eastern Dog Pens from the current EE/CA.  Fields indicated that meetings on this subject were scheduled and
that she was optimistic that the issues could be resolved in a reasonable time period.

Ra/Sr Treatment
System RA Progress
Report

Devany reported that:

• Removal of leach fields and distribution pipes is complete.

• Leach field screening sample results indicate that driver compounds (Sr-90, Ra-226 and nitrate) are below target levels.

• The Ra-226 Tank is 80% demolished.  Radiological survey results show low levels of Ra-226 in tank concrete.

• Approximately 2,000 gallons of accumulated rainwater was removed from the Sr-90 Tank.  Analytical results are pending.

• The Sr-90 (Imhoff) Tank demolition is in progress (15% complete).  The unexpected presence of asbestos-containing material
has caused a schedule delay of about a week.

• A sanitary sewer backup flooded a portion of the excavation on September 22, but likely caused no significant impacts. [Post-
meeting note:  subsequent soil sampling in the flooded areas indicated that Ra-226, Sr-90 and metals concentrations were at
background levels.]

• Excavation is expected to be complete by mid- to late October.

Weiss Associates will
e-mail data for review
and directions to
Phase I Data
Evaluation meeting
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The Phase 1 Data Evaluation meeting was tentatively scheduled for October 17 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates office in
Emeryville.  [Post-meeting note:  The meeting was re-scheduled to October 24.]  Devany said that he would e-mail data for review
and directions to the attendees prior to the meeting.

attendees.

Waste Management
Progress Report

Devany reported that:

• Ra/Sr Area I RA low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) will be shipped to Envirocare between December and March.

• Approximately 70 cubic yards of investigation-derived LLRW will be shipped to Envirocare this week.

• Evaluation of Ra/Sr Area I RA overburden sample data indicates that it is acceptable for reuse as backfill in the Ra/Sr Area II
RA excavation.

The RPMs requested that a written report be provided to them on the Ra/Sr Area I RA overburden evaluation.  It was agreed that a
report including all data would be provided prior to the October 17 (Post-meeting note: changed to October 24) meeting and
discussion of the evaluation would be included on the October 17 agenda.

The Ra/Sr Area I RA
overburden
evaluation will be
provided prior to the
October 17 (changed
to October 24)
meeting.

Data Integration
Update

Devany and Oatman indicated the data dictionaries were reviewed and that a trial bilateral data exchange was being arranged.

The next teleconference is scheduled for November 8, 2000 at 1:00 p.m.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Phase I Data Evaluation Meeting Summary
October 24, 2000

Recorded by:  Bob Devany

Teleconference Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Larry McEwen, DOE-OAK Tim Utterback, WA
Bob Devany, WA Erik Nielsen, WA Kristie Wilkie, TRC
Mike Dresen, WA Steven Ross, DTSC Richard Weiss, WA
Christine Judal, UC Davis Kathy Setian, EPA Alborz Wozniak, WA
Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Dan Stralka, EPA Mike Zimmerman, WA
Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Susan Timm, RWQCB

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

DOE AREAS:

Radium/Strontium
Treatment Systems
Area II Removal
Action Phase I Data
Evaluation

Review of Work Plan Objectives:  Alborz Wozniak (Weiss Associates) indicated that the objective of the Phase I Data Evaluation is
to confirm whether target screening criteria have been met for pre-selected constituents (i.e., strontium-90 [Sr-90], radium-226 [Ra-
226] and nitrate [as nitrogen]).  He indicated that after this determination is made, full-suite confirmation samples will be collected
and the excavation will be backfilled.

Review of Screening Sample Results:  Erik Nielsen (Weiss Associates) provided a handout showing that all available results were
below the screening criteria defined in the work plan and recommended proceeding with confirmation sampling and excavation
backfilling.  Nielsen indicated that about 36 nitrate results were still pending and that results should be received by October 25.  The
RPMs requested that these results be forwarded to them when received.  Pending the outcome of these results, the RPMs approved
DOE’s plans to proceed with the confirmation sampling and excavation backfill. [Post-meeting note: All of the outstanding nitrate
results were below the screening criteria.  Results were e-mailed to the RPMs on October 27.]

Outstanding nitrate
results will be
forwarded to the
RPMs when they are
received from the
analytical laboratory.

Reuse of
Radium/Strontium
Treatment Systems
Area I Overburden Soil

Objectives:  Mike Zimmerman (Weiss Associates) indicated that the Area I overburden soil was evaluated for reuse as backfill for
the current Area II excavation.  He indicated that appropriate reuse would result in waste minimization and reduced costs for the
site.  He indicated that the overburden soil originated above the contaminated structures that were removed during the Area I
removal action in 1999.  He indicated that the evaluation would look at overburden soil with respect to human health risk, ground
water impact, DOE authorized release of potentially radiation-added material, and hazardous waste screening.
Evaluation Results:  Zimmerman indicated that the evaluation showed that with the exception of three 20-cublic yard (cu. yd.)
segments of the 440- cu. yd. pile, all material was below risk-based action standards, ground water impact thresholds, DOE
authorized release thresholds and hazardous waste standards.  Zimmerman recommended that the 380 cu. yds. of clean material be
used as backfill in the Area II excavation.  The EPA, RWQCB and DHS agreed with the recommendation.  Steven Ross (DTSC)
indicated that he needed additional time to evaluate the findings of trace organics in the overburden soil.  [Post-meeting note:  Ross
provided an email on October 30 indicating that it was DOE’s choice to use the material for backfill.  Ross cited the lack of quality
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control (QC) data and the possibility that trace organics might make the soil an F-listed RCRA waste.  DOE responded that it had
performed due diligence in the QC of the data provided and with respect to the source(s) of the trace organics in the soil.  Based on
this evaluation, DOE determined that that the soil is not a RCRA waste.  The soil was used as backfill between the depths of 1 and 3
feet in the Area II excavation.  A permeable liner was placed at the 3-foot horizon to delineate the location of the overburden soil.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
November 8, 2000

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Teleconference Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis
Jeff Bold, MW Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Steven Ross, DTSC
Brent Cutler, UC Davis Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Kathy Setian, EPA
Bob Devany, WA G. Fred Lee, DSCSOC Susan Timm, RWQCB
Mike Dresen, WA Joe Niland, MW Joe Turner, URS

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The RPMs approved the draft September 27 RPM meeting minutes with the changes provided during the meeting by Bob Devany
(Weiss Associates) and Susan Timm (RWQCB).

Announcements None

Review of Action Items DOE indicated that its action item to provide weekly removal action (RA) updates had been met and was ongoing.

DOE AREAS:

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during September/October:

• Continued the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

• Conducted the trial data exchange between UC Davis and DOE.

• Responded to RPM comments on the Draft Dog Pens Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA).

• Began preparing the Draft Final EE/CA.

Actions expected to be undertaken during November:

• Complete the Ra/Sr Area II RA.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

• Issue the Draft Final Dog Pens EE/CA for public comment.
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Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None
Removal Action
Update

Devany reported that:

• Confirmation samples were collected in the western half of the excavation between October 25 and October 27.

• Backfill of the western half of the excavation to a depth of about 4 feet below grade will be completed today.

• Confirmation sampling of the eastern half of the excavation will be completed on October 9.  DHS plans to collect duplicate
samples on October 9.

• The excavation is scheduled to be backfilled to grade by November 22.  [Post-meeting note:  Due to weather delays, backfilling
was completed on December 1.]

Sudana Kwok (DHS/RHB) added that the DHS also plans to sample portions of the Ra/Sr Area I overburden soil stockpile for
radiological constituents.  She indicated that this wouldn’t hold up the use of this material as backfill.  Salem Attiga  (EMS)
indicated that different results are likely due to differences in the analytical methods and imprecision at the extremely low
background activities that are expected to be present.  Kwok indicated that DHS had copies of DOE’s commercial laboratory
standard operating procedures for comparison.

 

 Dog Pens Engineering
Evaluation/Cost
Analysis

Devany indicated that DOE was requesting feedback on its responses to RPM comments and associated revisions to the Dog Pens
EE/CA so that the Draft Final EE/CA could be issued for public comment.  Steven Ross (DTSC) indicated that he felt that the
revised sentence “Land use covenants will be required if future risk assessment indicates a residential exposure exceeding the
CERCLA risk range” may be inconsistent with DTSC policy.  Ross noted that DTSC has a policy statement indicating that land use
covenants may be required if residual risks exceed 10-6 rather than the CERCLA range (i.e., 10-4 to 10-6).  Kathy Setian (EPA)
added that this policy was not currently included as a “to be considered” ARAR in the document.  To address Ross’ concern, it was
agreed that the sentence would be modified to read “Land use covenants will be required in accordance with applicable statues and
regulations if future risk assessment indicates a need for them.”

Ross noted that the risk-based action standards (RBASs) used in the EE/CA are based on industrial exposure scenarios and he asked
when residential RBAS values would be calculated.  Devany noted that the site-wide risk assessment would be conducted in the
future in accordance with a consent order between UC Davis and EPA.

Kwok indicated that she had some concerns about the radiation exposure modeling presented in Section 8.8.6.1 of the EE/CA.
Attiga indicated that Section 8 deals with Federal NEPA compliance and, as such, is really a DOE matter.  Kwok indicated that
DHS could not sign off on the document if these concerns were not addressed.  It was agreed that a meeting would be arranged to
discuss the details of the DHS concerns. [Post-meeting note:  Meetings with DHS and DOE personnel were held on November 9
and 22.  Resulting modifications were made to the EE/CA and on December 1, DHS indicated that they had no further comments.]

During the meeting EPA, DTSC and the RWQCB indicated that they concurred with DOE’s plans to issue the Draft Final EE/CA
for public comment.  Setian indicated that the meeting minutes would be sufficient documentation of RPM approval to move
forward.  She indicated that approval of the Final EE/CA would be provided by the EPA in writing.  Devany indicated that DOE
planned to hold the public comment period between November 15 and December 14, 2000.  [Post-meeting note:  Due to the time
required to address the additional DHS comments, the Draft Final EE/CA was issued to the public on December 1.  Because of the

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 A meeting will be
arranged to address
DHS concerns with
Section 8 of the Draft
EE/CA.
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overlap with the holiday season, the public comment period was extended to 45 days and will end on January 15, 2001.]

 Data Integration
Update

Devany and Brian Oatman (UC Davis) indicated the trial data exchange had been successful.  Devany indicated that a joint
DOE/UC Davis letter would be drafted to document the completion of the data integration process.

 A letter will be jointly
drafted by DOE and
UC Davis to
document the
completion of the
data integration
process.

 UCD AREAS:   

 Ground Water Interim
Remedial Action and
Water Monitoring

Reports:  The September monthly report was sent out one week ago on October 20.  The October monthly report is due on
November 20.

System Status:  An injection well high-level alarm occurred in late October resulting in an automatic shutdown of the system.  The
system was restarted several times, but the injection well high-level alarm continued to shut down the system within minutes to a
couple of hours.  This problem may be associated with scaling in the injection well.  A water conditioner was installed several
months ago to address this problem, but it has not helped the situation.  We are looking at options to correct the problem and restart
the system.

Joe Turner (URS) is evaluating the problem with the injection well.  Two options are being considered:  1) check the pipe
calculations to determine if modification of the flow into the injection well will address the high-level alarms, or 2) treat the well
using an acid wash to remove scaling in the well.  After the well treatment is completed, UC Davis will evaluate measures to
prevent further scaling in the injection well, such as injecting carbon dioxide into the effluent water.

Quarterly Ground Water Monitoring:  The fall quarter (November) field sampling was completed on November 7.  The summer
quarterly report is in progress and will be out in early December.

Monitoring Well Water Levels: Water level measurements continue to be collected monthly across the site for HSU-1, HSU-2 and
HSU-4 monitoring wells.

Storm Water and Surface Water Monitoring: The first storm water and surface water monitoring for the site was completed during
the first storm event of the season in early October.  No low-level mercury sampling was done at this time, but a plan for low-level
mercury sampling was submitted to the RPMs on October 23.  Setian reported that she has asked the EPA quality assurance section
to review the proposed sampling method and that she will forward any comments.  Setian indicated that UC Davis and DOE should
go ahead with the low-level mercury sampling plan as it stands until told otherwise.  We are waiting for the next storm event to
begin the special mercury sampling.

Ross expressed concern regarding the high levels of chromium in well UCD1-28.  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) indicated there may be
an increased regional background of chromium in the Davis/Woodland area based on information recently presented by Steve Book
(DHS) at the California/Nevada Waterworks Association Meeting.  Lee noted somewhat elevated levels of chromium (>50
micrograms per liter) in neighbors wells.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson) referred to the Ground Water Source Investigation
Report, dated March 1999, that agreed with Book and Lee, citing similar high TDS, chromium (and boron) concentrations in the
Davis and Woodland areas.  Oatman also pointed out that soil samples were recently collected near UCD1-28 for the Land

EPA will provide
comments on the
storm water sampling
plan for low-level
mercury analysis.
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Treatment Pilot Study baseline sampling.  These samples may provide additional information on chromium and salts in area soils.

Ross asked why chromium was not monitored in HSU-1 wells.  He indicated there seemed to be high chromium levels in wells
north and east of the landfills, when compared to wells west of the landfills.  Bold indicated the emphasis of the ground water
monitoring program had shifted from all wells (including HSU-1) to primarily HSU-2 wells affected by the ground water interim
remedial action (IRA) (which focuses on HSU-2).  Prior to the Land Treatment Pilot Study, the IRA monitoring program was
focused on evaluating chloroform capture and treatment in HSU-2.  Chromium levels in wells closer to the landfills have not
demonstrated high levels of chromium.  Timm indicated there is no need to resume monitoring of HSU-1 wells for chromium due to
10 years of data.

 Density-Driven
Convection System
Well Pilot Test

Turner indicated that installation of the wells was finished last Friday.  The project was delayed for a few days due to rainy weather.
 On Monday, the drilling contractor will begin the development of 11 wells. Updates have been sent out to the RPMs providing
screen intervals and other details.  We plan to start the system next week and collect the first samples.  Oatman will send an update
to Setian and other RPMs regarding the start-up of the system.  No permit or vapor collection system is required for this project per
the Yolo/Solano Air Quality Management District.

UC Davis will
provide updates to the
RPMs regarding the
start-up of the
density-driven
convection system.

Land Treatment Pilot
Study Status

Oatman indicated that UC Davis has been working with Animal Resources Service (ARS) to finalize the plans for the pastures.  The
monitoring well heads located in the horse pasture area need to be converted from standpipe to flush-mounted traffic boxes. 
Grading and initial baseline soil borings have been completed.  The pipeline for the “Berryessa” water is scheduled for installation.
UC Davis thought that gravity flow would be adequate for introducing the “Berryessa” water for mixing, but there was insufficient
pressure, so a booster pump was required.  The pump is on order.

Bold indicated the first round of effluent samples were collected (in November) for baseline metals and general chemistry analyses.
Four rounds (August through November) of ground water samples from HSU-1 and HSU-2 were collected for baseline metals and
general chemistry results from wells in the vicinity of the land treatment pilot study.

Oatman will provide status updates regarding installation of the “Berryessa” water pipeline and other land treatment system
components.

Timm provided comments regarding the Land Treatment Pilot Study (LTPS) Work Plan.  They include the following:

1. UC Davis needs to complete the background study by February 1, 2001 so the appropriate discharge limits can be
determined before irrigation begins.

2. UC Davis needs to install a low-pressure shut off valve to prevent discharge of treated effluent in case a pipe breaks
between the treatment system and the irrigated pasture.

3. UC Davis needs to describe how they will perform their system check procedure for initial start-up of the irrigation
system and distribute this report to the RPMs.

4. UC Davis proposed four weeks of weekly monitoring following LTPS implementation and monthly monitoring
thereafter.  Since UC Davis will have at least five months of effluent monitoring data prior to start up of the irrigation
system, weekly monitoring will not be necessary.  UC Davis should monitor the effluent monthly to determine how the
metals concentrations change over time.

UC Davis will
provide updates to the
RPMs regarding
installation of land
treatment system
components.
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5. The work plan proposes annual soil sampling for the irrigated pastures, but does not include a schedule for sampling.
UC Davis should sample the soil annually in the fall.

6. UC Davis proposed a technical report evaluating the LTPS impacts on soil and ground water, which is scheduled to be
submitted on July 30, 2001.  This date was originally selected on the assumption that the LTPS would begin during the
Summer of 2000.  Since the LTPS will not begin until Spring 2001, data to evaluate the effects of irrigation would not
be available by July 30, 2001.  UC Davis should submit a technical report annually, starting on February 1, 2002.

7. UC Davis proposes four months of monthly monitoring, then changing to quarterly monitoring.  Any changes in the
monitoring program must be approved by the RPMs.

Lee expressed his concern regarding a change in the monitoring program relative to the several anticipated changes in the IRA
treatment system.  Timm will submit comments and UC Davis will respond.

Upcoming Activities The Waste Burial Hole Characterization Work Plan was distributed on October 10, 2000.  Ross has provided comments.  Setian set
a November 17 deadline for RPM comments on this plan.

The RPMs will
provide comments on
the Waste Burial
Hole Characterization
Work Plan by
November 17.

The next meeting is scheduled for January 16, 2000 at 10:00 a.m.  The decision on whether this meeting is held as a meeting or teleconference will be made after the agenda is issued.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
January 16, 2001

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Jerry Hensley, DHS/RHB Steven Ross, DTSC
Jeff Bold, MW Christine Judal, UC Davis Julie Roth, DSCSOC
Bob Devany, WA Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Kathy Setian, EPA
Mike Dresen, WA G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Susan Timm, RWQCB
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Joe Turner, URS
Susan Fields, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Susan Fields (DOE-OAK) indicated that this would be her last RPM meeting and that Rich Fallejo (DOE-OAK) would be
replacing her as the DOE Project Manager.  She indicated that Fallejo is a mechanical engineer with cleanup experience at the
Presidio and more recently, with environmental cost estimating at DOE.  Fields also reported that discussions between UC
Davis and DOE on the joint remediation of the Eastern Dog Pens are underway.  Both parties have agreed that this is a
reasonable pursuit and plan to begin developing a modification to the existing Memorandum of Agreement to address the
specific terms of the process.

Brian Oatman (UC Davis) stated that DOE and UC Davis LEHR Project Managers recently met with Janet Hamilton, the Vice
Chancellor for Administration, to develop a plan for cooperation on remediation of the Eastern Dog Pens and Landfill 2. 
They were successful in reaching a tentative agreement for UC Davis to incorporate the Eastern Dog Pens in future plans for
remediation of Landfill 2.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The October 24 and the November 8 minutes were approved.  [Post meeting note: Steven Ross (DTSC) provided a change to
page 3 of the November 8 minutes, where he requested that references to total dissolved solids and nitrate be removed from
the discussion on chromium in well UCD1-28]

Review of Action Items DOE will arrange a meeting between technical staff and DHS representatives to resolve the DHS concerns on the
transportation dose modeling presented in the EE/CA.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) reported that a meeting was held
on November 26 and that DHS had issued a letter of concurrence on December 1, 2000.

DOE and UC Davis will issue a letter documenting the completion of the data integration process.  The subject letter
was distributed to the RPMs at the meeting.
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EPA will provide comments on UC Davis storm water plan for low-level mercury monitoring.  Kathy Setian (EPA)
stated that her staff had reviewed the plan and identified several concerns that she had forwarded to Oatman.  She reviewed
the EPA concerns, including insufficient background information;  defining the problem;  the lack of explanation regarding
how decisions or interpretation of the data will be made; and the lack of a rationale describing how the planned work
addresses a problem.

Susan Timm (RWQCB) indicated that she felt the plan was adequate since the RWQCB had essentially asked for a
preliminary study to determine if mercury is present in site discharges into Putah Creek, but the main focus is broader.  The
RWQCB is also directing other permitted sources to use low mercury detection limits, and when these results are available,
they will help to put the mercury issue into better perspective.  Oatman stated that UC Davis’ position is that the plan meets
the basic objectives of a preliminary study and so he decided to go ahead and collect the samples during the recent storm
water sampling.  Samples for low-level mercury analysis were collected on January 10.  Additional data quality concerns can
be addressed once the initial results are evaluated.

G. Fred Lee (G. Fred Lee & Associates) added that additional data on mercury is beginning to be available through the
Sacramento Watershed Committee.  He said that toxicology research has continued to show that methyl mercury levels are the
key factor for determining bioconcentration of mercury in fish, and that EPA has begun the process of developing guidelines
that incorporate this approach.

UC Davis will provide updates to the RPMs regarding the progress of the dual-density convection (DDC) system and
the Land Treatment Project.  Oatman responded that he has provided these updates via email and will provide additional
updates during this meeting.

The RPMs will provide comments to the Waste Burial Hole Characterization Work Plan.  Oatman stated that these
comments were received and the Draft Final Work Plan was sent out in December.

DOE AREAS:

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during January:

• Continue preparation of the Draft Dog Pens Work Plan.

• Begin the Ra/Sr Area 2 Removal Action (RA) confirmation data validation.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during February:

• Submit the Draft Dog Pens Work Plan to the RPMs for review.

• Complete Ra/Sr Area 2 RA confirmation data validation.

• Begin the Ra/Sr Areas 1 and 2 designated-level sampling needs evaluation.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.
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Dog Pens Documents
Update

Devany noted that the public comment period on the Draft Final Dog Pens Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis had ended
on January 15 and that no comments had yet been received.  He indicated that DOE was preparing the Dog Pens Action
Memorandum (AM).  Fields stated that this was an administrative action and that DOE was not planning to provide review
copies to the RPMs.  Timm indicated that she had reviewed AMs on other projects.  Setian stated that EPA did not need to see
the AM and there was general agreement that DOE could proceed as planned.  Fields noted that DOE expected to have the
document signed by the end of the January. [Post meeting note:  Based on review of DOE guidance on non-time critical RAs,
DOE decided to submit a draft AM to the regulators for review].  Devany reported that the Draft Dog Pens RA Work Plan was
nearing completion and that it would be submitted to the RPMs prior to the February 15 Federal Facility Agreement due date.
 Devany indicated that the RPMs observance of the 60-day maximum review time for the document was critical to allow field
work to begin in early May.  To expedite the EPA’s review, Setian requested that a copy of the work plan be sent directly to
her contractor.  Salem Attiga (EMS) noted that the work plan will not contain details on the waste and material disposition
process since there is uncertainty regarding the waste characteristics.   Devany indicated that the work plan would contain
specifics on waste characterization and that after characterization was complete, an addendum to the work plan would be
produced to provide disposition process plans.  The RPMs agreed that this was a reasonable approach.

 DOE decided to
submit the draft AM
to the RPMs and
stakeholders for
review.

 The EPA requested
that a copy of the draft
RA work plan be sent
directly to their
contractor.

 The RPMs agreed that
is was reasonable to
address Dog Pens RA
waste disposition in an
addendum to the work
plan.

 

 Waste Management
Update

Devany reported that Ra/Sr RA Area 1 waste was currently being shipped to Envirocare of Utah and that DOE planned to ship
about 1,200 cubic yards of waste to this facility for disposal by March 30.  Devany noted that about 1,520 cubic yards of low-
level waste (LLW) from Ra/Sr RA Area 2 would remain in storage after March 30.  Setian asked about the rationale for
switching to soft-sided containers (SSCs) for LLW.  Devany indicated that SSCs were found  to be more cost-effective  than
metal containers. Fields noted that the SSCs were recommended by the pollution prevention committee that visited the site in
1999.

 

 Data Integration
Update

A letter documenting the completion of the data integration process was issued at the meeting.  

 UCD AREAS:   

 Ongoing Monitoring
Activities

Ground water monitoring activities completed since the last RPM meeting include monthly monitoring of the Interim
Remedial Action (IRA) Treatment Plant and seventeen associated wells, in accordance with the monitoring and reporting
requirements for the Administrative Order on Consent Scope of Work and the Waste Discharge Order.  The November
monthly report was sent out on December 20, and the report for December results is now in progress.  Well level data
continues to be collected monthly in all wells.  Fall quarterly ground water monitoring was conducted in November.  The
report for summer quarter results was published on December 13.  The annual water monitoring report is currently in progress
and scheduled to be completed by March 31, 2001.

Both rounds of storm water samples have been collected for the current rainy season.  The initial round was collected in
October and then the second round was collected last week on January 10.  There will be an additional sampling round for
low-level mercury analysis.
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Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson) presented an update on the RWQCB request for ground water chromium data.  The presence
of chromium in ground water has been making headlines in Davis, Sacramento and San Francisco, which indicates it is
gaining importance as a regional issue.  More information is needed to resolve the debate over whether chromium levels on
site are related to historical land use activities or are variations in background. The objectives of the current request involve
preparing graphs of monitoring results in site wells over time and relating this to water level and conductivity data for each of
the hydrostratigraphic units (HSUs).  Additional regional ground water data from other UCD wells will also be compared, as
well as chromium and manganese data from recent soil samples collected during the baseline soils investigation for the Land
Treatment Pilot Study.  Data from ongoing research on soil by two UC Davis professors, one active and one retired, will also
be part of the package that is being prepared for the board.  Ross requested that he be sent a copy of the package.  This
research found solid evidence that chromium can be detected repeatedly in soil samples from UCD1-18 and other site wells.

One difficulty encountered in comparing most of the regional ground water chromium data to results collected on site is that
site wells in HSU-1 are highest in chromium, but hardly any other sites monitor such shallow wells that are comparable with
these.  Most of the regional data available is from much deeper wells, and chromium concentrations decrease significantly
with depth.

Ross stated that it looks like there may be a site source for chromium, because the wells to the east and north of the landfills
have the highest concentration and the wells in the south and west are much lower.

Setian asked for an explanation of how chromium is used for cleaning laboratory glassware.  In response, Bold and Attiga
described the process in which a solution of chromic acid is used as a strong oxidizing agent to remove trace metals and other
trace contaminants from glassware.  After use, the solution is not discarded, but it is recycled and used repeatedly for up to
two or three years.  When eventually discarded, it would have been commonly diluted with water and disposed down the sink
in the laboratories.  This would normally go into the sanitary sewer, or in the case of LEHR, into the septic system.  Sampling
of the septic tanks on site has identified some hot spots in shallow depths, but nothing above background was found at deeper
levels.  Oatman added that this characterizes past practices.  Current campus practice is to dispose of spent chromic acid as a
hazardous waste.

Injection Well Rehabilitation: UC Davis recently sent out an e-mail on the plans for the rehabilitation of the injection well. 
The rehabilitation was conducted during the last week of December 2000.  During pre-tests of the system, a gasket failed. 
This gasket was replaced during the first week of January.  It should be noted that the injection well was off line in December
due to high water levels in one of the tanks.  The initial test to verify the gasket and system integrity is scheduled for
January 20.

Change of Pumping Rate for Winter: The pumping rate was lowered in the extraction well based on capture zone analysis that
reflects conditions during the winter months.  When Berryessa water is connected to the system, different sizes of pipes may
be necessary to accommodate variable flows so that we do not create air locks and exacerbate the precipitation of carbonates. 
Timm requested that the calculations used to assess capture zones be included in the monthly reports so that she can
understand exactly what goes into the computation.  [Post-meeting note: This information was added to the December monthly
report.]

DTSC requested a
copy of the ground
water chromium data
package.

The RWQCB
requested that the
calculations used to
assess capture zones
be included in the
monthly reports.

Dual-Density
Convection Pilot Test

The baseline sampling was completed in December and Joe Turner (URS) distributed a table of preliminary data. The
sampling results show that there were detections of chloroform in the DDC well and piezometers, indicating that it is in a good
location for testing the system.  Currently, the water level is about 40 feet below ground surface, so we are just sampling the
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two deeper piezometers.  The DDC system began operation December 12, 2000.   The initial testing was over a three-day
period.  Since then, we have been continuing to monitor weekly for one month.  After that, it will be monitored monthly. 
During initial operations, the pH in the DDC well increased from 7 to about 9, requiring adjustment of the acid-drip system. 
Since this time, we have been able to maintain the pH between 6.5 and 7.5. The pilot test will continue for 90 days.  There will
be a preliminary report of results coming out about 6 weeks after the end of the pilot test.  Due to the low permeability
conditions within HSU-1, we do not expect the full impact of the system to be evident until near the end of the test.

Land Treatment Pilot
Study

We are currently in the process of completing installation of equipment needed for the (low total dissolved solids “Berryessa”)
water mixing system before beginning the land application.  Recently, we have been installing and replacing parts in the IRA
system, and have done some preliminary testing with the Berryessa water, including collecting samples to check the mixing
rate to verify that it will work as planned.  We expect to get the upgrades associated with the Berryessa mixing system
completed, and will re-start the IRA with the Berryessa system on January 22.  There will be some additional one- or two-day
system shutdowns after January 22, to upgrade and test equipment for the irrigation system.

Because we spent time repairing some unexpected parts of the system (injection well leaks, breaker switches and water level
sensors), other upgrades to the system are behind schedule;  the priority is to keep the system operating in compliance with the
waste discharge requirements with the Berryessa mixing system.   Verification of the irrigation system for land treatment is
expected to be done during the week of February 1-5. 

The RWQCB had requested a revision to the schedule for the background study for irrigation effluent standards to be
completed by February 1, 2001, to allow the RWQCB to approve effluent standards prior to starting irrigation of the Land
Treatment Pilot Study in the spring.  Lee suggested that it would be important to check bioaccumulation of metals in
earthworms, since they are the mechanism through which contamination is transferred from the soil to the biosystem,
including birds.

Progress reports on
the Land Treatment
Pilot Study will be
provided to the RPMs.

Draft Final Waste
Burial Holes Work
Plan

This plan was sent to RPMs in December. Comments received on the previous draft were addressed in the table located right
after the cover letter.  This is not a final document until it is approved.  Ross asked whether Bold could discuss his comment
on the previous draft, concerning whether samples were actually collected below the limits of the excavation.  Bold responded
that the cross-section diagrams (Figures 5 through 7) showed that the excavations generally extended to an elevation of 39 feet
(mean sea level), and samples were collected below the base of the excavations.  Oatman reaffirmed that the excavations were
continued to a depth below all the waste burial holes and that samples were collected in soil below that.  Ross stated that this
was not clear in the work plan tables.  Bold pointed to the “Sample Description” column in Table 2 of the Work Plan that
specified the depth that soil samples were collected relative to the waste burial holes as either “base of excavation” or “2-feet
below base of excavation.”  Ross said that the figures themselves were not an issue, but he did want to verify that UC Davis
had collected samples below each of the waste burial holes.

In additional feedback from RPMs, Setian stated that she does not have comments yet, since she has not completed her review.
 Sudana Kwok (DHS/RHB) stated that she was still waiting to hear the response from her comment on radiological screening
methods.  Bold responded that he had been planning to respond to all comments at once, in order to correct the document as a
whole.  Setian agreed that this is the best approach. 

Oatman indicated that UC Davis could give a preliminary response on Kwok’s question at this time.  He said that UC Davis is
planning to use the photoionization detector volatile organic compound screening method to select soil samples for laboratory
analysis of constituents, based on the assumption that the radiological constituents would be associated with scintillation fluid
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(containing volatile organic compounds) within the waste burial areas.  Residual contamination in soils is most likely found at
a depth of 15 to 20 feet below the existing ground surface.  This depth interval represents the soils beneath the deepest waste
burial hole (15 feet), and above high ground water table (20 feet).  Bold reiterated that the purpose of the screening samples
over this relatively small 5-foot interval is to select an impacted soil sample.

Jerry Hensley (DHS/RHB) stated that we could resolve this issue if UC Davis could issue a memo to DHS providing
additional details of their screening rationale and procedures.  Hensley requested that UC Davis provide a technical basis for
using a photoionization detector to indicate the presence of tritium and carbon-14.  The basis should include detection limits
for tritium and carbon-14, and their correlation factors with respect to organic concentrations.  Setian stated that if there were
no effective method of screening, she would expect to revert to a random sampling schedule.  She asked whether UC Davis
had identified a source area that was higher than other areas within the waste burial holes that could be shown to be related to
the ground water contamination.   In response, Bold stated that it is important to be clear about separating the high levels
found in waste versus constituent levels in the soil around and below them.  It is true that greater contamination was found in
some waste burial holes than in others, but contamination levels greater than 10% of the preliminary remediation goals (PRGs)
were not found in soils beneath or separated from wastes.  Setian said that it would be more appropriate to use the designated-
level methodology rather than the PRGs.  Oatman responded that the Waste Burial Holes Work Plan proposes to use the
designated-level methodology.  When the data is received, the designated levels will be calculated using the regional board
methodology.

UC Davis will issue a
memo to DHS/RHB to
provide additional
details of their
screening rationale
and procedures.

The next meeting is scheduled for February 23, 2001 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
February 23, 2001

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Julie Roth, DSCSOC
Jeff Bold, MW Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Kathy Setian, EPA
Bob Devany, WA Larry McEwen, DOE-OAK Susan Timm, RWQCB
Mike Dresen, WA Joe Niland, MW Joe Turner, URS
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis
Christine Judal, UC Davis Steven Ross, DTSC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements None

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The January 16 minutes were approved with the incorporation of minor changes that were requested by Steven Ross (DTSC)
at the meeting and Jerry Hensley (DHS/RHB) by e-mail.

Review of Action Items The EPA requested that a copy of the Draft Dog Pens Removal Action (RA) Work Plan be sent directly to their
contractor.  As requested, Weiss Associates sent a copy of the Draft Dog Pens RA Work Plan to EPA’s contractor on
February 8, 2001.

The DTSC requested a copy of the ground water chromium data package.  This study is still in progress and UC Davis
plans to share the information with the RPMs when the report is complete.

The RWQCB requested that the calculations used to assess capture zones be included in the monthly reports.  The
capture zone calculations were added to the monthly reports beginning with the December report.

Progress reports on the Land Treatment Pilot Study will be provided to the RPMs.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) will
continue to send e-mail updates to the RPMs on the progress of the pilot study.

UC Davis will issue a memo to DHS/RHB to provide additional details of their screening rationale and procedures.  A
draft memo was provided to DHS/RHB on February 19, and a teleconference was held to address their concerns.  UC Davis
has agreed to take additional samples from boreholes below the former waste holes for carbon-14 and tritium analyses.
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DOE AREAS:

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during February:

• Submitted the Draft Dog Pens RA Work Plan to the RPMs for review on February 8.

• Completed the Radium/Strontium (Ra/Sr) Treatment Systems Area 2 RA confirmation data validation.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during March:

• Complete the Southwest Trenches designated-level analysis.

• Complete the Ra/Sr Areas 1 and 2 Phase II Data Evaluation.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None

 

Approval of Dog Pens
Engineering
Evaluation/Cost
Analysis

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that approval letters were received from DHS/RHB and the RWQCB.  Ross
indicated that DTSC’s letter was in the mail.  Kathy Setian (EPA) indicated that the EPA would provide a letter approving
both the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) and the Action Memorandum pending the resolution of a few minor
comments on the Action Memorandum.  Salem Attiga (EMS) suggested that issuing a revised cover sheet and spine label
would help to identify the document as the final version.  Weiss Associates agreed to issue revised covers for the document. 
[Post-meeting note: Weiss Associates issued revised cover material and spine labels for the Final EE/CA on
February 23, 2001.]

 Weiss Associates
agreed to issue revised
cover material and
spine labels for the
Final EE/CA.

 Approval of Dog Pens
Action Memorandum

Devany indicated that the Action Memorandum was sent out on February 6 and that DOE had requested feedback during
today’s meeting.  Setian indicated that EPA had four comments.  The last sentence of the fourth full paragraph on page 2-3
was unclear.  It was agreed that the sentence would be reworded to state, “Given the need to remove the gravel and concrete
curbs to allow beneficial use of the property, the most efficient approach is to remove these materials.  Final disposition of
these materials will be based on future characterization results.”  In the third paragraph on page 3-1 it was agreed to change
“greater than the 10-6 cumulative potential cancer risk or HI>1.” to “greater than applicable regulatory thresholds.”  On page
3-3, last paragraph (Section 3.2.2), Setian noted that thresholds other than the preliminary remediation goals or background
might be established.  Based on input from Setian and Susan Timm (RWQCB), it was agreed to change “or in the absence of
MCLs, the EPA Region IX Tap Water Preliminary Remediation Goals or background concentrations” to “or more stringent
state water quality goals which are determined to be applicable or relevant in the Record of Decision.”   In the last sentence of
the next to last paragraph of Section 6.1.1 on page 6-3, it was agreed to change "The uncertainty associated with the potential
exposure resulting from contaminants left in place is low, given that the performance period is limited to five years" to  "The
uncertainty associated with the potential exposure resulting from contaminants left in place is low, given that the performance
period for this action is limited until the final ROD is implemented."   It was agreed that the February 23 meeting minutes
would be used to document these four EPA comments.  Timm indicated that she might have additional comments on the
Action Memorandum.  [Post-meeting notes: Timm called Devany on February 26 and indicated that she had no additional
comments.  It was agreed that the February 23 meeting minutes would be used to document the single RWQCB Action

 It was agreed that the
February 23
teleconference
summary would
document the EPA’s
comments on the Draft
Dog Pens Work Plan
and the RWQCB’s
comment on the
Action Memorandum.
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Memorandum comment on state water quality goals.  The EPA approved the Action Memorandum in a letter that was sent on
February 23, 2001.] 

Ross said that he felt that the current shallow soil sampling data available for the Eastern Dog Pens might not be satisfactory
to assess whether ground water impacts would occur given the presence of the underlying landfill.  Devany indicated that the
presence of uncharacterized landfill debris at shallow depth beneath the Eastern Dog Pens might make it difficult or infeasible
to interpret the results of deeper sampling.  Attiga indicated that the Western Dog Pens were used for a longer period than the
Eastern Dog Pens, and that both supported the same research.  Devany indicated that it was reasonable to use the deeper data
from the Western Pens to support the conclusion that DOE’s operations did not impact deeper soil in the Eastern Dog Pens,
given the results of significant soil sampling in the Western Dog Pens.  Joe Niland (Montgomery Watson) will e-mail Weiss
Associates with UC Davis’ position on deeper characterization in the Eastern Dog Pens.  Ross noted that he would submit
written comments on the Action Memorandum prior to March 8.  Ross also indicated that his files did not contain a reference
identified as “Weiss, 2000c” in the Action Memorandum.  Devany indicated that he would forward a copy to Ross next week
[Post-meeting note: Weiss Associates forwarded a copy of the referenced document to Ross on February 26, 2001.] 

Julie Roth indicated that G. Fred Lee felt that the modeling used by Weiss Associates to show no ground water impacts was
unreliable and that ground water monitoring would be required to assess impacts to ground water.

 

 

 Montgomery Watson
will e-mail Weiss
Associates with
UC Davis’ position on
deeper
characterization in the
Eastern Dog Pens.

 Weiss Associates
agreed to forward a
copy of the Addendum
to Former Dog Pens
Technical Memoranda
to the DTSC.

 Discussion on Draft
Dog Pens Removal
Action Work Plan

Devany noted that the Draft RA Work Plan had been sent out on February 8 and that comments were requested by April 9. 
The RPMs indicated that they had received the document and were planning to submit comments by April 9.

 

 Dog Pens Removal
Action Schedule

Devany indicated that the current RA schedule is provided as Figure 1-1 in the Draft RA Work Plan.  He said that field
activities are scheduled to begin on April 30, the Phase 1 Data Evaluation is scheduled to occur in mid-July, and RA activities
should be complete by August 21.  [Post meeting note:  The current schedule still shows field activities commencing on April
30; the completion of two Phase 1 Data Evaluations for the Western Dog Pens storage cells and remaining areas on June 13
and August 13, respectively; and the completion of field activities on September 10].

 

 UCD AREAS:   

 Ongoing Monitoring
Activities

Ground Water Monitoring Update:  Since the last RPM meeting, the winter quarterly ground water sampling was conducted
February 5 through 7.  This included sampling of 24 ground water monitoring wells.  The interim remedial action (IRA)
ground water treatment system was not sampled because it was off-line at this time.  Well levels have continued to be
collected on a monthly basis.

The Annual Water Monitoring Report is currently being prepared and will likely be provided to the RPMs by April 1.

Stormwater Monitoring for Low-Level Mercury:  Oatman discussed the table of low-level mercury results that was faxed to
the RPMs on February 22.  In general, the results provide limited data, but this information does not indicate a site source for
mercury.  Results for site stormwater ranged from 103 nanograms per liter (ng/L) at the lift station to 300 ng/L at Landfill No.
3.  Site results were slightly lower than the results for one “background” location along Old Davis Road, located one-half to
three-quarters of a mile south of Putah Creek. Results at this background location were between 333 and 373 ng/L.  However,
the result for a second “background” location along Stevenson Bridge Road (SBR) was much lower (55.2 ng/L).  Oatman said

The Annual Water
Monitoring Report
will likely be provided
to the RPMs by
April 1.
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this could be due to less traffic and/or more vegetation at that location. Vegetation reduces soil erosion and runoff, resulting in
less particulate matter in the samples. The regulators questioned the interpretation of the sample results.

There was good correlation of mercury concentrations for both duplicate and split sample results.  Split samples were
collected from the DOE lift station and from Landfill No. 1, so that a sample from each of these locations was analyzed by
both the DOE contract laboratory and the UC Davis contract laboratory.  Setian questioned whether it may be significant that
the SBR sample had a much lower concentration, and that perhaps that concentration is closer to the true background. 
Oatman responded that there will be another set of samples collected, and perhaps additional background samples will be
needed.  Setian and Timm asked why the second set of samples had not been collected during the most recent storm event. 
Oatman said that a longer period between sample sets was desirable, and that this week the rain had started over the weekend,
so we couldn’t collect the first flush.  If it rains in March, samples will be collected then, otherwise they will be collected
during the next significant storm event.    

Dual-Density
Convection Pilot Test

The Dual-Density Convection (DDC) Pilot Test is still in progress and is going as planned.  A package of handouts was faxed
to RPMs on February 22.  It contains a graph showing a chloroform versus time plot for two DDC wells (B and C) and UCD1-
12.  The package also includes a map of the pilot test area.  The DDC Pilot Test graph shows a significant decrease in
chloroform, indicating that the system has been operating as intended.  DDC Well B is located approximately 5 feet from
UCD1-12, which is actually closer than the map shows.  The graph shows a dramatic decrease in chloroform at this distance.
Water samples come from the piezometer location that is attached to DDC wells.  Air samples are also taken from the wells
and have ranged from 1to 3 parts per million volume (ppmV) (10 to 15 milligrams per liter), which is about 0.02 pounds per
day discharge.  Chloroform levels have been starting to stabilize around 1 ppmV.  Air is put into the well and chloroform is
stripped from water as part of the process.

Survey results should be available soon for all DDC wells.  The survey data is needed to determine changes in water level and
to assess the localized mounding.  These effects are significant to the evaluation of the system.  The main purpose of the pilot
test is to determine how big a cell we can create and whether we see a suitable response in HSU-1.  Based on this information,
we can determine how many DDC wells would be optimal for the remediation and where they should be located.  The other
primary purpose of the test is to verify that we are actually removing contaminant mass from the ground water.

Niland  asked whether there was concern that the DDC samples on the graph show a significant drop in chloroform levels and
whether any volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are actually being pulled in from the surrounding zone. Joe Turner (URS
Corporation) responded that the B well screen is down near where the air line is located.  This should be taken into
consideration when reviewing the graph, because the water samples from DDC wells B and C are not representative samples
of the ground water;  the water has been stripped of VOCs.  If we turned off the air, the chloroform concentration in the water
should rise.

Niland asked whether any mass calculations have been done.  Turner responded that calculations were not done at this time. 
Again, the purpose of the test is to assess the size of the cell and verify that the technology works at this location.  A 90-day
test in this low permeability zone is a short time to actually see results.  This is why the piezometers are located very close to
the UCD1-12 well.  The fact that we see the chloroform level going down in UCD1-12 is very encouraging and the fact that
we have chloroform in the air stream shows we are removing mass.  The test began December 12 and originally, the last day
would have been March 13.  Since a week was lost due to repair of the air line, the test will be extended for one week and
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the last samples will be collected on March 19 or 20.  The report will be due May 1, which is 6 weeks after the end of the pilot
test.

Interim Remedial
Action Status

On February 5, UC Davis sent out an e-mail update to the RPMs on the status of the IRA, describing problems encountered
with mixing in Berryessa water.  The monthly report for the IRA went out February 20, which further documented the
problems that have been occurring. At the last RPM meeting, UC Davis had expected the IRA to be running by January 22. 
The system was turned on at that time and samples were collected for the mixing rate.  The preliminary data from mixing rate
samples have been received.  Results passed the waste discharge requirements (WDRs) for both total dissolved solids and
nitrate. 

A number of problems were encountered with the mixing system as we started to incorporate the water from the Berryessa
line.  The system filters became clogged with silt and algae that originated in the holding pond on the west side of campus.
These are believed to be seasonal problems, since this water is not used in winter.  Silt and algae in the Berryessa line clogged
filters completely, requiring the system to be shut down approximately 24 hours after mixing began. UC Davis has
subsequently collected additional samples to assess particulate size and to determine how to design the most appropriate
filtration.

A second problem was encountered when the main water line was ruptured.  UC Davis Agricultural Services began trying to
fix the line but have been hampered by weather.  UC Davis has been coordinating with Setian and Timm on this issue.  Setian
asked Timm whether she thought the current efforts were worth what the project is trying to accomplish (returning extracted
ground water back to the aquifer). Timm responded that the water board cannot allow UC Davis to continue to exceed the
WDR permit levels.  She stated that she is hopeful that the mixing system will eventually work to bring the system into
discharge compliance and that she is willing to give it time.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson) said that expected repairs will
likely be completed in two to three weeks from now, but the system will probably be off-line a total of 2 to 2-1/2 months.

Julie Roth (DSCSOC) asked whether UC Davis anticipates more silt to be in the line during the summer season due to
agricultural runoff.  Oatman responded that the water comes from as far up the line as the Solano diversion dam and is piped
in from there to campus.  Therefore, it will avoid most agricultural runoff.  In addition, water won’t be needed as much in
summer due to land application.  He said that whatever must be done to get clean enough water can be done.  However, there
is significant complexity in the system.  A filter mechanism with an automatic backwash is being considered, as well as a
different type of bag filter that may need to be changed frequently. Timm asked whether UC Davis has looked into putting a
pipe at a higher level in the holding pond so it doesn’t take silty water from the bottom. Oatman said they had considered this
but it could reduce the overall capacity of the pond for the other campus users.

Bold stated that plumbing is now complete for the land application system.  Progress continues on other upgrades to valves. 
Electrical wiring should be completed by March 2.  The irrigation system test is expected to begin the week of March 5.
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Background Study This study was sent out to the RPMs on February 8.  The purpose was to establish a basis for the Irrigation Effluent
Background Standards.  As a comment, Setian noted a typographical error on page 3 at the bottom, where it says “outliners”
instead of “outliers.”   Timm said she plans to review the study on Monday.  Bold indicated that the results of the study
seemed to be reasonable.  The numbers essentially show that the land application process should not adversely affect ground
water.

Setian asked Timm what specifically she had expected to accomplish in requesting this study.  Timm responded that some
constituents such as boron did not previously have background numbers.  The information will be used to revise the table of
background numbers in the WDRs.  Oatman said they wanted to account for the range of results for each constituent by
statistically developing a background number. Setian requested that this special study be included in the Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan Addendum.

Setian said that she was surprised that UC Davis did not provide a discussion constituent by constituent.  For example, the
current arsenic discharge level is 7, but the background number is 8.  The table in the WDRs clearly states that discharge of
these constituents is unlawful above the specified limits.  Oatman responded that the current table in WDRs was thought of as
a placeholder until the background study was done to fill in more accurate numbers.  Setian stated that she is concerned about
this.  Bold asked whether a conference call should be set up next week to discuss her concerns.

Timm agreed that the original Table 1 of the June 2000 WDRs provided background numbers that were not based on
statistics, which is why she wanted this study.  It is possible that we have to revise some of the numbers that were in the WDR
table.  That is why Timm wanted this study completed before we started to do the land application.  Setian said that she would
expect UC Davis to evaluate which limits would be a problem.  Oatman said that he didn’t see a problem since they
understood that the study would provide the necessary information as long as the background value was reasonable and
agreeable to the water board.  Timm and Setian agreed to discuss the issue further with UC Davis at 2 p.m. next Tuesday via
conference call.  [Post-meeting note:  The RWQCB, EPA, and UC Davis agreed to revise Table 1 of the Addendum to the
Statement of Work/ Revised Waste Discharge Requirements during a teleconference on February 27, 2001.]

Draft Final Waste
Burial Holes Work
Plan

UC Davis received EPA comments and approval for the plan on February 22, 2001.  Setian said she had emailed comments to
Oatman with a suggestion for future documents as well as the final work plan.  Bold said that they are working on responses to
comments prepared by Sudana Kwok (DHS/RHB) and Hensley. A teleconference was held with DHS to address their
concerns.  UC Davis has agreed to take additional samples from boreholes at 15 to 20 feet below the former waste holes. 
These samples will be analyzed for tritium and carbon-14.  UC Davis will revise the affected pages of the plan and submit new
copies to holders of the current draft.  Kwok stated that she has been talking with UC Davis and thinks they have reached
agreement on the comments, but indicated that she has a few questions she would like to discuss further with UC Davis and
will call Oatman next week.

Setian asked about the proposed timeline for conducting the additional sampling.  Bold responded that they have scheduled a
driller for the next available date, which turned out to be March 26.  He affirmed that they had expected to have the sampling
conducted within 30 days of approval of the work plan.  Setian said that she would like to get this work plan wrapped up so
we can proceed. 

UC Davis will notify
the RPMs when the
borehole sampling is
scheduled.

Upcoming Activities Oatman stated that in the coming year, UC Davis will prepare an addendum to the Site Remedial Investigation Work Plan. 
UC Davis is working out a schedule and will have further details of the schedule at the next meeting.

UC Davis will prepare
an addendum to the
Site Remedial
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Ross asked about the future actions on the chromium background study.  Bold responded that they have produced the
preliminary data and have had some preliminary meetings with Timm to be sure we are providing what the water board wants.
 UC Davis plans to share the information with the RPMs and also plans to continue incorporating additional data as it becomes
available.

Investigation Work
Plan.

The next meeting is scheduled for April 10, 2001 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
April 10, 2001

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Jerry Hensley, DHS/RHB Julie Roth, DSCSOC
David Belk, UCOP Christine Judal, UC Davis Kathy Setian, EPA
Jeff Bold, MW Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Joe Niland, MW Joe Turner, URS
Mike Dresen, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Steven Ross, DTSC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Rich Fallejo (DOE-OAK) mentioned that the DOE budget for environmental restoration will likely be reduced in 2002,
including the LEHR project budget which may be reduced by about 10%.  He noted that DOE was committed to working
closely with the RPMs to do everything possible to meet existing commitments.  Kathy Setian (EPA) encouraged stakeholders
to contact DOE with any opinion that they might have.

Brian Oatman (UC
Davis) will draft a
letter to go through
UC Office of the
President to
recommend that DOE
provide adequate
funds for LEHR.  Julie
Roth (DSCSOC) will
prepare a letter to
DOE regarding
funding for the LEHR
project.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

 The February 23 minutes were approved with the incorporation of changes requested by Susan Timm (RWQCB) and Kathy
Setian (EPA) during the meeting.

Review of Action Items Weiss Associates agreed to issue revised covers and spine labels for the Final Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for the
Western and Eastern Dog Pens.  Weiss Associates distributed the revised material on February 26, 2001.

Weiss Associates agreed to forward a copy of the Addendum to Former Dog Pens Technical Memoranda to the DTSC.  Weiss
Associates mailed a copy of the addendum to Steven Ross on February 26, 2001.



J:\DOE\4004\220\Rpm_minutes\Rpms0401.doc 2

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

(Note:  The February UC Davis action items regarding the Annual Water Monitoring Report and Waste Burial Holes sampling
are discussed below.)

UCD AREAS:

Ongoing Monitoring
Activities

Ground Water Monitoring

• Monthly Interim Remedial Action (IRA): Ground water monitoring was conducted in 10 wells on March 6 and April 5 in
accordance with waste discharge requirements.  The IRA was monitored during the test of the mixing System on
March 21.

• Well level data was collected monthly in all wells.

2000 Annual Water Monitoring Report

• The report was provided to the RPMs at today’s meeting.

2000 Annual Water
Monitoring Report

UC Davis submitted the 2000 Annual Water Monitoring Report (Report) to the regulators at today’s RPM meeting.  As
requested by Setian, a copy was mailed to Connie Walker of TechLaw Inc.  The Report summarizes results from 2000
following the format of previous annual reports.  The Report updates the hydrogeologic model based on new information from
soil borings drilled during the previous year.  A primary objective of this report was to clearly outline the current sampling
program following the changes that have occurred over the last year.  This program is shown on Table 5.  Primary changes
were outlined in a November 22, 1999 letter from UC Davis to the RPMs.  The proposed water monitoring program is shown
on Table 11.  The recommended program is consistent with the current program as modified by Land Treatment Pilot Study
monitoring.  For the proposed program, UC Davis will also add monitoring for the dual-density convection (DDC) system that
will be presented in the May 1, 2001 report for the pilot test.

As discussed in Section 6.0 of the Report, our assessment of the storm water and surface water monitoring programs suggests
that modifications to these programs may be appropriate.  However, we have recommended that an interpretive discussion be
conducted with the RPMs on this subject after review of the report and prior to recommending any potential changes.

 

Dual-Density
Convection Pilot Test
Update

The 90-day pilot test was completed on March 21, 2001 with the final sampling round.  We are just receiving final results and
have begun preparation of the letter report that is due on May 1, 2001. All results to date indicate the system is running as
anticipated.  The system is still operating and the proposed continued monitoring program will be presented in the letter
report.

 

 Ground Water Interim
Remedial Action Status

The Berryessa water mixing system is still down.  Last month, repairs were completed for the Berryessa water mixing
treatment system.  This system was activated in March, when it ran for about 48 hours and clogged again due to algae from the
campus reservoir.   We are working to resolve these problems.  The first method of removing algae will utilize a pre-filter that
fits inside the existing bag filters.  We have installed and are now testing the pre-filters.  If the pre-filters are not effective,
three types of additional filters will be installed if necessary.

During the last meeting, we talked about completing the testing of the new valves in the irrigation system upgrade. Testing
began yesterday.  At this point, we are completing the final testing of all newly installed valves.

We are working with the owner of the land, Animal Resource Services (ARS), on the logistics of constructing the pasture.  All
grading has been completed, pastures and roads have been laid out, and we are ready to install fencing.  After ARS installs the
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fencing, the Grounds Department will oversee the installation of the irrigation piping.  The schedule for installing the
irrigation system is not confirmed, but may begin in 2 to 3 weeks once fences are installed.  Roth asked when the irrigation
system will be in.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson) responded that there is no definite date, but the expectation is about one
month.

 Waste Burial Holes
Field Work

Bold apologized for any confusion regarding the starting date for this work.  The work plan stated that the work was to begin
30 days after approval (as required by the Agreement on Consent [AOC]).  We received approval on the work plan during the
last RPM conference call on February 23, 2001, and Bold stated during the February 23 teleconference that he had scheduled
drilling to begin on March 26, 2001. 

The work plan modifications were sent to the RPMs on March 19, 2001. UC Davis appreciates DHS expediting their review
of the work plan modifications.  Work started on schedule on March 26, 2001.

During the drilling program, ground water was encountered at 35 feet below ground surface (bgs) as expected..  During the
field work, hydropunch sampling was not successful at 3 out of the 5 locations (hydropunch samples were collected at 2 of the
5 locations).  Where hydropunch samples were not collected, a ground water grab sample was collected.  Susan Timm
(RWQCB) asked whether it was done with an auger.  Bold responded that a bailer was used for collecting a sample, but the
hole was made with an auger. 

DHS asked when data will be available, and Bold responded that it is expected 3 to 4 weeks following completion of the field
work, which was March 30.  Bold indicated that we will need to validate data and that, if the RPMs are interested, UC Davis
could provide data during the validation.  Sudana Kwok (DHS) said that for soil tritium and carbon-14, UC Davis cited a
water method in the work plan, but this method would need to be modified for soil.  She indicated that what was cited is very
general and that she was interested in knowing the specifics of the method conducted.  This will help DHS perform the
analysis if they know which method was used for UC Davis samples.

Based on the schedule in the AOC, Setian stated that her calculations indicate that July 2 will be the due date for the report (90
days past completion of the field work).  Salem Attiga (EMS) asked whether this will be the final post-removal confirmation
report, whether data will be put into the risk assessment, and whether this data is compatible with DOE’s input to the risk
assessment.  Oatman responded that this is actually characterization data, not necessarily confirmation data. However, the data
should be compatible with DOE data, since we are using the same lab and the same methods.  Joe Niland (Montgomery
Watson) added that consistency and usability of the data was addressed through the data integration strategy memorandum.  
Niland also indicated that integration and usability of the data is included in the CERCLA planning process that will be
presented later in this meeting.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 UC Davis will provide
additional information
to DHS on the
analysis methods for
tritium and carbon-14
in soil.

 Draft CERCLA
Compliance Schedule

Niland provided a handout with details of the compliance schedule.  It is a conceptual combined schedule from the AOC and
Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) documents.  The conceptual schedule shows UC Davis conducting an enhancement for IRA
in 1999,which is what we are now doing with the DDC and Land Treatment systems.  Work has been generally progressing on
schedule for both UC Davis and DOE.  Real dates in the FFA and the AOC tie into this conceptual plan.  See “Attachment 1”
of handout.  Based on dates in AOC, the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan Addendum will be due
sometime near the end of 2001.  The RI/FS Work Plan Addendum is due to the RPMs 90 days following RPM/EPA approval
of the Waste Burial Holes Investigation Report.

Niland said that one important point to note is that there are five UC Davis documents plus four or five DOE documents all
due within one year (2002).  There is concern with DOE’s budget cuts suggested for that same year.  Mike Dresen (Weiss
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Associates) asked about the DOE Risk Assessment Summary report and whether there were specific guidelines already
developed.  Setian responded that DOE self-initiated this and wanted to review the data rather than give it to UC Davis
unreviewed. 

The RI/FS Work Plan Addendum becomes significant since it requires an RI, FS and Risk Assessment review of all site data
to properly identify data gaps.  Setian said that for the EPA it is very important to look into data gaps we want to emphasize. 
First, we should look into options for determining the best background well in HSU-1.  Next, we should develop a list of key
topics for characterization.  She suggested that DSCSOC, UC Davis, and other RPMs develop a punch list that will specify
issue-by-issue what still needs to be considered.

In order for UC to consider data gaps that currently exist, Niland said that the entire site and all data need to be considered in
this review as the site-wide risk assessment may dictate some of these data gaps. 

Niland suggested that UC Davis meet with DOE this quarter to look at all the issues, such as data quality, etc.  Attiga asked
that in looking at all data, how should we take into account previous problems with labs, falsifying data, agreements not to use
labs.  Niland responded that this is one of the purposes of the proposed data exchange meeting with DOE.  Oatman said that
once we complete the data exchange, we would like to have a meeting with the RPMs to coordinate the approach. 

Niland said that UC Davis has started to compile soil data.  It is possible that we may need to move back dates for the some of
the AOC documents based on a review of the schedule and critical-path items.  Based on the current need to consider data
gaps, collection of additional DOE data exchange, etc., we will propose formally changing the date at a future time.

 

 UC Davis will
schedule meetings to
brainstorm on the
content of the RI/FS
Work Plan Addendum
and to discuss data
integration issues with
DOE.

DOE AREAS:  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during March and April:

• Completed the Southwest Trenches designated-level analysis.

• Completed training and mobilization for the Western Dog Pens Removal Action (RA).

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during May:

• Revise the Southwest Trenches Confirmation Report to include the designated-level analysis.

• Begin the Western Dog Pens RA.

• Respond to RPM comments on the Draft Dog Pens RA Work Plan.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.
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Ra/Sr Removal Action
Phase II Data
Evaluation

Alborz Wozniak (Weiss Associates) and Mike Zimmerman (Weiss Associates) presented the Phase II Data Evaluation for the
Ra/Sr RA.  Wozniak indicated that the evaluation would introduce and discuss the basis for the Draft RA Confirmation Report
due in September 2001 (FFA due date).  He indicated that a specific goal for today’s discussion was to reach consensus on the
path-forward for the risk-based action standards (RBAS) evaluation and the designated-level sampling scope.  Wozniak then
provided an overview of the RA chronology through 1999 and 2000.  Zimmerman presented the results of the risk analysis for
the confirmation data.  Zimmerman indicated that the excess cumulative cancer risk was within the
10-4 to 10-6 range and that the non-cancer hazard quotient exceeded 1 due to mercury.  Attiga noted that the RBAS were based
on very conservative assumptions such as the contaminant being present at all depths between 0 and 15 feet and throughout
the entire study area.  Attiga indicated that based on the more limited distribution of the mercury, the actual health impact may
be negligible.  Zimmerman recommended and the RPMs agreed that it is reasonable to recalculate the mercury RBAS using
area-specific lithology, data distribution and transport properties of mercuric sulfate to determine a more realistic RBAS for
the subject mercury.  Zimmerman stated that the comparison of the confirmation data to preliminary remediation goals (PRGs)
indicated that hexavalent chromium and cesium-137 exceeded PRGs due to potential carcinogenic effects, but that the
cumulative excess cancer risk was less than 1x10-5, and none of the constituents of concern (COCs) exceeded the PRGs for
potential non-cancer effects.  Zimmerman continued to summarize the designated-level process to determine whether residual
COCs pose a potential impact to ground water.  He indicated that the same screening process that had been applied to the
Southwest Trenches data was applied to the Ra/Sr data.  He indicated that the screening analysis indicted that residual
mercury, hexavalent chromium, carbon-14, cesium-137 and nitrate were designated-level COCs.  Zimmerman noted that a
work plan was being prepared to recommend sampling at the two locations with the highest reported concentration for each
designated-level COC, with samples being collected at 5-foot increments beginning at the original confirmation sample depth
until ground water is encountered.  He indicated that a draft sampling plan would be submitted to the RPMs next week.  Given
the dependency of the completion of the RA Confirmation Report on this task, the RPMs agreed to review the sampling plan
within a week of receipt. 

 

 

 

 

 

 The RBAS for
mercury will be
recalculated based on
area-specific
parameters.

Dog Pens Removal
Action

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the Western Dog Pens RA was on schedule and that field mobilization would
begin on April 29.  He indicated that some RPM comments on the Dog Pens RA Work Plan were past due and that the
schedule might be impacted if there was further delay on the comments.

 

 Waste Shipment
Update

Devany indicated that shipment of Ra/Sr Area I low-level waste was complete.  He indicated that about 1,200 cubic yards of
waste was transported without incident to Envirocare in Utah between December and March.

 

The next meeting is scheduled for May 18, 2001 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
May 18, 2001

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Andy Kopania, EMKO Julie Roth, DSCSOC
David Belk, UCOP Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Kathy Setian, EPA
Jeff Bold, MW G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Jim Smith, URS
Bob Devany, WA Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Susan Timm, RWQCB
Mike Dresen, WA Joe Niland, MW Joe Turner, URS
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis
Christine Judal, UC Davis Steven Ross, DTSC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Brian Oatman (UC Davis) reported that a site visit was arranged by the UC Davis Government & Community Relations Office
for a representative of Congressman Doug Ose last week while Oatman was out of town.  Doug Sharp, from Congressman
Ose’s local office, was given a tour of the site on May 9 by Brent Cutler of the UC Davis Environmental Health  & Safety
staff.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The draft April 10 meeting minutes were approved by the RPMs with minor changes.

Review of Action Items UC Davis will draft a letter to recommend that DOE provide adequate funds for LEHR.  Oatman notified the RPMs that
a letter went out from the UC Davis Vice-Chancellor of Administration, Janet Hamilton, regarding potential DOE budget cuts.
 He offered to distribute a copy to those who requested it.  Kathy Setian (EPA) and Julie Roth (DSCSOC) each requested one
and Oatman will provide copies to them. 

UC Davis will provide additional information to DHS on the analysis methods for tritium and carbon-14 in soil.  UC
Davis has provided DHS with the analytical methods requested for carbon-14 and tritium, and will continue to work with them
on the split sample analysis.

UC Davis will schedule meetings to brainstorm on the content of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
Work Plan Addendum and to discuss data integration issues with DOE.  A meeting has been scheduled with DOE on
June 7 to discuss data integration for the soil data collected up to this point on site.  A second meeting will follow in July with
RPMs to brainstorm data gaps in support of development of the RI/FS Work Plan Addendum.

UC Davis will provide
copies of the letter
from the UC Davis
Vice-Chancellor of
Administration
regarding potential
DOE budget cuts to
the EPA and
DSCSOC.
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UCD AREAS:

Ongoing Monitoring
Activities

The ground water monitoring conducted in early May was the annual and most comprehensive sampling quarter for the year.
Thirty wells were sampled for site constituents of concern (COCs).  Well level data continues to be collected monthly in 44
wells across the site.  The treatment plant for the Ground Water Interim Remedial Action (IRA) is still off-line and could not
be monitored.  The IRA status is discussed further in a separate agenda item below.

Dual-Density
Convection Pilot
Test/Comments to
Letter Report

The letter report was provided to the RPMs on May 7, 2001.  The objective of the pilot test was to assess whether the dual-
density convection (DDC) technology is effective in reducing the mass of chloroform present in shallow ground water (in
Hydrostratigraphic Unit [HSU]-1).  As shown in the letter report, the results of the pilot test indicate that the DDC system
achieved this objective.  Andy Kopania (EMKO) presented the report findings.  The first slide he presented showed
chloroform hot spots identified in previous sampling in the vicinity of UCD1-12 and the next slide compared water levels
versus chloroform concentrations in UCD1-12.  This data shows that as the water levels drop, chloroform concentrations in
the well rise, indicating that long-term presence of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) within HSU-1 acts as a source that is
pulled down into HSU-2 when water levels fall.  The next slide defined the expected patterns of water circulation through the
DDC system, based on bench-scale tests.  The data from the test was examined to determine whether the expected circulation
patterns were achieved.  Because of the dramatic fluctuation of water levels in HSU-1, the DDC well was designed with three
screens at different depths.  This construction turned out to be an advantage for the system, even though the water levels did
not rise to the upper screen during the pilot test.  The system was able to push water up to the highest screen, which allowed it
to flush through that region of the vadose zone with clean (no VOCs) water.  This allowed for additional source removal.

Setian asked whether the DDC system turned out to be more efficient than soil vapor extraction (SVE) for source removal. 
Kopania replied that we won’t know for certain until we complete the SVE tests this summer.  UC Davis is planning another
test to determine whether a SVE system can be effective for this site.  When that test is conducted, the DDC system will be
shut down for a few weeks to allow the aquifer to stabilize and to use the existing piezometers for a pilot test to assess the
effectiveness of SVE.  The results of the two methods will be compared.

Kopania presented Figures 4.1 and 4.2 of Attachment A of the letter report, showing the DDC well and piezometer nest
construction, and the relationship of UCD1-12 with upgradient, sidegradient, and downgradient piezometers and their
distances to the DDC well.  The piezometer clusters were installed at various distances, gradients and directions.  He
explained that, although ground water does have a horizontal flow component within HSU-1, it is really more like a stair-step
process because the HSU has many permeable and low permeability units.  HSU-1 flow is much more affected by rainfall and
agricultural pumping (that brings water levels down) than by horizontal flow within HSU-1 itself.  The next figures presented
(Figures 6.1 and 6.2) show the hydraulics of the circulation cell through changes in water level over time during the test and
the net flow direction of water.  These figures indicate that the circulation cell was established at least 20 feet outward from
the DDC well, although no piezometers were installed further out.  By the end of test, a very good flow path was established
from the upper screen to the lower screen.  Kopania stated that, over a longer period of time, several of these wells can
develop a positive synergy and facilitate the operation of one another.

G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) asked whether the air flow was adjusted during the test.  Kopania responded that air flow did vary
based on the water levels.  Near the end of test, as water levels came up, the air flow was reduced in order to keep water from
flowing out of the top of the well stack.
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Other findings of the test included a review of the acid drip used to control scaling in the well.  This worked very well, with no
scaling of screens indicated during the test.  The pH went up to about 9 during the early part of the test, and it was reduced to
about 7 in order to prevent the scaling.  Steve Ross (DTSC) asked about having dedicated equipment installed to continually
monitor pH levels.  Kopania responded that it is more cost effective to have a contractor come out periodically and measure
and adjust the drip system rather than spend more than $10,000 for continuous monitoring. 

UCD1-12 is screened right in the middle of the cells of the DDC system.  Chloroform levels in UCD1-12 dropped from 6,000
micrograms per liter (µg/L) to about 1,000 µg/L by January and to about 500 µg/L near the end of the test in March.  An
important effect of this pilot test (and the continuing operation of the system) is that for this particular season and this location,
we were able to overcome the normal downward movement of VOCs from HSU-1 into HSU-2 as water levels drop. Currently,
the DDC system continues to operate.  During the time of the test (December through March), about a pound of chloroform
was removed.  Ross asked whether we know the allowable limit that can be released into the air.  Oatman responded that the
limit is 2 pounds per day for all air toxics combined.  Salem Attiga (EMS) said that this level relates to ambient levels also. 
Kopania stated that the chloroform cannot be detected in ambient air because as soon as it mixes with air the concentration
drops below detection limits.  

The next step for UC Davis is to conduct the SVE test, which is planned for the summer when well levels are lowest.  Based
on the data collected in that test, we will determine the best approach for remediation, including how many DDC wells are
needed or what combination of source removal methods work best.  Ross asked whether they would use the 20-foot
designation as the distance between wells.  Kopania responded that we know that the system works at least that far. 

Joe Niland (Montgomery Watson) asked what would be expected if the DDC system were to run over a long period of time.
Will we see the same concentrations continue or will the removal levels drop over time, and how long will it take to complete
the source removal?  Kopania responded that if a bleeding source exists within the vadose zone (e.g., a leaking drum), then
complete removal through this method would not be practical.  We would have to locate the source and remove it.  If there is
no identifiable source, then we would evaluate the method effectiveness through a feasibility study.  There is definitely a cost
versus performance ratio, with a point of economic crossover with reducing returns over time.  The best course of action will
be evaluated through a cost-benefit analysis, using the standard of keeping HSU-2 from getting worse without overkill.  VOC
concentrations have dropped dramatically in UCD1-12 since the early 90’s, and dropped significantly further during the DDC
system test.  This information, coupled with soil gas and soil flux measurements, is evidence that there is no specific source
that can be located and removed.

Lee asked how many pounds of VOCs move down annually from HSU-1 into HSU-2, and whether it would be better to flush
it down.  Oatman responded that we need to evaluate the next step and how to best manage the source removal versus the
pump and treat system, and such a calculation would aid in that evaluation.
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 Annual Water
Monitoring Report
Comments

Several of the RPMs indicated they are still reading the document and have no comments at this time.

Roth asked whether the results of the neighbor well sampling would be included in the annual water monitoring report. 
Oatman responded that the neighbor well sampling program is more designed to address the public concerns than to address
site characterization.  Lee stated his concern that there are some neighbor wells with high levels of naturally occurring
chromium and hexavalent chromium that may be a concern to those involved when this data is made public.  At the request of
the RPMs, UC Davis agreed to prepare an appendix to the 2000 Annual Water Monitoring Report to include summary tables
with results for neighbor well sampling for site COCs to date.  Prior to publication of the data, UC Davis will contact
neighbors and request permission to include data from their wells.

 UC Davis agreed to
prepare an appendix to
the 2000 Annual
Water Monitoring
Report to include
summary tables with
results for neighbor
well sampling for site
COCs to date.  Prior
to publication of the
data, UC Davis will
contact neighbors and
request permission to
include data from their
wells.

 Waste Burial Holes
Sampling Analytical
Results

The electronic data deliverable has been received from the laboratory, and the validation of this data should be completed by
May 25.  UC Davis is working with Sudana Kwok of DHS to consolidate information on methods and provide preliminary
data to determine whether additional split samples will be needed.  The report is anticipated July 2, 2001.  [Post-meeting note:
During data validation and completeness checking, UC Davis found key data that the lab failed to report.  As a result, UC
Davis requested a schedule extension of two weeks, which the EPA approved on June 11, 2001.  Due to the revised deadline,
the Draft Waste Burial Holes Characterization Sampling Report is now due on July 16, 2001.]

 

 Berryessa Water
Mixing System

Recent testing of pre-filter equipment seemed to work to some extent, but it still clogged quickly, and was not a complete
solution to the problem.  We are adding an additional filtration system for the Berryessa water line.  We chose an Amiad
continuous backflushing screen filter (80 microns).  Backflush rates will be very low (0.01 to 0.2 gallons per minute or 10 to
2000 gallons per day depending on suspended solids), but will provide continuous removal of any suspended solids.  The filter
will extend the life of our new 50-micron pre-filter and our existing 25-micron effluent bag filters.  In addition, an air relief
valve and a six-inch butterfly valve are being installed that were part of the original design but not previously installed. The
anticipated schedule is to receive parts this week and then start up the mixing process for the treatment system again next
week.  Lee asked what was specifically being filtered, and Oatman responded that it was primarily algae and sediment in the
low total dissolved solids mixing water.

 

 Irrigation System
Upgrades

The IRA upgrades have been completed, and all equipment is installed and control programs are in place.  Next will be the
completion of the physical layout of the pasture fencing along with the pipes for the irrigation system.  This work is being
done by the UC Davis Animal Resource Service (ARS).  After ARS completes the fencing, UC Davis Grounds Division will
supervise the installation of the sprinkler lines.  It is important that these fences and irrigation systems match ARS and UC
Davis requirements to facilitate long-term maintenance.  Coordination between the ARS, the Grounds Division, and their
irrigation contractor is underway.  At this point, the system may be completed as soon as mid- to late-June.  ARS is planning
to plant Bermuda grass (a warm season grass), so a late June start date will not be a problem.

 

 Draft CERCLA
Compliance Schedule

At the last RPM meeting, we talked about how the RI Work Plan Addendum determined the schedule for other documents,
including the RI, the FS and the Risk Assessment.  The first challenge in completing the RI Work Plan Addendum is
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compiling the electronic data with results of work done for the project.  Many contractors have done work on the site and it
will be an effort to get all the pieces of data together, including the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry studies,
UC Davis studies, etc.  At this time we are unsure whether all the data is in an electronic database or whether it will have to be
entered manually from published reports.  Therefore, UC Davis is first compiling an inventory of all reports on the site, or a
“data inventory”.  When this is complete, we can start to prioritize the best quality data and compile it, and start to discuss
data gaps.  This is the most important part of the RI Work Plan Addendum.  In the RI Work Plan Addendum, UC Davis will
put together a comprehensive schedule for completing the RI, the FS, and the Site-Wide Risk Assessment.  

Lee asked whether anyone has looked at correcting errors in the published documents.  Oatman responded that this is part of
what we will need to do.

Niland stated that UC Davis has scheduled a meeting with DOE and Weiss Associates for June 7 so that we can discuss
exchange of the data and how to resolve any outstanding issues.  At this meeting, we will also decide on details, such as
normalization of data fields, etc.  Montgomery Watson is currently preparing a list of all reports and studies that have been
completed at the site to date.  In July, we have scheduled a meeting with the RPMs to discuss data gaps.  

The due date for the draft RI Work Plan Addendum depends on the approval date for the Waste Burial Holes Report.  This
Addendum will incorporate DOE data, discuss data gaps and specify a plan for collecting remaining data.

DOE AREAS:  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during May:

• Began the Western Dog Pens Removal Action (RA).

• Revised the Southwest Trenches Confirmation Report to include the designated-level analysis.

• Responded to RPM comments on the Draft Dog Pens RA Work Plan.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during June:

• Issue the Southwest Trenches Confirmation Report to include the designated-level analysis.

• Continue the Western Dog Pens RA.

• Issue the final Dog Pens RA Work Plan.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None
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Fiscal Year 2002
Budget Update

Rich Fallejo (DOE-OAK) indicated that despite the proposed 10% cut in the LEHR Fiscal Year (FY) 2002 budget, DOE
expected to meet all FY 2002 LEHR milestones.  He noted that DOE had received letters expressing concern about
insufficient FY 2002 funding for the site from the EPA, UC Davis and DSCSOC.  Fallejo mentioned that DOE responses will
require headquarters review and that more time is needed to prepare the responses.  He noted that James Davis (DOE-OAK)
and Keith Takata (EPA- Region 9) have discussed the delay.  Roth indicated that Congress or other representatives might not
be concerned with the budget situation if the LEHR project is meeting its commitments.  Setian replied that the 2002 budget is
not finalized, so potential impacts caused by additional cuts, including those that may be proposed in FY 2003 and beyond,
could be still be communicated to representatives.  Fallejo distributed the 1999 Project Baseline Summary (PBS) Report.  He
mentioned that this report contained information on the general cost basis for the budgeting process and that DOE-OAK is
unable to discuss specifics regarding the 2002 budget.  Setian indicated that the 1999 PBS Report would suffice for now, as
she had a basic understanding of DOE-OAK’s budget estimates.  Fallejo said that DOE will keep the RPMs informed of any
budget changes as they arise.

 

Dog Pens Removal
Action Update

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) stated that the Western Dog Pens RA field mobilization began as scheduled on April 29.  He
noted that most of the effort to date has focused on site setup activities, such as fencing the work area and establishing waste
staging/storage areas.  Devany mentioned that the Western Dog Pens gravel sample results have been evaluated and that they
indicate that radiation levels are below to slightly above background.  He noted that on this basis, the gravel will be segregated
into three storage piles in an effort to minimize the volume of low-level waste generated.  Devany mentioned that gravel
removal is scheduled to begin during the week of May 21 and that final disposition of the gravel will be determined according
to the results of a more comprehensive sampling that will be performed after the gravel is removed.  He also noted that the
first round of confirmation sampling is scheduled for mid-June. [Post-meeting note:  Due to delays in identifying acceptable
backfill, the first round of confirmation samples has been rescheduled in August.]

 

 Dog Pens Removal
Action Work Plan
Comments

Devany distributed responses to RPM comments on the Draft Dog Pens RA Work Plan.  He indicated that Weiss Associates
was beginning to revise the work plan accordingly and requested that the RPMs provide feedback on the responses so that a
final work plan could be issued.  The RPMs indicated that they could provide comments by the end of the first week in June. 
Setian requested that the responses to RPM comments be forwarded to Jeff Raines at TechLaw.   [Post meeting note:  The
EPA, DTSC and DHS provided e-mail feedback by June 1, 2001.  The DOE responses were deemed acceptable with one
exception from the EPA requesting additional cobble sampling information and one exception from DHS requesting a 100%
closeout radiological survey.  DOE has agreed to add additional cobble sampling information to the plan and conduct a
closeout radiological  survey.  The work plan will reference a separate closeout survey procedure, which will be reviewed and
approved by DHS in advance of the work.] 

 DOE has agreed to
add additional
information to the Dog
Pens RA Work Plan
regarding cobble
sampling and the
performance of a
closeout radiological
survey.

 Domestic Septic
Systems Removal
Action

Devany indicated that the revised Domestic Septic Systems Investigation and Removal Action Work Plan is scheduled to be
submitted to the RPMs by June 12.

 

The next meeting is scheduled for July 13, 2001 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
July 13, 2001

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Julie Roth, DSCSOC
Jeff Bold, MW G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Kathy Setian, EPA
Bob Devany, WA Lynda Lombardi, MW Jim Smith, URS
Mike Dresen, WA Joe Niland, MW Susan Timm, RWQCB
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis Joe Turner, B&C
Christine Judal, UC Davis Steven Ross, DTSC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Brian Oatman (UC Davis) announced that Joe Turner is now working with Brown & Caldwell.  There has been an agreement
with URS that Turner will continue working on the project to provide continuity in service.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The May meeting minutes were approved with minor changes.

Review of Action Items UC Davis will provide copies of the letter from the UC Davis Vice-Chancellor of Administration regarding potential
DOE budget cuts to the EPA and DSCSOC.  The letter was issued through Vice-Chancellor Janet Hamilton’s office instead
of the UC Office of the President, as originally suggested.

UC Davis agreed to prepare an appendix to the 2000 Annual Water Monitoring Report to include summary tables
with results for neighbor well sampling for site constituents of concern (COCs) to date.  Prior to publication of the
data, UC Davis will contact neighbors and request permission to include data from their wells.  UC Davis has been
working on the appendix for the 2000 Annual Water Monitoring Report that will include results for neighbors’ wells.  A
request has been sent out to neighbors asking for permission to publish their data.  So far, about 50% of the respondents have
agreed to the request.  The original agreement was that we would discuss the monitoring results at meetings, but not publish
them in public reports.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) stated that perhaps neighbors would be more agreeable if they understood how
the information would be used.  Kathy Setian (EPA) said that the request could be worded such that we will publish the data if
no response to the request is provided, since some have not been returned.  Oatman stated that UC Davis will follow up with
those who don’t respond.

DOE agreed to add additional information to the Dog Pens Removal Action Work Plan regarding cobble sampling
and the performance of a closeout radiological survey.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the June 22 Work

UC Davis will provide
a copy of the letter
from the UC Davis
Vice-Chancellor of
Administration
regarding potential
DOE budget cuts to
the RWQCB.
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Plan (Revision 0) includes additional details on gravel sampling and references a separate radiological survey procedure. 
Devany indicated that the draft survey plan was submitted to DHS/RHB for review this week.

UCD AREAS:

Ongoing Water
Monitoring

Monitoring for the interim remedial action (IRA) ground water remediation program has been conducted monthly since the
last RPM meeting.  Sampling was conducted in 10 wells on June 4 and again on July 2, in accordance with the Agreement on
Consent Scope of Work.  The IRA system is still off line until the remaining problems with the Berryessa water mixing system
are resolved.  Well level data have also been collected monthly in all 45 site wells.  The Winter Quarterly Water Monitoring
Report is in process and will likely be provided to the RPMs by July 20. 

Dual-Density
Convection Pilot Test
Draft Report

The conclusions of this report (sent to the RPMs in May) indicate that the dual-density convection (DDC) system appears to
be a viable system to be evaluated for volatile organic compound (VOC) source remediation in the upcoming feasibility study.
 The final ground water samples from the DDC system were collected yesterday, and then the system was turned off.  In June,
a meeting was held with the EPA and their contractor (Techlaw, Inc.) to discuss EPA comments.  At the meeting, the draft
document was approved, with EPA expressing reservations about some of the report’s conclusions (especially dealing with the
effective radius of the pilot DDC well).  Based on the results of the DDC pilot test, UC Davis was given approval to proceed
to the next step, the soil vapor extraction (SVE) test.

 

 Soil Vapor Extraction
Test

UC Davis is now preparing to begin the SVE test.  The current schedule was provided to the EPA in an e-mail during the
week of July 6, 2001.  The initial round of groundwater sampling began on July 11 prior to the shut down of the DDC system.
 According to this planned schedule, soil vapor samples from the piezometers will be collected on July 19 or 20, one week
after the system is shut down.  These samples will help to evaluate the rebound of VOC concentrations.  In addition to
monitoring the vadose zone, a second round of ground water samples will be collected for the rebound assessment.  The
results of the vadose zone soil vapor samples will be used to determine which piezometer will be used as a vapor extraction
well for the SVE test.  The SVE test will begin within one week of receiving these results, and is anticipated to begin during
the week of August 6 or August 13, 2001.  The report of test results is expected to be complete by the end of September.

 

 Interim Remedial
Action Ground Water
Remediation Status

Mixing System Update: The mixing system for the Berryessa water is still in the process of working out a few remaining
problems.  The previously installed 80-micron screen that clogged has been replaced with a new 50-micron screen filter, and
this appears to have solved the filtration problem.  Recent tests have indicated that the IRA can operate at 220 gallons per
minute (gpm) using the water mixing system, which is consistent with previous pumping levels.  Competition for the campus
allotment of Berryessa water has been accentuated by this year’s low rainfall and the hot spring weather.  The resulting lower
levels in the source pond have led to interrupted flow to our system during irrigation cycles of other campus users.  Oatman
stated that he has been trying to negotiate a resolution.

Susan Timm (RWQCB) asked whether having the land application/irrigation system on line would improve the situation of
low flow.  Oatman responded that since we plan to irrigate primarily at night, the problem will still occur.  Setian asked
whether the IRA system has been running at all recently, and if so, at what flow rate.  Oatman said it has been running on and
off, with a flow rate between 150 and 160 gpm from the extraction well, plus an additional 60 to 70 gpm from the Berryessa
mixing water source for a total of 220 gpm. 

Setian asked about the adequacy of the capture zone that is created at 150 gpm.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson) responded
that he couldn’t say at this time, but since it is a low water level year, we have to pump more than would be necessary in other

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 UC Davis will provide
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years to achieve capture.  Capture is based on gradient.  When the irrigation wells are going full bore, they create a higher
gradient that requires our extraction well to pump more to achieve the necessary capture zone.  Oatman added that the capture
model has not been run in some time, but it will be run soon and the results will be included in the July monthly report.  Timm
remarked that the model formula includes both gradient and width.  Setian requested that the report be sent to her contractor
(Techlaw, Inc.).  [Post-meeting note:  Subsequent to the meeting, the capture model was run using current well levels and it
was determined that 125 gpm is the appropriate pumping rate to achieve maximum capture based on current conditions.]

Irrigation System Update:  The fencing has not yet been installed for the twelve pastures.  This project has been a cooperative
effort, with Animal Resource Services (ARS) handling the installation of the fencing and gate for the pasture.  ARS has very
strict requirements for construction of the fencing because they want to use the pasture for animals that are recuperating. 
Since they have had previous problems with contractors doing poor work, ARS has decided to handle this project themselves.
 A meeting was held on July 9 between ARS, Environmental Health and Safety, and the UC Davis Grounds Division to revise
the schedule and coordinate activities.

The Grounds Division is hiring a contractor who can start installing the irrigation system in mid-August.  Installation should
be complete by late August or early September.  We plan to start the installation of the irrigation piping before all the fencing
is done.  The actual irrigation is expected to begin by late September, and we are preparing a letter to advise the RPMs on the
schedule.

a copy of the July
ground water IRA
report to the EPA’s
contractor.

 Waste Burial Holes
Report

The Waste Burial Holes Report will be issued next Monday (July 16).  Copies will be distributed to the RPMs at the data gaps
meeting on July 17, which will be quicker than sending them out by mail.  The content of the report is consistent with the work
plan.  Thirty-six samples, including soil, ground water, and composite soil samples were collected.  In situ soil and ground
water samples were collected and analyzed for a complete list of hazardous waste constituents.  Results did not indicate any
constituents at hazardous levels.  Ground water samples collected directly below the Waste Burial Holes suggest historic
impacts of mobile site COCs to ground water.  Tritium in some ground water samples was above background, but most were
below concentrations found in UCD1-13.  The highest result was 30,000 picocuries per liter. 

The designated-level analysis of soils found that materials buried during the 1960s to 1970s had already moved through the
vadose zone and were not a residual source of COCs to ground water.  Carbon-14 and tritium results in the nearby wells have
been decreasing over the years (1990 to present).  Setian asked what the result for carbon-14 was in the highest tritium sample.
 Bold responded that it was much lower than found in the downgradient well UCD1-13.  Setian also asked about the soil
moisture content in this sample.  Bold responded that, although the lab has that information, it was not requested and was not a
centerpiece of our analysis.  Generally though, soil moisture content ranged between 10 to 15% approximate field capacity.

Modeling was done on the soil samples to determine the conditions for rainwater infiltration through the soil.  This modeling
indicated that the wetting front may have moved two to four feet per year, which explains why COCs would have made it to
ground water by the mid-1980s.   We have seen concentrations in the wells decrease since 1990. 

These ground water grab samples collected were turbid borehole samples.  The samples are very different than those collected
through the monitoring wells.  In many ways, they could be described as worst-case samples, yet most radiological results
were below the minimum detectable activity.
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Setian noted that it will be interesting to see whether concentrations increase in the adjacent monitoring well, since the trees
were cut down.  Oatman responded that he expects the well concentrations to decrease, since the source has been removed
from the Waste Burial Holes.  Bold added that when you replace and compact the excavated soil and grade the surface to
facilitate storm water runoff, infiltration is reduced and downgradient ground water quality improves.

G. Fred Lee (G. Fred Lee & Associates) asked what is the expected lateral spread for the materials in ground water, and Bold
responded that wells UCD1-13 and UCD2-14 are well placed.  Perhaps they would not receive 100% of the contamination,
but very close.  We did five soil borings down to ground water within the location of the Waste Burial Holes, in order to get
the worst case.  The boring located slightly upgradient of UCD1-13 within the ground water flow direction was the highest
tritium concentration of all borings sampled.

 Data Exchange
Meeting

A meeting was held on June 7, 2001 to facilitate the site soil data exchange.  All requested data were received from both
UC Davis and DOE contractors by July 11.  Compilation of the combined site soils database is anticipated to be complete by
September 1, 2001.  This database will be used to prepare the UC Davis Remedial Investigation Work Plan Addendum,
identify data gaps, and support the site-wide risk assessment.  A meeting is scheduled with the RPMs on July 17 to conduct a
preliminary assessment of data gaps.  The focus for the data gaps assessment includes the conceptual site model, soil data for
UC Davis areas, a summary of analyses conducted and numbers of samples collected from each area.

Salem Attiga (Environmental Management Services) asked whether UC Davis was including any soil data where the soil had
been removed.  Lynda Lombardi (Montgomery Watson) responded that Weiss Associates would add another field to the
database with that information by September 1.  Attiga asked if the removed soil data would be necessary.  Lombardi said that
UC Davis wants to have a complete database and will ensure that only appropriate data is used for the risk assessment.

Setian requested that copies of all pertinent reports be brought to the July 17 meeting and be available for reference. 
Lombardi agreed to do this, and Bold added that this should be a focused meeting, lasting about two hours.  We want to make
it a working meeting to summarize UC Davis areas and focus on potential data gaps.  Setian responded that we also need to be
touching on treatability studies for ground water.  At this time, we are not treating anything but VOCs.  Bold responded that
the Land Treatment Program will provide additional treatment.  Setian said that she was specifically referring to metals. 
Timm added that we may need to treat chromium.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Montgomery Watson
will bring pertinent
references to the
July 17 data exchange
meeting.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

DOE AREAS:  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during June:

• Continued the Western Dog Pens Removal Action (RA).

• Issued the Southwest Trenches Confirmation Report to include the designated-level analysis.

• Submitted the Draft Domestic Septic Systems Investigation and Removal Action Work Plan.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during July:

• Continue the Western Dog Pens RA.

• Finalize the Dog Pens Removal Action Work Plan.

• Respond to RPM comments on Domestic Septic Systems Investigation and Removal Action Work Plan.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None

 

Fiscal Year 2002
Budget Update

Rich Fallejo (DOE-OAK) indicated that there were no changes in the LEHR budget situation.  He indicated that DOE will
keep the RPMs informed of any budget changes if they arise.

 

Dog Pens Removal
Action Update

Devany noted that the RA work plan addressing RPM comments had been issued on June 22.  The RPMs indicated that they
had received the document.  Setian requested that Weiss Associates provide her with a summary of the specific changes on the
cobble sampling procedures.  Devany agreed to e-mail her a summary of the changes.  Setian requested that future transmittals
summarize changes to revised documents.

Devany indicated that the RA was slightly ahead of schedule.  He noted that the construction crew was finishing curbing and
gravel removal in the pen areas, and that they would be removing the Cellular Biology Laboratory perimeter curbing next
week.  Devany indicated that all screening samples collected to date have been at or below background and/or instrument
detection limits.  He added that it has been difficult to locate acceptable backfill material that is not impacted by pesticides,
metals and radionuclides above site background levels.   A potential source near Woodland was sampled.   Due to the
relatively high transport costs for this material, Weiss Associates was re-evaluating the grading plan to determine if less
material could be used to backfill the pen areas.

The Phase I data evaluation meeting was scheduled for August 6 at 1:00p.m.  Weiss Associates agreed to supply the RPMs
with the Western Dog Pens screening sample data by August 2.

 Weiss Associates will
provide the EPA with
a summary of changes
to the Dog Pens
Removal Action Work
Plan. 

 

 Weiss Associates will
supply the RPMs with
the Western Dog Pens
screening sample data
by August 2.
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 Domestic Septic
Systems Investigation
and Removal Action
Work Plan Comments

Devany noted that the work plan comments were requested by July 13 and that DOE had received only the DHS/RHB
comments so far.  The EPA, DTSC and RWQCB indicated that they needed additional review time and requested that a
supplemental summary table be provided to facilitate their review.  Setian requested that the table include information on any
actions to date and the proposed sampling approach.  Weiss Associates agreed to prepare this table.  The EPA, DTSC and
RWQCB agreed to provide comments on the draft work plan by July 20, 2001.

 Weiss Associates will
provide the RPMs
with a table
summarizing the
actions in the
Domestic Septic
Systems areas to date
and the planned
sampling approach for
the upcoming
investigation and RA.

The next meeting is scheduled for August 14, 2001 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
August 14, 2001

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Steven Ross, DTSC
Bob Devany, WA G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Kathy Setian, EPA
Mike Dresen, WA Larry McEwen, DOE-OAK Susan Timm, RWQCB
Christine Judal, UC Davis Brian Oatman, UC Davis Joe Turner, B&C

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements None

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The Draft July 13 minutes were approved by the RPMs.

Review of Action Items UC Davis will provide a copy of the letter from the UC Davis Vice-Chancellor of Administration regarding potential
DOE budget cuts to the RWQCB.  At the July RPM meeting, Susan Timm (RWQCB) had requested that UC Davis provide
her a copy of the letter from the UC Vice Chancellor of Administration regarding potential budget cuts.  A copy of this letter
was faxed to Timm on August 9, 2001.

UC Davis will provide a copy of the July ground water interim remedial action (IRA) report to the EPA’s contractor. 
In accordance with Kathy Setian’s (EPA) request, the EPA contractor (TechLaw) has been added to the UC Davis
LEHR/SCDS document distribution list.  A copy of the July IRA Ground Water Monthly Report was provided to TechLaw.

Montgomery Watson will bring pertinent references to the July 17 data exchange meeting.  Also at the request of the
EPA, copies of all site documents pertaining to soil monitoring were brought to the July 17 data exchange meeting by
UC Davis’ contractor, Montgomery Watson.

Weiss Associates will provide the EPA with a summary of changes to the Dog Pens Removal Action (RA) Work Plan. 
Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that a summary of changes had been provided to the EPA by e-mail on July 13.

Weiss Associates will supply the RPMs with the Western Dog Pens screening sample data by August 2.  Devany
indicated that the subject data were provided to the RPMs on August 2 in advance of the Phase I Data Evaluation meeting.

Weiss Associates will provide the RPMs with a table summarizing the actions in the Domestic Septic Systems areas to
date and the planned sampling approach for the upcoming investigation and RA.  Devany indicated that the requested
table was provided to the RPMs by e-mail on July 13.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

UCD AREAS:

Ongoing Monitoring
Activities

Ground Water Monitoring:  Summer quarterly ground water monitoring was conducted in 24 site wells between August 6 and
August 8.  The IRA system is now on line, since filtration problems have been resolved.  Well level data continues to be
collected monthly in all wells.

Monitoring Report:  The Winter Quarterly Water Monitoring Report is being finalized and should be mailed out this week.

Dual-Density
Convection/Soil Vapor
Extraction Pilot Test

Results of dual-density convection (DDC) test are now in.  The DDC system has been shut down in order to complete the soil
vapor extraction (SVE) test.  A table entitled “Summary of Groundwater Results, Pre- and Post-DDC System Shutdown” was
faxed to everyone prior to this meeting.  All water samples collected at this time were from Zone C because water levels were
below the base of the Zone B screen interval.  Setian commented that when the ground water level is high, most of the
contamination is in ground water.  When ground water is low, much of the contamination remains in the vadose zone.  It
appears that contamination is in a certain stratum which is sometimes saturated and sometimes not.  Joe Turner (Brown &
Caldwell) responded that the purpose of the SVE test is to assess this interpretation.  

The SVE pilot test has been completed.  A table entitled: “Summary of Initial Soil Vapor Results, SVE Test” was faxed to
everyone prior to this meeting.  Samples were collected from five locations in Zones A and B.  Results of the test show that
Zone B contains most of the mass.  From the data presented on the table, location TP-2B had the highest results and was
selected as the best location to use as the extraction well for the SVE test.  Although we do not expect the amount of volatile
organic compounds (VOCs) released in the air to exceed allowable limits, we do have a carbon filter unit incorporated as a
safety factor.  Steve Ross (DTSC) asked about the VOCs released in the air, and about requirements for controlling the release
of VOCs to the air.  Turner responded that because of the short duration of the test, an air permit is not required.  Brian
Oatman (UC Davis) added that he intends to have a discussion with Yolo County on whether we meet the substantive
requirements and/or whether we would need a permit for possible longer-term operations.  Setian stated that she has a date set
for September 10 for the SVE Report.  Turner responded that it is dependent on when they get the lab reports.  The report is
due three weeks after receipt of the lab results.

 

 Interim Remedial
Action Status

Berryessa Mixing System:  Through a series of trials, the filtration problem seems to have been solved with the 50-micron
Amiad screen filter.  The IRA has been operating and is now running about 220 gallons per minute (gpm) through the
injection well.  We have found that 220 gpm is the sustainable flow rate that the injection well can maintain under current
conditions.  Since the Berryessa water source is utilized by a number of other campus entities, we have found that irrigation
requirements from other users affect our flow rate and sometimes interrupt flow.  Essentially, we have found that the mixing
system could operate to achieve total dissolved solids effluent monthly averages, although daily concentrations will vary. 
Now that we have the system running, we have confidence that the injection well is not contributing to the shutdown
problems.
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 Irrigation System: Animal Research Services (ARS) is moving ahead with installation of approximately 500 feet of fencing
and gates for the 12 pastures.  At this point, seven pastures are complete and all fencing should be completed by the end of
August.  Timm stated that she thought there were originally only three or four pastures.  Oatman responded that the layout has
changed due to the needs of ARS, but not the area dimensions.  The irrigation contractor will start at the beginning of
September in the first four pastures.  We are starting this installation before ARS completes the fencing.  Irrigation of the first
four western pastures will begin at the end of September.  A chart with the revised schedule was provided, indicating that the
irrigation contract was finalized at the end of July;  the irrigation installation begins September 1, 2001;  the fencing will be
completed by September 7;  and the system start-up is planned for September 21, 2001.

 

 Waste Burial Holes
Report

UC Davis is currently waiting for RPM comments on this report.  Sudana Kwok (DHS/RHB) stated that she was not able to
collect split samples as she had hoped when the boring confirmation samples were collected.  Montgomery Watson was later
able to supply enough extra soil from three different samples, which were then analyzed by DHS.  The DHS tritium results did
not correspond well with the UC Davis results for these samples.  The samples were only analyzed for tritium and carbon-14,
and the greatest discrepancies were found in the tritium data.  DHS results for one sample was 18.1±4.8 picocuries per gram
(pCi/g), while the General Engineering Laboratories (GEL) result was 66.5±7.68 pCi/g.  In the second sample, the DHS result
was <7.4 pCi/g, which is the minimum detectable activity, while the GEL result was 455±16 pCi/g.  In the third sample, the
DHS result was 608±11 pCi/g, while GEL reported 212±11.3 pCi/g.  Some results, including Soluble Threshold Limit
Concentration results, were above UC Davis defined limits.  Oatman said that they would have to check with the laboratory. 
Kwok asked whether there is currently any soil left over from samples.  Oatman agreed to check on the availability of soil and
respond to DHS/RHB next week.

Timm asked when the comments are needed for the report.  Oatman responded that UC Davis would like to have them by the
end of August.  Timm asked whether the report approval set something else in motion based on the EPA Statement of Work
(SOW).  Setian responded that she had checked Appendices A and B of the SOW, and that the Waste Burial Holes Report
approval triggers a 90-day deadline for the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan Addendum.

 UC Davis requested
that DHS send the
Waste Burial Holes
split sample results to
UC Davis so they can
discuss the
discrepancies with the
laboratory.

 UC Davis will
determine if soil
remains from the
Waste Burial Holes
samples and respond
to DHS/RHB next
week.

 Data Gaps Meeting for
Soils

The meeting held on July 17, 2001 was very productive, and will help in the preparation of the RI/FS Work Plan Addendum. 
A recap of work done on site was provided, and was prepared through a review all reports containing data for all site soil
samples collected over the years.  Further discussion of data gaps and the Conceptual Site Model were deferred until the next
data gaps meeting scheduled for September 6, 2001.

 

 Data Gaps Meeting for
Water

To identify data gaps and prepare for completion of the RI/FS Work Plan Addendum, a ground water, surface water and storm
water data gaps assessment meeting was scheduled for September 6, 2001 (Post-meeting note:  Oatman could not meet on that
date, so the RPMs were informed that the data gaps meeting would be postponed until September 7, 2001).   The focus for
development of data gaps will include the Conceptual Site Model, the Ecological Risk Assessment, as well as ground water,
surface water and storm water.  Setian stated that she is bringing her contractor, Adam Klein of TechLaw, and asked if there
was anything on surface water and storm water that she could give him to prepare for the meeting.  Oatman suggested that he
review the 1998 Annual Water Monitoring Report, since it summarizes all previous data.  Turner added that he should also
review the 1994 Annual Water Monitoring Report, since it summarized hydropunch data.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

DOE AREAS:  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during July:

• Continued the Western Dog Pens RA.

• Responded to RPM comments on the Draft Domestic Septic Systems Investigation and RA (DSSI/RA) Work Plan.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during August:

• Continue the Western Dog Pens RA.

• Collect confirmation samples in the Western Dog Pens area.

• Finalize the DSSI/RA Work Plan.

• Begin the DSSI/RA.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None

 

Dog Pens Removal
Action Update

Devany noted that confirmation sampling was completed on August 9 and that DHS/RHB had collected four split samples and
two duplicate samples for radiological analyses. He indicated that the surface radiological survey requested by DHS/RHB
would begin today.  Larry McEwen (DOE-OAK) indicated that DOE would proceed with the survey as requested, even
though DOE believes that the survey was not necessary given that all of the screening data were below background.

 

Domestic Tanks
Removal Action/
Investigation Update

Devany indicated that the DSSI started on August 13. He noted that RPM approval of the waste management portion of the
DSSI/RA Work Plan was still outstanding.  The RPMs verbally approved the DSSI/RA Work Plan with the condition that
Ross receives and reviews the Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) referenced in Sections 4.6 and 4.7. [Post-meeting note: 
Following his review of the referenced SOPs, Ross approved the DSSI/RA Work Plan on August 21.]

 DTSC requested
copies of the SOPs
referenced in the
DSSI/RA Work Plan.

 Waste Management
Update

Devany noted that the Nevada Test Site (NTS) shipments were underway and that DOE expected to ship nearly all of the
Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems Area II low-level waste prior to September 30.  He added that seven trucks have been
shipped to date and that each truck transports 15 to 20 cubic yards of waste.  McEwen thanked Weiss Associates and
Environmental Management Services for their efforts and flexibility in coordinating the NTS waste shipments.  

Devany indicated that characterization sampling for the recently generated Western Dog Pens waste was underway and that
most of the waste would be disposed and/or reused next year.

 

The next meeting is scheduled for September 27, 2001 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
September 27, 2001

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Christine Judal, UC Davis Steven Ross, DTSC
Victor Auvinen, URS Sudana Kwok, DHS/RHB Kathy Setian, EPA
Jeff Bold, MW Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Joe Niland, MW Joe Turner, B&C
Mike Dresen, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Phil Welker, URS
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Mike Zimmerman, WA

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized in the table below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Sudana Kwok (DHS/RHB) introduced Stephen Pay as her replacement as the LEHR/SCDS DHS/RHB Remedial Project
Manager.  Kwok indicated that she was transferring to the permitting branch of DHS.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) introduced
Victor Auvinen and Phil Welker of URS Corporation as new consultants supporting UC Davis.

UC Davis requested that the agenda be changed to address UC Davis items first.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The Draft August 14 minutes were approved by the RPMs with changes from Steven Ross (DTSC) and Kwok.

Review of Action Items UC Davis requested that DHS send the Waste Burial Holes split sample results to UC Davis so they can discuss the
discrepancies with the laboratory.  Kwok sent the tritium and carbon-14 results from the DHS split samples to UC Davis
via e-mail.

UC Davis will determine if soil remains from the Waste Burial Holes samples and respond to DHS/RHB next week.
UC Davis has not yet determined whether there is soil remaining that could be analyzed from samples collected from the
Waste Burial Holes.  DHS may request additional analyses due to low correlation in split sample results.  UC Davis/
Montgomery Watson will continue to work with the laboratory in case it is determined that additional analyses are needed.

DTSC requested copies of the standard operating procedures (SOPs) referenced in the Domestic Septic Systems
Investigation/Removal Action (DSSI/RA) Work Plan.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the SOPs were
provided in August.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

UCD AREAS:  

Ongoing Monitoring
Activities

September 2001 monthly interim remedial action (IRA) ground water monitoring was conducted in 10 site wells on
September 5.  One well, UCD2-35, could not be sampled due to a pump failure.  The pump in this well is being replaced and
should be functional by the next quarterly sampling event.  Well levels continue to be monitored monthly in all wells.  The
IRA system has been down in order to resolve issues with surface water mixing.  The system was operational in August for
17 days, extracting 2,665,000 gallons.  The average flow during this time was 132 gallons per minute and 0.63 kilograms
(1.38 pounds) of chloroform were removed.  Last week, on September 20, the system was shut down when the pipe between
the extraction well and treatment system was struck by contractors.  The system is expected to be turned on next week after
repairs to the pipe.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) reminded UC Davis that this type of incident involving a spill of water from the
treatment system should have been reported to the RWQCB and the EPA.  Oatman said he did not remember the Agreement
on Consent  requirement, but will do so in the future.

 

Dual-Density
Convection Pilot Test/
Soil Vapor Extraction
Test

Preliminary results have been received for the Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) Pilot Test.  Joe Turner (Brown & Caldwell)
presented a map of wells in the chloroform source area that were used during the test.  He presented a table of baseline
results from each of these wells (Table 2).  Concentrations of chloroform and related volatile organic compounds in TP-2B
were more than double the levels found in any other test location.  Based on this information, TP-2B was selected for the
SVE  test.  The flow rate was found to be similar at all locations and was not a factor in the well selection.  The extraction
rate achieved was about 20 cubic feet per minute.  Brown and Caldwell’s preliminary analysis indicated a radius of influence
of about 35 feet.  Results of the test indicated a low mass removal rate due to low flow rate.  This indicates that SVE alone
may not be an appropriate technology to select for this site.  Results for the A zone were much lower than those for the B
zone.  This was probably the best time to conduct the SVE test, since the vadose zone was larger than normal due to low
water levels.  Normally, the B zone is saturated.  The base of the B zone was 55 feet below ground surface.

Kathy Setian (EPA) asked how many pounds of chloroform are estimated to be in this area.  Turner responded that the
estimate is about 150 pounds.  This calculation was for ground water in HSU-1.  Turner emphasized that the majority of the
mass within the B-zone is most likely from residual mass left behind in the vadose zone when water levels go down.  When
water levels go up, much of this mass goes back into solution. 

Salem Attiga (EMS) questioned whether the air emissions from the SVE wells were considered as one source or as separate
sources.  Oatman responded that the test was done using one well.  If further SVE treatment is conducted using more than
one well, they would probably connect them into a single point source for monitoring and release.

Timm stated that 35 feet sounds like a good radius of influence.  She questioned why many wells would be needed since this
isn’t a very large area.  Setian agreed with Timm that 35 feet was a good radius, and added that she was not sure whether she
agreed with the conclusion that SVE would not be a good choice for the site.  Oatman said that further evaluations are
necessary.  The preliminary conclusion was that SVE would not be a good choice by itself.  Further evaluation is being
conducted to assess a combination of SVE and dual-density convection (DDC).  A letter report only giving the results of the
SVE Pilot Test is currently being prepared.  Final conclusions will not be presented until UC Davis completes the DDC/SVE
combined report.  Turner concluded the discussion by stating that the DDC system was turned back on after the conclusion of
the SVE Pilot Test.
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DECISIONS

Interim Remedial Action
Status

Mixing System, Berryessa Water:  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson) presented an update on the mixing system.  Irrigation
cycles continue to interrupt the availability of this water for the mixing system. The mixing system is being adjusted to attain
monthly average concentrations by using Berryessa water at higher flow rates when available. 

The IRA system is being modified from a mechanical to a computer-controlled system that uses process logic-controlled
adjustable valves.  This transition has required some adjustment.  Recently, we identified a problem with the flow meter that
regulates the extraction well set point.  We have corrected the problem with the flow meter by placing it in another location
to reduce the turbulence.  During the adjustment for the relocated flow meter, the extraction well pipeline was damaged by a
contractor digging in the area on September 20, and the system went down.  We understand that the extraction water line
repairs will be completed on September 28.

Irrigation System:  Installation of fencing and gates for the 12 pastures is now complete.  This work was done by the UC
Davis Animal Resource Services, who will manage the land and irrigate the pastures.  The irrigation contractor met with all
involved UC Davis departments on September 24, and will start work on October 1.  They expect to complete work in 30 to
60 days.  Installation of the western four pastures will begin first, to allow testing to begin by October 15.  Additional
engineering has been performed to facilitate operation of the irrigation system so it will work better with the treatment
system.

Following treatment with the air stripper, water will be stored prior to irrigation in a 20,000-gallon storage tank.  This is
similar to the effluent tank now inside the system building but the current tank only holds 3,000 gallons so it doesn’t provide
an appropriate buffer.  Bold displayed a picture of the newly installed pastures.

 

 Waste Burial Holes
Report Comments

RPM comments have been received from DTSC, EPA, DHS, and RWQCB.  The UC Davis response to comments is
expected to be completed by October 12.  Setian requested a status check on the tritium method.  EPA comments on the
Waste Burial Hole Report had suggested that the waste extraction test (WET) for tritium was inappropriate.  Bold responded
that Montgomery Watson has contacted Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory and will prepare a comprehensive
response on the analytical issues.  Joe Niland (MW) added that this response on the analytical methods should be ready by
October 12, and it will be presented in a technical memo comparing methodologies to see if there is any difference that needs
to be addressed.  To supplement the WET, all samples were also analyzed for total tritium, so we may have all the
information needed.  Oatman stated that this assessment will help determine whether more samples should be analyzed.  We
will cover this issue in the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Addendum.  If it is determined that we are
missing any data, we can include it in the data gaps portion.

 The EPA requested a
conference call with
Mike Taffet at
Lawrence Livermore
National Laboratory to
discuss tritium
analysis methods.

 Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility
Study Work Plan
Addendum

A data gaps meeting conducted for ground water, surface water and storm water was held on September 7 to get input from
the RPMs on data gaps for water.  Based on this information, a schedule was prepared to provide the RI/FS Work Plan
Addendum to the RPMs by December 21, independent of the Waste Burial Hole Report approval.  We want to get this
document prepared in time to fill data gaps for the risk assessment that is due next year.  UC Davis has been coordinating
with DOE on their requirements for the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA).  The RI/FS Work Plan Addendum will present
the schedule for the RI, FS, and Site-Wide Risk Assessment.

Kwok stated that she would like to know where we stand and what we are expecting for the Eastern Burial Trenches, the Dog
Pens, Landfill Unit 2 (LF-2), and the Waste Burial Holes.  This would be significant if UC Davis decides to cap the landfill,
because the California requirements are a little different than those of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, and we need to decide what we will need to do.  Oatman responded that DOE has
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provided an amendment to the Memorandum of Agreement, but UC Davis has not yet responded.  We have been working on
planning to manage the Dog Pens along with the landfill.  An important issue is whether the Dog Pens contain radioactive
waste.  From the work DOE has done, maybe not.  We don’t think there is a problem, but we will need to work with DHS to
make sure.  Kwok asked about the Eastern Burial Trenches and LF-2.  Oatman said that the waste burial practices during the
disposal segregated radiation from other waste, and the RI sampling has corroborated this.  There is very little radiation in
samples from LF-2.  Kwok stated that the issue is not waste, but licensable material.  In order to cap those areas, it would
affect the UC Davis radiation license.  Oatman responded that this could be managed. We could need monitoring for both the
cap and possibly radioactivity to comply with the license.

Attiga asked how the data gaps for the risk assessment are being handled.  How will data from removed soil play a role in
data gaps for the risk assessment?  Niland responded that it is significant for both the RI/FS Work Plan and the Site-Wide
Risk Assessment.  We have to consider both pre and post-removal data for the risk assessment.  It will be used for the
purpose of determining that contamination has been adequately removed.  We are trying to identify data gaps at this point to
be sure we have characterized all areas sufficiently.  With respect to pre-removal data, we need this information to determine
qualitatively potential exposure pathways that may not have been thoroughly investigated.  We need to determine whether
something may have been released that cannot be accounted for.

Attiga said that the Dog Pens verification data will come later, so will this be considered a data gap when UC Davis
completes the RI/FS Work Plan Addendum?  Niland responded that it’s a gap that we know is being filled.  Bold added that
it is often necessary to look at a range of pathways prior to eliminating them.

Ross asked when the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) will be requested by the EPA.  Setian
responded that ARARs are not finalized until the FS is completed.

Concerning approval of the original RI/FS Work Plan that was published in 1994, Weiss Associates was able to locate two
references in the RPM minutes from January and April 1995.  Copies of these meeting minutes are provided. The January
1995 minutes state that the EPA and the State were planning to provide DOE with a qualified approval of the RI/FS Work
Plan “upon the satisfactory review by the State of some past site characterization reports.”  In the April 1995 minutes, it
states “DOE expressed concern about the RI/FS Work Plan not being approved by agencies.  In the absence of approval of
the Work Plan, the involved agencies will document their concurrence with ongoing RI activities.”  An action item from this
meeting says that California EPA will draft a three-party letter approving ongoing work and documenting understanding
about ongoing RI field activities.  Ross will see if he can locate the referenced letter in the DTSC site historical files.  Setian
stated that in 1995, the EPA was not in charge of the administrative record, but that she will put these minutes in the
administrative record, in case they may be helpful.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 DTSC will check
historical files in an
attempt to locate the
three-party letter
approving ongoing
work and documenting
understanding about
ongoing RI field
activities.  Past
meeting minutes
documenting the
approval status of the
RI/FS Work Plan will
be filed in the
administrative record
by the EPA.

 Additional Item –
Surface Water
Monitoring for Putah
Creek

Timm was asked to report on the California Toxics Rule; what it is, and how it applies to Putah Creek monitoring.  The RWQCB was
asked to provide
information on the
California Toxics
Rule.
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DOE AREAS:

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during September

Continued Dog Pens Removal Action (RA).

Submitted the Radium/Strontium (Ra/Sr) Treatment Systems RA Confirmation Report.

Continued the DSSI/RA.

Shipped low-level waste to the Nevada Test Site for disposal.

Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during October:

Continue the Dog Pens RA.

Complete the DSSI/RA, except DSS 3 and 6.

Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.

Dog Pens Removal
Action Update

Devany indicated that the DOE and DHS radiation surveys of the post-removal Western Dog Pens surface were complete and
that no above-background detentions were observed.  He indicated that waste was being stockpiled and that waste would be
sampled, stored and characterized over the winter.  Devany mentioned that the preliminary analytical results indicate that the
cleanup target levels were attained.  Devany noted that there were a few chlordane hot spots, but that the reasonable
maximum exposure value was below the risk-based action standard (RBAS).  Ross asked that a comparison be made to the
previous data sets to see if chlordane is more widespread or if there are any trends in the results.  Setian asked for a summary
table showing the number of chlordane samples exceeding the RBAS, and Timm requested  that the table include background
values.  Weiss Associates agreed to provide this information at the next RPM meeting.

Mike Zimmerman (Weiss Associates) presented the Southwest Trenches Overburden Soil Data Evaluation which
summarized the justification for reuse of this soil as backfill in the Western Dog Pens.  Zimmerman indicated that his
presentation would summarize the report sent to the RPMs on September 24.  He noted that this material had originally been
excavated during the 1998 Southwest Trenches RA and that it consisted of about 435 cubic yards of overburden soil removed
between zero and four feet below grade.   He indicated that DOE planned to reuse this material in the Western Dog Pens
between a depth of zero and two feet.  Zimmerman summarized the data with respect to RBAS, preliminary remediation
goals, designated-level analysis and hazardous waste criteria.  Zimmerman indicated that the soil is not considered a listed or
characteristic hazardous waste according to state and federal regulations.  With respect to determining whether it is a listed
waste, Zimmerman indicated that reasonable effort had been put forth to establish whether there was any evidence of
process-based releases according to EPA guidance.  Ross asked for a copy of the EPA guidance containing this standard. 
Zimmerman concluded that reuse of the overburden soil in the Western Dog Pens was reasonable.  The RPMs agreed to
complete their review of the subject document by October 12.

Weiss Associates will
provide a table
comparing Western
Dog Pens chlordane
results to the RBAS
and background at the
next RPM meeting.

The DTSC requested a
copy of the EPA
guidance that contains
the standard for listed
waste determination.

The RPMs agreed to
complete their review
of the Southwest
Trenches Overburden
Soil Data Evaluation
by October 12.

The RPMs agreed to
allow a portion of the
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Devany discussed the backfill plans and requested RPM concurrence on leaving the Western Dog Pens surface partially
below grade during the winter.  DOE’s objective is to retain capacity for reuse of suitable material after evaluation is
complete.  Devany noted that the confirmation data showed that no significant residual contamination is present and that the
Western Dog Pens had always been a rain water infiltration feature due to its gravel and curb design.  The RPMs agreed to
allow a portion of the Western Dog Pens to temporarily remain below grade during the winter.

Western Dog Pens to
temporarily remain
below grade during
the winter.

Domestic Septic
Systems
Investigation/Removal
Action Update

Devany noted that the DSSI screening sampling indicates that elevated mercury is present in the DSS 3 and 6 leach fields. 
He said that most analytical data was pending and that DOE was evaluating whether additional removal is warranted.  He
indicated that DOE would discuss future actions with the RPMs when the evaluation was complete.  He added that screening
data from the other DSSs suggest that the other tanks and leach fields are not significantly impacted.

 

 Waste Management
Update

Devany indicated that 1,088 cubic yards of Ra/Sr Area II low-level waste was shipped to the Nevada Test Site for disposal in
August and September.   He noted that additional waste shipments were tentatively scheduled for November pending
resolution of recent DOE security requirements.

 

The next meeting is scheduled for November 6, 2001 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
November 6, 2001

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Jeff Bold, MW Karen Lutter, B&C Julie Roth, DSCSOC
Bob Devany, WA Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Mary Rust, DSCSOC
Mike Dresen, WA Joe Niland, MW Kathy Setian, EPA
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Brian Oatman, UC Davis Susan Timm, RWQCB
Christine Judal, UC Davis Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Joe Turner, B&C
G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Steven Ross, DTSC Phil Welker, URS

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Kathy Setian (EPA) noted that her telephone and fax numbers have changed to 415-972-3180 and 415-753-8220,
respectively.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The Draft September 27 minutes were approved by the RPMs with changes from Steven Ross (DTSC), Setian, and Bob
Devany (Weiss Associates).

Review of Action Items The EPA requested a conference call with Mike Taffet at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) to
discuss tritium analysis methods.  UC Davis requested that DHS send the Waste Burial Holes (WBH) split sample results
to UC, and that was done.  It was determined that both UC and DHS labs have used up all of the sample collected in their
analyses.  We have addressed that issue in the WBH comments.  The conference call completed on October 10 between
Montgomery Watson, UC Davis, Mike Taffet (LLNL) and Setian resolved the concerns about the appropriateness of the
analyses completed.  Devany asked for details of the conference call.  Setian responded that EPA does not consider the waste
extraction test results valid for tritium in soil.  However, since total tritium results were also collected, EPA accepts those
data from the WBH investigation.

DTSC will check historical files in an attempt to locate the three-party letter approving ongoing work and
documenting understanding about ongoing Remedial Investigation field activities.  Past meeting minutes
documenting the approval status of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan will be filed in
the administrative record by the EPA.  Ross stated that he had checked the DTSC files and had not been able to locate a
three-party letter as mentioned in the 1995 RPM minutes.  However, he did find a letter from Duncan Austin (DTSC)
regarding site characterization activities and review of data needs.  This letter includes decision trees on No Further Action
requirements.  He also found that this letter was responded to by Fred Lee on February 7, and by UC Davis/DOE on



J:\DOE\4007\220\RPM_Minutes\Rpms1101.doc 2

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

February 27, 1996.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) added that she, Lida Tan (EPA) and Austin had met and discussed data gaps,
and that this letter was a result of this discussion.

The RWQCB was asked to provide information on the California Toxics Rule.  Timm will provide a report at the
December 18 RPM meeting.

Weiss Associates will provide a table comparing Western Dog Pens chlordane results to the risk-based action
standards (RBAS) and background at the next RPM meeting.  This table was distributed at today’s meeting.

The DTSC requested a copy of the EPA guidance that contains the standard for listed waste determination. Devany
noted that the EPA guidance had been distributed electronically on October 1.

The RPMs agreed to complete their review of the Southwest Trenches Overburden Soil Data Evaluation by
October 12.  Devany indicated that all RPM comments had been received.

UCD AREAS:  

Ongoing Monitoring
Activities

Ground Water Monitoring Update:  October monthly interim remedial action (IRA) ground water monitoring was conducted
in 10 site wells on October 18, 2001.  Water level data was collected on October 19 in all wells.  The IRA system operated
70% of the time during October and samples were collected for target analytes, including carbon-14, chromium, nitrate, total
dissolved solids, tritium and volatile organic compounds.

Storm Water Monitoring:  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) asked whether storm water samples had been collected.  Brian Oatman (UC
Davis) responded that during the recent storm, there was not sufficient storm water runoff to cause a discharge or collect a
sample.  UC Davis is ready for storm water monitoring, including collecting additional samples for the low-level mercury
sampling study that began last year.  We are planning to do two more rounds of low-level mercury analysis.  We collected
one round last year, but did not get another storm with sufficient runoff to sample.

 

Dual-Density
Convection Pilot Test
Status

Since this RPM meeting was set as a conference call, this topic will be covered in more detail at a later date.  The main
purpose of the planned discussion will be the expanded phase for the dual-density convection (DDC) system.  Joe Turner
(B&C) suggested setting a date and said that Andy Kopania (EMKO Environmental) could make it during the week of
December 10.  Setian and Timm said they would both be available on Tuesday, December 11.  Timm asked whether the
meeting would cover DDC only.  Turner responded that it would include a discussion of both the DDC and the soil vapor
extraction (SVE) systems for ground water remediation.  Karen Lutter of Brown & Caldwell wrote the report on the SVE
system, and is available today to answer questions.  Ross said that he would like to meet with Setian and Timm on Friday
morning to discuss comments.

 

Interim Remedial Action
Status

Mixing System:  As stated earlier, the IRA operated 70% of the time during October.  The irrigation season (for the campus
use of this water supply) ended in mid-October.  Therefore, Berryessa water will be available without interruption until
Spring 2002.  This is a typical good news/bad news scenario, since when we last pumped a high rate of Berryessa water
(75 gallons per minute (gpm)) we had a problem with algae.  The bag filters became clogged again and had to be replaced. 
The Berryessa system is currently operating at 40 gpm with no problems.  If it clogs at a higher flow rate, we may be able to
adjust the operation of the Amiad filter system.  We are planning to try making adjustments during the next couple weeks to
see if we can get this resolved.
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Irrigation System:  Installation of irrigation main lines is complete.  The lateral irrigation pipes are now being installed. 
Photographs were provided with the meeting handouts showing progress of the irrigation system installation.  Completion of
the installation is anticipated by mid- to late November 2001.  We are planning to do a preliminary test of the system next
week, and complete testing will go forward in December.  G. Fred Lee (G. Fred Lee & Associates) asked whether flood
irrigation would be done from the laterals.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson) responded that sprinklers will be used.  A
21,000-gallon storage tank is being installed as part of the irrigation system.  This tank will act as a reservoir that will
enhance flexibility to deliver water to the pastures, so the water doesn’t have to come straight from the extraction well.  We
are coordinating the installation of the tank along with the piping.   Lee asked whether provisions are being taken to protect
sprinklers from fouling with carbonates.  Oatman responded that UC Davis will maintain the system as they do all similar
irrigation systems throughout the campus.

 Waste Burial Holes
Report

As reported earlier in the review of action items, a conference call was held between EPA, LLNL, and Montgomery Watson
on October 10 regarding the tritium analytical methods for soil.  As a result of this discussion, UC Davis has developed a
technical memorandum responding to DHS/RHB comments and concerns about the carbon-14 and tritium analyses.  This
memorandum was attached to the responses to RPM Waste Burial Holes Report comments that were mailed to RPMs on
November 5, 2001.

 

 Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility
Study Work Plan
Addendum

The formal schedule for completion of this work plan addendum was 90 days beyond the formal acceptance of the WBH
report, but UC Davis began working on it several months ago, and work continues toward a December deliverable.  The
database compilation and cleanup of old files has turned out to be a big task, as Setian had anticipated a couple years ago
when she proposed that the process get started early to develop a single database.  The good thing about this exercise is that
it will make things easier in the future.  The cleaned up soil database will be something we can use for all reports, including
DOE reports.  Completion of this step will facilitate 2002 site activities.

 

 Site-Wide Risk
Assessment

The RPMs are aware that we are prioritizing the risk assessment analysis required for the RI/FS Work Plan Addendum with
other risk assessment activities (i.e., ecological risk assessment screening and scoping assessment).  We believe it is a good
idea to plan on preparing a work plan to present the site-wide risk assessment approach by mid-February 2002.  UC Davis is
cooperating with DOE on the risk assessment, and plans on meeting with EPA in December to discuss the Site-Wide Risk
Assessment Work Plan.  Ross asked to be included in the discussion as well.  Setian stated that in her past experience, EPA is
the primary RPM for the risk assessment. Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) stated that DHS may have some additional issues to
address, such as unrestricted use scenarios (versus not evaluating them at all).  Joe Niland (Montgomery Watson) responded
that this is why it is good to have a work plan reviewed by all RPMs to determine the best approach for which everyone
agrees.  The Site-Wide Risk Assessment is anticipated to be a brief document that just defines the approach.  A 2002
deliverable date for the Site-Wide Risk Assessment depends upon receiving the final data from the Domestic Septic Systems
(DSS) Removal Action (RA) from DOE.  We may have to adjust the schedule later, depending on when all data are received.

UC Davis is also planning on conducting an ecological risk assessment screening between now and March 2002.  We are
formulating the scope at this time, and anticipate some data gaps for the ecological risk assessment that hopefully we can
resolve in spring of 2002.  This data will then feed into the Site-Wide Risk Assessment later in 2002.  Ross stated that he
wanted to verify that some work will focus on the Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) in the
RI/FS Work Plan Addendum.  Niland responded that we have to look at the ARARs and the data quality objectives set for
the project.  For example, detection limits were set in order to meet the screening criteria.  Ross added that it is also
necessary to determine whether hazardous waste is present in the landfills.  Niland stated that the landfills are classified as
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domestic waste and if you sample any landfill in the state, you may find hazardous material.  Ross responded that he is aware
of this, but we still need to know what is there and what may be leaching out.

DOE AREAS:

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during October

• Continued Dog Pens RA.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during November/December

• Demobilize from the Western Dog Pens RA.

• Begin preparation of the Dog Pens RA Confirmation Report

• Collect additional chlordane samples in the Western Dog Pens.

• Begin preparation of the Remedial Investigation Report.

• Complete Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems Area 1 LLW shipments.

• Complete Western Dog Pens Aisle 3 LLW shipments.

•  Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

DOE will file an extension request to modify the draft completion dates for the DSS Confirmation Report (originally
scheduled for February 15, 2002) and the DOE Areas Risk Assessment input (originally scheduled for July 15, 2002). 
Additional information is provided in the “Domestic Septic Systems Investigation/ Removal Action Update” in this summary.

Dog Pens Removal
Action Update

Devany noted that field demobilization was in progress.  He indicated that office activities included validation of the
confirmation data and that the Phase II Data Evaluation would be completed in the December/January time frame.  Devany
presented a revised table showing the preliminary confirmation sampling results, which included the number of detections
above RBAS and site background values.  Devany indicated that only one sample contained chlordane above the RBAS and
that the sample location was associated with Aisle 3, where chlordane-impacted soil from the Southwest Trenches had been
staged prior to its off-site disposal in 1999.  Ross asked about the use of the term “technical chlordane” in the table.  Devany
indicated that this referred to analytical quantification based on a technical chlordane standard, since chlordane is an
aggregate of chlordane isomers and other compounds.  Devany noted that for practical purposes, this value represents the
best estimate of the total chlordane concentration.  Devany indicated that the other sample results collected from Aisle 3
generally contained higher concentrations of chlordane than locations away from Aisle 3.  Setian expressed concern that
Southwest Trenches soil had been released from the stockpile.  Devany stated that though proper containment was installed,
the containment liner had been breached due to the unanticipated breakdown of the Aisle 3 asphalt underlayment during soil
transfer by heavy equipment in 1999.  Devany indicated that the RA work plan had identified this potential release and
included mitigation measures which included additional removal and sampling.  Devany also noted that chlordane
concentrations appeared to be slightly elevated in sample locations associated with the former gravel-filled trenches, which
run east to west along the lengths of the three northernmost pen rows.  The RPMs requested that additional samples be

The RPMs requested
that additional
samples be collected
at the Aisle 3 location
where alpha/gamma
chlordane
concentration was
highest and at two
locations in the gravel-
filled trenches.



J:\DOE\4007\220\RPM_Minutes\Rpms1101.doc 5

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

collected at the Aisle 3 location where alpha/gamma chlordane concentration was highest (873 parts per million (ppm)) and
at two locations in the gravel-filled trenches.  It was agreed that four additional chlordane samples would be collected at the
surface a few feet from the hot spot and one sample would be collected about one foot below the hot spot.  It was also agreed
that two additional lateral samples and one sample about one foot below the hot spot would be collected in the gravel-filled
trenches at the locations where elevated (350 and 244 ppm) chlordane was present.

Pay indicated that the DHS radiological split confirmation sample results were still pending and that he expected to have the
results in a few weeks.

Devany indicated that comments had recently been received from the RPMs on the reuse of the Southwest Trenches
overburden soil as backfill for the Western Dog Pens.  He also indicated that the DHS sample results were pending. 
UC Davis indicated that they would supply comments on the soil reuse later today.  Oatman said that their major concern was
the long-term management that might be associated with the soil.  Devany indicated that the soil would be properly stored for
the winter while RPM and UC Davis comments and the DHS sample results are evaluated, and that a determination on reuse
would be made next spring.

UC Davis will supply
comments on the reuse
of the Southwest
Trenches overburden
soil on November 6.

Domestic Septic
Systems
Investigation/Removal
Action Update

Devany indicated that due to the unanticipated mercury contamination, additional mercury delineation samples had been
collected.   He recommended that continued removal, if warranted, should be delayed until all data are evaluated.  Due to the
impending rainy season, he suggested that this be scheduled for the April/May time period.

Devany noted that extending the DSS RA schedule will delay submittal of the DSS Confirmation Report and the DOE areas
risk assessment input, which are FFA milestones scheduled for February 15, 2002 and July 15, 2002, respectively.  He added
that FFA extensions require mutual agreement of good cause by the FFA signatories.  There was general RPM agreement that
the FFA extension was reasonable, but the RPMs indicated that the work and associated milestones should still be targeted
for completion in 2002 and that a written extension request would need to be approved by their management.  Oatman
indicated that DOE had informed UC Davis of the delay and he felt that it would not have significant impacts on the UC
Davis schedule for the site-wide risk assessment.  Rich Fallejo (DOE-OAK) indicated that DOE would provide a written
extension request per the requirements in the FFA.

 

The next meeting is scheduled for December 18, 2001 at 10:30 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
December 18, 2001

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Mary Rust, DSCSOC
Jeff Bold, MW Joe Niland, MW Kathy Setian, EPA
Bob Devany, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Susan Timm, RWQCB
Mike Dresen, WA Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Joe Turner, B&C
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Steven Ross, DTSC Phil Welker, URS
Christine Judal, UC Davis Julie Roth, DSCSOC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements None

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The Draft November 6 minutes were approved by the RPMs with changes from Steven Ross (DTSC), Kathy Setian (EPA)
and Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB).  [Post-meeting note:  Susan Timm (RWQCB) approved the minutes by telephone on
January 2, 2002.]

Review of Action Items The RPMs requested that additional samples be collected at the Aisle 3 location where alpha/gamma chlordane
concentration was highest and at two locations in the gravel-filled trenches.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated
that the samples had been collected and the results would be reported in the Western Dog Pens Removal Action (RA)
Confirmation Report, which would be submitted to the RPMs by February 15, 2002.

UC Davis will supply comments on the reuse of the Southwest Trenches overburden soil on November 6.  Devany
noted that subject comments were received on November 6.
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DOE AREAS:  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during November/December:

• Completed the Dog Pens RA.

• Began preparing the Western Dog Pens RA Confirmation Report.

• Collected additional Dog Pens chlordane samples.

• Began preparing the Remedial Investigation Report.

• Shipped Dog Pens Aisle 3 waste to Envirocare for disposal.

• Completed the Radium/Strontium (Ra/Sr) Treatment Systems Area 1 low-level waste shipment to the Nevada Test Site.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during January:

• Submit the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) schedule extension request to RPMs.

• Continue preparation of the Western Dog Pens RA Confirmation Report.

• Continue preparation of the Remedial Investigation Report.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None

 

Federal Facility
Agreement Extension
Request Update

Rich Fallejo (DOE-OAK) indicated that he was preparing an FFA schedule extension request and that it was close to being
complete.  He mentioned that the FFA allows only seven days for written responses from the agency signatories for such
requests.  Setian asked about the reason for the extension.  Fallejo stated that DOE felt that there was “good cause” for the
extension, since it resulted from the identification of unexpected contamination, and required additional time for DOE to plan
and design an appropriate RA.  Fallejo indicated that only the Domestic Septic Systems RA Report and the Site-Wide Risk
Assessment (SWRA) Input FFA deadlines would be delayed.  Jeff Bold (MW) noted that the schedule for the SWRA would
be included in the UC Davis Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan Addendum.  He indicated that the
SWRA would probably be completed in late 2002.  There was general agreement by the RPMs and UC Davis that the
extension request would not impact the SWRA or other key deadlines.  [Post-meeting note: DOE distributed the extension
request to the RPMs on January 7, 2002.  The RPMs concurred with the extension request by January 14, 2002.]

 

Document Status Ra/Sr Treatment Systems Areas RA Confirmation Report:  Devany mentioned that comments on the report had been received
from the EPA, DTSC, and DHS.  Timm indicated that she was still working on her comments.

DOE Box Confirmation Data Gaps Sampling and Analysis Plan:  Devany indicated that DOE was developing a sampling and
analysis plan to address data gaps associated with the time-critical RA that was conducted at the DOE Box Area in 1996.  He
indicated that this RA’s confirmation sampling was inconsistent with the approach used in later non-time critical RAs and
was not statistically based.  He added that the unexpected presence of 72 liquid-filled bottles found in the excavation also
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raised concerns about the possible presence of chemicals that were not included in the original confirmation sampling plan. 
Devany indicated that DOE’s sampling objective is to acquire a more comprehensive data set for future use in risk
assessment and remedial action, if required. Devany stated that a 30-day review would be requested to expedite field
sampling.  Setian mentioned that she may need more than 30 days to complete her review.  Devany indicated that the
document should be ready for RPM review by the end of the month. [Post-meeting note:  This document will be sent to the
RPMs by January 18.]

Western Dog Pens RA Confirmation Report:  Devany indicated that the Western Dog Pens RA Confirmation report is on
schedule to meet the February 15, 2002 FFA deadline and should include the latest chlordane analytic data.  He noted that
the Phase II data presentation would be delayed into February or March so that the new chlordane data could be evaluated.

Remedial Investigation Report:  Devany indicated that preparation of the Remedial Investigation Report is underway and that
it was scheduled to meet the March 14, 2002 FFA deadline. Devany noted that the Remedial Investigation would not include
the new DOE Box data or the Domestic Septic Systems RA information, which will be added in the future as an addendum to
the report.  Setian indicated that the Remedial Investigation should be organized to address each area separately to allow for
easy insertion of new information and make the report more readable.  It was agreed that a teleconference would be held on
January 4, 2002 to discuss the proposed report outline.  Weiss Associates agreed to supply the draft outline to the regulators
in advance of the teleconference.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Weiss Associates will
provide the RPMs
with a draft outline of
the Remedial
Investigation Report
prior to the January 4
teleconference.

UCD AREAS:  

Ongoing Monitoring
Activities

Ground Water Monitoring:  The November quarterly ground water monitoring and monthly interim remedial action (IRA)
monitoring were conducted in a total of 20 site wells on November 5 and 6.  Water level data was collected on
November 9, 2001 in all site wells.

Stormwater Monitoring:  Runoff has been checked during weekday storms since the rainy season began on October 1, 2001.
Up to this point, there has not been sufficient runoff to collect stormwater samples.  Timm noted that there was a large storm
on the first weekend in December.  During this storm, she said that the area received approximately 4 inches in 24 hours. 
She expressed concern that, given the magnitude of that storm, the first big flush has already occurred and the opportunity
was missed for collecting samples of the initial runoff.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) stated that UC Davis has been following
guidance of the site Field Sampling Plan and the General Permit for Discharge of Stormwater Associated with Industrial
Activities.  Most storms have been on weekends or evenings this year and the guidance does not require sampling outside of
normal business hours.  Timm said that she would prefer to have someone on alert when big storms are expected on
weekends.  Oatman agreed that when it is known ahead of time that a big storm is coming, he could plan to have someone on
alert.  However, sampling on weekends would present several other logistical problems, even when a storm event is predicted
ahead of time.  A minimum of two or three people would have to be available and the analytical laboratories would have to
be prepared to accept samples, providing they could even be shipped on time.  Some sample holding times would be
exceeded.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) stated that several years ago, she had checked the ditch near Landfill 3 and observed runoff
on the same day that UC Davis indicated there was not sufficient runoff to sample.  In order to resolve the various issues
concerning stormwater monitoring and clarify possible changes that RPMs would want, Oatman suggested having a separate
meeting on this issue.  A conference call was set for January 4, 2002 for this purpose.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 UC Davis stormwater
issues will be
discussed at the
January 4
teleconference.
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Interim Remedial Action
Status

Berryessa Mixing System Update:  During November 2001, the line bringing Berryessa water into the IRA was operating at
38 to 54 gallons per minute.  It was necessary to replace bag filters frequently, due to the continuing problem of clogging by
algae. 

Injection Well Update:  A leak was detected in the injection well piping on November 19, 2001.  Following repairs, the
system was restarted on November 26, 2001.  High water levels in the injection well also caused a system shut down on
November 30, 2001.  Measurements of the injection well water levels have suggested that the well screen is plugged to some
degree because the injection capacity is low.  The injection well will be sampled and analyzed for alkalinity, biological
oxygen demand, and presence of algae prior to well rehabilitation.  There has been a real problem with injection well levels
causing system shutdowns.  UC Davis has scheduled a video camera screening of the well.  G. Fred Lee (GFL&A) suggested
that it would be important to do a saturation index and that calcium, pH, and alkalinity should be checked.  The EPA
requested, and UC Davis agreed, that the IRA system monthly average extraction flow rate (and any problems that effect the
extraction flow rate) be included in the system monitoring reports and discussed in future monthly IRA reports.

Irrigation System Update:  The installation of all main lines, laterals and sprinklers is now complete.  The first system test
was conducted on December 7, 2001.  The test indicated that all the main lines are functioning, although not every sprinkler
line was tested.  The system can now be operated manually.  Additional modifications (including pump saver equipment and
low flow shutoff) to protect the irrigation pump will be completed in early January 2002.  Final operational tests will be
conducted in mid-January.  A warm season Bermuda grass will be planted in Spring (perhaps March or April) 2002.  Lee
asked whether system would be operated during the winter.  Bold responded that the system will be used as irrigation needs
dictate.  Therefore, if there is a dry spell, perhaps winter watering may be necessary, depending on the type of overseeding
grass that is used.

 

 

 

 

 UC Davis agreed to
provide IRA system
average extraction
flow rates and
information
concerning extraction
flow rates in the
monthly IRA reports.

Dual-Density
Convection/ Soil Vapor
Extraction Pilot Test
Status

A meeting was held between the RPMs and UC Davis on December 11, 2001 to discuss the best way to approach the work
plan for the expanded Dual-Density Convection (DDC)/ Soil Vapor Extraction Pilot Test that is expected to be submitted by
January 25, 2002.  At this time, the existing DDC system is operating and was sampled during the week of
November 26, 2001.  UC Davis expects to provide results of this sampling at the next RPM meeting.

Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility
Study Work Plan
Addendum

Extensive database compilation and cleanup has extended the preparation time of the RI/FS Work Plan Addendum.  Joe
Niland (MW) explained that problems in compiling the soil database have put the work plan behind schedule, although he
added that UC Davis is definitely concerned about keeping up with the document schedule.  Future deliverables depend on it.
 The draft document will be submitted to the RPMs in mid-January 2002.  This document will serve as a good reference for
site work and status, and the database work will be a benefit to all future deliverables when it is completed.

Site-Wide Risk
Assessment Status

A meeting was held with EPA and UC Davis on December 10, 2001 to discuss the approach for the risk assessment work
plan that is planned to be submitted in mid-February 2002.  The scope of the ecological risk assessment is still under
discussion at this point.  Ross noted that although DTSC was not included in the meeting, they may have additional
requirements for the human risk assessment.  The draft SWRA may be scheduled as soon as late 2002 and the schedule for
completion will be discussed in the RI/FS Work Plan Addendum.

Waste Burial Holes
Report Comments

The RPMs are currently preparing comments for the Waste Burial Holes (WBH) Report.  However, Setian noted that it may
be difficult to complete the comments in the next few weeks due to the holidays.  Setian requested that UC Davis clarify and
discuss their response to Timm’s comment regarding wording used in the report to describe fate and transport of total
dissolved solids (TDS), nitrate, and hexavalent chromium, etc., in the environment.  She asked what was meant by
“transformed” in this context, and whether that was the appropriate term.  Bold introduced the example of nitrate and TDS
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constituents (calcium, magnesium, sodium potassium, sulfate, manganese, etc.) being taken up by plants.  A second example
may be that hexavalent chromium will transformed to trivalent chromium by treated IRA water reacting with soil organic
matter .  Lee stated that only a portion of the nitrate and TDS will be taken up by plants.  Oatman summarized the discussion
by saying that these constituents are expected to be attenuated to a certain extent, and that water and soil monitoring will be
performed to measure and evaluate this process. 

Pay noted that page 4 of the report says UC Davis plans to collect three additional samples in the spring.  Before DHS can
approve this report, satisfactory results of this additional sampling are needed.  In order to meet this data gap, Pay indicated
that he would be more comfortable with about six additional samples.  Oatman responded that UC Davis’ objective was to
close out the WBH Report and that data gaps would be addressed during the upcoming sampling as part of the Remedial
Investigation.  Setian stated that the EPA will provide UC Davis with a letter indicating provisional approval of the report,
pending satisfactory results of the additional sampling.  Pay asked when this sampling is expected to be done and UC Davis
responded that samples will be collected in April or May 2002.

The next meeting is scheduled for February 5, 2002 at 10:00 a.m. The meeting venue will be selected after the draft agenda is issued.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
February 5, 2002

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Jeff Bold, MWH Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Kathy Setian, EPA
Patti Collins, EPA Joe Niland, MWH Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Joe Turner, B&C
Mike Dresen, WA Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Phil Welker, URS
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK Jeffrey Rivas, DOE-OAK John Wolf, WA
Christine Judal, UC Davis Steven Ross, DTSC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Rich Fallejo (DOE-OAK) noted that he would be on a two-month assignment in Washington D.C. beginning on March 10. 
He mentioned that Catherine Luu (DOE-OAK) would be the DOE project lead in his absence.

Kathy Setian (EPA) noted that she would be on a three-month assignment in Washington D.C.  She introduced Patti Collins
(EPA) as her interim replacement.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The draft December 18 RPM meeting minutes were approved by the RPMs with no changes.

Review of Action Items Weiss Associates will provide the RPMs with a draft outline of the Remedial Investigation Report prior to the
January 4 teleconference.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the report outline was sent to the RPMs on
December 31, 2001.

UC Davis storm water issues will be discussed at the January 4 teleconference.  An RPM teleconference was held in
early January to resolve RPM storm water monitoring issues.

UC Davis agreed to provide IRA system average extraction flow rates and information concerning extraction flow
rates in the monthly IRA reports.  Implementation is ongoing.
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UCD AREAS:  

Monthly Interim
Remedial Action
Reports

Susan Timm (RWQCB) stated that she has found it difficult to review the recent monthly reports without having all the
previous data in the report.  This change in format was the result of the EPA’s comments on the last monthly report.  Timm
would prefer to have all the data provided at least quarterly.  She feels that having the data before her is essential to see the
potential temporal and seasonal effects.  Setian said either way works for the EPA, but a graph may be helpful.  Timm stated
that a graph might work, as long as it was very clear, although she would still prefer to see all the data in the tables.  Setian
said she would like Timm to take the lead on this issue so that the monthly report will reflect the format the Water Board
needs.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) suggested that a reduced list of analytes in the table may be a compromise.

 UC Davis and URS
will propose a data-
reporting format that
is acceptable to the
RWQCB.

Ongoing Monitoring
Update

Monthly ground water monitoring was conducted on January 9, 2002.  Eleven wells were sampled.  Interim remedial action
(IRA) influent and effluent samples were also collected.  Well level data was collected on January 14, 2002 for all site wells.
Storm water monitoring was conducted on December 20, 2001.  Samples were collected from landfill runoff, Putah Creek
and low-level mercury monitoring points.

UC Davis is currently preparing the 2001 annual report that is due in April 2002.  This report will include the annual IRA
report and a review of site ground water and storm water monitoring programs.  The RPMs requested an update on whether
the neighbors’ results would be published in the annual report.  Christine Judal (UC Davis) stated that the owners of some
wells said that they did not want their data published in the annual report.  An alternative would be to provide a summary of
the information that does not point to specific locations.  Timm stated that the RPMs already see the data, and it may not be
necessary to put it in the annual report despite the DSCSOC’s request.  By providing it to the public agencies, the data
becomes available for public access.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) had previously suggested that DSCSOC send out a letter to
neighbors encouraging them to include the data in the annual water monitoring report.

 

 

 

 

 UC Davis will provide
the RPMs with a
summary of all 2001
monitoring data.

Interim Remedial Action
Status/Injection Well
Rehabilitation

High injection well water levels caused the IRA system to shut down in December 2001.  The IRA system operated twelve
days at a reduced flow rate of 40 gallons per minute (gpm) in January 2002.  The consistently high water levels required
rehabilitation of the injection well.  In late December, a water sample from the injection well was tested for carbonates and
algae (because algae is present in the Berryessa water that is used for mixing).  The results suggested the presence of
carbonates and algae, which suggested that the injection well be rehabilitated.  A similar rehabilitation was completed about
the same time last year.  The injection well rehabilitation was a three-day process, completed on January 16, 2002. 
Following injection well rehabilitation, the IRA system was restarted on February 1, 2002.

Pictures and video that were taken of the well during rehabilitation were presented.  The depth to water was about 30 feet. 
Some scaling was found, the presence of carbonates was confirmed and a small swatch of bacterial growth, possibly algae,
(which doesn’t make sense, since algae needs sunlight to grow) was identified in the video log.  To enhance the injection
capacity, the well was redeveloped to remove carbonate scaling and biofouling.  A dilute sulfur acid was used, which was
allowed to remain in the well overnight, followed by swabbing (physical scrubbing) and bailing. 

As presented in the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for the ground water IRA presented in 1997, the system was
designed to have two flow rates: one for summer and one for winter.  Due to the problems with total dissolved solids (TDS)
and nitrate, UC Davis discussed reducing the extraction rates with the RPMs to reduce the downward migration of TDS and
salts.  These reduced extraction rates require much more variation in the flow rate than was originally anticipated.  A problem
with operating the IRA at variable rates is that it may be causing some air injection into the aquifer, called
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cascading (injecting air into the formation when flow is too low for pipe diameter).  Cascading can result in reduced capacity
of the aquifer to receive injected water. 

A solution to minimize cascading with variable injection rates is to install a flexible (fire-type) hose in place of the rigid 1 ½-
inch pipes designed for constant flow rate. The 2 ¼-inch diameter flexible hose can collapse in response to variable flow
rates, avoiding cascading.  Following rehabilitation and installation of flexible injection hose, the injection rate improved to
100 gpm. 

Based on capture zone calculations, we would like to be able to extract at 100 gpm, which would require approximately
150 gpm at the injection well during the winter and 250 gpm at the injection well during the summer.  We have seen
problems with rising injection well levels when water levels rise in the winter, not in the summer.  UC Davis is evaluating an
option of using the wastewater treatment plant as a short-term alternative to direct part of the flow when these problems arise
in the future.  Timm noted that this option had been previously evaluated and discarded.  Oatman responded that originally it
was evaluated as the sole means of discharge.  Although full discharge would exceed capacity, perhaps it could be used as a
partial discharge source.  If the discharge rate is somewhere between 100 and 200 gpm, we may be able to use the
infrastructure as it is.  At 200 gpm, we definitely would exceed the potential of the wastewater treatment plant and the lift
station that is between our site and the treatment plant.

 

Berryessa Water Mixing
System Repairs

Repairs on the Berryessa mixing system were also done in January 2002.  The UC Davis reservoir that holds the Berryessa
water was drained to perform maintenance of the water line.

 

Dual-Density
Convection Pilot Test
Status

Everyone on the distribution list should have received a copy of the dual-density convection (DDC) work plan, although no
one has had time to review it yet.  Joe Turner (Brown & Caldwell) presented a summary of the program.  A graph of
chloroform in UCD1-12 was presented showing the decrease in chloroform due to the DDC system.  Turner also presented a
table showing the percent reduction of chloroform in the nested piezometers associated with the DDC system.  The reduction
of chloroform levels in these wells over the last year of operation was between 40% and 95%.  The proposed expansion of
the DDC system will continue the step-wise, iterative process that started with the 90-day pilot test and will focus on the
following: 1) maximize the mass removal of chloroform, 2) assess the limits of the circulation cell developed by each well
individually and in combination (at least a 20-foot radius was observed during the pilot test), and 3) assess the effects on
mass transfer of chloroform from HSU-1 to HSU-2.  A map was presented showing where new wells are planned. As shown
on this figure, five new DDC wells will be placed around the existing DDC well at an approximate radius of 50 feet.  Based
on historic hydropunch data, this well placement covers the majority of the area with elevated chloroform levels.  To monitor
mass transfer between HSU-1 and HSU-2, one new HSU-2 well will be installed about 25 to 30 feet immediately
downgradient of the existing DDC well.  In addition, three new HSU-1 wells will be installed to monitor mass removal of
chloroform from HSU-1.  These wells will be placed radially around the expanded system at an approximate radius of 25 to
30 feet from the existing DDC well.  The incorporation of soil vapor extraction may be appropriate when low water levels
occur, such as they did during 2001 (lower than 55 feet below ground surface).  Steven Ross (DTSC) asked how often
monitoring will be performed in the new wells.  Turner responded that it will be once a week for the first three weeks,
monthly for three months, then quarterly for one year.  Timm asked how soon this will begin and Turner said it will begin as
soon as the rainy season is over.  The RPMs will have 60 days to review the work plan.
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Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility
Study Work Plan
Addendum

Joe Niland (Montgomery Watson Harza) stated that the Draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan
Addendum was supposed to be provided to the RPMs by February 8.  However, the document is still under review, so the
RPM submittal will be extended to February 15.

 

Site-Wide Risk
Assessment Work Plan
Status

The Site-Wide Risk Assessment Work Plan will be submitted to the RPMs on February 18, 2002.  Preliminary first-tier
activities for the Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment are already being initiated.  This includes a preliminary
screening of the data, which will look at the background and on-site data.  Niland said that it is a little different on the
ecological side compared to the human risk side, because it is necessary to take an inventory of the species.  The first-tier
activities are designed to prioritize second-tier activities.  Montgomery Watson Harza is currently trying to coordinate
several activities to supply UC Davis with a draft risk assessment by September.  After the RPMs approve this work plan, we
will have data that will feed back into the risk assessment process.  If that changes the outlook for the second-tier activities,
adaptations can be made then.  For now, we have to proceed with the process to keep up with the schedule, even though the
work plan hasn’t been approved by RPMs.

 

DOE AREAS:  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during January:

• Submitted the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) schedule extension request to the RPMs.

• Received verbal/written RPM concurrence on the FFA schedule extension request on January 14, 2002.

• Continued preparation of the Draft Western Dog Pens Area Removal Action Confirmation Report.

• Continued preparation of the Draft DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during February:

• Submit the Draft Western Dog Pens Area Removal Action Confirmation Report.

• Continue preparation of the Draft DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report.

• Begin preparation of the Draft Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Work Plan and Action Memorandum.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.
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Document Update Final Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems Area Removal Action Confirmation Report:  Devany indicated that comments
on the confirmation report were received from all agencies and that responses were being developed for submittal to the
RPMs at the end of February. [Post-meeting note:  Responses will be submitted to the RPMs in mid- to late March.]

Draft Western Dog Pens Area Removal Action Confirmation Report /Phase II Data Evaluation:  Devany noted that this
report was on schedule for submittal to the RPMs by the February 15 FFA deadline.  It was agreed that DOE would present a
Phase II Data Evaluation at the next RPM meeting.

Draft DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report:  Devany indicated that the draft remedial investigation report is being
prepared according to the modified outline that was developed during the RPM teleconference on January 14.  He mentioned
that the document would be submitted to the RPMs by the March 14 FFA deadline.

Response to Comments on Southwest Trenches Overburden Soil Reuse:  Devany noted that these responses were assigned a
lower priority due to a break in field activities for the winter.  He indicated that responses to RPM comments would likely be
developed and submitted to the RPMs in late March, since reuse this summer is possible.

Draft Sampling and Analysis Plan for the DOE Disposal Box Area Confirmation Data Gaps:  Devany indicated that RPM
comments had been requested by February 21.  Setian noted that the EPA might have problems meeting this deadline.
[Post-meeting note: All RPM comments were received by February 22.]

Draft Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Work Plan/Action Memorandum:  Devany indicated that the
removal action work plan would be submitted to the RPMs by March 1.  There was agreement between all parties that an
action memorandum was needed since the scope of the Domestic Septic Systems (DSSs) removal actions had changed.  DOE
agreed to submit the draft action memorandum to the RPMs with the work plan on March 1.  Setian noted that the EPA did
not require a public comment period on the action memorandum. [Post-meeting note:  These documents were sent to the
RPMs and stakeholders on March 1.]

 DOE will present the
Western Dog Pens
Phase II Data
Evaluation at the next
RPM meeting.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The draft removal
action work plan and
draft action
memorandum for the
DSSs 3 and 6 removal
actions will be
submitted to the RPMs
by March 1.

Fiscal Year 2002
Schedule Update

Devany presented a revised Gantt chart showing September 30, 2002 as the new deadline for submitting the Domestic Septic
Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Confirmation Report to the RPMs and the Risk Assessment Input to UC Davis.    Devany
noted that finalizing the DSSs work plan and the DOE Box sampling plan were critical to meeting these FFA deadlines.

 

Waste Management
Update

John Wolf (Weiss Associates) presented an update on the DOE waste disposal status and inventory.  He indicated that all
waste from the Southwest Trenches areas and about 95% of the waste from the Radium/Strontium Treatment System areas
(Ra/Sr Areas) have been disposed to date.  Wolf noted that about 2,400 cubic yards of Ra/Sr Areas waste had been shipped
to the Nevada Test Site (NTS) for disposal.  Ross asked why some DOE waste was disposed at Envirocare, while other waste
was disposed at NTS.  Devany indicated that prior to 2001, NTS disposal had not been an option for the LEHR site, since it
was authorized by DOE to receive waste from DOE defense program sites (e.g., Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory). 
Devany noted that there are economic advantages by using NTS over Envirocare for debris-containing waste streams. 
Devany mentioned that a third disposal site, Hanford, is planned for biologically-impacted waste such as the Tank A sludge,
since the other sites are not able to receive this type of waste.  Wolf noted that the characterization data for the Western Dog
Pens removal action waste were pending, and that disposal would be split between fiscal years (FYs) 2002 and 2003.  Wolf
presented a preliminary designation for the seven cubic yards of soil and gravel removed at DSS 6 showing that it is not a
federal or California hazardous waste.  Wolf mentioned that toxic characteristic leaching procedure results for nickel and
chromium were still outstanding, and that they should be received around March 8.  He indicated that based on prior
experience with site soil, it is unlikely that the soil/waste will exhibit hazardous characteristics.  Wolf noted that most of the
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FY 2002 waste shipping will be conducted in July and August.

Davis South Campus
Superfund Oversight
Committee Town
Meeting

Fallejo indicated that DOE plans to suggest a new date for the proposed April 25 Davis South Campus Superfund Oversight
Committee (DSCSOC) town meeting, since several key DOE people are unavailable then.  Fallejo suggested that the meeting
be rescheduled to July. [Post-meeting note:  DSCSOC prefers not to hold the meeting in July, since many staff and students
are unavailable during the summer.  DSCSOC is currently checking on the availability of the Davis City Council Chambers
in the fall.]

 

Fiscal Year 2003 Budget
Update

Fallejo indicated that DOE’s FY 2003 budget request to Congress contained an 18% cut of funds requested by DOE-OAK to
continue environmental restoration and waste management activities at LEHR.  He noted that the proposed budget was
received earlier in the week and its impacts on the project were being evaluated.  He indicated that he would provide the
RPMs with a DOE web site that supplies additional information.  [Post-meeting note:  DOE provided the RPMs with the
DOE web site on February 5.]

 DOE will provide the
RPMs with a web site
that supplies
additional information
on the FY 2003
budget.

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for April 11, 2002 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
April 11, 2002

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
David Belk, UC G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Julie Roth, DSCSOC
Jeff Bold, MWH Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Susan Timm, RWQCB
Patti Collins, EPA Joe Niland, MWH Jay Tomlin, DOE-OAK
Bob Devany, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Joe Turner, B&C
Mike Dresen, WA Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Phil Welker, URS
Christine Judal, UC Davis Jeffrey Rivas, DOE-OAK Mike Zimmerman, WA
Bill Kay, URS Steven Ross, DTSC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Julie Roth (DSCSOC) announced that their town meeting would be held on October 24 at 7:00 p.m. at the Davis City
Council Chambers.  She indicated that the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) might attend this
meeting to discuss their Public Health Assessment for the site.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) asked whether there had
been any recent contact with ATSDR and expressed concern that the Public Health Assessment process was not well defined
to the stakeholders.  G. Fred Lee (GFL&A) indicated that he was concerned that ATSDR was too detached from the project. 
It was agreed that Brian Oatman (UC Davis) would contact ATSDR to discuss the status of the Public Health Assessment
and report on his findings at the next (Remedial Project Managers) RPM meeting.

UC Davis will contact
ATSDR to discuss the
status of the Public
Health Assessment
and report at the next
RPM meeting.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The Draft February 5 minutes were approved by the RPMs with no changes.

Review of Action Items UC Davis and URS will propose a data-reporting format that is acceptable to RWQCB.  The data-reporting format was
revised in the January monthly report per the RWQCB’s specifications.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) indicated that this format
was acceptable.

UC Davis will provide the RPMs with a summary of all 2001 monitoring data.  A summary of results for current
analytes that have been collected since the inception of the neighbors’ wells sampling program was distributed at this
meeting.

DOE will present the Western Dog Pens Phase II Data Evaluation at the next RPM meeting.  The Phase II presentation
was presented at today’s meeting.
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The Draft Removal Action Work Plan and Draft Action Memorandum for the Domestic Septic Systems (DSSs) 3 and
6 removal actions will be submitted to the RPMs by March 1.  Devany indicated that the subject documents were
submitted on March 1.

DOE will provide the RPMs with a web site that supplies additional information on the Fiscal Year 2003 budget.
Devany indicated that Rich Fallejo (DOE-OAK) provided this information on February 5.

DOE AREAS:  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during February/March:

• Submitted the Draft Dog Pens Removal Action Confirmation Report.

• Submitted the DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report.

• Submitted the Draft Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Work Plan and Action Memorandum.

• Conducted the DOE Box field sampling.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Expected DOE actions during April/May:

• Finalize the Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Work Plan and Action Memorandum.

• Mobilize and begin the DSSs 3 and 6 removal actions.

• Finalize the Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems Area Confirmation Report.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.

 

Document Update Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Work Plan:  Devany noted that RPM comments had been received and
that the DOE responses will be distributed by April 19.  Devany requested RPM concurrence by April 26, so that field work
could begin the week of May 6.  Devany said that the removal action field work was expected to last six weeks.  Steven Ross
(DTSC) asked about the process for issuing the action memorandum.  Devany indicated that as lead agency, DOE was the
designated sole signatory of the action memorandum.  He indicated that it would be signed at the Oakland Operations Office
level.

Draft Western Dog Pens Removal Action Confirmation Report:  Devany indicated that the Phase II Data Evaluation would
be presented later today and that comments on the document were requested by April 15.  The RPMs requested additional
review time.

Draft DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report:  Devany indicated that comments on the draft report were due by May 15.

 DOE responses to
comments on the
Domestic Septic
Systems 3 and 6
Removal Action Work
Plan will be issued by
April 19.

 

 Comments on the
DOE Remedial
Investigation Report
are due on May 15.
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Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems Area Confirmation Report:  Ross indicated that DTSC agreed with the DOE responses
to comments on the confirmation report.  EPA indicated that it would provide a decision on the responses by the end of the
week.  Steve Pay (DHS/RHB) stated that DHS was satisfied with the responses except for the response to Comment 2, which
suggested the use of a site-specific, or at least locally derived, soil/water partitioning coefficient (Kd).  Devany indicated that
there was no known local Kd information, and that deriving site-specific Kd information was relatively expensive.  Devany
noted that the Kd affects mainly arrival time and not peak concentration.  Pay indicated that determining a site-specific Kd
was a recommendation and that DHS was satisfied with the DOE responses to DHS/RHB comments.

Waste Management
Update

Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6:  Devany stated that in response to RPM comments, the distribution box sediments would
be segregated, since they may be designated as RCRA and/or non-RCRA hazardous (mixed) waste.  Ross indicated that
additional segregation of the leach field material will be required since available data suggest that the removed waste in the
vicinity of the leach fields may have hazardous characteristics based on the California Total Threshold Limit Concentration
(TTLC) criteria (e.g., total mercury > 20 milligrams per kilogram).   Devany noted that surface asphalt and concrete that will
be removed during this year’s removal action and during last summer’s DSSs removal action and investigation would be
designated as non-hazardous and non-radioactive based on process knowledge. He said that this material and other similar
surface material removed from these areas in 2001 would be disposed at an appropriate municipal landfill.

Devany indicated that the 2001 DSS 6 removal action waste consisted of about seven cubic yards of soil and gravel that was
designated a low-level radioactive waste based on results from the Waste Extraction Test and Toxic Leaching Characteristic
Procedure.  He indicated that this waste would be disposed in 2003 with other DSSs 3 and 6 waste.

The following schedule for LEHR waste management activities was provided:

• Package DSSs 3 and 6 removal action waste (May).

• Dispose remaining Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems Area waste (June/July).

• Issue the Waste Management Addendum to the Dog Pens Removal Action Work Plan (July).

• Dispose Dog Pens concrete as low-level radioactive waste at the Nevada Test Site (August).

• Designate Dog Pens removal action waste (in progress, June/July completion).

• Address RPM comments on re-use of Southwest Trenches overburden (May/June).

• Dispose DSS 3 distribution box sediment (90 days after designation).

• Dispose DSS 6 soil and gravel low-level radioactive waste (early to mid-2003 with other DSSs 3 and 6 removal action
waste).

Ross indicated that there wasn’t much time between the issuance of the Waste Management Addendum in July and the Dog
Pens concrete disposal in August.  Devany responded that Weiss Associates would try to issue the addendum sooner if
possible, and added that the concrete disposal shouldn’t pose any major concerns from a regulatory perspective, as initial
data show that it contains only minor residual contamination.  Devany added that it appeared that above-background levels of
radium-226 were present in the concrete and that it would likely be disposed as low-level waste at the Nevada Test Site.

 

Western Dog Pens Phase Mike Zimmerman (Weiss Associates) presented the results of the Western Dog Pens Phase II Data Evaluation.  Zimmerman  
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II Data Evaluation indicated that residual concentrations in the Dog Pens were below risk-based action standard values and within the CERCLA
risk range.  Zimmerman indicated that a more comprehensive human health and ecological risk determination will be made
during the Site-Wide Risk Assessment that will be completed next year.

Zimmerman also presented the results of the designated-level ground water impact evaluation.  He noted that with the
exception of mercury, residual constituents of concern will not impact ground water levels above maximum contaminant
levels.  Zimmerman said that modeling suggested it would take 6,000 years for the mercury impact to occur.  Timm indicated
that the ground water impact evaluation must also look at background as the impact threshold.  Devany noted that ground
water background had not been calculated with precision for many radionuclides.  Timm said that if that is the case, the
evaluation should use the best available information and take note of any uncertainties with the data.

UCD AREAS:  

Ongoing Monitoring
Activities

Monthly interim remedial action (IRA) monitoring was conducted in ten wells on March 13 and April 3, 2002. Water level
data continue to be collected monthly from all wells.  Ground water treatment system influent samples were collected in
March and April for carbon-14, tritium, volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and total organic carbon.  Effluent samples were
collected for VOCs, chromium, nitrate, total dissolved solids and nitrate as nitrogen.  Storm water locations are checked
during storms to determine if samples can be collected.

Neighbors’ Wells Sampling:  Summary tables for the neighbors’ wells were provided to the RPMs with comprehensive data
for chromium, nitrate as nitrogen and VOCs.  This completes an action item from the last RPM meeting.  A map showing the
well locations will be distributed via e-mail.

 UC Davis will e-mail
the RPMs a map
showing the
neighbors’ wells
locations.

Annual Water
Monitoring Report

The 2001 Annual Water Monitoring Report for the site was sent out last week (April 1).  The purpose and objectives of the
monitoring program were reviewed, including ground water characterization; the Dual-Density Convection (DDC) Pilot Test;
and the IRA (injection and land treatment), storm water, and surface water monitoring programs.  The report covers all water
monitoring activities that occurred in 2001 and presents the analytical results.  The annual report proposes modifications to
the monitoring program based on a review of the various monitoring elements and progress toward achieving the objectives
of the monitoring.  We anticipate a more detailed presentation and discussion of the report and recommendations at a future
RPM meeting.  RPM comments were requested by May 15, 2002.

 

Interim Remedial Action
Status

In February 2002, the IRA system was operational for approximately 78% of the time, with downtime due to blower failure
and tests of the injection well flow capacity.  In March, the system operated 92% of the time with minor shutdowns due to
preventative maintenance and change of filter bags.    High water levels are still present in the injection well.  The maximum
injection rate is approximately 135 gallons per minute (gpm), although this is expected to increase as irrigation season
begins. The IRA extraction rate is currently 80 gpm and the Berryessa flow rate is approximately 30 gpm. Algae in the
Berryessa water is continuing to require frequent bag filter changeouts.  The irrigation system is now complete and
operational.  Startup testing was completed on April 8 and the pastures will be seeded in May 2002.

 

Dual-Density
Convection Pilot Test
Status

Responses to RPMs comments on the DDC work plan were distributed.   Once it is determined that responses provide
satisfactory resolution of comments, UC Davis will finalize the work plan as described in the comment response document. 
If the provided responses are not sufficient, a conference call may be set up to discuss resolution.  One potential issue may be
the response to EPA and RWQCB comments about appropriate criteria for operating the system in the soil vapor extraction
(SVE) mode.  The comment response explains UC Davis’ rationale for selecting 100 parts per million by volume (ppmV)
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chloroform as the action level to conduct further testing of the SVE, in contrast to the 22 ppmV chloroform level requested
by the EPA.  A handout was provided with information on the calculation of the estimated air emissions for the pilot test
expansion of the DDC wells, based on a total of six operating DDC wells.

Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility
Study Work Plan
Addendum

The draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan Addendum was completed on April 9, 2002. 
UC Davis distributed this document for RPM review. The work plan addendum includes the proposed schedule for the site-
wide risk assessment (SWRA) and the UC Davis RI and FS.  The proposed schedule for the UC Davis RI is tied to
completing field work proposed in the work plan addendum.  Details of the work plan addendum were not discussed,
although Joe Niland (MWH) stated that this document summarizes the data gaps for all UC Davis LEHR site soil and ground
water investigations.  The soil and ground water data from 15 years of site studies has been compiled in this report, which
provides a comprehensive overview of this information.

 

Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility
Study, Site-Wide Risk
Assessment Field Work

To stay on schedule for the SWRA, UC Davis would like to proceed with soil, sediment and benthic sampling in late April. 
This sampling is recommended to fill data gaps identified in the RI/FS Work Plan Addendum.  As required by the EPA in the
Agreement on Consent (AOC), UC Davis must complete the SWRA 90 days after receiving DOE risk assessment input
(which is due September 30, 2002).  In order to meet this deadline for the SWRA, UC Davis needs to collect additional field
data this spring.  UC Davis will send the RPMs a letter in about a week requesting authorization to proceed with proposed
soil, sediment and benthic sampling described in the RI/FS Work Plan Addendum.  Initiating this data collection does not
circumvent RPM comments on the work plan addendum.  UC Davis understands that RPM review and comments may lead
to additional data collection activities to complete the RI.

 

Site-Wide Risk
Assessment Work Plan

The SWRA Work Plan was submitted to the RPMs on March 6.  Tier-1 activities for the human health and ecological risk
assessments have been initiated.  UC Davis requests comments from the RPMs on this document by early May (60 days from
receipt).  UC Davis is available to discuss any questions or comments with EPA risk assessors.  Ross stated that he will need
to employ toxicologists and that will take some time.  At this time, Ross is having difficulty hiring a toxicologist.  Ross also
stated that differences in EPA and California criteria for risk assessment will be an issue that needs to be resolved.   Ross
asked whether the AOC can be modified to allow more time for his office to provide a complete assessment.  DOE and UC
Davis expressed their reluctance to request a schedule change at this time.  Niland asked if there is anything UC Davis could
do to facilitate communication between DTSC risk assessors and UC Davis contractors to make sure that the risk assessors
are satisfied.  An expedited review is needed to begin data collection.  Appropriate action will be taken should additional
data gaps or data collection issues arise.

 

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for June 6, 2002 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS) 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary 
June 4, 2002 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Salem Attiga, EMS  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Steve Ross, DTSC 
Jeff Bold, MWH  Robert Kull, MWH  Kathy Setian, EPA 
Patti Collins, EPA  Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Bob Devany, WA  Tony Mindling, URS  Jay Tomlin, DOE-OAK 
Mike Dresen, WA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis   
Rich Fallejo, DOE-OAK  Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB   

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 

DECISIONS 

GENERAL:   

Announcements Rich Fallejo (DOE-OAK) announced that he was transitioning out of his role at LEHR and would be replaced by Jay 
Tomlin (DOE-OAK) as of June 10.  Kathy Setian (EPA) announced that she would be working at home for the next month 
due to remodeling activities at her office.  She indicated that she will be checking voice mail and e-mail remotely during this 
time. 

 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

Steve Ross (DTSC) requested a change on the DOE waste management update. The Draft April 11 minutes were approved 
by the RPMs with this change. 

 

Review of Action Items UC Davis will contact the Agency for Toxic Substances Disease Registry (ATSDR) to discuss the status of the Public 
Health Assessment and report at the next RPM meeting.  Fallejo attempted to reach Wayne Henry (ATSDR) to 
determine what the ASTDR input will be in the near future.   Salem Attiga (EMS) noted that ATSDR review of the 
Remedial Investigation (RI) report is mandated under CERCLA.  Setian clarified that the ASTDR health assessment under 
this program looks at both present and past concerns and will make recommendations to DOE, but EPA has regulatory 
authority regarding the site risk assessment.  EPA usually contacts ASTDR at the appropriate time and lets them know that 
the EPA risk assessment process is underway.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) also spoke with Henry and was told that ASTDR 
would be ready to release their health assessment in July.   At that time, Roth asked him to wait until just before the 
DSCSOC meeting in October.  Setian said that it would be important that they release the health assessment prior to the 
public meeting, so that DOE and the public can have a chance to review the document. 

DOE responses to comments on the Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Action Work Plan will be issued by 
April 19.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the responses were issued on April 19. 
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 UC Davis will e-mail the RPMs a map showing the neighbors’ wells locations.  Christine Judal (UC Davis) e-mailed the 
map to the RPMs on April 17. 

 

DOE AREAS:   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during April/May 

• Conducted the DOE Disposal Box field sampling. 

• Finalized the Domestic Septic Systems (DSSs) 3/6 Action Memorandum and work plan. 

• Mobilized for the DSS 3/6 removal action (RA). 

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during June/July 

• Conduct confirmation sampling and backfill the DSS 3/6 excavations. 

• Demobilize the DSS 3/6 RA. 

• Ship low-level waste to Envirocare and the Nevada Test Site (NTS). 

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections. 

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None 

 

Domestic Septic 
Systems 3 and 6 
Removal Actions 
Update 

Devany stated that the RA was progressing according to the work plan.  He noted that screening sample data indicated that 
the mercury had not migrated significantly, generally less than a foot in soil.  He mentioned that the excavation for DSS 3 
was complete and that the excavation for DSS 6 would be completed the week of June 10.  All parties agreed to hold a 
teleconference on June 18 at 9:00 a.m. to discuss the screening data and determine whether excavation is complete.  DOE 
agreed to provide the RPMs with all screening data by June 14. 

A teleconference will 
be held on June 18 at 
9:00 a.m. to discuss 
the DSS 3/6 RA 
screening data and 
determine whether 
excavation is 
complete.  DOE will 
provide the RPMs 
with all screening data 
by June 14. 

DOE Box Confirmation 
Sampling 

Devany stated that the sampling was completed on April 17 and data are due from the analytical laboratory by June 7. He 
said that DOE expected to supply data input for the Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA) to UC Davis by July 30.  Setian 
asked whether the thorium identified in the DOE weekly report was associated with the DOE Disposal Box and asked about 
its storage.  Devany replied that the thorium source was not associated with the DOE Disposal Box, but was recovered from 
the LEHR laboratories in the late 1980s, and that it has been stored in a shielded container which is inspected on a weekly 
basis. 

Susan Timm (RWQCB) indicated that she would like more information about Dry Wells A through E.  Devany said that he 
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believed the Draft DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report provided a full data summary of these dry wells.  Timm and 
Ross indicated that they didn’t recall seeing anything.  Devany said that he would look into this and report back.  [Post-
meeting note:  Dry well information is presented in Section 6.3.9, "Domestic Septic System 1 and 5 Leach Field (Dry Wells 
A through E)," pp. 6-14 through 6-16, Tables 6-9 and 6-10, and Figure 6-11.  Devany  e-mailed this information to meeting 
attendees on June 8.] 

Document Update Draft DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report:  Devany indicated that all comments were received except those from UC 
Davis, which they have agreed to provide to DOE by June 7.  Devany said that they expected to provide responses to 
comments on the RI report by mid-July and finalize the document by mid-September.  He indicated that an addendum 
covering the DOE Box and DSS sampling would probably be submitted to the RPMs in December. 

Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems Areas Removal Action Confirmation Report:  Devany indicated that DOE was 
waiting on concurrence on one comment from EPA.  Setian asked for clarification on whether it was a designated-level 
issue.  Devany said that he would check on this.  [Post-meeting note: Devany June 6 e-mail indicated that this was a 
designated-level issue.  EPA concurred with the response (deferred to the RWQCB) to the comment on June 10.] 

 

Waste Management 
Update 

The LEHR waste management schedule includes the following activities: 

• Dispose remaining Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems removal action waste (June 10 through 24). 

• Issue the waste management addendum to Dog Pens Removal Action Work Plan (July). 

• Dispose Dog Pens concrete and DSS 6 soil and gravel as low-level radioactive waste at the Nevada Test Site (NTS) 
(July 22 through August 16). 

• Complete the Dog Pens removal action waste designation (July). 

• Address RPM comments on reuse of Southwest Trenches overburden (July). 

• Dispose DSS 3 distribution box sediment (90 days after designation). 

Devany stated that DOE was proceeding with the disposal of the Dog Pens concrete in July, since DOE had an opportunity 
to dispose it at a relatively low cost at NTS.  Timm asked why the DSS 6 soil was being sent to NTS, since this area 
supposedly did not contain any radiological material.  Devany replied that the waste characterization data showed 
concentrations slightly above site background and it was deemed more cost effective to dispose the material rather than 
spend additional effort evaluating the source of the analytical finding for such a small waste volume. 

 

DHS/RHB ITEM:   

Future Involvement in 
the CERCLA Process 

Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) indicated that since it appears that DOE work will be ending on site in the foreseeable future, 
DHS/RHB will no longer have authority under the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA).  DHS does not have a Memorandum 
of Agreement with UC Davis.  Pay asked whether the state has authority to place restrictions on the site, or would they be 
superseded by the EPA under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA).  
Setian responded that typically, the Record of Decision (ROD) considers all state regulations as required by CERCLA.  
DOE has done most of its work as removal actions on this site.  UC Davis has very limited radiological contamination 
remaining on site.  If DTSC needs DHS/RHB help with these issues, they could contact DHS and request support.  
DHS/RHB will still have authority under the UC Davis broad scope radiation license for any material that applies to the 
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license.  Institutional controls will be incorporated in the ROD. 

Ross stated that DTSC fully expects the FFA and the grant to continue.  DTSC considers it one site with both DOE and UC 
Davis cooperating as potentially responsible parties (PRPs), which ensures that DTSC is compensated for its participation.  
Ross states that he hopes DOE doesn’t just expect to walk away.  Ross reiterated that PRPs are considered liable and that 
DTSC would expect DOE to remain involved.  Fallejo stated that it will depend on the negotiations between UC Davis and 
DOE. 

UCD AREAS:   

Review of UC Davis 
Documents 

Site-Wide Risk Assessment Work Plan:  UC Davis has received comments on the SWRA work plan from all RPMs.  
Currently, we are beginning the screening-level ecological risk assessment.  Jeff Bold (MWH) stated that UC Davis is 
planning to have a site walk with the EPA to discuss the risk assessment and have them look over the site.  UC Davis met 
with Sonce Devries, EPA’s ecological risk assessor, which was very helpful.  Currently we are doing the preliminary human 
health and ecological risk assessments.  UC Davis plans to include DOE, so that they can discuss their areas.  

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan Addendum:  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) said that in this document, UC 
Davis has presented what we believe are the outstanding data gaps.  The next step is to receive comments on the Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) work plan addendum and make a determination on whether we have all the data 
necessary to write the Remedial Investigation (RI).  Attiga stated that you need all the data to evaluate all the alternatives.  
Ross asked whether UC Davis feels they have all the data except in shallow areas.  Bold responded that the only data gaps 
remaining were for surface soils for risk assessment.  Ross asked about the former waste water treatment plant, and whether 
it was covered.  Bold stated that the former waste water treatment plant and other UC Davis areas had been investigated by 
UC Davis.  Setian asked whether we have the information needed for the SWRA and how it relates with the data needed for 
the RI.  She asked how data needs will be integrated for the SWRA, since it is a matter of sequencing.  Bold responded that 
there are multiple parties involved and a lot of material is coming together now at once.  One concern is that if we rely on a 
draft version of the SWRA to determine data gaps for the RI, there could be assumptions made in the RI/FS work plan 
addendum that may not match the agency comments on the SWRA.   If the SWRA work plan makes an assumption about an 
approach, that approach may not be the one that the agencies ultimately want to employ.  Oatman responded that UC Davis 
has been working with EPA risk assessors to determine how to approach the data gaps.  All statements regarding potential 
concerns made at the end of removal actions say that these concerns will be revisited during the SWRA. 

Oatman said that the proposed schedule to complete the UC Davis RI report is 180 days after field work is completed.  This 
should encourage the RPMs to comment on the RI/FS work plan addendum as soon as possible.  At this time we don’t know 
when field work will be complete, but we expect it to be sometime in the summer.  That would make the RI due sometime in 
the late winter/early spring.  Setian responded that UC Davis may not need the entire 180 days and they should try to do as 
much concurrently as possible.  Setian expressed the desire to compress the schedule for the UC Davis RI to be completed 
by the end of 2002.  Oatman said that UC Davis held two meetings last July and September to discuss UC Davis data gaps.  
Setian stated that now we should focus on gathering data for remediation.  Oatman replied that UC Davis addressed data 
gaps needed for the Feasibility Study (FS) in the meetings and the work plan addendum.  Oatman requested feedback from 
agencies on what additional alternatives should be evaluated beyond those listed in the RI/FS work plan addendum.  Setian 
asked whether we could start brainstorming on possible alternatives.  Bold said that UC Davis would like feedback on the 
several alternatives that were laid out in the RI/FS work plan addendum. 
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2001 Annual Site Water Monitoring Report:  UC Davis received EPA comments on the water monitoring report.  We are 
ready to proceed with the changes recommended in the report, including some changes in how the interim remedial action 
(IRA) system is operated.  One of the first things will be to do the pumping test to determine whether the lower pumping 
rate will be effective.  Roth noted that the April monthly report states that the effectiveness of the treatment system was 
capturing one third of the intended capture zone, but that original zone was only two thirds of the plume.  She asked what 
part of the plume would be captured.  Tony Mindling (URS) responded that even though the system was working 95% of 
time during April, it may have had a lower pumping rate than planned.  Patti Collins (EPA) requested that the capture 
zone/pumping rate be a technical discussion for the next meeting.  Oatman agreed.   

Dual-Density Convection (DDC) Pilot Test Report:  A handout was distributed with the UC Davis responses to RPM 
comments.  Some of the comments involve technical disagreements that will need further discussion.  Setian concurred that 
there are still some disagreements and that EPA presents the argument that there should be a more aggressive approach with 
soil vapor extraction (SVE).  Oatman said that he believes that we do have an aggressive approach.  The DDC test is 
working well and will be expanded.  He suggested that after a year of employing this approach, an assessment can be made 
to determine whether it should be more aggressive.  Oatman expressed reluctance to use limited funds for what would 
provide little added benefit from SVE (compared to DDC alone).  Setian said that the trigger point (of 100 parts per million-
volume) for including SVE may be in dispute and we may need to settle this in the field.  She emphasized that the EPA does 
not do cost-benefit analyses, but instead employs the nine-criteria approach.  She said that UC Davis may be concerned with 
the immediate cost, but using SVE may be better, because cost is only one of several factors used in evaluating options.  We 
will have to figure out how to resolve this.  Right now, the trigger point is the issue.  Setian would like to talk more with 
Timm about this, then come together for a focused discussion.  In addition, the resolution of the Annual Water Monitoring 
Report recommendations will need a focused discussion.  EPA requested a separate meeting to discuss the ground water 
monitoring and remediation programs.  UC Davis agreed to meet and DTSC requested to be included in this meeting. 

 

The EPA requested 
that the capture 
zone/pumping rate be 
covered in a technical 
discussion at the next 
meeting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The EPA requested 
that a meeting be held 
to discuss the ground 
water monitoring and 
remediation programs 

Ongoing Monitoring 
Activities 

The annual ground water monitoring schedule was implemented in May, which included sampling of 30 ground water 
monitoring wells between May 7 and 9, 2002.  Water levels were also measured in May.  Treatment system monitoring 
during May 2002 included influent samples collected for carbon-14, tritium, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and total 
organic carbon.  Effluent samples were also collected for chromium, VOCs, total dissolved solids (TDS) and nitrate as 
nitrogen.  Roth had a question regarding ongoing monitoring in the neighbors’ wells, especially the 1,1- dichloroethene 
(DCE) that was found in several samples last year.  Judal responded that a round of neighbors’ samples was collected in 
May.  These included split samples that were sent to a separate lab to determine whether 1,1-DCE would be reported by 
either lab in any of the samples this year.  Results for these samples have not yet been received, but Judal will notify Roth as 
soon as this information becomes available. 

 

Interim Remedial Action 
Status 

Treatment System:  In April 2002, the IRA system was approximately 95% operational.  The system shutdowns were 
primarily due to high water levels in the injection well and preventative maintenance.  In May, the IRA system was 
operational approximately 94% of the time.  System shutdowns that month were related to irrigation system modifications 
and high water levels in the injection well. During times of seasonally high water levels, injection well capacity is reduced. 
Normally, during spring the water is very high until irrigation starts. Water levels have not dropped as much as usual this 
year.  High water levels in the injection well limit the maximum injection rate to approximately 120 gallons per minute 
(gpm).  The extraction rate is currently 80 gpm and the Berryessa flow rate is approximately 20 gpm.  Bag filter change outs 
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due to algae have been less frequent in recent months.   

Both the injection capacity and extraction rate will increase as regional irrigation pumping lowers the ground water levels.  
Setian asked whether the location of the injection well would make a difference.  Oatman responded that the location was 
selected in order to flush the injected water through the site.  Due to the location of the Putah Creek, we are limited to a 
relatively small area that is optimal for placement of the injection well.  Injection well technology requires a lot of 
engineering.  Setian expressed frustration with the problems of the IRA system. Bold responded that the purpose of the IRA 
was to find and work out problems.  Setian said that it is time to look at the lessons learned and solve the problems of the 
IRA by getting “outside the box”.  Oatman said that regulatory levels for nitrate and TDS needed to be reviewed, since these 
are regional issues.  Options for long-term operation of the system will have to be considered in the FS.  Roth asked whether 
the water being injected could go through the campus waste water treatment plant and/or the City of Davis.  Oatman 
responded that this has been considered.  Bold concurred that many options were reviewed in 1997 during planning for the 
treatment system.  Devany stated that reverse osmosis (RO) is also an option.  Bold stated that it is not capital costs that 
were a problem with RO, but rather the ongoing costs of disposing the waste brine.  At this point, we are examining whether 
we need to do a modification of the treatment system, and this evaluation will be included in the FS. 

Irrigation System: The irrigation system is now complete and operational in manual mode.  Programming issues with the 
irrigation timer are restricting operation in automatic mode.  We are working out the last programming bugs in the next 
week or two.  The pastures are all tilled and ready for planting.  Once programming issues with the irrigation timer have 
been resolved, the pastures are expected to be planted in June 2002. UC Davis needs to have the system integrated into the 
UC Davis Grounds Division system.  There are ten small pastures and each pasture has two valves that have to be 
coordinated to open in sequence.  Oatman stated that this is a pilot study for seven acres that could be expanded once it is 
seen to work here. Roth asked whether the new land purchased by UC Davis would be considered and Oatman stated that he 
was considering the Hamel property just acquired to the east. 

Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility 
Study Field Work 

The draft RI/FS work plan addendum was completed on April 9, 2002.  The work plan addendum includes the proposed 
schedule for the SWRA, the UC Davis RI, and the UC Davis FS.  The proposed schedule for the UC Davis RI is tied to 
completing field work proposed in the work plan addendum.  To meet the proposed schedule for the SWRA and the RI, UC 
Davis initiated surface soil sampling on May 6, 2002.  After this work is done, we believe we have the information needed 
to complete the UC Davis RI. UC Davis wants to complete the SWRA to meet the schedule concerns of DOE.  UC Davis 
prepared a letter (dated April 19, 2002) requesting RPM approval to complete soil and sediment collection prior to approval 
of the work plan addendum.   Pay collected split samples at the site on May 8, 2002.  A reconnaissance survey of Putah 
Creek was conducted on May 13, 2002 to survey sediment sampling locations.  The populations of benthic organisms found 
upstream and downstream of LEHR were extremely low.  This was not surprising to the EPA because this part of the creek 
was created by man in the early 1900s.  In addition, in summer, the flow is very low, which causes a lack of oxygen to 
support the organisms.  UC Davis will try to collect samples anyway.   Sediment samples will be collected from Putah Creek 
this week and analyzed for site constituents, including methyl mercury. 

 

Site-Wide Risk 
Assessment Progress 

The SWRA work plan was submitted to the RPMs on March 6, 2002.  Comments were received from all the agencies by 
May 14.  UC Davis would like to coordinate a site visit at LEHR with EPA and DTSC risk assessors prior to formal 
response to comments.  UC Davis would prefer to talk about the comments and make sure we understand them while 
showing the risk assessors the actual site.  This meeting is planned for June 7.  Setian asked whether UC Davis would 
identify the primary discussion issues and provide them to her prior to the meeting.  All DOE/UC Davis site data that meets 
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risk assessment data quality objectives will be evaluated in the SWRA.  Resolution of UC Davis/DOE database issues must 
be completed prior to initial risk assessment activities.  Bold stated that data compilation is progressing slowly, but that UC 
Davis needs to be sure that all parties agree on the data set prior to risk assessment analysis.  The screening-level ecological 
risk assessment will be submitted to the RPMs when database issues are resolved. EPA prefers to use the screening-level 
ecological risk assessment to evaluate all site data with very conservative screening criteria. 

Remedial Investigation/ 
Site-Wide Risk 
Assessment Timeline 

A handout showing the UC Davis timeline was provided and reviewed for site work and documents to be completed in 
2002.  The draft SWRA is due at the end of the year.  DOE input is expected in the fall, and meetings with agencies are 
scheduled during September and October to discuss Tier 1 and 2 results.  RI addendum/data gaps field work should be 
completed this month, which will mean that the draft RI will be due 180 days later. 

 

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for July 24, 2002 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Phase I Data Evaluation
Teleconference Summary

June 18, 2002
Recorded by:  Bob Devany

Meeting Participants:
Bob Devany, WA Erik Nielsen, WA Susan Timm, RWQCB
Mike Dresen, WA Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Jay Tomlin, DOE-OAK
Christine Judal, UC Davis Kathy Setian, EPA
G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Steve Ross, DTSC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/

DECISIONS

Domestic Septic
Systems 3 and 6
Removal Action
Phase I Data
Evaluation

Bob Devany (WA) presented the screening data collected during the Domestic Septic Systems (DSSs) 3 and 6 removal
actions.  Devany indicated that the purpose of the teleconference was to discuss the screening data, and if agreement is
reached that waste removal is complete, begin confirmation sampling.  He noted that there was an error on the last bulleted
item on the agenda, which should read that five, rather than four, screening samples contained mercury above the screening
criteria.  Christine Judal (UC Davis) indicated that the electronic submittal contained extra figures.  Devany concluded that
previous revisions had been inadvertently distributed and the correct figures could be identified with the following date/time
stamps in the footers:  Figure 2 (6/14/02 – 2:59 p.m.), Figure 3 (6/13/02 – 4:22 p.m.), Figure 4 (6/13/02 – 4:35 p.m.).

Devany noted that the removal action excavation had been conducted according to the work plan and that all leach lines,
piping, gravel fill and associated soil have been removed and packaged as waste.  Devany indicated that the mercury
appeared to be relatively immobile, except for some horizontal migration due to preferential flow in a thin sand layer present
in the DSS 6 area.   He noted that all soil exceeding screening action levels was removed and recommended that the project
move forward with confirmation sampling and backfilling.  Steve Ross (DTSC) asked whether the excavation could be kept
open until the confirmation sample results were received.  Devany indicated that this would impact site operations, since the
open excavations limit access to the main driveway and a portion of the south parking lot.  Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates)
stated that DOE acknowledges that there is some risk in backfilling the excavations prior to receiving the confirmation
results.

All RPMs agreed that it was acceptable to move forward with confirmation sampling and backfilling.  DOE agreed to a
request by Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) to install a physical barrier to define the excavation limits.  DOE also agreed to collect
appropriate discretionary samples for mercury in DSS 6 where preferential lateral migration may have occurred.  Devany
indicated that sampling would likely commence later that day.

The RPMs agreed to
proceed with
confirmation sampling
and backfilling
provided that DOE
installs a physical
barrier between the
backfill and the
excavation limits, and
collects appropriate
samples for mercury
in DSS 6.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
July 24, 2002

Recorded by: Mike Dresen and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Erik Nielsen, WA Kathy Setian, EPA
Jeff Bold, MWH Brian Oatman, UC Davis Susan Timm, RWQCB
Mike Dresen, WA Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Jay Tomlin, DOE-OAK
Christine Judal, UC Davis Steve Ross, DTSC Phil Welker, URS
Fred Lee, GFL&A Julie Roth, DSCSOC John Wolf, WA
Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Mary Rust, DSCSOC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements None.

Approval of  June 4
Meeting Minutes

Kathy Setian (EPA) requested changes to the “DHS/RHB Item” and “Review of UC Davis Documents” agenda items. 
G. Fred Lee (GFL&A) and Steve Ross (DTSC) requested another copy of the minutes for review.  [Post-meeting note: The
June 4 minutes were re-sent to Lee and Ross. No further changes were provided by the other RPMs and the final June 4
minutes were issued by e-mail on July 26.]

Setian suggested changing future RPM meeting minutes by limiting discussions of agenda items and emphasizing decisions
and action items. The other agency representatives agreed in principle with streamlining the meeting minutes, but didn’t want
to remove all discussion from the minutes.  All agreed to try to streamline the July 24 minutes.  Meeting participants will
evaluate the appropriateness of the level of detail in the July 24 minutes at the next meeting.

RPM meeting minutes
will be streamlined by
limiting discussion of
each item, and by
emphasizing decisions
and action items.

Review of Action Items A teleconference will be held on June 18 at 9:00 a.m. to discuss the Domestic Septic Systems (DSSs) 3 and 6 removal
action (RA) screening data and determine whether excavation is complete.  DOE will provide the RPMs with all
screening data by June 14.  The DSSs 3 and 6 RA screening data were e-mailed to the RPMs on June 14.  A teleconference
was held on June 18 to discuss the data.  A summary of this teleconference was issued by e-mail on June 28.

The EPA requested that the capture zone/pumping rate be covered in a technical discussion at the next meeting.  This
discussion occurred at the July 11 water monitoring meeting and included UC Davis’ proposal to conduct a pump test to
refine the hydraulic model.  This discussion will continue once additional data are collected and the model is refined.



J:\DOE\4007\220\RPM_Minutes\RPMs0702.doc 2

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

The EPA requested that a meeting be held to discuss the ground water monitoring and remediation programs.  Site
volatile organic compound (VOC) remediation projects were discussed at the July 11 meeting.  Setian noted that another
meeting is necessary to cover the water monitoring program, since the meeting focused primarily on dual-density convection
(DDC) and soil vapor extraction (SVE).  This meeting was scheduled for August 14, 2002.

 A meeting was
scheduled for
August 14, 2002 to
discuss the water
monitoring program.

UC Davis AREAS  

July 11 Water
Monitoring Meeting
Summary

Dual-Density Convection/Soil Vapor Extraction:  At the conclusion of the discussion, EPA requested a technical
memorandum to summarize existing data regarding SVE effectiveness and source characterization.  Water levels have not
dropped sufficiently to create a dewatered vadose zone, so it has not been a good year to test SVE.

The RPMs agreed that UC Davis should proceed with expansion of the DDC system as outlined in the work plan.

Water Monitoring Program:  UC Davis’ proposal to reduce the pumping rate was discussed.  The RPMs wanted to verify that
problems with the injection well were not driving the extraction rate.  UC Davis proposed that a pump test be conducted to
refine the hydraulic model and optimize the pump rate.

The RPMs agreed to the new report schedule proposed in the 2001 Annual Water Monitoring Report.  This will include
quarterly reports for well monitoring and interim remedial action (IRA) operations.

The EPA and RWQCB have not discussed the proposed monitoring changes with UC Davis.  When the RWQCB completes
their review, UC Davis will schedule a second meeting with the RPMs.

 

UC Davis Ongoing
Monitoring Activities

Ground Water Monitoring:  Monthly IRA monitoring was conducted for 10 wells on June 4 and July 10, 2002.  Water level
data were also collected monthly in all wells.  In addition, wells UCD 1-25 and UCD 2-20 were resampled in July due to a
sampling error in the spring.

Treatment System Monitoring:  In June and July, influent samples were collected for VOC, carbon-14, tritium and total
organic carbon analyses and effluent samples were collected for chromium, nitrate, and total dissolved solids analyses.
Chloroform was detected in the June effluent sample at 2.9 micrograms per liter (µg/l ) and in the July effluent sample at
3.0 µg/l.  An investigation revealed that the air intake to the blower was blocked with dust and debris, causing the air duct to
collapse.  The duct was removed and proper air flow was reestablished.  Effluent results returned to non-detectable levels. 
An inspection requirement will be added to the IRA operations and maintenance procedure.  Setian requested a review of all
maintenance procedures and Brian Oatman (UC Davis) agreed to provide them.

 

 

 

 

 UC Davis will provide
the EPA with
maintenance
procedures for review.

Interim Remedial Action
Treatment Plant Status

The IRA system has been operating well except for high water levels.  The system was operational approximately 95% of the
time in June.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) asked about the capture zone for June.  Phil Welker (URS) responded that the June
report is in production and should be available soon.

On July 16, the pastures were seeded with Bermuda grass.  The land treatment irrigation system was initiated and the
pastures will be irrigated two to three times daily for the first seven to ten days.
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Dual-Density
Convection System
Expansion Schedule

The DDC expansion schedule is as follows:

•  August 12-14:  Install three HSU-1 monitoring wells.  These wells will be immediately sampled to confirm
chloroform/VOC levels.

•  August 26-27:  Install one HSU-2 well.

•  September 5:  Begin installation of five DDC wells.  Tests will begin soon after the DDC wells and system are installed.

 

Site-Wide Risk
Assessment

Database issues associated with the Screening-Level Ecological Risk Assessment (SLERA) have been resolved.  An internal
draft SLERA is nearly complete and should be submitted to the RPMs within the next month.

EPA, DTSC, UC Davis and DOE risk assessors visited the site in June.  An actual review of the site provided more extensive
information compared to using only the conceptual model.

Responses to comments on the Site-Wide Risk Assessment Work Plan will be submitted to the RPMs within the next month.
UC Davis is still waiting to receive some of the RPM comments.

 

Evaluating Alternative
Remedial Actions

Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) stated that current and future regulations may not allow capping of the Eastern Dog Pens as a
remedy for radioactive waste. Setian requested that both UC Davis and DOE give periodic updates to the RPMs before
moving too far along in evaluating the alternatives for the Eastern Dog Pens.

 

DOE AREAS:  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during June/July:

•  Conducted the DSSs 3 and 6 RA.

•  Issued the Draft Designated-Level Sampling and Analysis Plan Addendum for the Domestic Septic Systems 1, 4 and 5
Areas and the Final Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems Removal Action Confirmation Report.

•  Issued responses to comments on the Evaluation of 2001 Southwest Trenches Overburden Soil Data and the Draft
Western Dog Pens Area Removal Action Confirmation Report.

•  Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during August/September:

•  Demobilize from the DSSs 3 and 6 RA.

•  Issue responses to comments on the Draft DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report.

•  Issue the Dog Pens Waste Management Work Plan Addendum and the Draft Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal
Action Confirmation Report.

•  Ship low-level waste to Envirocare and the Nevada Test Site (NTS).

•  Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.
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Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.

Domestic Septic
Systems 3 and 6
Removal Action Update

Erik Nielsen (Weiss Associates) summarized the recently concluded DSSs 3 and 6 RA.  Nielsen indicated that about
155 cubic yards (cu yd) and 210 cu yd, respectively, of waste material consisting of concrete, piping, gravel and soil were
removed from the DSS 3 and DSS 6 areas.  Results of confirmation samples collected from each excavation should be
available in mid-August.  Pay asked if the analytical results from these RA areas would be used in the Site-Wide Risk
Assessment.  Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) and Jeff Bold (MWH) indicated they would.  The Draft Domestic Septic
Systems 3 and 6 Removal Action Confirmation Report is scheduled for issuance to the RPMs by September 30, 2002.

 

Waste Management
Update

John Wolf (Weiss Associates) summarized DOE waste management activities that have taken place since the June 4 RPM
meeting.  Wolf indicated that the Western Dog Pens asphalt would be dispositioned as sanitary waste, the Western Dog Pens
concrete would be dispositioned as low-level radioactive waste, and that options were being explored to reuse the Western
Dog Pens gravel off site, perhaps at NTS.  Wolf noted that with the shipment of 40 cu yd of DSS 1/5 low-level waste and 85 
cu yd of Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems Area 1 low-level waste, no Southwest Trenches, Radium/Strontium
Treatment Systems Area 1 or DSS 1/5 low-level waste remains on site.  In addition, about 175 cu yd of low-level waste from
the Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems Area 2 was shipped in June 2002, and an additional 37 cu yd will be shipped by
the end of 2002.  DSSs 3 and 6 waste is forecasted for disposition in early 2003.

 

Document Update Dresen summarized the status of various DOE documents:

•  RPM comments on the Draft Designated-Level Sampling and Analysis Plan Addendum for the Domestic Septic Systems
1, 4 and 5 Areas are due by August 26.

•  Comments on DOE responses to RPM comments on the Evaluation of 2001 Southwest Trenches Overburden Soil Data
and the Draft Western Dog Pens Area Removal Action Confirmation Report were requested by August 2.

•  DOE responses to RPM comments on the Draft DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report should be issued by the end
of July.  [Post-meeting note: These responses were issued on August 8.]  After discussion, it was agreed to issue the
Draft Final DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report, including the DOE Box and DSSs RA addenda, as one
document in December 2002.  It was also concluded that no modification to the Federal Facility Agreement schedule
would be needed to do so.

•  The Dog Pens Waste Management Work Plan Addendum should be issued to the RPMs by September 5.

•  The Draft Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Action Confirmation Report is due to the RPMs by September 30.

 The Draft Final DOE
Areas Remedial
Investigation Report,
including the DOE
Box and DSSs
addenda,  will be
issued as one
document in
December 2002.

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for September 11, 2002 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
September 11, 2002

Recorded by: Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Julie Roth, DSCSOC
Jeff Bold, MWH Larry McEwen, DOE-OAK Mary Rust, DSCSOC
Bob Devany, WA Tony Mindling, URS Kathy Setian, EPA
Mike Dresen, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Susan Timm, RWQCB
Christine Judal, UC Davis Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Jay Tomlin, DOE-OAK
Fred Lee, GFL&A Steven Ross, DTSC Joe Turner, B&C

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements The Davis South Campus Superfund Oversight Committee town meeting will be held on Thursday, October 24, 2002 at 7:00
p.m. in the Davis City Council Chambers.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) requested that the EPA provide a public notice in local
newspapers to advertise the town meeting.  Kathy Setian (EPA) asked Roth to contact the EPA’s public relations person on
this issue.  Jay Tomlin (DOE-OAK) indicated that DOE’s Office of Public Affairs could also assist.  [Post-meeting note: 
DOE posted public notices in local papers, mailed notices to stakeholders and issued media press releases.]

Approval of July 24
Meeting Minutes

The Draft July 24, 2002 minutes were approved by the RPMs.  No changes were requested.

Review of Action Items RPM meeting minutes will be streamlined by limiting discussion of each item, and by emphasizing decisions and
action items.  The minutes have been streamlined accordingly.

A meeting was scheduled for August 14, 2002 to discuss the water monitoring program.  A meeting was held on August
14 to discuss changes to the water monitoring plan.  As a result of the discussion, UC Davis is preparing changes to the 2002
Annual Water Monitoring Report with corrections/revisions based on comments.  Effective September 1, UC Davis began
using the new monitoring schedule that was agreed upon at the August meeting.  The reporting schedule was also modified,
and the last published monthly report was for June 2002.  From now on, reports will be issued on a quarterly basis.

UC Davis will provide the EPA with maintenance procedures for review.  The treatment plant operations and
maintenance manual was revised.  UC Davis will provide the basic text for RPMs in a few weeks.

UC Davis will provide
the basic text for the
maintenance
procedures to the
RPMs in a few weeks.
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DECISIONS

DOE AREAS:  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during August/September:

• Completed the Western Dog Pens concrete low-level waste shipment to the Nevada Test Site (NTS).

• Issued the Draft Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Confirmation Report.

• Issued DOE-Areas input for the Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA).

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during October:

• Revise the Draft DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report (DOE RI) based on RPM and stakeholder comments.

• Issue the Final Western Dog Pens Area Removal Action Confirmation Report.

• Conduct the Domestic Septic Systems (DSSs) 1, 4, and 5 designated-level (DL) sampling.

• Collect additional DL samples at DSS 6 to confirm mercury data.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

 

Document Status Mike Dresen (Weiss Associates) summarized the status of various DOE documents:

• The Southwest Trenches overburden reuse report will be issued by November 15.  Dresen indicated that additional
vadose zone modeling is required to address RWQCB concerns.  The Final Western Dog Pens Confirmation report will
be issued in October.

• The Dog Pens Waste Management Work Plan Addendum will be issued to the RPMs when gravel disposition is
identified.  The addendum will identify the waste disposal schedule.

• The Draft Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Confirmation Report is on schedule to be issued by the
September 30 Federal Facility Agreement deadline.

• The revised DOE RI will be issued in February so that data from the DSSs 1,4 and 5 DL sampling could be included. 
The RPMs and UC Davis agreed that the DSSs 1, 4 and 5 DL data were not required for the SWRA.  G. Fred Lee
(GFL&A) indicated that DOE should consider the use of a wetted-front model to simulate vadose zone transport of
contaminants of concern.
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Remedial Investigation
Comment Responses

Setian indicated that EPA Specific Comment #2 was not fully addressed in the DOE RI comment responses.  She indicated
that EPA requested that the exposure scenarios be consistent between the DOE RI and the EPA-proposed exposure scenarios
for the UC Davis Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan Addendum.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates)
indicated that DOE has not received the UC Davis RI/FS Work Plan Addendum and that the exposure scenarios can be
aligned once these are finalized.

Susan Timm (RWQCB) indicated that she needed to review the DOE responses and would contact Devany if she had any
questions or concerns.  [Post-meeting note:  Timm indicated that the DOE responses were acceptable.]

 DOE agreed to make
the exposure
assessment in the
DOE RI consistent
with the UC Davis
exposure assessment
that is presented in
their RI/FS Work Plan
Addendum.

Waste Management
Status

Devany summarized the status of key waste management activities:

• The Waste Management Addendum to Dog Pens Removal Action Work Plan will be issued once the final gravel
disposition option has been identified.

• Shipment of Western Dog Pens concrete to NTS will be completed by September 18.

• Designation of DSSs 3 and 6 removal action waste is in progress.

• Imhoff tank water will be absorbed and disposed at Envirocare in December.

 

Eastern Dog Pens Tomlin provided a status report on the Eastern Dog Pens.  He indicated that DOE was evaluating cleanup options that
include a joint remedy with UC Davis, a removal action or a combination of the two.  Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) indicated
that the State policies on volumetric release criteria for radioactive material and decommissioning are currently undefined,
and that State legislation affecting landfill disposal of radioactive waste is pending.  He also indicated that he thought that
10 CFR 20 would prohibit capping of the Eastern Dog Pens.  Larry McEwen (DOE-OAK) requested guidance from the
RPMs on the path forward.  Setian indicated that she thought that DOE had two options: one is to conduct a removal action,
and the other is to continue to pursue a joint remedy and accept the risk that a future applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirement (ARAR) would require removal of the radioactive curbs and gravel.

 

DOE Performance
Management Plan

Tomlin presented an overview of the DOE Performance Management Plan (PMP).  He indicated that the PMP is required for
all DOE sites, and will be used to communicate the site’s cleanup approach to senior DOE Headquarters (DOE-HQ)
personnel.  He indicated that LEHR is not requesting accelerated cleanup funds since LEHR’s current risks are low and the
scheduled completion date is near.  He indicated that comments on the PMP were optional and that he was planning to
submit the document to DOE-HQ by September 20.

 

UCD AREAS  

Ongoing Water
Monitoring Activities

A meeting was held at LEHR on August 14 to discuss the proposed revisions to the 2001 Annual Water Monitoring Report.
UC Davis will proceed with the proposed changes.  The August quarterly monitoring was conducted according to the
previous plan, and the new monitoring schedule went into effect in September 2002.  Water levels are still collected monthly.
 The new well, UCD2-48, will be included in the next quarterly monitoring in November.

 

Interim Remedial
Action/Treatment Plant
Status

Interim remedial action (IRA) monitoring during August and September included influent and effluent samples for volatile
organic compounds, carbon-14, tritium and total organic carbon.  The June and July effluent samples had unexpected low-
level detections of chloroform, which was due to a blocked air stripper duct.  After maintenance and repair of the duct, the
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late July and August samples indicated a return to a non-detectable level.  In the future, this duct will be checked on a regular
maintenance schedule to prevent blockage of air flow to the blower.  In July, the IRA system was operational approximately
95% of the month; system shutdowns were primarily due to the blocked air stripper intake.  After repairs, the system
operated 99% of the time during the month of August.

The land treatment irrigation system was initiated on July 16, 2002.  Grass is now growing on pastures.  The irrigation
schedule was reduced from three to four times per day for the first three weeks, then one to two times per day in August and
September.  The irrigation system is taking approximately 15% of the extracted ground water, which is less than we had
hoped.  In the original Land Treatment Pilot Study Work Plan, UC Davis anticipated that approximately seven acres would
be under irrigation.  Due to design changes, inclusion of roads, etc., the actual irrigated area is approximately three acres. 
We need to complete the pilot study before we expand this area.  UC Davis may consider irrigating additional acreage after
this pilot study has progressed and its environmental impact is evaluated.

Density-Driven
Convection Expansion
Schedule

Three HSU-1 monitoring wells were installed from August 12 to 14.  A preliminary sample was collected in each new well to
assess the presence of chloroform prior to committing to installation of the additional (density-driven convection) DDC
wells.  The results of this testing indicated chloroform concentrations of about 3,000 micrograms per liter in each well, which
compares very well with previous data from nearby monitoring wells and with hydropunch results.  UC Davis has
experienced delays in getting electrical service to the site.  On August 26 through 28, the HSU-2 well, UCD2-48, was
installed.  Installation of the five new DDC wells and associated equipment will begin on September 12.  There may be a
slight delay in startup of the system due to availability of power.

 

Site-Wide Risk
Assessment

UC Davis responses to RPM comments on the SWRA are in final review.  UC Davis has incorporated most of the comments
from the RPMs and will address them in the SWRA, rather than putting out another work plan.  A Tier I Ecological Risk
Assessment (ERA) was sent to the EPA risk assessor to help them understand the site and provide some initial data.  UC
Davis does not expect comments from the RPMs on this document, as most of the risk management decisions are carried
over for Tier 2 evaluation.  Any RPM comments on the Tier I ERA will be incorporated as part of the draft SWRA.  Steven
Ross (DTSC) recalled an agreement to have a meeting to discuss findings and results before the final ERA comes out.  Jeff
Bold (MWH) responded that the Draft SWRA would provide data in advance of that meeting.

 

Draft Remedial
Investigation Report
Status

All comments to the Data Summary and Data Gaps Report, and the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan
Addendum were received by early August 2002.  UC Davis is responding to these comments.  UCD2-48 is a well initially
recommended as a data gap.  From UC Davis’s standpoint, installation of that well marks the last piece of fieldwork to
complete the Remedial Investigation.  Determination of remaining data gaps for risk assessment will be based on whether
there is a risk identified in the SWRA.  Once this is determined, additional data will be collected as needed.

Surface soil and sediment data was collected in May and June 2002.  We are now finalizing data validation, since all
potential site constituents were analyzed in these samples primarily for risk assessment purposes.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis)
suggested that we distribute this data in a data transmittal with out too much interpretation.  The interpretation will come out
in the SWRA.

Lee asked about the sediment/benthic sampling.  Bold responded that sediment samples were collected and that benthic
organisms were identified, but the benthic volume was insufficient for constituent analysis.  The lack of benthic organisms
may be partially explained, since the South Fork of Putah Creek is man-made and the creek bottom is composed of silty
clays, rather than sands and gravel typical of natural creeks which support these organisms.  UC Davis originally proposed to
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sample benthic organisms because they would be the most receptive receptors of potential contamination.  Lee argued that it
doesn’t make sense that there are no benthic organisms in the creek.  Bold stated that there were some benthic organisms
identified, but that the number and volume of benthic organisms were not adequate for chemical analysis.  Oatman said that
UC Davis will present the sampling methods and discuss reasons for the lack of organisms.

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for October 28, 2002 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
October 28, 2002

Recorded by: Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Fred Lee, GFL&A Kathy Setian, EPA
Jeff Bold, MWH Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Susan Timm, RWQCB
Patti Collins, EPA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Jay Tomlin, DOE-OAK
Bob Devany, WA Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Joe Turner, B&C
Mike Dresen, WA Steven Ross, DTSC Phil Welker, URS
Christine Judal, UC Davis Julie Roth, DSCSOC
Bill Kay, URS Mary Rust, DSCSOC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Kathy Setian (EPA) indicated that Patti Collins (EPA) has assumed responsibility for oversight of the UC Davis portion of
the project.  She indicated that all UC Davis documents should be submitted directly to Patti and that Patti be included in all
applicable project distribution lists.  Setian noted that she would retain the lead Remedial Project Manager responsibilities
for the EPA.

Setian requested that feedback on the October 24 DSCSOC town meeting be added to the agenda and it was agreed that this
item would be discussed after the review of action items.

Approval of
September 11 Meeting
Minutes

DOE, EPA, RWQCB and DHS provided verbal comments on the draft September 11 meeting minutes.  The minutes were
approved with these changes.
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Review of Action Items DOE will ensure that the exposure assessment in the DOE Areas Remedial Investigation (RI) will be consistent with
the UC Davis exposure assessment in the UC Davis Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan
Addendum.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the DOE Areas RI exposure assessment would be modified
when the RPM comments on the UC Davis RI/FS Work Plan Addendum are resolved. UC Davis does not plan to revise the
UC Davis RI/FS Work Plan Addendum and the Site Wide Risk Assessment Work Plan.  Salem Attiga (EMS) expressed
concern that documents will not be finalized for the CERCLA administrative record.  He noted that this is especially
important for risk assessment documents.  Collins requested time to review the documents and work with UC Davis to
develop a proposal to resolve this issue.

UC Davis will provide
response to RPM
comments on the Site-
Wide Risk Assessment
(SWRA) Work Plan
by November 4, 2002.
UC Davis will respond
to RPM comments on
the RI/FS Work Plan
Addendum by
November 8, 2002.

Feedback on the Davis
South Campus
Superfund Oversight
Committee Town
Meeting

There was general agreement that the meeting was well received and that the format, which incorporated viewpoints from
many perspectives, was appropriate and effective.  Setian noted that she would recommend this format for other sites.

UCD AREAS

Ongoing Monitoring
Activities

Ground Water Monitoring:  During October, UCD2-30 was sampled according to the revised monitoring program that was
recently approved by the RPMs.  Water level data was collected in all wells.

Interim Remedial Action (IRA) Treatment System Monitoring:  Influent samples were collected for volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), carbon-14, tritium and total organic carbon.   Effluent samples were collected for nitrate, VOCs, total
dissolved solids, anions, cations, chromium and other metals.

Susan Timm (RWQCB) requested that the schedule for future quarterly reports be modified so that the reports are due on the
first day of the second month of the following quarter.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) noted that the summer quarterly report
would then be due on November 1 and that it would not be possible to meet that publication date for that report.  UC Davis
agreed to begin this schedule with the Winter 2003 Quarterly Monitoring Report.

Setian requested that an action item be included regarding the Treatment System Operations and Maintenance Manual. 
Oatman responded that he plans to have it out by November 1.

Beginning with the
Winter 2003 Quarterly
Monitoring Report,
UC Davis will issue
quarterly monitoring
reports on the first day
of the second month
of the following
quarter.

UC Davis will issue
the Treatment System
Operations and
Maintenance Manual
by November 1.

Interim Remedial Action
Treatment Plant Status

In September 2002, the IRA system was operational approximately 90% of the month.  System shutdowns were primarily due
to a faulty irrigation pump, which was replaced.  Pasture irrigation continued through October due to dry weather.  Collins
asked how long the irrigation will continue, and how much extracted water will be used.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson
Harza) responded that, in late September, bare spots in the pasture were re-seeded and the Bermuda grass needed additional
water for those bare patches to become established.  Once the grass is established, Animal Resource Services will have to
evaluate the amount of water needed for irrigation based on temperature.  Next year, they will probably not require as much
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water for this area, but UC Davis may expand the Land Treatment Pilot Study to use all treated effluent in the summer
(assuming that the RPMs approve an expansion of the pilot study).  G. Fred Lee (G. Fred Lee & Associates) asked about the
projected annual loading.  Bold said that, according to rough average weather data for Davis, the annual evapotranspiration
rate is approximately 60 inches, so that translates to about 24 acres to use all the water from the IRA during the summer. 

Density-Driven
Convection Expansion
Schedule

The installation and development of the five new density-driven convection (DDC) wells were completed on
October 24, 2002.  All piping and electrical service has been installed and the meter connection is due next week.  A baseline
sampling round will be conducted during the first few weeks of November.  Start up is expected by the week of November
11, provided the meter is installed on schedule.  Lee asked where this was going.  Joe Turner (Brown and Caldwell) said that
the goal is to remediate the source of VOCs in HSU-1.  Oatman added that the first step was evaluating the effectiveness of
one well.  When that study demonstrated success, we expanded to five wells.  We plan to collect data for the Feasibility
Study to assess this method of remediation, as well as to further define the relationship between HSU-1 and HSU-2.

Site Wide Risk
Assessment

UC Davis responses to RPM comments on the SWRA Work Plan are being finalized and will be distributed by November 4,
2002.  The Tier 1 Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) was distributed on September 30, 2002.  UC Davis received DOE risk
information and data for the Domestic Septic Systems (DSSs), Western Dog Pens and the DOE Box on September 30, 2002.
 Additional data from DOE on the Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems Area was received on October 21, 2002.  Setian
asked about the timeline for the SWRA.  UC Davis responded that they have been working with Collins on the timeline and
deadlines.  The critical path is the review of the Tier 1 ERA and the critical issue is to define the appropriate endpoints with
agreement from EPA and DTSC.  Oatman said that UC Davis was hoping to accelerate review of the Tier 1 ERA (with
Sonce Devries) in order to provide a clear schedule for the SWRA. Meeting the Agreement on Consent date of December 31,
2002 depends on resolving these concerns with the EPA.  Setian recommended that the human health risk assessment be
provided as soon as possible.

UC Davis responses to
RPM comments on the
SWRA Work Plan are
being finalized and
will be distributed by
November 4, 2002.

Remedial Investigation UC Davis continues to make progress on the Draft RI Report.  The expected due date is December 30, 2002.

DOE AREAS:  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during October:

• Issued the final Western Dog Pens Confirmation Report.

• Completed the DSSs 1, 4, and 5 designated-level (DL) sampling.

• Collected additional DL samples at DSS 6 to evaluate suspect mercury data.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during November:

• Collect DL samples at the DOE Disposal Box Area.

• Address RPM comments on the Draft Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Confirmation Report.

• Complete Imhoff tank water absorption.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.
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Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None

Document Update Devany summarized the status of various DOE documents:

• The final Southwest Trenches overburden soil evaluation will be issued by November 15.

• The Dog Pens Waste Management Work Plan Addendum will be issued to the RPMs when gravel disposition is
identified.  The addendum will identify the waste disposition schedule.

• Comments are due on the Draft Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Confirmation Report by
November 26.

• It was agreed that the revised DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report will be submitted to the RPMs by
February 28, 2003.

 Weiss Associates will
issue the revised DOE
Areas Remedial
Investigation Report
to the RPMs by
February 28, 2003.

Waste Management
Update

Devany summarized the status of key waste management activities:

• Western Dog Pens gravel disposition options continue to be evaluated.  DOE is pursuing potential reuse of the gravel at
Hanford in support of their tank decommissioning program.

• Designation of the DSSs 3 and 6 waste is in progress.  Some analytical results are still pending.

• The absorbed Imhoff tank water is scheduled to be disposed at Envirocare in December.

 

DOE Disposal Box
Designated-Level
Sampling Plan

Devany indicated that a sampling plan was submitted to the RPMs on October 21 that proposed additional sampling for
hexavalent chromium, mercury, uranium-235, and molybdenum for ground water DL evaluation.  The DHS, DTSC and EPA
deferred review of this plan to the RWQCB.  Timm indicated that she would provide comments on the plan by October 31. 
[Post-meeting note:  The RWQCB approved the plan by telephone on October 30.]
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Eastern Dog Pens Status Jay Tomlin (DOE-OAK) indicated that DOE is continuing to pursue a joint remedy for the Eastern Dog Pens with UC Davis.
 Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) provided an update on the legislation and Governor’s actions.  An Executive Order was signed by
the Governor after he vetoed Senate Bill 1970.  The Order placed a moratorium on the disposal of decommissioning
materials that contain radioactivity above background levels in Class III landfill and unclassified waste management
facilities.  The Governor further ordered the RWQCB to proceed as soon as possible to impose a moratorium (by Order) on
disposal of decommissioning material at landfills.  Regarding the Eastern Dog Pens, Oatman stated that UC Davis will work
with DOE to research whether there currently is a legal way to leave the material in place.  Oatman stated that he would like
to find a resolution that both DOE and UC Davis can live with, and then provide it to the RPMs for review and comments. 
Setian requested that DOE and UC Davis prepare a list of alternatives and legal uncertainties, and then the EPA will review
and provide feedback.  The EPA is aiming at accelerating portions of the Feasibility Study that have the most unknowns.

 Setian requested a
copy of the RWQCB’s
Order for the disposal
of decommissioning
material containing
radioactive material to
landfills.  Oatman said
that he may be able to
locate it on their web
site or will fax a hard
copy to EPA.

 Setian requested that
DOE and UC Davis
prepare a list of
alternatives and legal
uncertainties for EPA
review.

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for December 12, 2002 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
December 12, 2002

Recorded by: Mike Dresen and Christine Judal

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Fred Lee, GFL&A Julie Roth, DSCSOC
Jeff Bold, MWH Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Kathy Setian, EPA
Patti Collins, EPA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Jay Tomlin, DOE-OAK
Mike Dresen, WA Jeff Rivas, DOE-OAK Joe Turner, B&C
Christine Judal, UC Davis Steven Ross, DTSC Phil Welker, URS

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements None.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

EPA provided verbal comments on the draft October 28, 2002 meeting minutes.  The minutes were approved with these
changes.

Review of Action Items  UC Davis will provide response to RPM comments on the Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA) Work Plan by
November 4, 2002.  UC Davis issued the responses to RPM comments on November 4.

 UC Davis will respond to RPM comments on the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) Work Plan
Addendum by November 8, 2002.  UC Davis issued the responses to RPM comments on November 8.

 UC Davis will issue the Treatment System Operations and Maintenance Manual by November 1.  UC Davis issued the
manual on November 1.

 Weiss Associates will issue the revised DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report to the RPMs by February 28, 2003.
Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that revisions to the report are in progress and that the document should be issued
on schedule.

 Kathy Setian (EPA) requested a copy of the CVRWQCB’s Order for the Central Valley landfills.  Brian Oatman (UC
Davis) said that he may be able to locate it on their web site or will fax a hard copy to EPA.  Oatman sent information
on the draft order to the RPMs.
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UCD AREAS

Schedule of UC Davis
Deliverables

A schedule for deliverables has been prepared in coordination with Patti Collins (EPA). The schedule will provide regular
updates to the RPMs for UC Davis documents that require RPM review.  Relationships between the various documents, such
as letters, technical memoranda, and reports, are provided in the schedule.  UC Davis will continue to revise and refine the
schedule per future agreements with the RPMs.

Water Monitoring
Update

Thirty wells were sampled for the November quarterly ground water monitoring according to the new schedule approved by
the RPMs.  Water level data for all wells were also collected in November.  The interim remedial action (IRA) treatment
system monitoring for November included collection of influent samples for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), carbon-14,
tritium and total organic carbon.  Effluent was monitored for nitrate, VOCs, total dissolved solids, chromium and other
metals.  The first round of storm water samples was collected on November 9.  An additional sample set was collected for the
low-level mercury study.  No discharge has occurred from the LF-3 monitoring point, although UC Davis continues to check
it.  Weiss Associates collected samples from the lift station (LS-1) monitoring point on November 9.  Surface water samples
were collected on November 12. 

Interim Remedial Action
Treatment Plant Status

In October 2002, the IRA system was operational approximately 84% of the month.  System shutdowns occurred in late
October due to scaling of the air stripper.  A thorough descaling acid wash was performed in early November.  In
November 2002, the system operated approximately 78% of the month.  Shutdowns were primarily due to completing the
acid wash.  Occasional pasture irrigation continued during October and part of November due to dry weather.  G. Fred Lee
(G. Fred Lee & Associates) asked about design of the pasture to prevent runoff.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson Harza)
responded that the infiltration ditch on the south side of the pasture is designed to accept runoff from a 25-year storm event. 
Water will infiltrate in this ditch except during larger storm events, when it can flow into the north-south running ditch on the
east side of the pasture.  Oatman added that there was very little ponding in the pasture during the last storm event.

Density-Driven
Convection Status
Report

UC Davis is beginning the system startup for the expanded phase of the project that includes the new wells.  The system
began operating on December 5, 2002.  Samples will be collected weekly for the first month, then monthly for three months
and quarterly for the remainder of the year.  The technical memorandum for the soil vapor extraction technology assessment
will be released on December 13.  UC Davis has been addressing comments from the RPMs regarding soil vapor extraction
versus the density-driven convection system approach.

Site-Wide Risk
Assessment

The first technical meeting with the EPA, DTSC, DOE and UC Davis risk assessors to discuss Tier 1 ecological risk
assessment (ERA) results was held on November 15 at the EPA’s San Francisco headquarters.  A second meeting with the
same participants was held on December 11. The goal was to keep the discussion focused on defining endpoints for the
Tier 2 ERA and achieving general agreement on this part of the SWRA.  UC Davis is planning a conference call to go over
any outstanding issues on December 30.  (Post-meeting note:  The December 30 meeting was postponed until mid-January
2003).  Meeting minutes will be sent to all the RPMs once they have been reviewed and approved.  Collins added that Sonce
Devries, EPA’s ecological risk assessor, expects the group to have enough information to be able to share an update with
everyone.  Regarding the responses to comments on the SWRA Work Plan, Collins requested that a similar deliverable be set
up for comment resolution as was done with the UC Davis RI/FS Work Plan Addendum.  Setian and Collins wanted to
ensure that all comments would receive documented responses.  Oatman said that this deliverable is already on the schedule.

UC Davis will provide
Tier 2 ERA meeting
discussion notes to the
RPMs after
participants have
completed their
review.
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UC Davis Remedial
Investigation Report

UC Davis continues to finalize the Draft UC Davis Remedial Investigation Report.  The document is currently in internal
review and the expected submittal date is December 30, 2002.  (Post-meeting note:  Submission of the draft report was
rescheduled for January 8, 2003.)

DOE AREAS  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during November/December:

•  Collected designated-level samples at the DOE Disposal Box Area on November 8.

•  Absorbed Imhoff tank water prior to shipment for off-site disposal.

•  Continued designation of Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 removal action waste.

•  Shipped absorbed Imhoff tank water for disposal.

•  Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during January:

•  Ship Western Dog Pens asphalt for disposal.

•  Issue an updated ground water impact evaluation for the Southwest Trenches overburden.

•  Continue designation of Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 removal action waste.

•  Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.

 

Document Update Devany summarized the status of various DOE documents:

•  Instead of issuing a revised Southwest Trenches overburden reuse report as previously planned, DOE plans to issue an
evaluation of the potential for the Southwest Trenches overburden soil to impact ground water if it were to be reused as
on-site backfill.  If the RWQCB concurs with reuse, DOE would conduct a risk assessment in the future to augment the
upcoming SWRA.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) requested that DOE responses to comments on the draft Southwest Trenches
overburden soil reuse report be included with the ground water impact evaluation. DOE agreed.

•  The Dog Pens Waste Management Work Plan Addendum will be issued to the RPMs when gravel disposition is
identified.  The addendum will identify the waste disposition schedule.

•  DOE is responding to RPM comments on the Draft Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Confirmation
Report.

 DOE will issue
responses to
comments along with
the ground water
impact assessment for
the Southwest
Trenches overburden
soil.
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Waste Management
Update

Devany summarized the status of key waste management activities:

•  DOE plans to ship absorbed Imhoff tank storm water to Envirocare of Utah during the week of December 16.

•  DOE plans to dispose Western Dog Pens asphalt at the Class II Altamont Landfill near Livermore in mid-December.
Devany indicated that the EPA provided written confirmation that this landfill is in compliance with the CERCLA Off-
Site Rule.  Setian asked about the relationship between the asphalt and the waste management work plan addendum (see
above under “Document Update”).  Devany replied that although the asphalt was originally addressed in the work plan,
characterization data indicate there is no added radiation or hazardous material, and DOE would be taking the
opportunity to dispose the asphalt sooner.

•  Western Dog Pens gravel disposition options continue to be evaluated.  DOE is pursuing potential reuse of the gravel at
Hanford in support of their tank decommissioning program.

•  Designation of the Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 waste is in progress. Analytical results are under review.

 

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for January 30, 2003 at the Weiss Associates offices in Emeryville.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
January 30, 2003

Recorded by: Mike Dresen and Christine Judal

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Susan Timm, RWQCB
Jeff Bold, MWH Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Jay Tomlin, DOE-OAK
Patti Collins, EPA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Joe Turner, B&C
Bob Devany, WA Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Phil Welker, URS
Mike Dresen, WA Steven Ross, DTSC
Christine Judal, UC Davis Kathy Setian, EPA

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) issued its initial release of the Public Health Assessment
for the LEHR site. Comments are due to ATSDR by February 20, 2003.

Jay Tomlin (DOE-OAK) will be on vacation the week of February 10 and Catherine Luu (DOE-OAK) will substitute for him
while he is out.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

The draft December 12, 2002 RPM minutes were approved with no changes.

Review of Action Items  UC Davis will provide Tier 2 Ecological Risk Assessment meeting discussion notes to the RPMs after the participants
have completed their review.   The meeting notes were distributed to the RPMs at this meeting.

 DOE will issue responses to comments along with the ground water impact assessment for the Southwest Trenches
overburden soil.  The responses to comments were provided with the designated-level (DL) update on January 23, 2003.

UCD AREAS

Schedule of UC Davis
Deliverables

The updated Schedule of UC Davis Documents for September 2002 through June 2003 was distributed.  The schedule
contains no new items since it was last presented to the RPMs in December 2002, although UC Davis will continue to make
updates on the items as projects move forward.  Several items on the schedule will be discussed as they are covered on
today’s meeting agenda.
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Water Monitoring
Update

December 2002 and January 2003 ground water monitoring consisted of well UCD2-30 sampling in accordance with the
revised monitoring program and collection of water level data in all wells.  The interim remedial action (IRA) treatment
system influent was monitored for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), carbon-14, tritium, and total organic compounds in
December and January.  Effluent was monitored for nitrate, VOCs, total dissolved solids, chromium, mercury, alkalinity,
chloride, sulfate, and other metals.

Ground Water Interim
Remedial Action Status

In December 2002, the IRA system was operational 100% of the time.  There were no system shutdowns, although the
extraction rate has been limited by the injection well capacity.  G. Fred Lee (G. Fred Lee & Associates) asked what the levels
were compared to capacity.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson Harza) responded that the injection capacity has been about
75%.  UC Davis has been evaluating treatment options for the carbonate buildup in the injection well and the aquifer. Several
options for resolving these potential conditions are being evaluated, including upgrading the injection well.  Brian Oatman
(UC Davis) stated that he has been reluctant to direct resources toward specific improvements in the system until the
Feasibility Study (FS) determines what the long-term treatment will be.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) suggested it is good to
determine whether buildup is occurring in the aquifer and treat sooner rather than later to prevent irreversible changes. 
Oatman stated that signs of buildup are being monitored.  Bold added that the second rehabilitation of the injection well did
not result in as much improvement as was achieved the first time.  Therefore, UC Davis is evaluating the overall system
performance in conjunction with the expanded density-driven convection (DDC) system, other treatment options (such as an
acid drip system), and possibly a new injection well.  Oatman said the evaluation of the treatment system and
recommendations for improvement will be provided in the annual water monitoring report.  Kathy Setian (EPA) suggested
that UC Davis get information from Patti Collins (EPA) on the EPA response to various options and also requested an
evaluation of the status of the aquifer.  Lee offered to check with his ground water policy group for suggestions.  He added
that carbon dioxide would be preferable to acid injection.  Collins requested that UC Davis evaluate anti-scaling options for
the IRA treatment system and report results at the next RPM meeting.

The EPA requested
that UC Davis
evaluate anti-scaling
options for the IRA
treatment system and
report results at the
next RPM meeting.

Density-Driven
Convection Status
Report

System startup was initiated December 5, 2002.  Chloroform data is closely monitored and the system is being adjusted for
proper air flows.  In addition to reduction of chloroform concentrations in the DDC wells, definite effects have also been
seen in UCD1-49.  Chloroform levels dropped in UCD1-49 from a baseline of 2,400 (micrograms per liter) µg/L on
November 18 down to 228 µg/L by December 20, two weeks after start-up.  Other nearby monitoring wells (UCD1-50 and
UCD1-51) did not show a similar chloroform drop.  One of the primary goals of the DDC system is to minimize or eliminate
the mass transfer of chloroform from HSU-1 into HSU-2.  Based on a recent assessment of the data, it appears that the initial
DDC system has reduced that mass transfer.  Hydropunch results in HSU-2 from 1995/1996, before the system began
operating, were greater than 10,000 µg/L.  Results of samples collected from the recently completed HSU-2 well (UCD2-48)
show chloroform results below 5 µg/L.  The data also shows that UCD2-48 water levels are two feet higher than the adjacent
HSU-1 wells, indicating a significant upward gradient.  Since these wells were just recently installed, it is difficult to pinpoint
when the mass transfer of chloroform actually began to decline.  However, based on this data, an assessment of chloroform
results was conducted for well UCD2-29.  The purpose of the assessment was to see if the effects of this mass reduction had
decreased the chloroform near the IRA extraction well.  UCD2-29 is located just upgradient of the IRA extraction well.  Joe
Turner (Brown & Caldwell) presented data (normalized to filter out seasonal fluctuations) that indicate a dramatic decrease
in downgradient chloroform levels (see UCD2-29 chart in handouts).  Lee suggested also normalizing the data for water
levels.  Turner responded that he had reviewed that data, but had not made a chart with that information.  The next step will
be to evaluate DDC as a potential remedy in the alternatives development and analysis portions of the FS.  Oatman reminded
the RPMs that the 60-day comment period is almost over for the soil vapor extraction technical memorandum that was issued
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on December 10, 2002.  UC Davis would like to receive comments soon, although comments on the system can also be
addressed via the 2002 Water Monitoring Report.

UC Davis Remedial
Investigation

The Draft UC Davis Remedial Investigation (RI) Report was completed on January 8, 2003.  Based on the 60-day comment
period, RPM comments are due by March 10.  Steve Ross (DTSC) stated that the DTSC would prefer to review and
comment on the RI and the Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA) at the same time.  He indicated that due to staffing
concerns, it is difficult to schedule the toxicologist review unless they can evaluate both documents together.  Collins said
that she could check with her toxicologists on their potential concerns, since they have been meeting on the SWRA.  With
assistance from EPA, she requested that DTSC provide preliminary comments on geological and engineering aspects, so that
the FS can move forward.  Ross indicated this may be possible.

Comment resolution to the RI/FS Work Plan Addendum was submitted on January 22, 2003.  Two meetings ago, UC Davis
proposed that the Data Gaps Work Plan be finalized by a comment resolution approach to move forward in finalizing the RI.
Collins identified the challenge of adequate comment resolution for hanging issues versus moving forward with the RI and
FS.  UC Davis prepared the Resolution to Comments Document in order to track responses to comments.  Collins suggested
this spreadsheet for tracking comments become part of the project record along with the document.  She requested that RPMs
with outstanding comments get back to Oatman after they have reviewed the spreadsheet.

Site-Wide Risk
Assessment

Bold stated that, although the Human Health Risk Assessment is fairly straightforward for this site, the Ecological Risk
Assessment (ERA) still has an issue to be resolved.  The receptors of concern for the Tier 2 ERA analysis were identified. 
Another meeting is planned.  The EPA, DTSC and UC Davis are currently working on identifying constituents of potential
ecological concern for the Tier 2 ERA.  Based on this continuing discussion, it appears that the March 12 scheduled date for
publication of the SWRA will be delayed.  UC Davis will provide a firm schedule for the SWRA.  [Post-meeting note:  UC
Davis provided a proposed schedule to the EPA on February 26.]

UC Davis will provide
a schedule for the
SWRA publication.

UC Davis Feasibility
Study

The Agreement on Consent requires FS remedial action alternative screening to be submitted within 90 days of EPA
approval of the SWRA.  Based on EPA guidance, the identification, development, and screening of FS alternatives are
accomplished concurrently.  Preliminary FS alternatives have been presented in the Draft UC Davis RI.  Land use influences
the types of receptors (residential versus commercial/industrial) considered in preliminary remedial action objectives
(RAOs).  Preliminary RAOs drive the selection of remedial action alternatives.  Remedial action alternatives compare
effectiveness, implementability and cost of different alternatives.

Collins stated that since important initial steps of the FS are already underway, she had requested that UC Davis discuss (1)
land use and institutional control in the UC system, (2) remedial objectives, and (3) an update on the preliminary list of
alternatives:

(1) Oatman provided a handout with maps from the current and proposed UC Davis Long-Range Development Plan (LRDP)
that designates land use on all UC Davis property.  Both the historical and current land use for LEHR/SCDS is academic
buildings and agricultural research fields.  The surrounding south campus area is designated for support, academic and
agricultural activities.  The LRDP requires an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prior to development on all UC
property that allows public comment and agency reviews.  Any change in land use designation requires an amendment to
the LRDP EIR.  Normally, the LRDP is updated every 10 to 15 years.  Due to increased enrollment and several changes
in proposed land use since the 1994 LRPD, it is now under review/update.  Like other state agencies, the UC Regents
have authority for LRPD certification and approval of EIRs.  At this point, the initial study for the campus-wide EIR is
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complete and the LRDP EIR will go out for public review in April.  The proposed LRPD retains the same land use for
the LEHR/SCDS.  The proposal for surrounding land also remains the same, except for an increase in space assigned to
support services including Fleet Services and Operations and Maintenance Headquarters.  A site-specific CEQA
environmental review will be prepared once a remedial action has been selected for the LEHR/SCDS.

(2) Collins presented wording from 40 CFR, Chapter 1, Part 300.430, stating that EPA will “Establish remedial action
objectives, specify contaminants and media of concern, potential exposure pathways, and remediation goals,” in order to
acknowledge that this process is starting.  She emphasized that the CERCLA steps can be done in parallel and EPA does
not want to wait until documents are final before allowing RPM review.  Collins stated that the EPA will develop draft
RAOs in the future.

(3) Preliminary FS alternatives for soil and ground water include: no action, deed restriction, monitored natural attenuation,
treatment, containment, and removal.

Lee stated that he was concerned about not including zooplankton as one of the potential targets for the ERA.  He said they
should not be overlooked, since they are sometimes more sensitive to certain contaminants than fish.  Collins agreed that they
should not be eliminated.

DOE AREAS  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during December/January:

• Continued designation of Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 removal action waste.

• Disposed the Western Dog Pens asphalt at the Altamont Class II Landfill.

• Issued an updated DL evaluation for possible reuse of the Southwest Trenches overburden soil.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during February:

• Issue responses to RPM comments on the Draft Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Confirmation
Report.

• Issue the revised Draft DOE Areas RI by the end of February.

• Provide comments on the ATSDR Public Health Assessment.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.
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DOE Document Update Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) summarized the status of various DOE documents:

• An update on the DL evaluation to assess potential impact to ground water from possible reuse of the Southwest
Trenches overburden was issued on January 23, 2003.  DOE plans to present the DL modeling results and compare them
to site data at the next RPM meeting as part of a vadose zone modeling presentation.  Lee indicated that the DOE
modeling does not use site-specific partitioning coefficients and therefore is not representative of site conditions.  Setian
stated that any alternative viewpoints on assessing ground water impact should be conveyed at the next RPM meeting
during the vadose zone modeling presentation by DOE.  Lee indicated that ground water monitoring and corrective
actions, if necessary, are the best way to address potential ground water impact.

• DOE responses to RPM comments on the Draft Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Confirmation Report
should be issued to the RPMs by mid-February.  Ross asked if the document would be revised. Devany replied that if the
comment responses were acceptable, a redlined version of the document would be issued. The target date for finalizing
the report is the end of March.

• The DOE Areas RI should be issued to the RPMs by February 28.  This report will include new data from the Domestic
Septic Systems removal action and the DOE Disposal Box, and associated DL data and evaluations.  It will also
incorporate comments on the March 2002 Draft RI.

 Responses to RPM
comments on the Draft
Domestic Septic
Systems 3 and 6
Removal Action
Confirmation Report
should be issued to the
RPMs by mid-
February.

 The DOE Areas RI
should be issued to the
RPMs by February 28.

Waste Management
Update

Devany summarized the status of key waste management activities:

• DOE disposed the Western Dog Pens asphalt at the Class II Altamont Landfill near Livermore in December 2002 and
January 2003.

• Western Dog Pens gravel disposition options continue to be evaluated.  DOE is pursuing potential reuse of the gravel at
Hanford in support of their tank decommissioning program.  If reuse is not feasible, the gravel will likely be disposed as
low-level waste.

• Designation of the Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 waste is in progress.  DOE plans to dispose this material as low-
level waste by June 2003.

 

Draft DOE Policy and
Guidance on Cleanup
Driven by Risk-Based
End states

Tomlin summarized a Draft DOE Policy and Guidance on Risk-Based Cleanup and End States that he distributed to the
RPMs prior to the meeting. The draft policy requires that sites formulate a risk-based end state vision, reformulate their
cleanup strategies, and seek support of the regulators and the public.  Recommendations for LEHR included developing a
risk-based end state, although this may be of limited value since the project is near completion.  Tomlin asked for any
feedback on the draft policy and guidance by February 5, 2003.  Timm indicated her agency would provide comments
directly to DOE headquarters.  Setian indicated that:  1)  the EPA headquarters would also be responding to DOE
headquarters, 2)  State applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements didn’t seem to be addressed sufficiently, 3)  the
EPA was not likely to renegotiate any existing agreements, and 4)  the stakeholders should have had more involvement.  Lee
asked if the Davis South Campus Superfund Oversight Committee (DSCSOC) should provide comments.  Setian indicated
that DSCSOC should comment if they desire, but that there was not much time to do so.

 

DOE Reorganization Tomlin described a recent DOE reorganization that affects the DOE Oakland Operations Office (DOE-OAK).  Three DOE
operations offices, including DOE-OAK were converted to one service center under the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA) on December 20, 2002.  There will be a consolidation from three service center offices to one office

 



J:\DOE\4007\220\RPM_Minutes\RPMs0103.doc 6

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

located in Albuquerque, New Mexico by September 30, 2004.  It is unclear at this time whether DOE-OAK Environmental
Management (EM) staff will continue to report through the NNSA Service Center, or whether EM staff will be relocated to
Albuquerque.  DOE will keep the RPMs apprised as developments occur.

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for 10:00 on March 13, 2003 at the Weiss Associates offices in Emeryville.



J:\DOE\4007\220\RPM_Minutes\RPMs0303.doc 1

Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
March 13, 2003

Recorded by: Mike Dresen and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Catherine Luu, DOE-OAK Julie Roth, DSCSOC
Jeff Bold, MWH Melissa Markell, MWH Kathy Setian, EPA
Patti Collins, EPA Pete McKereghan, WA Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Jay Tomlin, DOE-OAK
Mike Dresen, WA Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB
G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Steven Ross, DTSC

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Jay Tomlin (DOE-OAK) indicated that DOE may establish an Environmental Management (EM) Business Center and that
the DOE-OAK EM Program staff would likely report to that organization.  The location of the Business Center and when it
will be established has not been announced.  Currently, the DOE-OAK EM Program is part of the newly formed National
Nuclear Security Administration Service Center that is scheduled to be consolidated in Albuquerque by September 2004.

Kathy Setian (EPA) noted that she will be on vacation during the week of March 17.

Julie Roth (DSCSOC) asked if the minutes from the August 2002 water monitoring meeting were issued.  Brian Oatman (UC
Davis) indicated that he would verify that the minutes had been issued and get back to Roth.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

Setian and Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) indicated that they had no comments on the draft January 30, 2003 RPM meeting
minutes.  Patti Collins (EPA) had e-mailed her comments prior to the meeting.  Steven Ross (DTSC) provided a comment
relating to the California Environmental Quality Act.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) had not provided comments on the draft
January 30 RPM minutes (Post-meeting note:  Timm indicated that she had no comments on the January 30 meeting
minutes).

Review of Action Items  The EPA requested that UC Davis evaluate anti-scaling options for the interim remedial action (IRA) treatment
system and report results at the next RPM meeting.  This action item was addressed during the UC Davis portion of the
meeting.

 UC Davis will provide a schedule for the Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA) publication.   The schedule of
deliverables was provided by UC Davis during the meeting.
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 Responses to RPM comments on the Draft Domestic Septic Systems (DSSs) 3 and 6 Removal Action Confirmation
Report should be issued to the RPMs by mid-February.  Responses to RPM comments were issued on February 28.

 The DOE Areas Remedial Investigation (RI) is scheduled to be issued to the RPMs by February 28. The revised Draft
RI was issued to the RPMs on February 28.

UCD AREAS

Schedule of UC Davis
Deliverables

A schedule of anticipated 2003 UC Davis documents was distributed.  No new deliverables were identified.

UC Davis will continue to revise and refine the schedule per future agreements with the RPMs.  Updated schedules will be
provided to RPMs for UC Davis documents that require RPM review.

Water Monitoring
Update

Ten wells were sampled for the February quarterly ground water monitoring according to the revised schedule that was
approved by the RPMs.  Water level data were also collected in February.  The IRA treatment system monitoring included
collection of influent samples for volatile organic compounds (VOCs), carbon-14, tritium and total organic carbon.  Effluent
samples were monitored for nitrate, VOCs, total dissolved solids (TDS), chromium and other metals.

Collins requested that Techlaw be added to the quarterly and annual report distribution list (in addition to the two copies
already provided to the EPA).  UC Davis was asked if all storm water samples had been collected.  All storm water samples
for this rainy season had been collected during the second sampling event in February 2003.

G. Fred Lee (G. Fred Lee & Associates) questioned the revised monitoring program.  Oatman responded that the revised
monitoring program was presented in the 2001 Annual Water Monitoring Report and was approved by the RPMs in August
2002.  Lee did not recall seeing meeting minutes for that meeting and requested that meeting minutes be distributed to the
RPMs.  UC Davis will prepare and distribute meeting minutes to the RPMs for the July and August 2002 meetings, which
respectively discussed density-driven convection and the revised water monitoring program.

UC Davis will prepare
and distribute meeting
minutes to the RPMs
for the July and
August 2002
meetings, which
respectively discussed
density-driven
convection and the
revised water
monitoring program.

Ground Water Interim
Remedial Action Status

In January and February 2003, the IRA system was operational approximately 90% of each month.  High water levels in the
injection well caused system shutdowns in February.

The injection well will be rehabilitated to decrease calcium carbonate scale and increase injection capacity.  Three options
are being evaluated for long-term control of scale in both the injection well and the air stripper:

• Carbon dioxide (CO2) injection system, which can control pH, but can be expensive because it uses 50 pounds of CO2
per hour.  The tank would have to be recharged every three weeks.

• Chemical sequestering agent, which adds food-grade polyphosphate to extracted ground water, disallowing precipitation
of calcium and magnesium.  This system would cause an increase of TDS and the polyphosphate could degrade to
orthophosphate, causing an increase in bacterial growth.

• Acid metering system, which adds hydrochloric, nitric, or sulfuric acid to control pH.  Titration analyses are needed to
determine how much acid should be added.  Salem Attiga (Environmental Management Services) commented that acid
corrosion could cause pump failure.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson Harza) responded that redundant controls and
frequent system checks would help detect pH probe failure and other problems that could result in excessive corrosion.

Collins requested that UC Davis prepare a memorandum prior to the next RPM meeting to summarize the analysis of scale

The EPA requested
that UC Davis prepare
a memorandum prior
to the next RPM
meeting to summarize
the analysis of scale
control options for the
IRA system.
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control options for the IRA system.

Density-Driven
Convection Status
Report

Samples will be collected the during the week of March 28, 2003 and quarterly thereafter.

Site-Wide Risk
Assessment

The EPA will evaluate background concentrations to facilitate identifying constituents of potential ecolological concern
(COPECs) for the Tier 2 Ecological Risk Assessment analysis.  The EPA, DTSC, UC Davis, and DOE will identify COPECs
after the background data have been evaluated.

Collins requested the COPEC list be distributed to the RPMs as soon as possible.

DOE AREAS  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during February:

• Issued responses to RPM comments on the Draft DSSs 3 and 6 Removal Actions Confirmation Report on February 28.

• Issued the revised Draft DOE Areas RI on February 28.

• Provided comments on the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry Public Health Assessment.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during March:

• Provide input on the UC Davis SWRA activities.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.

 

DOE Document Update Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) summarized the status of various DOE documents:

• Southwest Trenches Overburden Reuse Report:  The updated designated-level (DL) evaluation for the Southwest
Trenches overburden soil was issued on January 23. Information on the verification of the LEHR vadose zone model
will be presented at today’s meeting.  Comments on the report were requested by March 28.

• DSSs 3 and 6 Removal Actions Confirmation Report:  Responses to comments and a redline/strikeout version of the
report were issued on February 28.  Concurrence on the comment responses and the revised report was requested by
March 14.  All RPMs indicated that their comments had been addressed.  Devany indicated that the final report will be
issued by March 31.

• DOE Areas RI Report:  A redline/strikeout version of the RI was issued on February 28.  Comments were requested by
April 30.  The revised RI addresses RPM comments on the March 2002 draft report, and includes new DSSs and DOE
Disposal Box data and DL evaluations.

 Comments on the
revised Southwest
Trenches Overburden
Reuse Report are
requested from the
RPMs by March 28.
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Waste Management
Update

Devany summarized the status of key waste management activities:

• DOE plans to dispose all DSSs 3 and 6 low-level waste by June 30, 2003.

• DOE is continuing to discuss the possibility of reusing the Western Dog Pens gravel at Hanford or the Nevada Test Site.

 

Vadose Zone Model
Verification

Devany discussed the use of the Non-Isothermal, Unsaturated Flow and Transport (NUFT) vadose zone model as a decision
support tool for the LEHR project.  He indicated that some stakeholders were concerned that the model, as applied at LEHR,
underestimates contaminant impact to ground water.  Devany described the development, calibration and sensitivity analyses
conducted for the model, and its role in developing risk-based action standards and conducting DL analyses for the LEHR
site.  He presented model output for strontium-90 and nitrate in the Southwest Trenches area, mercury in the DSS 3 area, and
chlordane in the Western Dog Pens which indicated that the model consistently estimates higher concentrations in the soil
and ground water than observed in LEHR soil and ground water samples.  Based on these comparisons, NUFT is a
conservative model for estimating future ground water impacts and is a reasonable tool for continued decision support at
LEHR.  In general, the RPMs supported the continued use of NUFT to support remedial decisions at LEHR.

 

DSCSOC Item  

Future Meeting
Locations

Roth indicated that it was a hardship for DSCSOC representatives to attend RPM meetings held in the Oakland area and
requested that they meetings be held at the LEHR site.  Setian indicated that due to travel restrictions for some EPA staff, the
meetings would continue to rotate between LEHR, the Oakland area, and teleconferences, and that every effort would be
made to ensure that DSCSOC representatives could participate in each meeting.

 

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for April 28 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
April 28, 2003

Recorded by: Mike Dresen and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Catherine Luu, DOE-NNSA Susan Timm, RWQCB
Jeff Bold, MWH Brian Oatman, UC Davis Jay Tomlin, DOE-NNSA
Bob Devany, WA Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Joe Turner, B&C
Mike Dresen, WA Steven Ross, DTSC Phil Welker, URS
Christine Judal, UC Davis Julie Roth, DSCSOC
G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Kathy Setian, US EPA

The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Jay Tomlin (DOE-NNSA) indicated that the DOE Environmental Management business staff currently located in
Oakland would not be moving for at least a year.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

Kathy Setian (US EPA), Susan Timm (RWQCB), Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) and Steve Ross (DTSC) had no changes to
the draft March 13 minutes.  [Post-meeting note:  Patti Collins (US EPA) indicated by e-mail on March 29 that she had
no comments on the draft March 13 minutes.  The meeting minutes were approved without any changes.]

Review of Action Items  RPM comments on the revised Southwest Trenches Overburden Reuse Report were requested by March 28.  See
DOE Areas report below.

 RPM comments on the revised DOE Areas Remedial Investigation (RI) Report were requested by April 30.  See
DOE Areas report below.

 UC Davis will prepare and distribute meeting minutes to the RPMs for the July and August 2002 meetings, which
respectively discussed density-driven convection (DDC) and the revised water monitoring program.  Draft
meeting minutes were distributed to the RPMs on March 28.

 The EPA requested that UC Davis prepare a memorandum prior to the next RPM meeting to summarize the
analysis of scale control options for the interim remedial action (IRA) system.  The memorandum summarizing the
evaluation of the alternatives was distributed to the RPMs on April 23, 2003.
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DOE AREAS  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during April:

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during May:

• Review the internal draft of the human health portion of the UC Davis Site-Wide Risk Assessment.

• Address RPM comments on the Draft DOE Areas RI Report.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

 None.

DOE Document Update  Southwest Trenches Overburden Reuse – Designated-Level Evaluation Report: Comments on this document were
previously requested by March 28, 2003.  Setian indicated that the US EPA deferred to the RWQCB on this report. 
Timm indicated that the RWQCB had provided comments earlier, and that UC Davis must agree with the reuse of this
material.  Pay stated that his only comment on the report was to correct an erroneous partitioning coefficient for tritium
that was shown in a table.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the partitioning coefficient was an error in the
table and that the proper value of zero had been used in the modeling shown in the report.  Ross indicated that the DTSC
deferred to the RWQCB and DHS/RHB.  Jeff Bold (MWH) stated that UC Davis comments on the document would be
issued by April 29, 2003.

 DOE Areas RI Report:  Comments on this document were previously requested by April 30, 2003.  Pay and Setian
indicated that their comments would be issued by the requested date.  Timm, Ross, and UC Davis requested and
obtained an extension to May 15, 2003.  [Post-meeting note:  The RWQCB and DTSC completed their review and have
provided comments to DOE-NNSA;  UC Davis comments are still outstanding.]

UC Davis indicated that
their comments on the
Southwest Trenches
Overburden Reuse
Evaluation Report will be
issued by April 29, 2003.

The RWQCB, DTSC and
UC Davis requested that
their review of the DOE
Areas RI Report be
extended to May 15, 2003.

Waste Management
Update

 Authorized Release Document for Western Dog Pens Gravel:  Devany reported that DOE-NNSA is preparing this
document at the Nevada Test Site’s request to comply with DOE Order 5400.5.  The authorized release document will
show that the 1,800 cubic yards of Western Dog Pens gravel presents no significant radiation exposure hazard. 
Preliminary RESRAD modeling results indicate that the dose would be less than one millirem per year, and that the
gravel should not present a significant radiation exposure hazard.

 Disposition of Domestic Septic Systems Nos. 3 and 6 Removal Action Waste:  Devany indicated that DOE-NNSA plans
to dispose this material as low-level waste by the end of June 2003.

 Building H-292 Closure:  Devany stated that DOE is beginning the process to close this waste storage facility.

The EPA requested that
Domestic Septic Systems 3
and 6 waste be addressed
in future DOE waste
management updates.
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UCD AREAS

Schedule of UC Davis
Deliverables

The 2002 Water Monitoring Report will be released on May 22.  This schedule was revised following discussions with
the US EPA.

The EPA requested that a
DDC system summary
report milestone be added
to the schedule.

Water Monitoring
Update

There were no program modifications or problems to report.

Interim Remedial Action
Scale Removal
Alternatives

UC Davis has reviewed three different scale mitigation approaches, including a carbonic acid system, a hydrochloric
acid metering system, and use of a chemical sequestering agent (polyphosphate).  The evaluation was distributed to the
RPMs on April 23, 2003.  After reviewing the three methods, the evaluation concluded that the chemical sequestering
agent is the best alternative.  This method has less impact on total dissolved solid levels in the aquifer and has been
approved for drinking water.  UC Davis is currently researching applicable regulatory requirements and will provide this
information to the RPMs prior to proposing an action.  G. Fred Lee (GFL&A) stated that it should be determined
whether this agent will mobilize other constituents that are not currently mobile, especially heavy metals.  Ross asked
how bad the scaling is, and Bold responded that the IRA stripper has been cleaned to remove the scaling and that the
injection well was recently rehabilitated, so the scaling isn’t currently bad.

Expanded Density-
Driven Convection
System Pilot Test
Update

The expanded pilot system test that began in December has completed the monthly monitoring phase and will now
switch to quarterly monitoring.  The DDC wells will now be sampled in conjunction with the overall quarterly ground
water program. Results to this point in the test have shown that wells UCD1-49 and UCD1-50 have significantly reduced
volatile organic compound levels.  Chloroform concentrations in UCD1-49 have dropped below 100 micrograms per
liter (µg/L) from a starting point above 3,000 µg/L.  Concentrations in UCD1-50 have dropped to about 1,000 µg/L from
around 3,000 µg/L.  Concentrations in the HSU-2 well (UCD2-48) installed at the pilot test boundary have consistently
been below 10 µg/L suggesting that the system has cut off the transfer of mass from HSU-1 into HSU-2.  Ross requested
that a DDC report be added to the UC Davis schedule of deliverables.  Joe Turner (Brown & Caldwell) responded that
UC Davis will have a section covering DDC in the 2003 Annual Water Monitoring Report and that the System Summary
Report will be added as a separate item on the schedule.

Site-Wide Risk
Assessment

Discussion on the list of Constituents of Potential Ecological Concern (COPECs) was completed on March 17, a few
days after the March 13 meeting with DTSC and EPA risk assessors.  The list will soon be provided to RPMs.  Based on
discussions with EPA, it was decided not to consider background in comparison to the COPECs list.

UC Davis is currently reviewing the internal draft of the Human Health Risk Assessment and DOE will have it to review
later this week.  Lee requested that the risk assessment take into account a scenario for the times of drought when the
flow in Putah Creek is reduced to the point where the UC Davis outflow is the only water entering that section of the
creek.  Bold responded that this scenario will be considered.

Remedial Investigation
Update

Brian Oatman (UC Davis) stated that Collins had requested a discussion on the RPM comments on the UC Davis
Remedial Investigation Report.  This discussion will be an agenda item for the June 10 RPM meeting.

A discussion of RPM
comments on the UC
Davis Remedial
Investigation Report will
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be included on the June 10
RPM meeting agenda.

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for June 10 at 10:00 AM at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary
June 10, 2003

Recorded by: Mike Dresen and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Mary Rust, DSCSOC
Jeff Bold, MWH Catherine Luu, DOE-NNSA Kathy Setian, US EPA
Patti Collins, US EPA Joe Niland, MWH Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Jay Tomlin, DOE-NNSA
Mike Dresen, WA Stephen Pay, DHS-RHB Joe Turner, B&C
Christine Judal, UC Davis Steven Ross, DTSC
Bill Kay, URS Julie Roth, DSCSOC

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Jay Tomlin (DOE-NNSA) indicated that the support contract currently held by Weiss Associates expires in July 2003 and
that no decision has been made regarding who will conduct the follow-on work. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) asked if there would be
schedule delays as a result of any contract change. Tomlin replied that DOE didn’t anticipate any delays and that Weiss
Associates would remain involved until a new contract is in place.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

There were no comments from Stephen Pay (DHS-RHB) and Steve Ross (DTSC) on the draft April 28 minutes.  Susan
Timm (RWQCB) stated she would convey her comments, if any, after the meeting.  [Post-meeting note:  Timm e-mailed Bob
Devany (Weiss Associates) on June 10 indicating she had no comments.]  Kathy Setian (US EPA) stated that some action
items needed to be added to the April 28 minutes:  1) discussion of the Domestic Septic Systems (DSSs) 3 and 6 removal
action waste should be carried forward to future DOE waste management updates, and 2) the addition of a density driven
convection system (DDC) summary report milestone to the schedule.  With these changes, the April 28 minutes were
approved.
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Review of Action Items  UC Davis indicated that their comments on the Southwest Trenches Overburden Reuse Evaluation Report will be
issued by April 29, 2003.  UC Davis indicated that they would provide comments by June 13.

 The RWQCB, DTSC and UC Davis requested that their review of the DOE Areas Remedial Investigation (RI)
Report be extended to May 15, 2003.  Devany indicated that all comments had been received except for UC Davis, who
indicated that they would provide comments by June 13.

 A discussion of RPM comments on the UC Davis RI Report will be included on the June 10 RPM meeting agenda. 
This discussion was rescheduled for the next RPM meeting.

UCD AREAS

Document Schedule
Update

The 2003 Quarterly Monitoring Reports were added to the schedule.

Sixty-day review periods are now assumed for all UC Davis draft documents, except quarterly reports, which are issued as
final.

The Draft Site Wide Risk Assessment is scheduled for submittal to the RPMs on August 11, 2003.  This will include both the
human health and ecological risk assessments.

There was a discussion of the required RPM review time for UC Davis documents.  Pay noted that DHS is not funded to
review UC Davis documents.  Patti Collins (US EPA) stated that the EPA and UC Davis will continue to work together to
provide more information on future schedule revisions.

Water Monitoring
Program Update

There are no program modifications or problems to report.

Joe Turner (Brown & Caldwell) stated that there were no changes to the current water monitoring program recommended in
the 2002 Annual Water Monitoring Report.  However, based on requests to produce the routine data in a more timely
manner, the 2002 Annual Water Monitoring Report recommends that the ongoing water monitoring programs change to a
more streamlined data verification process.  This type of streamlined approach can be automated as part of the data entry
process resulting in more timely reporting of results to the RPMs.  Full laboratory reports will still be requested and more
complete validation can be conducted on specific analytical reports, if warranted.

Ross noted that the Annual Water Monitoring Report did not include the registered professional sign-off.  Turner indicated
that he would mail the certification page out today.  Ross requested that the 60-day comment period begin when the
certification is received by RPMs.  UC Davis agreed to extend the comment period as requested.

Collins suggested that a meeting be scheduled on the Annual Water Monitoring Report as soon as all RPM comments have
been prepared.  UC Davis will schedule a meeting to discuss the Annual Water Monitoring Report.

UC Davis will
schedule a meeting to
discuss the Annual
Water Monitoring
Report.
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Interim Remedial Action
Scale Mitigation
Alternatives Evaluation

UC Davis met with the RWQCB on May 29, 2003 to discuss regulatory issues regarding the impacts of mitigating scale in
the interim remedial action (IRA) system.  The RWQCB would like to see monitoring for metals and phosphate
downgradient of the injection well.  The RWQCB suggested that the EPA Action Memorandum Amendment (dated June 22,
2000) that regulates the operation of the ground water IRA be modified to include these new monitoring requirements.

Collins stated that scale mitigation is an operations and maintenance (O&M) issue.  Therefore, it needs to be documented in
the O&M manual and in the EPA Statement of Work (SOW).  The EPA requested that UC Davis develop a proposal
defining the monitoring changes requested by the RWQCB and provide it to Timm by June 27, 2003.  When the proposal is
provided to the RWQCB, Timm will review it and send it to the EPA.  Setian added that the RWQCB typically provides the
information to the EPA with an expectation that it be incorporated into a revision of the SOW addendum.

The EPA requested
that UC Davis develop
a proposal defining
the monitoring
changes requested by
the RWQCB and
provide it to the
RWQCB by June 27,
2003.

Discussion of Comments
on Remedial
Investigation Report

Since the response document is not yet completed for the RI Report comments, this item has been postponed until the next
RPM meeting.  UC Davis will provide the RPMs with responses to their comments by June 20, 2003.

A meeting was planned for June 24 at 10 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office to discuss the RI program and
comments.  [Post meeting note: This meeting was subsequently cancelled after UC Davis and EPA met to resolve responses
to comments.]

UC Davis will provide
the RPMs with
responses to their
comments on the UC
Davis RI Report by
June 20, 2003.

DOE AREAS  

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during May:

• Reviewed an internal draft of the human health portion of the UC Davis Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA).

• Began addressing RPM comments on the Draft DOE Areas RI Report.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during June:

• Provide comments to UC Davis on an internal draft of the SWRA.

• Finish addressing RPM comments on the Draft DOE Areas RI Report.

• Ship DSSs 3 and 6 waste to the Nevada Test Site and ship legacy lead waste to Envirocare.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

 None.
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DOE Document Update  Southwest Trenches Overburden Reuse – Designated-Level Evaluation Report: Devany indicated that the RWQCB and
DHS-RHB had provided their comments by the extended May 15, 2003 date, and that US EPA and DTSC had deferred to
the RWQCB on this report. No comments have been received from UC Davis.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson Harza)
indicated their comments would be issued by June 13.  Devany said that once the UC Davis comments were received and
addressed, the next step would be to conduct a risk assessment, which would likely be done next summer.

 DOE Areas RI Report:  All comments were received, except those from UC Davis.  Bold indicated their comments would be
issued by June 13.  Devany stated that a redline version of the report and comment responses could be issued within about
three weeks of the response to UC Davis comments.

 [Post-meeting note:  UC Davis comments on the Overburden Reuse and DOE Area RI Reports were received on June 11.]

UC Davis stated that
their comments on the
Southwest Trenches
Overburden Reuse
Evaluation Report and
the DOE Areas RI
Report will be issued
by June 13, 2003.

Waste Management
Update

 Western Dog Pens Gravel Reuse:  Devany reported that DOE-NNSA approved the release document for the gravel in
compliance with DOE Order 5400.5.  RESRAD modeling results indicate that the dose would be less than one millirem per
year under residential and industrial exposure scenarios, and that the gravel should not present a significant radiation
exposure hazard.  DOE-NNSA continues to work with the Nevada Test Site to evaluate potential reuse of the gravel.  Bold
asked if this had potential implications for the Eastern Dog Pens gravel.  Tomlin stated that this would not be relevant if UC
Davis proceeded with the planned cap for the Eastern Dog Pens.  Devany indicated that the dose assessment for the Western
Dog Pens gravel reuse included the Eastern Dog Pens in the event that release of the Eastern Dog Pens gravel was required.

 Disposition of Domestic Septic System No.3 & 6 Removal Action Waste:  Devany indicated that DOE-NNSA plans to
dispose this material as low-level waste by the end of June 2003.

Other DOE Items  Building H-292 Closure:  Setian asked about the status of the Building H-292 closure.  Devany stated that DOE-NNSA is
beginning the process to close this waste storage facility following Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and Site Investigation
Manual guidelines.  DOE-NNSA is removing and disposing the remaining waste in the building, and initial and final status
radiological surveys need to be conducted.  After closure, the building will be returned to UC Davis.  Setian asked if any
environmental testing would be conducted or if the survey be limited to building surfaces only.  Devany responded that since
there were no releases, only building surfaces would be tested.  Setian requested that both the US EPA and DHS-RHB
review the final status plan.  Pay stated that he would like to conduct a survey concurrent with DOE-NNSA, and he wanted to
be notified in advance to coordinate.  Devany indicated that the survey would likely be in late August or September 2003.

 Oils and Sealant Characterization:  Setian asked about radiological testing of oils, sealants, etc. mentioned in a recent DOE-
NNSA weekly report.  Devany replied that the analytical data were due back this week, and that the data would be reported
in a future weekly report.

Building Survey Summary: Setian asked for the status of a summary table showing the radiological characterization data for
the LEHR facility.  Tomlin indicated that a table had been sent to UC Davis for review about two weeks ago, and that DOE-
NNSA could send the final version of the table to the US EPA by June 20 if UC Davis comments were received by June 16. 
[Post-meeting note:  Resolution of building occupancy issues delayed submission of the table until June 27.]

EPA and DHS will
review the H-292
survey plan, and
DOE-NNSA will
notify DHS-RHB in
advance of the survey
to coordinate DHS-
RHB participation.

DOE will provide the
building survey
summary to the EPA
by June 20.

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for July 23 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
July 23, 2003

Recorded by: Mike Dresen and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Nadine Adkins, B&C Steve Hsu, DHS-RHB Julie Roth, DSCSOC
Jeff Bold, MWH Christine Judal, UC Davis Kathy Setian, US EPA
Karla Brasaemle, Techlaw G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Mark Shibata, MWH
Patti Collins, US EPA Catherine Luu, DOE-NNSA Susan Timm, RWQCB
Cori Condon, RWQCB Joe Niland, MWH Jay Tomlin, DOE-NNSA
Bob Devany, WA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Joe Turner, B&C
Mike Dresen, WA Steven Ross, DTSC

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Julie Roth (DSCSOC) indicated that she has been working with the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) to set up a public meeting to discuss the ATSDR Public Health Assessment.  She noted that the public meeting was
scheduled for October 23, 2003 and that Wayne Henry (ATSDR) indicated that the public review copy of the Public Health
Assessment would be distributed by July 25.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) suggested that the public review period be extended
due to the exodus of many Davis residents during the summer months of the academic year.  Kathy Setian (US EPA) asked
Jay Tomlin (DOE-NNSA) to contact ATSDR to discuss this potential issue with the public.  [Post-meeting note:  The
ATSDR public meeting was rescheduled to October 30, 2003 at 7:00 p.m. in the Davis City Council Chambers located at 23
Russell Boulevard.]

Steven Ross (DTSC) inquired into the status of the contract currently held by Weiss Associates that expires this month. 
Tomlin replied that the contract was extended through October 2003.

Cori Condon (RWQCB) was introduced as Susan Timm’s (RWQCB) new supervisor.

DOE-NNSA will
contact ATSDR about
extending the
comment period on
their Public Heath
Assessment.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

There were no comments from Ross, Timm,  Patti Collins (US EPA) or Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB)  on the draft June 10, 2003
RPM meeting minutes.  Setian requested one change to the minutes.  With this change, the June 10 minutes were approved.

Review of Action Items UC Davis will schedule a meeting to discuss the Annual Water Monitoring Report.  UC Davis will address this topic at
today’s meeting.

The EPA requested that UC Davis develop a proposal defining the monitoring changes requested by the RWQCB
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and provide it to the RWQCB by June 27, 2003.  UC Davis will present this proposal at today’s meeting.

UC Davis will provide the RPMs with responses to their comments on the UC Davis Remedial Investigation (RI)
Report by June 20, 2003.  UC Davis issued the responses to RPM comments on June 19, 2003.  Revised responses to US
EPA comments were issued to the US EPA on July 14, 2003 and will be distributed to the other RPMs after today’s meeting.
 [Post-meeting note:  Responses to US EPA comments were distributed to the RPMs on July 24, 2003.]

UC Davis stated that their comments on the Southwest Trenches Overburden Reuse Evaluation Report and the DOE
Areas RI Report will be issued by June 13, 2003.  UC Davis submitted their comments on these reports on June 11, 2003.

The US EPA and DHS-RHB will review the Building No. H-292 survey plan, and DOE-NNSA will notify DHS-RHB
in advance of the survey to coordinate DHS-RHB participation.  This action will be completed when the radiological
survey is scheduled.

DOE will provide the building survey summary to the EPA by June 20.  The building survey summary was supplied to
the EPA on June 27, 2003.

DOE AREAS

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE-NNSA during June/July:

• Issued responses to comments on the DOE Areas RI Report.

• Shipped Domestic Septic Systems (DSSs) 3 and 6 waste and contaminated equipment shipments to the Nevada Test Site
(NTS) and completed legacy lead waste shipments to Envirocare.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during July:

• Complete DSSs 3 and 6 waste shipments to NTS.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

 None.

DOE Document Update 2003 – 2005 Document/Remedial Action Schedule:  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) presented the following schedule for
DOE documents, which is contingent on the SWRA completion:

• Final RI Report – August 2003

• Draft FS/Proposed Plan – March 2004

• Draft ROD – October 2004

• Draft Remedial Action Work Plan – January 2005

Concurrence on the
responses to
comments on the DOE
Areas RI Report was
requested by
August 8.
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• Complete Remedial Action – May 2005

• Draft Remedial Action Completion Report – June 2005

Ross asked if grant funding would be available in the future.  Tomlin indicated grant funding is included in the Baseline for
the LEHR site.

Setian noted that the 2005 schedule looked tight.  Devany indicated that the schedule accounts for a reasonable review period
for CERCLA documents.  Tomlin stated that more detailed schedules would be available as the process progresses.

 DOE Areas RI Report:  Devany reported that responses to comments and redlined pages showing the resulting changes to the
report  were issued on July 16, 2003.  Concurrence on these responses and changes was requested by August 1.  Setian stated
that the US EPA had no additional comments if the UC Davis issues were addressed and if Table 6-25 included all of the US
EPA’s requested changes.  Timm  stated that she could return her comments by August 8.  DOE-NNSA requested that all
comments from other reviewers be issued by that date.  In response to one of the comments on the Draft RI, Devany
described where designated levels (DLs) were contained in the RI report.  He mentioned that most residual contamination in
the DOE areas exceeding the DLs is of low mobility and should not impact ground water in the short term.  The FS will
develop remedial alternatives for areas containing significant residual soil concentrations above a DL.

 UC Davis will have a discussion with DOE and the US EPA to resolve UC Davis comments to the DOE RI.  [Post-meeting
note:  A discussion was held following the July 23 meeting, which was followed by an e-mail from Oatman to Tomlin on
August 19, 2003.  Resolution of all UC Davis issues is documented in an August 21 e-mail from Kathy Setian.]

Waste Management
Update

 Disposition of DSSs 3 and 6 Removal Action Waste and Contaminated Equipment:  Devany indicated that DOE-NNSA
disposed this waste on July 14, 2003.

 Gravel Reuse – Devany reported that NTS is evaluating a proposal to reuse the Western Dog Pens gravel.

 Southwest Trenches Overburden Soil– Devany indicated that a risk assessment will be performed for this material after the
SWRA is finalized, assuming it would be reused as on-site fill.

 Oil from Contaminated Equipment – Devany stated that this oil does not contain added radiation and that it will be recycled
in late July 2003.

 G. Fred Lee (G. Fred Lee & Associates) asked if the waste underlying the upper portion of the Eastern Dog Pens is the only
DOE waste remaining at the LEHR site.  Tomlin replied that was correct.  Timm asked why the planned Southwest Trenches
overburden soil risk assessment was not included in the SWRA.  Devany replied that the future location and configuration
(depth) of the overburden soil as on-site fill cannot be accurately predicted at this time, and that the SWRA is intended to
reflect current site conditions.

UCD AREAS

Schedule of Deliverables There are two changes to the schedule since the last RPM meeting.  The first relates to the technical memorandum for
chromium in ground water (item 10 on the schedule), which was distributed on July 7, 2003.  The other change was the
Winter Quarterly Report, the draft of which was just received by UC Davis today in draft from the contractor.  Submittal to
RPMs is planned by August 1.
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When the RPMs comments and responses to the Draft UC Davis RI have been adequately addressed, UC Davis will present a
schedule for the draft final UC Davis RI Report.

Draft 2002
Comprehensive Water
Monitoring Report

The main goal for this meeting is to discuss the two program modifications recommended in the report:

• Monitoring for well UCD2-29 will now be conducted quarterly for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and will
continue to be semi-annually for the other constituents.  The US EPA agreed with this change in their comments
provided to UC Davis.

• Change in the validation process.  The US EPA requested additional information on the change in validation.  Joe
Turner (Brown & Caldwell) stated that the modifications are already in the site quality assurance plan standard operating
procedure, so they haven’t changed other than in application.

RPM comments to the 2002 annual report included a request by the RWQCB for four quarters of monitoring all constituents
in well UCD2-48.  Timm also requested that UC Davis define the chloroform plume in Hydrostratigraphic Unit (HSU)-2
prior to the UC Davis Feasibility Study (FS).  Timm added that additional monitoring for chromium in HSU-1 in the vicinity
of well UCD1-28 will be required.

Devany requested an explanation of the statistical section of the report.  Turner responded that this statistical analysis is a
tool employed to help determine how and where to focus our monitoring efforts.  UC Davis believes that this method
complements the contour maps that we have been using.  This method can help us decide what is important to look at in
further detail.  The US EPA had noted in their comments to the report that the purpose of this section was unclear and that
the method of analysis had not been approved prior to inclusion in the report.  UC Davis will provide further discussion of
the rationale and intended use of this analysis in their response to US EPA comments.

Written comments to the 2002 Annual Ground Water Monitoring Report have not yet been received from DTSC and
RWQCB, but will be provided to UC Davis by August 15.

UC Davis will provide
further discussion of
the rationale and
intended use of the
statistical  analysis in
their response to US
EPA comments on the
2002 Annual Ground
Water Monitoring
Report.

Chromium in Ground
Water

Collins defined US EPA’s concerns regarding the document process.  She requested that RPM comments be fully resolved
before a document is finalized.  Otherwise, future reference to that document may refer to information with which the
US EPA does not concur.  The discussion of chromium in project documents is a prime example.  The question about
whether chromium is naturally occurring is an issue that will not be quickly resolved.  At this point, the US EPA expects
chromium to go forward as a constituent of concern (COC) in the FS.  The focus needs to be on what questions the regulators
want answered, especially those questions that are relevant to the FS.  We don’t want unresolved issues when we prepare the
Record of Decision (ROD).  In supporting this goal, Collins requested that project documents define the problem, goals,
questions, scoping and tools.  When conclusions are drawn, the exceptions to the conclusions should also be discussed.

Oatman concurred that UC Davis has always included chromium as a COC in ground water, even though attempts to define
the source, and therefore to plan remedial action, have been unsuccessful.  Oatman stated that UC Davis intends to consider
chromium as a COC in the FS.

At this point, Collins believes that there is sufficient evidence for US EPA that there is a site source of chromium.  Therefore,
remediation should be considered, and possibly further characterization.  Collins recommended that, in order to apply our
resources in the most effective manner, we should have an overall plan for our total approach to dealing with chromium. 



J:\DOE\4007\220\RPM_Minutes\RPMs0703.doc 5

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

Timm added that currently the water board is using 21 micrograms per liter (µg/L) as the standard for cleanup.  Ross
requested additional analysis on HSU-2 chromium data to show whether chromium is increasing over the past few quarters in
specific wells.

Lee stated that there is no question that chromium is naturally occurring in the region.  There is data above maximum
contaminant levels in neighbors’ wells that have never been impacted by the site.  Lee added that UC Davis practices may
have also contributed additional chromium to certain on-site areas.  Lee noted that once ground water is extracted and treated
for VOCs, discharge (especially reinjection) of water containing chromium may be problematic.

Joe Niland (Montgomery Watson Harza) commented that with some specific exceptions, everyone agrees that UC Davis has
the data they need to proceed with the Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA) and the FS.

Well Selection for
Background Ground
Water Calculation

Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson Harza) presented the following historical information regarding background wells.  Due to
physical restrictions, the two background wells installed in the early 1990’s (UCD1-18 and UCD2-17) were placed in what
was considered to be the best possible locations.  However, only one background well per HSU may not be sufficient.  To
resolve this concern, the RWQCB requested that UC Davis evaluate the adequacy of existing background wells for both
HSU-1 and HSU-2 prior to preparing the RI/FS Work Plan Addendum in 2002.  In the RI/FS Addendum, UC Davis
proposed using wells UCD2-37 and UCD2-16 to supplement well UCD2-17, and to use well UCD1-1 to supplement
well UCD1-18

In US EPA comments to the UC Davis Draft RI, it was noted that there have been some chloroform detections in well
UCD2-37. UC Davis looked at the chloroform data for well UCD2-37 and found that all reported detections were J-flagged,
and  below the detection limit of 0.5 µg/L.  Because well UCD2-37 was installed and situated in order to monitor the interim
remedial action injection system, its use as a background well may be limited.  To assess potential site impacts, the US EPA
suggested that UC Davis prepare Piper and Stiff diagrams to evaluate the geochemical similarity of the water in all proposed
background wells (UCD2-37, UCD2-16, UCD1-1, as well as UCD2-17 and UCD1-18).  Bold presented Piper and Stiff
diagrams for all the proposed background wells.

Timm requested that copies of the Piper and Stiff diagrams be distributed to the RPMs.  [Post-meeting note: Piper and Stiff
diagrams were sent to RPMs on July 30, 2003].

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for August 27 at 10:00 a.m. at the Montgomery Watson Harza offices in Walnut Creek.  [Post-meeting note: The next RPM meeting was
rescheduled to August 28 at 10 a.m. at the LEHR site.]
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Draft

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
August 28, 2003

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Kathy Setian, US EPA
Jeff Bold, MWH Brian Oatman, UC Davis Mark Shibata, MWH
Patti Collins, US EPA Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Steven Ross, DTSC Jay Tomlin, DOE-NNSA
Mark Jones, MWH Julie Roth, DSCSOC Joe Turner, B&C
Christine Judal, UC Davis Mary Rust, DSCSOC

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Jay Tomlin (DOE-NNSA) indicated that he had sent a letter to the RPMs describing DOE-NNSA’s planned activities
through 2005 and that some milestone dates were slightly different than those presented at the July 23 RPM meeting.  He
indicated that the differences were not significant and occurred in 2005.  Patti Collins (US EPA) asked for a copy of the
letter.  [Post-meeting note: Tomlin sent a copy of the letter to Collins on September 3.]

G. Fred Lee (GFL&A) indicated that he had sent an e-mail to the RPMs indicating that Putah Creek has been listed by the
State Water Resources Control Board as an impaired water body due to mercury contamination under Section 303(d) of the
Clean Water Act.  Lee indicted that due to the 303(d) status, any mercury discharge above the California Toxics Rule (CTR)
thresholds needs to be controlled.  Lee indicated that a level of 50 parts per trillion would be an applicable CTR threshold
for mercury, and that he would e-mail a universal resource locator (URL) to the RPMs which contained additional
information on this topic.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

Tomlin requested the date of the DOE response to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on the building radiological
survey be added to the minutes.  Patti Collins (US EPA) requested that the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board review the section on background wells with respect to a possible action item.

Susan Timm (RWQCB) and Kathy Setian (US EPA) indicated that they had not yet completed their review of the July 23
minutes.  Patti Collins, Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) and Steve Ross (DTSC) approved the minutes.  [Post-meeting note:  Timm
had one editorial change and Setian had no comments.  The minutes were approved with these changes.]

Review of Action Items DOE-NNSA will contact the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) about extending the
comment period on their Public Heath Assessment.  Tomlin indicated that the he had contacted Wayne Henry (ATSDR)
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to express the general concern among the project stakeholders that the public comment period should be extended to account
for the absence of some Davis residents during the summer.  Henry indicated that he discussed the extension of the comment
period with his management and a decision was made to not extend.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) will follow up with Henry
and discuss the agenda for the October public meeting.

UC Davis will provide further discussion of the rationale and intended use of the statistical  analysis in their response
to US EPA comments on the 2002 Annual Ground Water Monitoring Report.  UC Davis had indicated that further
discussion would be provided on the statistical analysis section of the report.  This will be provided once all comments are
received.

DOE AREAS

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during August:

• Resolved responses to comments on the DOE Areas Remedial Investigation (RI) Report.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during September:

• Finalize the DOE Areas RI Report.

• Receive final determination by Nevada regulatory agencies on reuse of the Western Dog Pens (WDPs) gravel.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.
DOE Areas Remedial
Investigation Report

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) noted that comment resolution on the RI Report was completed on August 21 and that the
report would be distributed during the week of September 15.

Waste Management
Update

Devany summarized the status of key waste management activities:

• WDPs gravel reuse at the Nevada Test Site is being evaluated by Nevada regulatory agencies and a final determination
is expected in early September.

• UC Davis recycled oil drained from the contaminated equipment.

Building No. H-292
Waste Storage Area
Survey

Tomlin indicated that DOE-NNSA has changed its strategy on the Building H-292 Waste Storage Area survey.  He stated
that DOE-NNSA had originally proposed conducting characterization survey followed by a final status survey.  Tomlin said
that a records search indicated that no releases had occurred and that there is a very low likelihood that contamination is
present, and, as a result, DOE-NNSA is proposing a single final status survey.  Tomlin invited the RPMs to review the work
plan for the final status survey, and Pay and Setian indicated that they would like to review the work plan.  Devany added
that the records search indicated that a comprehensive survey was conducted in Building H-292 in 1988 prior to its use as a
waste storage area and that no contamination was present.   Devany indicated that since all waste stored in the facility after
the 1988 survey was containerized and routinely inspected, there is a low likelihood that any contamination is present.

The draft survey work
plan will be provided
to DHS and EPA for
review.
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UCD AREAS

Schedule of
Deliverables

Relatively few changes have been made to the schedule since the last RPM meeting.  A new copy of the schedule was
provided.  Lee requested an approximate date for the UC Davis Record of Decision (ROD).  Oatman responded that an
estimated date for the ROD will be entered on the next schedule update.

The ROD will be
added to the UC Davis
schedule.

Density-Driven
Convection System
Update

There was an exception to the normal operation of the density-driven convection (DDC) system.  Joe Turner (Brown &
Caldwell) reported a problem with the blower, which has been sent to the manufacturer for repair.  The manufacturer has
indicated that a part must be refabricated, which will take four to five weeks to complete.  Due to this delay, the blower from
the initial pilot system was reconnected to the DDC-1 well and restarted.  Both the DDC and ground water interim remedial
action systems were shut down August 19 and 20 due to a planned campus-wide electrical outage.

Draft Site-Wide Risk
Assessment Briefing

Montgomery Watson Harza presented an overview of the Draft Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA).  The Draft SWRA is
an important document for several reasons including:

• This is the first collaborative effort by UC Davis and DOE to provide a comprehensive analysis of data collected
throughout the site.

• The Final SWRA will support both the DOE and UC Davis Feasibility Studies.

• The SWRA will be used to derive soil and water clean-up goals for the site.

The purpose of the Draft SWRA is to characterize human and ecological risks associated with background and site-related
chemicals.  A second objective is to provide information to the decision-makers (the RPMs) to make risk management
(remediation) decisions.

The Draft SWRA is a baseline risk assessment that uses validated data and standard EPA guidance for evaluating risks.  The
Draft SWRA is based on current and future conditions.  Mark Jones (Montgomery Watson Harza) presented an overview of
the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA; Volume I of the Draft SWRA) and Mark Shibata (Montgomery Watson
Harza) provided a similar overview of the Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA).

Jones distributed a presentation that will not be summarized in the meeting minutes.  The presentation focused on the
HHRA methodology used in the Tier 1 and the Tier 2 risk analyses.

 Questions/comments on the HHRA included:

• What was the date of the Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) used in the HHRA?  Jones stated that the
2002 PRGs were used.

• Domestic Septic Systems (DSSs) 3 and 4 were reversed on the figures.

• Non-carcinogenic risks are based on long-term effects on target organs (e.g., liver effects).

• Pica child not considered;   6 years of exposure as children, 24 years as adults.

Shibata continued with an overview of the ERA.  Questions/comments on the ERA included:

• Are all organisms considered equal?  Yes and no, threatened and endangered species are given special
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consideration.  No threatened or endangered species were observed on the site.

• Concern that zooplankton were not considered or protected.  Effects on zooplankton were considered in the
ERA as part of the Putah Creek aquatic community assessment.

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for October 15, 2003 at 10:00 a.m. at the Montgomery Watson Harza Walnut Creek office.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
October 15, 2003

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Salem Attiga, EMS Don Hodge, US EPA Steven Ross, DTSC
Jeff Bold, MWH Christine Judal, UC Davis Kathy Setian, US EPA
Patti Collins, US EPA G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Susan Timm, RWQCB
Bob Devany, WA Catherine Luu, DOE-NNSA Jay Tomlin, DOE-NNSA
Thomas Dias, NWT Brian Oatman, UC Davis Joe Turner, B&C
Pamela Henderson, NWT Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements G. Fred Lee (GFL&A) indicated that Julie Roth (DSCSOC) was on travel and would not be attending today’s meeting.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

Lee indicated that he had provided a comment regarding corrections to the discussion in the minutes on the evaluation of
zooplankton in the Ecological Risk Assessment that Roth forwarded to the RPMs via e-mail on October 7, 2003, and
requested that the comment be reflected in the minutes.

Patti Collins (US EPA) requested that the minutes reflect that the Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA) presentation was
provided prior to review and in advance of reviewers presenting comments on the document.  Collins requested that two
statements in the minutes about the purpose and objectives of the SWRA be taken out, since they are the focus of specific
EPA comments (Note: UC Davis will send this revised section to Bob Devany).

The minutes were approved with these changes.

Review of Action Items The draft survey work plan will be provided to DHS and EPA for review.   Jay Tomlin (DOE-NNSA) indicated that the
survey work plan did not have a scheduled delivery date yet.  Kathy Setian (USEPA) requested a copy of the table of
contents and an estimate of the total length of the document when it is available.  Tomlin requested a 30-day review period
for the work plan.

The Record of Decision (ROD) will be added to the UC Davis schedule.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) stated that a tentative
date for the ROD has been put on the schedule as requested.
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SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

October 30, 2003 Public
Meeting

Don Hodge (US EPA) summarized the planning and purpose of the upcoming public meeting.  The US EPA provides
money to community groups and DSCSOC receives a Technical Assistance Grant from the US EPA for public oversight of
LEHR-SCDS.  On October 30, 2003, DSCSOC and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) are
planning to host a public meeting.  Hodge has coordinated the agenda with them.  The meeting will provide a forum to
present the recently prepared SWRA and the ATSDR Public Health Assessment.  Both documents provide information to
the public about the potential for health-related risks from the site.  Collins stated that the US EPA wants all parties to be
aware of their requested participation and to be clear on what they are asked to present.  Copies of the agenda were provided
for discussion.  Based on this discussion, Hodge will revise the agenda and coordinate with UC Davis on the mailing list.

Draft Remedial Action
Objectives

The remedial action objectives (RAOs) are the first step in determining site-specific remediation goals.  Collins presented a
handout with an overview of each category of RAOs for the site, showing an example of how this information could be
presented in a table format.  Her goal is to assist UC Davis and DOE in development of RAOs.  Susan Timm (RWQCB)
commented on the handout, noting that the RWQCB does not look only at pathways of exposure.  The RWQCB sees water,
itself, as a receptor.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) commented that most RAOs are developed in reference to a risk range,
such as 10-4 to 10-6.  Collins acknowledged that the format presented is only a starting point that will be used to facilitate
discussion of all the factors that will be included in development of the RAOs and the remediation goals.  Setian suggested
that as a first step, the tables already developed in the risk assessment be reviewed to determine how they meet this first
objective.  Devany stated that DOE is already working on this process, and suggested that DOE present their RAOs and
their process method for developing them.  Then, with RPM guidance, it can be determined whether this process achieves
EPA and CERCLA requirements.

Collins noted that we are almost at the point where the formal request will be made to the State of California for the
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs).  Devany noted that we already have a list of ARARs that was
developed for the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analyses (EE/CAs).  He suggested that DOE prepare a draft ARARs
document that can be presented to the state.  Setian noted that the US EPA will be the lead agency to cull through the list for
UC Davis, and DOE is the lead agency for their areas.  Each will ultimately have to send out their own request to the state. 
Oatman noted that UC Davis also has ARARs developed for the Interim Remedial Action (IRA) EE/CA, so they can
prepare a similar document to provide to the US EPA to consider for their request to the state.

DOE AREAS

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during September and October:

• Finalized the DOE Areas Remedial Investigation Report.
• Awarded field services contract.
• Began gravel shipments to the Nevada Test Site (NTS).
• Distributed the Feasibility Study (FS) scoping packet to RPMs.
• Began preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report.
• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.



J:\DOE\4007\220\RPM_Minutes\RPMs1003.doc 3

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during November:

• Award new CERCLA completion contract.
• Continue preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report.
• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None.

Contract Status for
Remaining DOE
Activities

Tomlin indicated that DOE is in the process of awarding one contract for LEHR field activities and a second contract for
CERCLA documents.  He indicated that the field contract had been awarded to New World Technology, and introduced
Pamela Henderson and Thomas Dias (New World Technology) as the Project and Program Managers, respectively.  Tomlin
indicated that the CERCLA contract would be administered through the General Services Administration program and that a
contractor would likely be selected by the end of the October.  Tomlin indicated that Weiss Associates would continue to
support DOE until a new contract is awarded.

Feasibility Study
Start-Up Plan and
Schedule

Devany presented DOE’s current long-term schedule showing completion of the DOE remedial actions by May 2005. 
Setian indicated that the schedule looks very tight if the definition of remedial action completion included the
implementation of institutional controls.  Oatman noted that if there are institutional controls required, the UC Regents may
need to approve land use restrictions prior to formalizing an agreement, which would take some time.  Oatman suggested
that the request to the Regents may not realistically be presented until the ROD is virtually complete and that one request to
the Regents for the entire site would be the best approach, since both DOE areas and UC Davis areas may need to have
institutional controls.  Devany asked whether there were any existing land use controls at UC campuses.  Oatman indicated
that he didn’t believe that any land use controls had been implemented to date but agreed to check into it and report back. 
Devany pointed out that maintaining the schedule for the SWRA was critical for achieving the May 2005 completion date,
since the SWRA is the first element of the DOE critical-path schedule.  Devany noted that this implies that if the SWRA is
delayed, the DOE completion date will be extended one day for each day of delay.

Devany presented a detailed short-term schedule, which showed the Draft Final SWRA being completed by
December 1, 2003 per Patti Collins’ comments on the draft SWRA, and the DOE Draft FS being submitted to the RPMs for
review on March 11, 2004.  Devany noted that the December 1, 2003 due date for the Draft Final SWRA was only 35
working days from the date of this RPM meeting.

Devany indicated that DOE is preparing an FS scoping package for the RPMs, which will include proposed RAOs, remedial
alternatives and the document outline.  Devany indicated that the FS scoping package would be distributed by the end of the
month.  Devany indicated that DOE would submit draft ARARs for RPM consideration in November.

UC Davis will define
the process to
implement land use
controls at UC
campuses.

Weiss Associates will
distribute the FS
scoping package by
the end of this month.

DOE will submit the
draft ARARs for RPM
consideration in
November.
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Dry Wells A-E Ground
Water Characterization

Devany indicated that DOE was planning a ground water investigation in the vicinity of the former Dry Wells A-E to
determine if the operation of these wells as a domestic sewer leach field had impacted ground water.  Devany said that
Weiss Associates was developing a work plan that would be submitted to the RPMs by the end of the month.  Devany
proposed and the RPMs agreed to a 30-day review of the work plan.

Weiss Associates will
distribute the Dry
Wells A-E Ground
Water
Characterization
Work Plan by the end
of this month.  The
RPMs agreed to
review this work plan
within 30 days of
receipt.

Waste Management
Update

Devany indicated that the thorium source was shipped to NTS on October 8, 2003 and that this shipment is the final
expected shipment of legacy and removal action waste.  Devany noted that the remaining gravel from the Western Dog Pens
and Southwest Trenches overburden was being managed as reusable material.

Gravel Shipments to the
Nevada Test Site

Dias indicated that gravel shipments to NTS would begin on October 29 and be completed in early December.

UCD AREAS

Schedule of
Deliverables

Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson Harza) provided some highlights of the schedule update:  UC Davis had been requested to
provide an approximate date for the ROD.  That tentative date is included in the schedule.  Another schedule highlight is
that, in about two weeks, UC Davis will begin the final revision of the 2002 Annual Water Monitoring Report.  If comments
have not been received by that time, they may not be included in the revision.

Collins stated that we need to tighten up some of the elements on the schedule.  The 45-day time clock for the preparation of
the draft final SWRA is already in effect even though all comments have not been received.

2002 Water Monitoring
Report Comments

UC Davis responses to comments on the 2002 Annual Water Monitoring Report were distributed to the group.  Bold noted
that UC Davis or contractors had initiated some contact with the RWQCB and the US EPA in order to understand and
resolve specific comments.  Draft responses to comments have been prepared and may be revised depending on the
reviewers’ further requests.  The statistical analysis sections of the report have been removed as requested by the US EPA. 
However, in future documents, statistical analysis may be included, depending on the needs and goals of those documents.

RWQCB comments requested development of work plans to optimize the operation of the IRA and to further evaluate the
lateral extent of chromium concentrations in HSU-1.  UC Davis will discuss the schedule for these work plans with the
RWQCB and the RPMs.

Several comments on the annual report were related to storm water monitoring.  The monitoring schedule requires that a
first flush sample be collected in the early part of the rainy season and another sample towards the later part of the rainy
season, ideally February through March.  Oatman stated that all reasonable attempts are made to collect these samples.  In
2002, UC Davis was able to collect a sample in November 2002, but no sample was collected earlier in the year (i.e.,
January to April 2002).  Depending on the timing of the storm, the amount of precipitation and the amount of runoff, it can
be difficult to collect a storm water sample.  Light or even moderate rain may soak into the soil and result in no discharge to

UC Davis will discuss
the schedule of work
plans to optimize the
operation of the IRA
and to further evaluate
the lateral extent of
chromium
concentrations in
HSU-1 with the
RWQCB and the
RPMs.
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Putah Creek.  Direct observations of rainfall conditions and sampling points are made, sometimes multiple times per day,
during storm events.  These observations are recorded in the storm water sampling logbook.  The log shows that direct
observations of sampling points were conducted 15 times during 2002 on 13 days with storm events.  Additional notations
were made on other days regarding weather conditions.  This data showed that, based on observations, there were no
discharges during these storm events prior to November, and therefore no opportunities to collect samples until the storm
event on November 12, 2002.

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for November 19, 2003 at 10:00 a.m. at the Montgomery Watson Harza Walnut Creek office.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS) 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary 
November 19, 2003 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Salem Attiga, EMS  Pamela Henderson, NWT  Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB 
Jeff Bold, MWH  Don Hodge, US EPA  Steven Ross, DTSC 
Patti Collins, US EPA  Chris Lawless, WA  Kathy Setian, US EPA 
Bob Devany, WA  Catherine Luu, DOE-NNSA  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Thomas Dias, NWT  Joe Niland, MWH  Jay Tomlin, DOE-NNSA 
Mike Dresen, WA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Joe Turner, B&C 

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL:    

Announcements Don Hodge (US EPA) indicated that Julie Roth (DSCSOC) and G. Fred Lee (GFL&A) would not be attending today’s 
meeting. 

 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

All agencies approved the draft minutes with changes identified during the meeting except Susan Timm (RWQCB) who 
indicated that she needed additional time.  She indicated that she would call Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) with any 
changes by the end of the week.  She indicated that if she didn’t call within that time period, that the RWQCB had no 
comments.  [Post-meeting note:  The RWQCB had no comments and the draft minutes were approved.] 

 

Review of Action Items UC Davis will verify if land use controls have been implemented at other UC campuses.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) 
stated that no other UC properties have imposed deed restrictions.   He indicated that he was still checking into the process 
to implement land use controls and that he should have some information to share at the next RPM meeting. 

Weiss Associates will distribute the Feasibility Study (FS) scoping package by the end of this month.  Devany 
indicated that the FS scoping package was distributed on October 31. 

DOE will submit the draft applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) for RPM consideration in 
November.  Jay Tomlin (DOE-NNSA) distributed the ARARs at today’s meeting. 

Weiss Associates will distribute the Dry Wells A-E Ground Water Characterization Work Plan by the end of the 
month.  Devany indicated that the subject work plan was distributed on November 3. 

 

UC Davis will provide 
additional information 
regarding the process 
for implementing land 
use controls within the 
UC system at the next 
RPM meeting. 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

UC Davis will discuss the schedule of work plans to optimize the operation of the IRA and to further evaluate the 
lateral extent of chromium concentrations in HSU-1 with the RWQCB and the RPMs.  Oatman said he had discussed 
the schedule with Timm and will present the proposed schedule during the discussion of “UC Davis Schedule of 
Deliverables.” 

UCD AREAS   

Schedule of 
Deliverables 

Oatman said that UC Davis will distribute the revised 2002 Annual Water Monitoring Report in 30 days.  Kathy Setian 
(US EPA) asked whether the Davis South Campus Superfund Oversight Committee’s (DSCSOC) comments had been 
addressed. Hodge responded that he is working with DSCSOC on their responses to comments for this document.  

Oatman provided a brief update on other new items including: 

• Work Plan – Evaluation of Chloroform - November 21, 2003 

• Work Plan – Additional Monitoring Wells - December 12, 2003 

• Revised UC Davis RI – redline/strikeout to US EPA - December 3, 2003 

• Response to Comments – Draft SWRA (DTSC comments) - December 5, 2003 

• Revised SWRA – February 2, 2004 (assuming responses are resolved by December 19, 2003) 

Patti Collins (US EPA) requested that the next RPM meeting be scheduled to allow for the discussion of both UC Davis 
Work Plans to facilitate implementation of this work. 

 

Site-Wide Risk 
Assessment Status 

Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson Harza) reiterated the UC Davis schedule for responding to comments and revising the 
SWRA document.  Tomlin requested clarification regarding the reliability of the revised SWRA due date.  Devany 
expressed concern for the SWRA schedule, as it is due at the same time as the Draft DOE Areas FS.  To resolve the SWRA 
database issues, Setian suggested a teleconference with the US EPA, DOE-NNSA and UC Davis on November 21, 2003 at 
3:00 p.m.  All participants agreed.  Bold will set up the call via e-mail.  [Post-meeting note:  A teleconference was held on 
November 21 and the data issues were resolved.  UC Davis will distribute the teleconference minutes.] 

The US EPA, 
DOE-NNSA and 
UC Davis will hold a 
teleconference on 
November 21, 2003 to 
resolve the SWRA 
database issues. 

DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during November: 

• Awarded new CERCLA completion contract to Weiss Associates. 

• Continued preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report. 

• Prepared investigation report on Nevada Test Site (NTS) gravel shipment contamination incident. 

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during December: 

• Conduct hydropunch field investigation at Dry Wells A-E. 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

• Continue preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report. 

• Submit investigation report to NTS on gravel shipment contamination incident. 

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections. 

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None 

Western Dog Pens 
Gravel Shipment Update 

Thom Dias (New World Technology) indicated that eight shipments of gravel were made on October 29 and NTS identified 
radiological contamination above the NTS release limit in two trailers.  NWT stopped additional shipments at the request of 
NTS.  Diaz noted that available information indicates that the radioactive contamination resulted from residual material 
retained in the trailers from prior, non-LEHR, waste shipments.  He noted that there was no evidence suggesting that the 
gravel was the source of the contamination.  Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) requested information on prior shipment sources and 
disposal sites associated with the contaminated trucks.  Diaz said that NWT was working with the trucking company to 
identify the source of the contaminated material and indicated that preliminary information indicated that the material 
originated at a site in Richmond California.  Pay said that he would be contacting NWT for additional information as it 
becomes available.  Diaz stated that NTS has agreed to resume shipments after a full investigation and corrective action plan 
is approved.  Diaz said that shipments are tentatively scheduled to resume in January. 

 

Feasibility Study 
Scoping 

Tomlin distributed the proposed ARARs for the DOE Areas FS to the RPMs.  He noted that the ARARs were based on 
those used for the previously approved DOE engineering evaluation/cost analysis documents and requested RPM comments 
by December 19, 2003.  Devany stated that it was DOE’s objective to reach an up-front consensus on the FS report content. 
 Devany indicated that the initial focus would be on the remedial action objectives (RAOs), the remedial alternatives and the 
FS table of contents (TOC), and that DOE provided drafts of these items in the FS scoping packet that was distributed on 
October 31.   He noted that DOE intends to submit the draft FS to the RPMs in March 2004.   

Devany noted that the RAOs provided in the FS scoping packet were based on the suggested format supplied by the 
US EPA at the last RPM meeting, the National Contingency Plan (NCP), available risk assessment results, and ARARs.  
Devany indicated that the RAOs related to Putah Creek were included, since the risk assessment indicated that the site 
impacts the creek.  However, based on comments provided by Steve Ross (DTSC), Weiss Associates determined that the 
Putah Creek exposure point concentrations for DOE areas could not be derived, since the risk assessment did not address 
operation unit-specific contributions to overall risk.  Devany added that there was no direct evidence that the DOE areas 
were impacting the creek and that observations suggested that storm water from the DOE areas might not reach the creek.   
DOE agreed to conduct a land survey of the Lift Station-1 discharge area to determine whether storm water from DOE areas 
will reach the creek.  Agreement was reached that a revised RAO for Putah Creek would be developed after the survey is 
complete.  [Post-meeting note:  The survey was completed December 9-10.] 

The flow chart for determining the need for remedial alternatives was discussed.  Oatman indicated that the flow chart did 
not adequately address instances where residual contamination in the vadose zone is contributing to ground water 
contamination and that UC Davis would not take any responsibility for resulting ground water contamination.  Neither DOE 
nor UC Davis could identify whether this issue was fully addressed in the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).  Based on a 
suggestion from Hodge, DOE agreed to propose a remedial alternative for all instances where excess risk exceeded 10-6.  
Based on these points, DOE agreed to revise the flow chart to be consistent with the MOA and resubmit it for further 

 

 

 

 

 

DOE agreed to 
conduct a land survey 
of the Lift Station-1 
discharge area to 
determine whether 
storm water from 
DOE areas will reach 
the creek. 
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ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

discussion. 

Devany presented the DOE-proposed alternatives.  Devany noted that the alternatives were subject to change after the risk 
assessment is complete.  Devany indicated that due to the removal actions and the limited volumes of residual 
contamination, treatment and innovative technologies would not be included as response actions.  Devany indicated that the 
rationale for this would be outlined in the technology screening section of the FS.  Devany noted that the alternatives only 
addressed future ground water impacts if the arrival time of the contamination was predicted to occur within 500 years. 
Setian and Timm agreed that this time frame was acceptable. Setian asked that the arrival time for ground water constituents 
of concern be added to descriptions of the alternatives. 

Devany presented the draft TOC for the FS.  Setian indicated that she thought the TOC was generally consistent with 
guidance, but didn’t see a section where principal threats were identified.  Devany indicated that Section 1.6 would identify 
the environmental impacts and contaminants of concern.  Devany noted that due to the removal activities, principal threats 
probably did not exist and that the NCP did not specifically require the use of this term.  Setian indicated that she would 
provide a fact sheet providing the US EPA definition of a principal threat and requested that the FS cover this topic in some 
way.  She added that the FS should identify and address the US EPA preference for treatment and reduction in toxicity, 
mobility and volume.  Collins indicated that it was essential that the UC Davis and DOE FSs be consistent in their approach 
and content.  She requested that UC Davis review the DOE RAOs and report back on whether they agree with them.  UC 
Davis agreed to review the RAOs. 

A revised FS scoping packet with revised RAOs, remedial decision flow chart, remedial alternatives and TOC will be 
distributed to the RPMs by November 26.  [Post-meeting note:  The revised FS scoping materials were distributed on 
December 11.] 

 

 

 

 

 

UC Davis will review 
the DOE RAOs and 
report back to the 
RPMs on their 
agreement. 

Weiss Associates will 
distribute a revised FS 
scoping packet with 
revised RAOs, 
remedial decision 
flow chart, remedial 
alternatives and TOC 
to the RPMs by 
November 26. 

Dry Wells A-E Ground 
Water Characterization 
Work Plan Review 
Status 

Devany reminded the RPMs that DOE had requested comments on the characterization work plan by December 3, 2003.  

Risk-Based End State 
Vision 

Salem Attiga (Environmental Management Services) presented an overview of the DOE Risk-Based End State Vision for 
the DOE portion of the site.  Attiga indicated that the basis for the Vision was available site-wide risk assessment results and 
land use.  The Vision showed that the removal actions had effectively reduced risk to human health and that as a result, 
DOE was anticipating that no additional remedial action would be required under an industrial land use scenario.  He added 
that any post-closure monitoring would be the responsibility of the DOE Office of Legacy Management. 

 

Neighbors’ Bottled 
Water Program 

Tomlin indicated that DOE would be terminating the neighbors’ bottled water program based on the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry Public Heath Assessment finding that there was no impact on the neighbors’ wells from 
the LEHR site. Tomlin stated that the neighbors would be sent a notice prior to terminating the bottled water program so 
they would have sufficient time to make other arrangements. 

 

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for December 17, 2003 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS)
University of California, Davis

Environmental Restoration Program
Final

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary
December 17, 2003

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman

Meeting Participants:
Jeff Bold, MWH Joe Niland, MWH Susan Timm, RWQCB
Patti Collins, US EPA Brian Oatman, UC Davis Jay Tomlin, DOE-NNSA
Bob Devany, WA Steven Ross, DTSC Joe Turner, B&C
Christine Judal, UC Davis Julie Roth, DSCSOC
G. Fred Lee, GFL&A Kathy Setian, US EPA

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below.

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

GENERAL:

Announcements Susan Timm (RWQCB) indicated she had a new address and telephone number due to her office moving to Rancho
Cordova. Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) agreed to distribute a revised meeting register showing Timm’s and Stephen
Pay’s (DHS/RHB) new contact information.  Jay Tomlin (DOE-NNSA) announced that he would be on leave between
December 18, 2003 and January 5, 2004, and that Catherine Luu (DOE-NNSA) was on leave through January 7, 2004. 
Tomlin indicated that Larry McEwen would be the DOE point-of-contact during his absence.

Approval of Meeting
Minutes

Devany indicated that the draft meeting minutes for the November 19, 2003 RPM meeting would be distributed later in the
week.  Patti Collins (US EPA) indicated that it is helpful to issue the minutes prior to the next RPM meeting.  All parties
agreed.

Julie Roth (DSCSOC) requested that she, G. Fred Lee (G. Fred Lee & Associates) and Mary Rust (DSCSOC) be included in
the distribution of all draft meeting minutes rather than the current practice of distributing the draft minutes only to meeting
participants.  It was agreed that this request would be implemented, and that a dedicated distribution list would be
developed. Devany agreed to distribute a draft list of recipients as part of the revised meeting register.

Review of Action Items UC Davis will provide additional information regarding the process for implementing land use controls within the
UC system at the next RPM meeting.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) has been attempting to contact the UC legal office to get
clarification on the deed restriction process.

The US EPA, DOE-NNSA and UC Davis will hold a teleconference on November 21, 2003 to resolve the Site-Wide
Risk Assessment (SWRA) database issues.  Devany confirmed that the meeting was held as planned and that the database
issues were resolved.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson Harza) indicated that he would distribute minutes for the meeting
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after he received review comments from the participants on the draft that he distributed on December 16.

DOE agreed to conduct a land survey of the Lift Station-1 discharge area to determine whether storm water from
DOE areas will reach Putah Creek.  Devany indicated that the survey was complete and the results would be discussed
later in the meeting.

UC Davis will review the DOE remedial action objectives (RAOs) and report back to the RPMs on their agreement. 
UC Davis will review the DOE RAOs.

Weiss Associates will distribute a revised Feasibility Study (FS) scoping packet with revised RAOs, remedial decision
flow chart, remedial alternatives and table of contents (TOC) to the RPMs by November 26.  Devany indicated that the
revised packet was issued on December 11.

UCD AREAS

Schedule of
Deliverables

The schedule has a few items that are new or have been modified.   The work plan requested by the RWQCB to further
evaluate the chloroform distribution in ground water (see agenda item below) to assist in optimizing the interim remedial
action (IRA) was submitted on November 24, 2003. UC Davis is requesting comments on this work plan as soon as
possible. The RWQCB had also requested a work plan to support installation of additional Hydrostratigraphic Unit (HSU)-1
ground water monitoring wells (see agenda item below) to further refine chromium conditions adjacent to well UCD1-28. 
This work plan for the installation of the two HSU-1 wells is being distributed today.

• Density-Driven Convection (DDC) Pilot Test:  The blower for the expanded DDC system has been replaced and the
expanded system has been up and running for several weeks.  Due to the delay caused by the blower replacement, the
schedule for issuing the status report will be shifted to allow for one full year of expanded operation.

• Draft UC Davis Remedial Investigation:  The initial (final draft) redline/strikeout text was delivered only to the US
EPA on December 5, 2003.  The final document will be published once the US EPA comments have been resolved.

• SWRA:  The schedule for the final SWRA is contingent on resolving the RPMs’ comments by January 2, 2004. 
UC Davis had not received concurrence on their responses to comments from the US EPA and DTSC as of
December 17, 2003.  The US EPA asked about the resolution of recalculating incremental risk.  Bold stated that the
details of the method are being discussed with Dan Stralka (US EPA).  [Post-meeting note:  This issue was resolved
with Kathy Setian (US EPA) on December 19, 2003.]

Work Plan for
Evaluation of Ground
Water Chloroform
Conditions

Bold defined the goal of this investigation, which is to obtain enough data to support an optimal extraction rate for ground
water in the IRA.  The optimal extraction rates should achieve capture of the chloroform plume while pulling down as few
salts and nitrates from HSU-1 as possible.  The key data need for this assessment is to determine the current width of the
chloroform plume.  Bold stated that the hydropunch method has been demonstrated on this site to work well for this
purpose. Collins requested clarification of the rationale for hydropunch locations.  Bold indicated that the proposed
locations were selected to describe the north and south edge of the HSU-2 chloroform plume.  Collins stated that the US
EPA preferred to see additional data on the interior of the plume and to the west of the proposed locations.  Timm 
suggested that one or two additional hydropunch points downgradient of UCD2-48 (in the middle of the plume) would be
helpful to verify the ground water model.  After collecting these additional samples, a decision can be made on whether
there should be additional points. UC Davis agreed to check on access for this location, so that additional hydropunch
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samples could be collected.  Oatman will send an e-mail to the RPMs with the discussed modifications to the work plan
upon receiving approval from the US EPA and RWQCB.  [Post-meeting note:  This e-mail was sent on December 18, 2003
and the RWQCB provided e-mail concurrence of this work on January 14, 2004.]

Work Plan for
Supplemental
Characterization of
Chromium in
Hydrostratigraphic
Unit-1

Collins stated that the US EPA is requesting a 30-day review period for comments to this work plan.  She also requested
clarification on how proposed location UCD1-53 was determined to be the best position for a well, given the inconsistent
distribution of chromium on the site.  Bold stated that, as discussed with the RWQCB, two wells are proposed in locations
upgradient and downgradient of UCD1-28.  The proposed upgradient location is also downgradient from the Old Waste
Water Treatment Plant.  Collins said that if the downgradient well is installed in the current location and the results come up
clean, the US EPA would not be satisfied that this was representative of the line of non-detection.  If preferential pathways
exist in this zone, a single well sited without finding such pathways could miss contacting the contaminant flow.  Before
accepting the placement of these wells, the US EPA would like to see additional lithologic information.  Oatman said that
UC Davis will reevaluate the existing data and will consider an additional cone penetrometer test (CPT) investigation if
existing information is inadequate or inconsistent.  [Post-meeting note: An e-mail with additional discussion of stratigraphy
and revised well locations was sent to the US EPA and RWQCB on December 19, 2003.]

DOE AREAS

Federal Facility
Agreement Compliance

Specific actions taken by DOE during December:

• Conducted hydropunch field investigation at Dry Wells A-E.

• Continued preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report.

• Submitted the investigation report to the Nevada Test Site (NTS) on the gravel shipment contamination incident.

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections.

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during January:

• Complete an internal draft of the DOE Areas FS Report.

• Resume gravel shipments (pending NTS approval).

• Install and sample a monitoring well for the Dry Wells A-E Area.

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections.

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems:

None

Western Dog Pens
Gravel Shipment Update

Tomlin indicated that the gravel shipment contamination investigation report was submitted to NTS on December 8. 
DOE-NNSA, in conjunction with New World Technology, completed the investigation and identified corrective actions. 
The investigation report concluded that LEHR’s gravel was not the source of the radiological contamination and that there
was no environmental releases or personnel contamination associated with the incident.  This information had been provided
to NTS with a request to recommence shipments in early January.  [Post-meeting note:  Gravel shipments resumed on



J:\DOE\4108\132\RPM Minutes\RPMs1203.doc 4

SUBJECT DISCUSSION ACTIONS/
DECISIONS

January 13.]

Building H-292
Radiologic Survey

Tomlin indicated DOE plans to submit the draft survey work plan by late January and that RPM comments would be
requested within two weeks of receipt.  Setian indicated that it is unlikely that the US EPA could respond within two weeks,
since there is only one reviewer at the US EPA for this type of document.  [Post-meeting note:  Pay indicated that he will
need more than two weeks to review the work plan.]

Feasibility Study Ditch Survey Results:  Devany reported that a professional land surveyor conducted a land survey on December 9 and 10,
and a topographic map was produced.  Field observations indicated that the ditch and associated culverts were partially
filled with silt and debris and that the elevation profile would change after maintenance events.  He noted the ditches are
unlined and maintained by Solano County.  Devany indicated that current elevations in the ditch limit, but do not preclude,
the discharge of storm water into Putah Creek.  He noted that model results suggest that discharges to Putah Creek will
generally not occur, but are possible, during sustained rainfall events (e.g., greater than one inch of rain in a 24-hour period).
 Based on these findings, Devany proposed retaining an RAO in the FS to address storm water discharge, since the draft
SWRA has identified elevated risk associated with Putah Creek.  The RAO, “Mitigate potential storm water runoff impacts
to Putah Creek,” was proposed.  There was general agreement by the RPMs that this was an acceptable RAO for the FS.

Revised Scoping Packet:  Devany reviewed the changes that were made to the December 11 revision (Revision B) to the FS
scoping packet.  Devany asked whether UC Davis had had a chance to review the applicability of the DOE-proposed RAOs
in the UC Davis FS based on a request at the last RPM meeting by Collins.  Oatman indicated that they had misunderstood
this request and will need to look into it.   Patti Collins indicated that her goal is to standardize key components of the FS
(e.g., RAOs, figures, etc.), so that the DOE and UC Davis FSs are consistent with respect to their content and format.  She
suggested that the content and format of key figures be jointly developed at this juncture.  DOE and UC Davis agreed to
develop a list of key FS figures by the next RPM meeting.

The importance of understanding the implementability of institutional controls (ICs) at the site was identified as a key issue.
 Steve Ross (DTSC) volunteered to identify and resolve issues associated with implementing ICs at the site.  It was agreed
that Oatman would research the deed recording process, and find a copy of the deed and associated maps/legal
description(s) by December 31, 2003.  Ross agreed to identify the information that will be needed by DTSC.  Ross agreed to
provide the list of clarifying questions 30 days after receiving the deed materials from UC Davis.

Ross indicated that since DOE was likely to select ICs or containment alternatives, that DTSC would like to see contingency
measures to address a failed remedy.  Setian indicated that the US EPA has a preference for not including contingent
remedies, since they are speculative and not necessarily optimized.  Instead, Setian suggested that an optimized remedy
could be developed through a Record of Decision (ROD) amendment.  There was general agreement by DTSC and the
RPMs that a ROD amendment was an acceptable means to address a failed remedy.

Devany presented the revised FS TOC.  Joe Turner (Brown & Caldwell) identified that the TOC did not clearly show a step
to evaluate each alternative to the nine criteria.  Setian stated a preference to organize the description, evaluation and
comparison by area to facilitate review.  As a result, it was agreed to restructure the TOC by area and include subsections on
alternative descriptions, evaluations against the nine criteria and alternative comparisons.

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs):  Devany indicated that DOE had requested RPM
comments on the draft ARARs by December 19, 2003 and that DHS/RHB had provided comments on November 24, 2003. 

The RPMs agreed to
add, “Mitigate
potential storm water
runoff impacts to
Putah Creek,” as an
RAO to the DOE
Areas FS.

DOE and UC Davis
will develop a list of
key FS figures by the
next RPM meeting.

UC Davis will provide
information on how
the deed is registered
with the county before
the end of this
calendar year.  DTSC
will then develop the
questions within 30
days of receiving the
deed materials.

The US EPA,
RWQCB and DTSC
will provide
comments on the
ARARs by January
16, 2004.

DTSC and UC Davis
will check on CEQA
applicability to DOE
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The US EPA, RWQCB and DTSC requested an additional 30 days to comment.

It was agreed that CEQA may apply to the remedial actions.  Ross agreed to talk to Mark Piros of DTSC and Oatman will
check with the UC attorneys on CEQA applicability to remedial actions.

remedial actions.

Dry Wells Ground
Water Investigation
Status

Devany indicated that the CPT/hydropunch portion of the field work was successfully completed on December 16, 2003. 
He indicated that ground water samples were recovered from HSU-1 in two permeable horizons and in HSU 2.  Devany
noted that the permeable horizons and aquitards were laterally continuous in the area investigated.  He indicated that sample
results would be available in late January and that a teleconference would be held at that time to make a decision on the well
completion strategy.  [Post-meeting note:  The analytical laboratory was able to expedite the analysis of the hydropunch
samples and well completion will be discussed at the next RPM meeting.]  Due to time limitations, the planned discussion
on sampling requirements for the new well and existing HSU-2 wells was deferred until the next RPM meeting.

DOE will discuss
ground water
sampling requirements
for the Dry Wells A-E
Area at the next RPM
meeting.

Risk-Based End State
Vision

Tomlin said that DOE had requested comments on the Risk-Based End State Vision document.  UC Davis, RWQCB, DTSC
and US EPA agreed to submit comments on the document by January 16, 2004.

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for January 21, 2004 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office.
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS) 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary 
January 21, 2004 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Jeff Bold, MWH  G. Fred Lee, GFL&A  Dan Spicuzza, NWT 
Bob Devany, WA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Thomas Dias, NWT  Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB  Jay Tomlin, DOE-NNSA 
Christine Judal, UC Davis  Steven Ross, DTSC  Joe Turner, B&C 
Chris Lawless, WA  Kathy Setian, US EPA   

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL:   

Announcements None  

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) stated that DHS/RHB had a concern with the DOE discussion in the November 19 minutes 
indicating that the Feasibility Study (FS) alternatives would only address future ground water impacts if the arrival time of 
the contamination was predicted to occur within 500 years.  Pay noted that this approach might be inconsistent with 10 Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR) 20, Subpart E, which specifies that a 1,000-year timeframe should be used to model post-
closure radiologic doses associated with facilities having a Broad Scope License with the State of California.  Pay indicated 
that since the DOE site may eventually be included in the UC Davis license, that this requirement should be considered.  
Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) said that Weiss Associates would look into this requirement and be prepared to discuss its 
applicability at the next RPM meeting. 

The US EPA, DTSC and RWQCB requested additional time to review the November minutes 

The RWQCB, DTSC and DHS/RHB provided comments on the December 17 meeting minutes.  The minutes were 
approved with these changes. 

Weiss Associates will 
review 10 CFR 20, 
Subpart E 
requirements and 
discuss its 
applicability to the FS 
alternatives at the next 
RPM meeting. 

Review of Action Items DOE and UC Davis will develop a list of key FS figures by the next RPM meeting.  Devany indicated that this topic was 
included in today’s agenda. 

UC Davis will provide information on how the deed is registered with the county before the end of this calendar year. 
DTSC will then develop the questions on whether they can grant use restrictions within 30 days.  Brian Oatman 
(UC Davis) is still working with the UC Davis real estate office to obtain deed information to provide to DTSC.  Additional 
deed information may ultimately be needed, since some downgradient private irrigation wells may require deed restrictions 
limiting domestic use until the ground water clean up goal has been accomplished.  The Record of Decision will set cleanup 

UC Davis will 
continue to work with 
the UC Davis real 
estate office to obtain 
deed information to 
provide to DTSC. 
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standards that would require institutional controls to be in place while the cleanup action is continuing.  But for the time 
being, UC Davis will focus on providing the deed information for on-site wells only.   

Concerning the deed restrictions, Oatman said that he has also checked into whether similar actions or restrictions have been 
employed on other UC Regents’ properties.  He found that it has been done in San Francisco (Mission Bay), at UC 
Riverside, and possibly deed restrictions will be required at the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory.  Since similar 
actions have been taken for other UC properties, the UC attorney believed that restrictions could be approved 
administratively through the UC Office of the President on behalf of the Regents, rather than actually having to go before 
the Regents for approval.  Oatman is continuing to research this approach through the UC attorneys.   

The US EPA, RWQCB and DTSC will provide comments on the applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARARs) by January 16, 2004.  Devany indicated that US EPA and DTSC had provided written comments 
on the proposed ARARs and verbal comments had been received from the RWQCB.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) indicated that 
she would provide written comments soon. 

DTSC and UC Davis will check on California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) applicability to DOE remedial 
actions.  Oatman is also still checking on CEQA requirements, since this is UC Regents’ property.  Jay Tomlin 
(DOE-NNSA) acknowledged that CEQA might be required, although it will depend on the specific alternatives DOE will be 
considering and whether those alternatives require UC Regents’ decisions.  

DOE will discuss ground water sampling requirements for the Dry Wells A-E Area at the next RPM meeting.  See 
“Dry Wells Ground Water Investigation” below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The RWQCB will 
provide written 
comments on the 
ARARs. 

UC Davis will 
research CEQA 
applicability to the 
DOE remedial actions. 

UCD AREAS   

Schedule of 
Deliverables 

Quarterly Water Monitoring Reports:  There has been a change in the schedule for publishing recent quarterly reports.  Due 
to the changeover of contractors, publication of the quarterly reports has been delayed.  UC Davis proposed including the 
summer and fall quarterlies in the 2003 Annual Report, rather than publishing them as separate documents.  There was no 
objection to this proposal. 

Work Plan for Evaluation of Chloroform:  The US EPA and RWQCB comments on the draft work plan were discussed at 
the December 17, 2003 RPM meeting and were addressed in an addendum sent via e-mail on December 18, 2003.   After 
providing the addendum, UC Davis received RWQCB and US EPA approval for the work plan and has scheduled the field 
work for early February.  E-mail copies of UC Davis’ response to US EPA comments were distributed to the RPMs on 
January 20, 2004. 

Work Plan for Supplemental Characterization of Chromium in Hydrostratigraphic Unit (HSU) -1:  The US EPA and 
RWQCB provided comments at the December RPM meeting and the US EPA also e-mailed comments a few days after the 
December meeting.  UC Davis prepared an addendum to the work plan to address these comments.  The addendum was sent 
to the US EPA and RWQCB on December 19, 2003 and distributed to all RPMs on January 20, 2004.  The US EPA 
indicated that they approved of these responses with a few easily achieved modifications.  DTSC will defer to the RWQCB 
to provide comments.  DOE will not provide comments.  G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) indicated that his comments did not 
require a response. 

2002 Annual Water Monitoring Report Comments:  Weiss Associates indicated that they will provide comments on the 
2002 Annual Water Monitoring Report.  UC Davis will incorporate comments and provide revised pages to those who have 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Weiss Associates will 
provide comments on 
the 2002 Annual 
Water Monitoring 
Report. 
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the document. 

2003 Annual Water Monitoring Report:  UC Davis proposes to include the data and discussion of results from field work 
that will be done in February (i.e., the chloroform evaluation discussed above), because this information will impact 
assessments of the ground water characterization and interim remedial action that will be presented in the annual report. 

Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA):  Based on RPM comments, several tables in both the Human Health Risk Assessment 
(Volume 1) and the Ecological Risk Assessment (Volume II) will be revised.  Recalculations are being done that may affect 
the results of the SWRA.  Kathy Setian (US EPA) asked whether the US EPA could get the revised tables (especially those 
that summarized incremental risks) before the document is completed.  Oatman responded that recalculation of the 
incremental risk is the final step in revising the SWRA document, so these tables cannot be provided prior to completion of 
the document.  Jeff Bold (Montgomery Watson Harza) suggested that UC Davis focus on revising all tables for the 
document as soon as possible and issue the tables to the US EPA prior to completing the entire SWRA.  Bold proposed that 
the tables be the top priority and be issued to the US EPA, DTSC and DOE on February 28, 2004, assuming that all 
comments are resolved by January 23, 2004, as shown on the schedule.  Devany noted that this delay in finalizing the 
SWRA has set back the DOE timetable as well. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Montgomery Watson 
Harza will issue 
revised SWRA tables 
on February 28, 2004. 

Supplemental 
Characterization of 
Chromium in HSU-1 
Ground water 

See discussion under “Schedule of Deliverables.”   

DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during January: 

• Conducted Hydropunch®/cone penetrometer test (CPT) field investigation at Dry Wells A-E. 

• Continued preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report. 

• Resumed gravel shipments to the Nevada Test Site (NTS). 

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during February: 

• Continue preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report. 

• Complete the NTS gravel shipment.  

• Install and sample the Dry Wells A-E monitoring well. 

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections. 

Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None 

 

Western Dog Pens Tomlin indicated the gravel shipment resumed during the week of January 12, with a scheduled completion date in early 
February. 
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Gravel Shipment Update 

Building H-292 
Radiological Survey 
Work Plan Status 

Tom Dias (New World Technology) stated that the draft work plan would be submitted to the RPMs for review on February 
9 and that comments were requested within 30 days.  He indicated that New World Technology expected to begin the 
survey on March 22.  It was noted that the time between the submittal of the RPM comments and the commencement of the 
survey was too short and DOE agreed to revise the survey start dated to allow a reasonable amount of time for resolution of 
the RPM comments.  It was agreed that the US EPA, DHS/RHB and UC Davis would review the plan.  Dan Spicuzza (New 
World Technology) gave an overview of the survey approach.  He indicated that the modeling had been performed using 
RESRAD Build to develop activities for the isotopes of concern corresponding to a 10 millirem per year total effective dose 
equivalent. Pay noted that modeled values were greater than the DOE Order 5400.5 release limits, and that since those levels 
had been previously achieved at the site, using the modeled values might not meet the as-low-as-reasonably-achievable 
standard.  The US EPA added that a dose-to-risk conversion calculation would also be needed.  DOE agreed to evaluate the 
use of the DOE Order 5400.5 release limits as MARSSIM derived concentration guideline levels, and either modify the 
work plan or hold a meeting with the DHS/RHB and US EPA to discuss an alternative approach.  Pay also indicated that 
DHS/RHB would expect that a more limited survey (e.g., Class III) be conducted on the walls of the building. 

DOE will evaluate the 
use of the DOE 
Order 5400.5 release 
limits as MARSSIM 
derived concentration 
guideline levels, and 
either modify the 
work plan or hold a 
meeting with the 
DHS/RHB and US 
EPA to discuss an 
alternative approach. 

Feasibility Study Revised Table of Contents:  Devany indicated that the FS table of contents had been revised to integrate the description and 
evaluation of alternatives by area.  Setian requested that the description of contaminants and other characterization issues 
also be integrated to facilitate the review.  DOE agreed to this format.  Devany noted that the table of contents had also been 
modified to include a section on current and future land use and federal ARARs, and that natural attenuation had been 
removed as a response action. 

Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs):  Devany indicated that DOE was still waiting for input from UC Davis on whether 
they would follow the general format and content of the DOE-proposed RAOs.  Oatman stated that UC Davis was not 
prepared to make a final commitment to the table of contents format or the RAOs, since there are differences between the 
sites and the regulatory orders (i.e., Administrative Order on Consent).  Bold indicated that, in his experience, numerical 
clean up goals would be established as an RAO.  Devany stated that the preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) were being 
used in this respect.  Setian questioned whether a site-specific cleanup standard would be more appropriate.  Setian 
contacted Dan Stralka (US EPA) by telephone and he confirmed that the PRGs were an appropriate RAO as a cleanup 
standard for unrestricted use. 

Devany noted that DOE is waiting for feedback from Patti Collins (US EPA) on the DOE-proposed ecological RAO. 

ARARs:  Devany indicated that DOE was reviewing comments received from the US EPA, DTSC and DHS/RHB, and that 
verbal comments from the RWQCB were being adopted.  Timm said that she had reviewed the US EPA’s position on the 
state’s anti-degradation policy and that the RWQCB disagrees with the US EPA interpretation.  Devany indicated that DOE 
would issue responses to comments and revised ARARs prior to issuing the draft FS. 

Key DOE/UC Davis Report Figures:  Devany presented the following preliminary list of figures to be used in the DOE and 
UC Davis FS Reports: 

• Site-Wide Risks/Hazards 
• Constituent of Concern Selection Process (flow chart) 
• Initial Screening of Technologies and Process Options  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The US EPA will 
provide feedback on 
the DOE-proposed 
ecological RAO. 

DOE will issue 
responses to 
comments and revised 
ARARs prior to 
issuing the draft FS. 
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• Evaluation of Process Options 
• Flow Chart for Determining Remedial Alternatives  
• Excavation Boundaries 

There was general agreement by the regulators that these were a reasonable list of figures.  Bold stated that there should be a 
figure identifying areas containing imported soil fill in the FS.  Devany stated that this information was contained in the 
confirmation reports, and that Weiss Associates would see if there was a practical way to incorporate this information in the 
FS. 

Hexavalent Chromium Soil Background:  Devany presented data showing that it was likely that the existing hexavalent 
chromium reference background data set was biased low.  He indicated that these data were generated in early 1997 and the 
analytical laboratory changed its procedures in October 1997 to an EPA-approved method.  In general, available data 
suggest that the background reference data for hexavalent chromium is about 10 times too low.  Devany suggested that 
additional data be collected to confirm this finding.  The US EPA requested that DOE submit a sampling plan to resolve this 
issue.  

 

 

 

 

DOE will develop a 
sampling plan to 
resolve the hexavalent 
chromium soil 
background issues. 

Dry Wells Ground 
Water Investigation  

Devany presented the results of the Hydropunch®/CPT investigation at the dry wells.  He indicated that the ground water 
analytical data only showed potentially above background concentrations for mercury at about 47.5 feet in one 
Hydropunch® sample near the dry wells and for molybdenum for five of the six Hydropunch® samples.  Devany noted that 
the 47.5-foot sample containing mercury had not been filtered and the results were qualified.  Devany presented a 
hydrogeologic interpretation showing that the CPT results suggested the presence of two zones of permeable material that 
were laterally continuous within HSU-1 within the area of investigation.  One zone was found between about 50 and 55 feet 
below ground surface (bgs) and the other unit was between about 60 and 70 feet bgs.   Devany recommended installing a 
well between 50 and 55 feet, since this is the shallowest saturated zone near the wells and mercury may be present in ground 
water.  Timm indicated that she was concerned that the proposed well would be dry for a portion of the year and needed 
more time to make a decision.  Bold noted that most of the HSU-1 wells had 15-ft screens and were slightly deeper.  Setian 
requested that the sampling and CPT results be sent to TechLaw for review, and suggested that Timm contact them.  It was 
agreed that DOE and the RWQCB would discuss this issue further to reach resolution. [Post-meeting note:  Agreement to 
screen the well between 58 and 73 feet bgs was reached on February 2, 2004.] 

The issue of possibly sampling existing HSU-2 monitoring wells down gradient of the dry well remained open.  Weiss 
Associates requested a copy of historical down gradient ground water monitoring data and agreed to discuss it with the 
RPMs at the next meeting.  

UC Davis will provide 
historical well level 
information on HSU-1 
wells in the Dry Wells 
area to determine the 
frequency of when 
these wells are dry. 

 

 

 

Weiss Associates will 
discuss HSU-2 
sampling at the next 
RPM meeting. 

Risk-Based End State 
Vision Document 
Comments 

Tomlin indicated that comments from UC Davis, DTSC and DSCSOC on the Risk-Based End State Vision document were 
being reviewed, but he had not received any comments from the US EPA and RWQCB.  He noted that the next draft of the 
document would be submitted to DOE Headquarters by February 1. 

 

Office of Legacy 
Management Update 

Tomlin noted that the plans for transitioning the project to the Office of Legacy Management (OLM) at the end of fiscal 
year 2005 were being developed, and that it is likely that a representative from the OLM will attend an upcoming RPM 
meeting and brief the RPMs on the transition process and OLM’s future plans for the project. 

 

The next RPM meeting is scheduled for March 3, 2004 at 10:00 a.m. at the Montgomery Watson Harza Walnut Creek office. 
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Environmental Restoration Program 
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Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary 
March 3, 2004 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Jeff Bold, Geomatrix  Chris Lawless, WA  Dan Spicuzza, NWT 
Patricia Berry, DOE-NNSA  G. Fred Lee, GFL&A  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Patti Collins, US EPA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Jay Tomlin, DOE-NNSA 
Bob Devany, WA  Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB  Joe Turner, B&C 
Thomas Dias, NWT  Steven Ross, DTSC   
Christine Judal, UC Davis  Kathy Setian, US EPA   

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL:   

Announcements Jay Tomlin (DOE-NNSA) announced that there were several DOE personnel changes:  Eric Camaddo will be replacing Joe 
Wong as the grants administrator, and Catherine Luu will be moving to the Department of Transportation.  Tomlin 
introduced Patricia Berry as the new DOE-NNSA person supporting the project.  

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) announced that Dolores Loll was on maternity leave through August and that Chris 
Lawless would be filling in for her. 

Jeff Bold (Geomatrix) indicated that he and Joe Niland had recently joined Geomatrix Consultants and that they would be 
continuing to support UC Davis in a project management capacity.  Bold added that Montgomery Watson Harza would 
complete the site-wide risk assessment.  Bold said that he would distribute his contact information via e-mail when it is 
available. 

 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

The draft November minutes were approved without changes. 

The DOE, DHS/RHB, and DTSC provided comments on the January 21, 2004 minutes.   Tomlin identified some action 
items mentioned in the “Discussion” that were not identified as “Actions.”  Steve Pay (DHS/RHB) requested that in the 
Approval of Meeting Minutes Section, “NRC License” be changed to “Broad Scope License with the State of CA”.  Pay 
also requested that the minutes reflect that DHS provided written comments on ARARS, not verbal.  Steve Ross (DTSC) 
stated that his comment on page 2 should say, “DTSC will defer to the RWQCB to provide comments”, rather than not 
providing comments. With these changes the minutes were approved. 
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Review of Action Items DOE Action Items:   

Weiss Associates will review 10 CFR 20, Subpart E requirements and discuss its applicability to the Feasibility Study 
(FS) alternatives at the next RPM meeting.  Devany indicated that this item was included in the agenda. 

DOE will evaluate the use of the DOE Order 5400.5 release limits as MARSSIM-derived concentration guideline 
levels, and either modify the work plan or hold a meeting with the DHS/RHB and US EPA to discuss an alternate 
approach.  Tomlin indicated that this item was included in the agenda. 

The US EPA will provide feedback on the DOE-proposed ecological Remedial Action Objective (RAO).  The US EPA 
indicated that they expected to provide feedback on this matter later in the week.  [Post-meeting note:  The US EPA 
provided revised language for this RAO and DOE accepted it on March 5, 2004). 

DOE will issue responses to comments and revised ARARs prior to issuing the draft FS. Devany indicated that the 
comment responses and ARARs revision were being reviewed.  

DOE will develop a sampling plan to resolve the hexavalent chromium soil background issue.  Devany indicated that a 
sampling plan was being developed.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) expressed a concern that a revised background for 
hexavalent chromium might change the results of the site-wide risk assessment (SWRA).  It was agreed to proceed with the 
SWRA using the existing background data.  Kathy Setian (US EPA) noted that if a change is precipitated due to new data, 
that DOE will have to deal with it in their own documents. 

UCD Action Items:  

Oatman has had more discussion with the UC Davis Office of Resource Management and Planning concerning 
records of all property boundaries, parcel numbers, and ownership records.  Ross requested a copy of the deed or legal 
description of the LEHR property.  Oatman will continue to pursue this issue with RMP and Solano County Planning. 

Attorney’s Office/CEQA.  UC Davis assumes that DOE will complete the required CEQA documents.   

UC Davis provided the requested groundwater chemistry data to DOE.  The water level issue was resolved, so the 
water level data was not needed by the RWQCB.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The RPMs agreed to 
proceed with the 
SWRA using the 
existing hexavalent 
chromium background 
data. 

UCD AREAS   

Schedule of 
Deliverables 

2003 Annual Water Monitoring Report and the DDC Pilot Study Report.   These documents have a parallel schedule; both 
are due on May 1.   

Winter 2004 Quarterly will be issued after the 2003 Annual Water Monitoring Report.   

Draft Final UC Davis RI has been reviewed by the US EPA, RWQCB, and DTSC.  UC Davis has received comments from 
the US EPA.  Based on requests from other RPMs, the US EPA comments will be distributed to all RPMs, with the 
understanding that the revised document has not been provided to everyone.   

Revised SWRA  DOE and UCD resolved database issues February 9.  As agreed, the 45-day revision clock was set from 
this date, requiring that UC Davis produce the revised document by March 24, 2004. 

Proposed distribution list for the SWRA:  UC Davis would like everyone to know that a CD version of this document is 
available for anyone who can use an electronic version rather than a paper copy.  UC Davis surveyed the attendees of the 
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call for their preference of format (hard copy or CD) for the SWRA.  

G. Fred Lee (GFL&A) asked about results on the low-level mercury study. 

Status of UC Davis Field Work: 

Chloroform Hydropunch Investigation 

The chloroform hydropunch investigation was begun on February 4, 2004.  The first north-south transect was completed 
along Equine Road.  The east-west transect on unpaved surfaces has not yet been completed, due to poor weather conditions 
(wet soils and the 20 Ton weight of the rig). 

Installation of 2 new HSU-1 wells: 

Well installation was initiated on February 12 and 13, 2004.  These wells are installed inside the LTPS pastures which were 
very soft even though it had not rained for several weeks.  One of the support vehicles got stuck during the first day.  
Damage to the pastures that happened during the fieldwork will be repaired after they dry.  Well installation is complete, but 
the well development could not be accomplished.  To avoid additional pasture damage, wells will be developed following 2 
weeks of dry weather.  These wells will be sampled quarterly beginning in the Spring quarter.  

UCD will distribute 
the results of the Low 
Level Mercury 
Sampling to the 
RPMs. 

DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during February: 

• Installed and sampled monitoring well UCD1-54. 

• Continued preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report. 

• Completed gravel shipments. 

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during March: 

• Continue preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report. 

• Review pre-draft of SWRA.  

• Evaluate sampling data from UCD1-54. 

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections. 

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None 

 

Western Dog Pens 
Gravel Shipment Update 

Tom Dias (NWT) indicated that the gravel shipments were resumed on January 12, 2004 and the shipments were 
successfully completed on February 19, 2004. 
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Building H-292 Survey 
Work Plan Status 

Dias indicated that the draft work plan was sent out by mail on February 27, 2004.  Pay requested a copy of the RESRAD-
Build program output. He indicated that he was getting slightly different numbers. Dan Spicuzza  (NWT) said that he would 
send the model output file to DHS.  Dias indicated that the work plan used the DOE Order 5400.5 authorized release limits 
as the DCGLs.  Dias requested comments from UC Davis, DHS/RHB and US EPA by April 2, 2004. 

NWT will provide 
DHS with the 
RESRAD-Build 
output file. 

Feasibility Study FS Schedule 

Devany indicated that assuming the SWRA results were available by March 10, that the draft DOE FS would be issued to 
the RPMs on April 29 [Post-meeting note: The draft FS will be submitted to the RPMs on May 20 due to delays in the 
SWRA]. 

CEQA Process 

Devany indicated that DOE needs input form UC Davis on the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to complete 
the FS since they are the lead agency for CEQA.  He indicated that DOE is recommending integrating the CEQA and NEPA 
evaluation in the FS.  Oatman agreed to arrange a call with the UC Davis CEQA group to discuss the path forward. 

1,000 year Decommissioning Standard 

Devany indicated that the designated modeling presented in the FS demonstrated that future exposure to residual radioactive 
material in LEHR soils would result in a dose of less than 4 mrem/yr after 500 yrs.  He indicated that this finding indicated 
that the decommissioning standard, 10 CFR 20.1401 Subpart E, was not an issue for the FS.  Pay indicated that he agreed 
with this conclusion.  Setian added that the FS should provide a justification for the 500-yr ground water impact threshold. 

 

Dry Wells Ground 
Water Investigation 

Devany indicated that DOE had successfully installed UCD1-54 on February 10 between a depth of 58 and 73 ft and 
collected samples on February 13.  He indicated that sample results would be available by mid-March. 

Devany presented historic sampling data for down gradient HSU-2 monitoring wells UCD2-7 and UCD2-36.  Devany 
added that more than 20 samples had been collected in each of these wells for dry well constituents of potential concern.  
Devany indicated that based on the historic monitoring data that chromium levels were elevated in UCD2-7 but the source 
of the chromium was not clear.  Devany indicated that DOE recommended no changes in the current monitoring plan for 
these HSU-2 monitoring wells. The RPMs agreed to evaluate the data from UCD1-54 and to re-evaluate the HSU-2 
monitoring requirement at that time. 

Weiss will discuss the 
data from UCD1-54 at 
the next RPM 
meeting. 

Risk-Based End State 
Vision 

Tomlin stated that the Risk-Based End State (RBES) Vision was submitted to headquarters on February 2.  No feedback 
from headquarter has been received, therefore, no further action will be taken by DOE on the RBES at this time. A link to 
the website where the document is posted was forwarded to the RPMs. Responses to RPM comments were issued on 
February 24. 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for April 15 at 10:00 A.M. at the Brown and Caldwell office in Walnut Creek. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS) 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary 
April 15, 2004 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Jeff Bold, Geomatrix  G. Fred Lee, GFL&A  Steven Ross, DTSC 
Patricia Berry, DOE-NNSA  Larry McEwen, DOE-NNSA  Larry Swearengin, NWT 
Patti Collins, US EPA  Joe Niland, Geomatrix  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Bob Devany, WA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Jay Tomlin, DOE-NNSA 
Christine Judal, UC Davis  Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB  Joe Turner, B&C 

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL:   

Announcements New World Technology (NWT) has a new project manager:  Larry Swearengin (larrys@newworld.org) will be replacing 
Tom Dias.  

Jay Tomlin (DOE-NNSA) indicated that John Wood (510-637-1640) was now managing DOE grants. 

 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that Kathy Setian had notified him in advance and had no comments on the draft 
minutes.  The draft March minutes were approved by Steve Ross (DTSC) and Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) with changes 
discussed during the teleconference. Patti Collins (US EPA) requested a copy of the minutes and Susan Timm (RWQCB) 
indicated that she would contact Devany if she had any additional comments.  [Post-meeting note:  Collins and Timm had 
no additional comments and the minutes were approved]. 

Collins requested that 
the draft RPM 
meeting minutes for 
April 15 be submitted 
to the RPMs by April 
28. 

Review of Action Items DOE Action Items:   

New World Technology will submit non-default RESRAD-Build input parameters to DHS.   Pay indicated that he had 
received the input parameters. 

DOE indicated that it would summarize the ground water sampling data from UCD1-54 at the next RPM meeting.  
Devany indicated that this item was included in the April 15 agenda. 

UCD Action Item:  

Distribute the results for low-level mercury sampling to the RPMs.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) stated that the results of 
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this study will be distributed via e-mail and letter this afternoon. [Post-meeting note:  The results were issued on 
April 15, 2004.] 

UCD AREAS   

Schedule of 
Deliverables 

2003 Annual Water Monitoring Report (AWMR):  The AWMR will still be distributed on May 1, 2004.  However, UC 
Davis was attempting to incorporate the HSU-2 chloroform study (item 5) into the 2003 AWMR.  As discussed in the 
March RPMs meeting, we needed dry weather to complete the hydropunch program and we were able to complete this work 
on April 12.  The results for the hydropunch samples will be received next week.  This does not allow sufficient time to 
complete the data validation and develop the text and tables needed to include this study in the 2003 AWMR. Therefore, the 
results of the Evaluation of Chloroform--Hydropunch sampling and the DDC System Summary Report will each be issued 
as a separate appendix to the 2003 AWMR in mid-June. 

Evaluation of Chloroform:  See above (will be provided as an appendix to the 2003 AWMR) 

Well Installation Report:  The new wells will be developed in the next few days.  A sample will be collected from these 
wells after development and they will also be included in the next quarterly sampling. 

System Summary Report for Expanded DDC Pilot Test:  Data that was collected in January 2004 is just being validated, and 
this report will be issued as an appendix to the 2003 AWMR.  

Final UC Davis Remedial Investigation (RI) Report:  UC Davis is resolving the final US EPA comments and expects to 
complete this process by April 27.  The RPMs will receive the Final RI documents for review four weeks following 
resolution of US EPA comments—approximately May 25. 

Site Wide Risk Assessment Response to Comments:  The Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) was provided to the US EPA 
on March 24, 2004 as planned.  The Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) was delayed one week and was distributed on 
March 31, 2004.  Collins advised that the US EPA finds the March 24, 2004 draft ERA unreviewable in the current form.   
Collins requested that the two parts of the SWRA (ecological and human health) be split on the schedule so that different 
dates can be tracked for comment resolution and document revision.  Tomlin also requested more detail and integration in 
the schedule.  He was concerned that the SWRA delays are impacting DOE’s schedule and DOE has no information as to 
when the SWRA will be finalized. Larry McEwen (DOE-NNSA) said that DOE was very concerned about the continued 
delay on the SWRA and asked for clarification from the US EPA on reasons why we could be so far along in the process 
and have a SWRA document that can’t be reviewed.  McEwen also requested that the US EPA provide their review and 
comments regarding DOE areas first, and if possible, to focus on the Eastern Dog Pens.  His concern is that DOE has been 
preparing a draft FS document that is scheduled to be submitted to the RPMs on May 20, 2004.  Resolution of the SWRA is 
important for the preparation of the DOE FS, so he requested that the US EPA provide comments on the DOE sections (9, 
15, 16, 17).   

Collins responded by saying that comments on the entire SWRA would be provided by the US EPA to UC Davis, who 
prepared the document.  Collins stated that problems with the document are UC Davis’ responsibility, not the US EPA’s.  
The US EPA stated that the ERA, as received, could not be reviewed.  The US EPA provided specific issues regarding the 
disapproval of Volume 2 in a letter to UC Davis, dated April 13, 2004.  Collins suggested that DOE should address their 
concerns regarding the document and the review schedule with UC Davis.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

UC Davis will revise 
the schedule to track 
HHRA and ERA 
separately and to 
provide additional 
information on the 
SWRA progress, once 
details are worked out 
with input from the 
US EPA. 

UC Davis, the US 
EPA, and DOE will 
conference after this 
meeting in order to 
develop a plan to 
revise the SWRA.  
[Post-meeting note:  
This telephone 
conference was held 
on April 15, followed 
by email on April 16, 
which defined 
revisions of tables, 
figures and text that 
will assist the US EPA 
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At this point, Oatman requested further clarification from the US EPA on what they need in order to complete the document 
review.  Collins indicated that information contained in the text, figures, and tables is inconsistent, and that the path forward 
needs to be proposed by UC Davis.  Oatman said that he has not had sufficient time to study the issue and come up with a 
plan, but UC Davis is ready to make reasonable changes to keep the document schedule on track.  Tomlin reiterated that the 
schedule needs to be developed that realistically reflects the plan of action.  Oatman agreed to provide a detailed schedule 
after the plan is laid out. 

in reviewing the 
Ecological sections of 
the SWRA.] 

DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during March: 

• Reviewed the pre-draft of the SWRA. 

• Continued preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report. 

• Collect hexavalent chromium background samples. 

• Sampled offsite soil to evaluate it for potential use as backfill in the former Western Dog Pens area. 

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during April: 

• Continue preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report. 

• Evaluate sampling data from UCD1-54. 

• Evaluate hexavalent chromium background sample results. 

• Begin the Building H-292 survey. 

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections. 

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None 

 

Feasibility Study (FS) FS Schedule 

Devany indicated that DOE had planned to submit the draft FS to the RPMs on May 20 but the US EPA’s disapproval of the 
ecological risk assessment would likely delay that date.  Devany indicated that DOE’s schedule would be revised once the 
plan for completing the SWRA is established by the US EPA and UC Davis. 

Decommissioning Material Disposal Moratorium 

Tomlin indicated that DOE is evaluating the applicability of California’s moratorium on disposal of decommissioning waste 
in Class III and unclassified landfills under a scenario of leaving the Eastern Dog Pens (EDP) curbs, gravel and asphalt in 
place.  Tomlin indicated that the State Water Resources Control Board and the RWQCB have the authority to impose the 
moratorium.  Tomlin indicated that the moratorium might not apply since DOE’s evaluation showed that there were no 

 

 

 

 

 

The RWQCB will 
provide a legal 
opinion on the 
applicability of the 
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ground water impacts associated with leaving the EDPs in place, and the pens would not be significantly disturbed prior to 
capping.  Tomlin also indicated that moratorium does not apply to decommissioned material already in place.  Timm 
indicated that she would ask for an opinion on this matter from a RWQCB attorney. 

moratorium for the 
EDP materials. 

Hexavalent Chromium 
Background 

Devany indicated that Weiss had collected 22 soil samples at the established background locations on March 29.  He said 
that a preliminary evaluation of the sampling results indicates that the hexavalent chromium background range is higher than 
previously determined.  He indicated that data validation was in progress and that a summary of the final results would be 
distributed by e-mail during the week of April 26. 

DOE will distribute a 
summary of the final 
results via e-mail 
during the week of 
April 26.  

Dry Wells Ground 
Water Investigation  

Devany indicated that the UCD1-54 was sampled on February 13, and that the full-suite sampling results were generally 
consistent with background concentrations.  Devany noted that molybdenum, sodium and potassium were detected at 
concentrations above background but well below the MCL, when applicable.  Devany indicated that UCD1-54 would be 
sampled for Dry Well Area contaminants of potential concern (i.e., chromium, hexavalent chromium, mercury, 
molybdenum, silver, cesium-137 and strontium-90) for the next three consecutive quarters and for full suite analyses during 
the summer quarter.  Devany indicated the DOE recommends no change to the UC Davis plan for continued semi-annual 
sampling for chromium at UCD2-7 and UCD2-36.  Timm and the other RPMs agreed with this recommendation. 

 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for June 8 at 10:00 A.M. at the Brown and Caldwell office in Walnut Creek. 
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Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary 
June 15, 2004 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Jeff Bold, Geomatrix  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Julie Roth, DSCSOC 
Patti Collins, US EPA  Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB  Jeff Short, DOE-OLM 
Bob Devany, WA  Jane Powell, DOE-OLM  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Christine Judal, UC Davis  Steven Ross, DTSC  Jay Tomlin, DOE-NNSA 
G. Fred Lee, GFL&A  Kathy Setian, US EPA  Joe Turner, B&C 
Joe Niland, Geomatrix  Larry Swearengin, NWT   

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL   

Announcements Jay Tomlin (DOE-NNSA) said that Jeff Short and Jane Powell were participating in today’s call as representatives of the 
DOE Office of Legacy Management (DOE-OLM).  Tomlin indicated that DOE-OLM would be responsible for the long-
term oversight for DOE areas of LEHR after the transition from DOE-NNSA is completed by October 2005.  Short added 
that the LM-50 is a division of OLM and agreed to provide an organizational chart for DOE-OLM.  Patti Collins (US EPA) 
asked whether the October 2005 transition corresponded to a completion stage in DOE’s cleanup.  Tomlin indicated the 
DOE-NNSA expected to complete the CERCLA Record of Decision by that time. 

DOE-OLM will 
provide their 
organizational chart. 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

Steve Ross (DTSC), Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB), Kathy Setian (US EPA) and Susan Timm (RWQCB) approved the draft 
minutes without changes.  Collins indicated that she would submit written comments by e-mail when her review was 
complete. [Post-meeting note:  Collins submitted a change to the minutes via e-mail on June 30, 2004.  With this change, the 
minutes were approved]. 

 

Review of Action Items DOE Action Items: 

DOE will provide a summary of the final results of the hexavalent chromium background sampling by e-mail during 
the week of April 26.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that an e-mail had been distributed to the RPMs on June 
10 and that there would be additional discussion on this topic later in the meeting.  He said that re-analysis of the laboratory 
matrix spike samples had delayed the evaluation of hexavalent chromium results. 
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UC Davis Action Items:  

UC Davis will revise the Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA) schedule to track Human Health Risk Assessment 
(HHRA) and Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) progress separately and provide additional information on progress. 
 UC Davis is tracking the SWRA volumes separately in the updated schedule provided at this meeting.  UC Davis has sent 
information by e-mails to RPMs on the due dates for comments to the two volumes.  

A conference call will be conducted among DOE, the US EPA and UC Davis to discuss the necessary revisions to the 
ERA.  A conference call was completed on April 15, followed by e-mail correspondence and meetings over several weeks 
to define the appropriate revisions to the document. 

RWQCB Action Item: 

DOE requested that the RWQCB provide a legal opinion on the applicability of the disposal moratorium 
(Moratorium) for radiological facility decommissioning waste on future actions at the Eastern Dog Pens (EDPs).  
Timm indicated that she has contacted an attorney and other appropriate personnel at the RWQCB.  Timm said that her 
research indicates that leaving any EDP radiological material in place or incorporating it in a future cap will probably not be 
an issue from the perspective of the Moratorium requirements.  Timm added that the EDP situation was a special case and, 
as such, the RWQCB could not provide a final opinion on the applicability of the Moratorium at this time. Ross said that 
this issue might be covered under the land use covenant. It seems to him that the primary concerns will ultimately be 
managed under land use restrictions.  DHS will be responsible for the promulgation of the rule.  At this point, it is an 
Executive Order issued by the previous governor.  Ross will forward an e-mail to the RPM group (that he had previously 
sent to Timm) on this issue. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ross will forward an 
e-mail on the EDPs to 
the RPM group. [Post 
meeting note: Ross 
forwarded the subject 
e-mail on June 15]. 

UCD AREAS   

Schedule of 
Deliverables 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

UC Davis Schedule Items: 

Annual Water Monitoring Report (AWMR):  AWMR comments are due July 1.  Some appendices for the report are 
still outstanding (DDC and Evaluation of Chloroform).  Timm said she will need an extension.  Collins asked whether 
the due date for comments for the 2003 Annual could be extended to July 31, to allow time to review the remaining 
appendices.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) agreed.  Devany requested an update on DOE comments that were sent in for 
the 2002 Annual Water Monitoring Report.  Devany indicated that the comments identified potential errors in fact that 
should be corrected in the Administrative Record.  Joe Turner (B&C)  responded that a letter will be prepared for UC 
Davis to send out with a response to those comments. 

Winter Quarterly Monitoring Report: This report will be provided by the week of July 5.  The quarterlies are issued as 
“final” and do not require comments by the agencies. 

Schedule Items 5 through 7:  Items 5 (Evaluation of Chloroform), 6 (New Chromium Monitoring Well Installation 
Report), and 7 (Extended DDC Pilot Test Report) are appendices to the 2003 Annual Water Monitoring Report and will 
be provided to RPMs by June 28. 

Remedial Investigation (RI) Report: Publication of the Final RI Report has been on hold due to recent emphasis on 

 

UC Davis will issue a 
letter responding to 
DOE comments on the 
2002 AWMR. 
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revising the SWRA.  UC Davis is completing the responses to comments for the RI, and the final report will be 
provided to RPMs by August 16. 

Risk assessment (RA): Ecological risk assessment (ERA) comments are due by August 27, although UC Davis would 
like to get comments by Aug 6, providing RPMs can expedite their review and comments.  This will enable UC Davis 
to develop an accelerated revision schedule, so that the final draft can be provided by the end of September. 

Feasibility Study (FS): If the expedited schedule is achieved for the ERA, the screening of the FS alternatives can be 
accomplished in Fall 2004. 

 

 

 

 

DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during May-June: 

• Continued preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report 

• Evaluated hexavalent chromium background sample results 

• Completed the Building H-292 survey 

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during July: 

• Continue preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report 

• Complete the Animal Hospital 1 (AH-1) and Cobalt-60 field surveys 

• Transfer site buildings (excludes AH-1 and H-292) to UC Davis 

• Work with UC Davis to establish facility end-state conditions 

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections 

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None 

 

Building Surveys H-292 

Larry Swearengin (NWT) indicated that the Building H-292 survey was complete and that no contamination was present.  
He indicated that a draft survey report would be issued to the RPMs in July. 

AH-1 

Swearengin indicated that the AH-1 survey would be conducted during the week of June 21.  Pay indicated that he plans to 
conduct an independent partial survey on June 24.  Pay indicated that he would be sending out a letter of concurrence on the 
AH-1 survey work plan. 
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Cobalt-60 Field 

Swearengin said that the draft work plan was issued on June 14 and that comments were requested by July 2.  Ross 
requested that a final report for all areas be sent to DTSC. 

 

DOE will send final 
survey reports to 
DTSC. 

Building Transfer Tomlin indicated that DOE is moving ahead with the transfer of LEHR buildings to UC Davis.  He indicated that a letter 
had been sent to UC Davis and the US EPA on May 18 requesting the identification of any issues or concerns pertaining to 
the building transfer.  Setian indicated that the US EPA will issue a response to the letter by June 18.  [Post-meeting note:  
The US EPA sent a response on June 25, 2004 indicating that they had no further concerns.]  Tomlin indicated that DOE 
plans to transfer all buildings, except AH-1 and H-292, during the initial transfer.  AH-1 and H-292 will be transferred after 
the radiological surveys and associated reports have been finalized.   

The US EPA will 
issue a response to 
DOE’s letter dated 
May 18 by June 18. 

Feasibility Study (FS) Current Process 

Devany said that DOE was currently revising the contaminants of concern (COCs) selection flow chart based on US EPA 
and UC Davis comments.  This chart is intended to illustrate the process of evaluating risk estimate information from the 
SWRA and identify COC requiring the development of remedial alternatives in the FS.  Devany indicated that a key part of 
DOE’s approach on completing the FS is to continue providing the RPMs with advance copies of key tables, figures and 
text for discussion purposes prior to issuing the draft FS. 

Risk Management 

Devany indicated that a key step in selection of COCs for the FS is to take the findings of the SWRA and evaluate their 
realistic impacts using inputs such as spatial distribution, data issues, and toxicological uncertainty, and then use 
professional judgment to eliminate any extraneous COCs.  Devany proposed a meeting with the US EPA and UC Davis 
during the week of July 12 and then conducting a risk management discussion with all RPMs during the week of July 26.  
Setian indicated that she would check on the availability of US EPA risk assessment staff and send an e-mail to Devany so 
that he could schedule the mid-July meeting.  [Post-meeting note:  The meeting was held on July 15.]  An RPM meeting was 
scheduled on July 28 to facilitate the all-hands risk management discussion. 

FS Schedule 

Devany indicated that DOE planned to submit the draft FS to the RPMs on September 22 and requested comments by 
October 22. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DOE will schedule a 
risk management 
meeting after schedule 
input from the 
US EPA is received. 

 

Hexavalent Chromium 
Background 

Devany indicated that Weiss had collected 22 soil samples at the established background locations on March 29.  He said 
that the evaluation of the sampling results indicates that the hexavalent chromium background range is higher than 
previously determined as summarized in a e-mail sent to the RPMs on June 10.  He indicated that the updated 80% lower 
confidence limit of the 95th percentile is 1.39 mg/kg.  The RWQCB indicated that they needed to review the e-mail prior to 
concurring with the new value for background. 

The RPMs will review 
the June 10 e-mail and 
be prepared to discuss 
the proposed 
background revision 
at the next RPM 
meeting. 
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Western Dog Pens 
Backfill 

Devany indicated that DOE was in the process of identifying suitable backfill for the portions of the Western Dog Pens  
(WDPs) that were still below surrounding grade due to the removal of the pen structures.  He indicated that DOE plans to 
use the soil from the Southwest Trenches Area removal action if the risks are acceptable.  Devany indicated that the risk 
evaluation for the backfill will mirror the methods and parameters used in the SWRA.  Collins requested that a brief 
memorandum be prepared that provides more information on the steps DOE plans to use to assess risk changes from this 
action.  DOE agreed to prepare this memorandum. 

DOE will provide a 
memorandum 
providing specific 
information on the 
plan to evaluate risk 
from the backfill to be 
used in the former 
WDPs. 

 

The next meeting is scheduled on July 28, 2004 at 10:00 a.m. at the Brown and Caldwell office in Walnut Creek. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS) 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary 
July 28, 2004 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Salem Attiga, EMS  Joe Niland, Geomatrix  Jeff Short, DOE-HQ 
Mike Butherus, SMS  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Patti Collins, US EPA  Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB  Jay Tomlin, DOE-NNSA 
Bob Devany, WA  Steven Ross, DTSC  Joe Turner, B&C 
Christine Judal, UC Davis  Kathy Setian, US EPA   
G. Fred Lee, GFL&A  Larry Swearengin, NWT   

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL   

Introductions/ 
Announcements 

Jeff Short (DOE-HQ) from the DOE Office of Policy and Site Transition, and Mike Butherus (SM Stoller), a contractor 
supporting the DOE Office of Legacy Management (DOE-OLM) in Grand Junction, were introduced.  

Jay Tomlin (DOE-NNSA) indicated that letters were sent to site neighbors indicating that DOE was terminating the bottled 
drinking water program at the end of August.   

 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

Kathy Setian (US EPA) asked for clarification on a DOE action item.  She also requested that a post-meeting note be added 
to the US EPA action item regarding the building transfer (page 4).  The note should say: “The US EPA sent a response on 
June 25, 2004 indicating that they had no further concerns.”  On the same section, Tomlin requested that a sentence be 
added to say that the remaining two buildings will not be transferred until the survey is complete. 

Steve Ross (DTSC) had a comment regarding the hexavalent chromium background discussion on page 5.  The second to 
last sentence begins, “He indicated that the updated 95% upper tolerance limit is…”  Ross suggested adding that this refers 
to the 80% lower confidence limit of the 95th percentile. 

Susan Timm (RWQCB) and Patti Collins (US EPA) said that they will provide any comments via e-mail. 

 

Review of Action Items DOE Action Items: 

DOE-OLM will provide their organizational chart.  Short indicated that he would present the DOE-OLM organizational 
chart later in the meeting. 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

DOE will send final survey reports to DTSC.  Tomlin indicated that the survey reports will be sent when they are 
completed. 

DOE will provide a memorandum providing specific information on the plan to evaluate risk from the backfill to be 
used in the former Western Dog Pens.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that plan preparation was underway and 
that it would be presented to the RPMs for review. 

UC Davis Action Items:  

UC Davis will issue a letter responding to DOE comments on the 2002 Annual Water Monitoring  Report.  UC Davis 
issued this letter and revised tables in early July.  

RPM Action Items: 

The RPMs will review the June 10 e-mail (indicating that the hexavalent chromium background range is higher than 
previously determined based on the evaluation of the sampling results) and be prepared to discuss the proposed 
background revision at the next RPM meeting.  See discussion below under “Updated Hexavalent Chromium Soil 
Background Value.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

UCD AREAS   

Schedule of 
Deliverables 

Winter Quarterly Water Monitoring Report:  The schedule has been moved back due to late data receipt and data validation. 

Remedial Investigation Report:  UC Davis is currently responding to comments from the US EPA.  The delivery date has 
been revised to September 14, 2004. 

Site-Wide Risk Assessment:  Due to additional revisions discussed with the US EPA, UC Davis has requested an extension 
on the formal delivery date for the Human Health Risk Assessment.  The Ecological Risk Assessment is currently due to the 
agencies on September 30, 2004.  UC Davis is working to make both documents congruous.  Devany asked whether the 
RPMs expect to meet the comment due date.  DOE and the US EPA responded that they will meet that date.  DTSC 
indicated they will need to bring in another reviewer.  Ross said that he will review previous comments provided by Darrel 
Loren and assign a new risk assessor.  Due to this change, he was not sure of the time required to provide comments.  
Collins emphasized that the September 30 date for UC Davis to provide the final document is dependent on getting 
comments back from reviewers.  Tomlin asked whether the process of addressing comments already received can be done in 
parallel with DTSC assigning a new risk assessor in order to keep the schedule moving.  UC Davis indicated that they will 
work on comment responses, as appropriate, once they have received them.  

Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report:  Setian asked about due date for comments.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) responded 
that at the last RPM meeting, we all agreed that comments should be due by September 1, 2004.  This was primarily due to 
the special studies that were issued in June as appendices to maintain the primary report schedule. The schedule handout 
needs to be changed to reflect the appropriate comment response date.  UC Davis will revise the schedule for resolution of 
the final document with assistance from the US EPA. 

UC Davis will revise 
the schedule for 
resolution of the final 
Annual Groundwater 
Monitoring Report 
with assistance from 
the US EPA. 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during July-August: 

• Continued preparation of the DOE Areas Feasibility Study (FS) Report. 

• Began preparing the Risk Characterization for DOE Areas. 

• Evaluated hexavalent chromium background sample results. 

• Completed the Animal Hospital-1 (AH-1) and former Cobalt-60 Field surveys.  

• Issued the draft final status survey report for Building H-292. 

• Worked with UC Davis to establish site end-state conditions. 

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during September: 

• Continue preparation of the DOE Areas FS Report and Risk Characterization. 

• Continue preparation of the final status survey report for AH-1. 

• Validate data and begin preparation of the final status survey report for the former Cobalt-60 Field. 

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections. 

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None 

 

Office of Legacy 
Management Overview 
and Transition Process 

Short indicated that DOE-OLM was established in December 2003 to manage the long-term surveillance and monitoring of 
legacy nuclear, weapons and research sites that no longer support ongoing DOE operations.   He noted that the DOE 
Environmental Management Office (DOE-EM) plans to transition LEHR to DOE-OLM by October 2005.  Ross said that he 
understood that DOE’s Oakland Operations Office was being consolidated with Albuquerque and that grant funding 
provided to DTSC might not extend past December 2004.  Tomlin said that he believed the grant would be extended and 
agreed to check on its status.  [Post-meeting note:  Tomlin sent an e-mail to all state regulators on July 28, 2004 that 
provided the DTSC funding status.]  Tomlin said that it was his understanding that the grant would be funded by DOE-EM 
until October 2005 when DOE-OLM takes over.  Short indicated that additional information on DOE-OLM was available at 
www.gjo.doe.gov/lm. 

 

Building Surveys Building H-292:  Salem Attiga (EMS) stated that the Building H-292 survey was complete and that DHS-RHB had 
conducted an independent survey.  He said that the survey confirmed that no contamination was present.  Attiga noted that a 
draft survey report would be issued to the RPMs by the end of the week.  DHS-RHB and the US EPA requested that they be 
provided with hard copies of the report.  Setian requested that the data be submitted in an electronic format.  Attiga noted 
that a 30-day review would be requested. 

Animal Hospital-1:  Attiga indicated that the AH-1 survey was being drafted and that it would be submitted to the RPMs in 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

October. 

Cobalt-60 Field:  Attiga noted that the survey and sampling in the former Cobalt-60 Field had recently been completed.   He 
indicated that samples were collected for isotopic analysis at locations where the highest surveyed activities were measured 
in soil, asphalt and concrete.  Attiga said that the survey report would be submitted to the RPMs in November. 

Western Dog Pens 
Backfill 

Devany indicated that DOE is working on a protocol for the assessment of risk changes that will result from the use of 
import fill and overburden from the Southwest Trenches to fill below grade areas in the Western Dog Pens.  He said that 
DOE plans to issue the protocol to the RPMs in August.  [Post-meeting note:  The protocol is delayed pending resolution of 
comments on the Draft Ecological Risk Estimate.]  Devany indicated that about 1,000 cubic yards of off-site soil had been 
characterized and that an additional 2,000 cubic yards would be sampled this week.  He added that sampling results should 
be available in late August. 

 

Feasibility Study Status after July 15 Meeting:  Devany noted that DOE had met with the US EPA and UC Davis on July 15 to discuss risk 
management issues, and that during this meeting the US EPA indicated that the risk characterization portion of the Site-
Wide Risk Assessment was incomplete.  Devany said that during the July 15 meeting, it was agreed that the risk 
characterization would be included as part of the DOE and UC Davis FS reports.   

Risk Characterization Overview:  Devany indicated that US EPA guidance defined the risk characterization as the final step 
in risk assessment and that it provides all information to support remedial decision making in the face of scientific 
uncertainty.  He added that specifically for the ecological risk assessment, the risk characterization would evaluate the 
ecological significance of the risk estimate.  Devany indicated that DOE planned to develop a test case for risk 
characterization in one of the DOE areas for presentation to the US EPA.  He added that DOE planned to work closely with 
UC Davis on risk characterization, so that each entity’s approach was consistent and integrated site-wide risks. 

Updated Constituent of Concern (COC) Selection Flow Chart:  A revised version of the COC selection flow chart was 
distributed to identify the risk characterization and risk management portions of the COC selection process.   There was 
general agreement that the COC selection flow chart properly reflected the process required to identify COCs for the FS. 

DOE plans to develop 
a test case for risk 
characterization in one 
of the DOE areas for 
presentation to the US 
EPA. 

There was general 
agreement that the 
COC selection flow 
chart properly 
reflected the process 
required to identify 
COCs for the FS. 

 

Updated Hexavalent 
Chromium Soil 
Background Value 

Devany asked for comments on the June 10 e-mail that provided the basis for changing the soil hexavalent chromium 
background value (80% lower confidence limit on the 95th percentile).  Setian requested that DOE calculate the background 
value based on the new data and the 2002 UC Davis data, and requested that UC Davis check on the analytical methods 
used over time for the project, and the basis for data qualifications in the 2002 data set. 

DOE will recalculate 
the hexavalent 
chromium background 
value using the 2002 
and 2004 data sets.  

UC Davis will check 
of the analytical 
methods used for the 
project, and data 
qualifications for the 
2002 data set. 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for September 22, 2004 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office. 



J:\DOE\4108\132\RPM Minutes\RPMs0904.doc 1 

Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS) 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Teleconference Summary 
September 22, 2004 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Jeff Bold, Geomatrix  Joe Niland, Geomatrix  Jeff Short, DOE 
Patti Collins, US EPA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Larry Swearengin, NWT 
Bob Devany, WA  Steven Ross, DTSC  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Steve Hsu, DHS/RHB  Julie Roth, DSCSOC  Jay Tomlin, DOE 
Christine Judal, UC Davis  Mary Rust, DSCSOC  John Wood, DOE 
G. Fred Lee, GFL&A  Kathy Setian, US EPA   

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL   

Introductions/ 
Announcements 

Jay Tomlin  (DOE) indicated that he had a new mailing address as follows: 
 
For U.S. Mail: 
U. S. Department of Energy  
Oakland Environmental Programs  
1301 Clay Street, P.O. Box 54  
Oakland, CA 94612-5208 
 
For FedEx/Airborne/UPS:  
U. S. Department of Energy  
Oakland Environmental Programs  
1301 Clay Street, Suite 1660N  
Oakland, CA 94612-5208 
 
Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that he would distribute a revised RPM meeting roster with this change.  
 
Tomlin also indicated that the LEHR site neighbor’s bottled water program had been terminated without any issues.   

 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

The June 15 and July 28, 2004 meeting minutes were approved.  
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DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

Review of Action Items UC Davis will revise the schedule for resolution of the final Annual Water Monitoring Report (AWMR) with 
assistance from the US EPA.  UC Davis has resolved the schedule issue with the US EPA’s assistance and will further 
discuss it at today’s meeting. 

DOE plans to develop a test case for risk characterization in one of the DOE areas for presentation to the US EPA.  
Devany indicated that the test case for risk characterization was in progress and an update would be presented later in the 
meeting. 

DOE will recalculate the hexavalent chromium background value using the 2002 and 2004 data sets.  Devany 
indicated that a discussion of these results would be presented later in the meeting.  

UC Davis will check on the analytical methods used for the project and data qualifications for the 2002 data set.  UC 
Davis reviewed the soil analytical methods/data qualifications for the chromium analysis and provided DOE with the 
requested information. 

 

UCD AREAS   

Update on Schedule of 
Deliverables 

1. Items 1, 2, and 7 (2003 AWMR and Appendices covering the Interim Remedial Action (IRA) Capture Zone 
Analysis and the Density-Driven Convection (DDC) System Summary Report):  The schedule of deliverables has 
been updated to show that we will have a response to comments issued by October 8, 2004.   

2. Item 3 (Well Installation Report):  Both the US EPA and RWQCB indicated they have no comments on the report, 
so UC Davis assumes that this report is complete. 

3. Item 4 (Winter 2004 Quarterly Water Monitoring Report):  This report has had delays in production because of a 
new contractor and problems getting the data from the lab.  The final report will be issued on October 1, 2004.    

4. Item 5 (Spring 2004 Quarterly):  The spring report will follow the winter report with an anticipated publication date 
of October 29, 2004.  Note that the internal comment due date on the schedule should be October 15, 2004, rather 
than January 15, 2004. 

5. Item 6 (Summer 2004 Quarterly):  The summer report will be issued on December 14, 2004, which is 75 days after 
the end of that quarter.  It normally should be available 60 days after the end of the quarter, but we are working to 
catch up with the required schedule.  The internal comment due date for this report should be December 5, 2004. 

6. Item 7 (DDC Pilot Test System Summary Report):  This was published as an appendix of the AWMR.  Therefore, 
the due date for comment response will be October 8, 2004. 

7. Item 8 (Final RI Report):  The last draft of this report has some lingering US EPA comments, one of which has just 
been resolved, and one more that is close to resolution.  The schedule for completion (October 17, 2004) assumes 
resolution of comments on the previous draft. 

8. Item 9 (Draft Final Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA)):  This document is out to the RPMs for comments.  
Steve Ross (DTSC) said that he wants to ensure that UC Davis responds to all DTSC comments.  Brian Oatman 
(UC Davis) said that UC Davis will do so. 

9. Item 10 (Draft Final Ecological Risk Estimation):  This document will go out to the RPMs on October 8, 2004 for 
comments.  UC Davis has discussed comments with the US EPA and has agreed to revise toxicity reference values 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

and other factors that go into the risk calculations throughout the document.  The schedule has been revised, since 
these changes will take one extra week to accomplish. 

Julie Roth (DSCSOC) noted that both the US EPA and the RWQCB had some concerns about inconsistencies in the 
previous documents and concerns regarding the ground water remediation program.  Roth questioned whether UC Davis can 
provide some updates on where they are headed in resolving these issues and define what additional work needs to be done 
at the site. Oatman responded that these are the issues UC Davis will address in the Feasibility Study. 

Tomlin stated that DOE may have some comments on the 2003 AWMR, but will have no comments on the appendices, 
including the DDC System Summary Report and the IRA Capture Zone Analysis.  [Post-meeting note:  A review of the 
project record indicates that DOE’s comments on the 2003 AWMR were sent to UC Davis on June 3, 2004.] 

Ross requested that the schedule note that no comments would be provided by DTSC on the 2003 AWMR, its appendices or 
the Well Installation Report. 

Devany asked whether we expect the Draft Final HHRA will be the final document.  Patti Collins (US EPA) replied that 
Oatman will need to review the nature of the comments provided, but added that EPA does not expect it to need major 
changes. 

Jeff Bold (Geomatrix) added that the date for providing comments on the HHRA has been extended to September 30, 2004, 
although UC Davis hopes to get everyone’s comments soon. 

Tomlin noted that the next step is risk characterization and requested that UC Davis add a line item for this to the schedule.  
Collins responded that the US EPA and UC Davis are in the process of scoping the Feasibility Study, which will include 
risk characterization as the first step.  Once we get the framework together, we will allow others to provide feedback.  If all 
of the issues have been resolved and approved, UC Davis will include risk characterization in the schedule of deliverables.  
Tomlin emphasized that DOE will need to be consistent with UC Davis in these next steps.  Kathy Setian (US EPA) 
remarked that, since DOE is ahead in some respects, UC Davis will also need to be consistent with DOE.  Collins added that 
the logistics of the process are still being worked out. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DTSC requested that 
the schedule note that 
no comments would 
be provided by DTSC 
on the 2003 AWMR, 
its appendices or the 
Well Installation 
Report. 

DOE requested that 
UC Davis add a line 
item to the schedule 
for risk 
characterization.   

2003 Annual Water 
Monitoring Report 

 

Oatman began by discussing UC Davis’ approach for responding to the comments received.  He noted that the comments 
fall into two broad categories.  Some of the comments can be addressed within the framework of the report.  Changes to the 
report as a result of responding to these comments will be incorporated in the 2003 Final AWMR.  Other comments may 
involve issues that must be resolved outside the framework of the report.  This type of comment could include requirements 
for additional monitoring, etc.  UC Davis is working on the responses to this year’s report and expects to provide them to 
reviewers by October 8, 2004. 

Roth asked whether additional work will be conducted at the site in the near future.  Oatman responded that this depends on 
what we learn during the progress of the Feasibility Study, on decisions regarding the appropriate timing and scheduling for 
the work, and also how the work relates to the final remedy decision process.  

Collins reviewed the general framework for preparing the annual reports and the associated comment responses.  She said 
that the 2003 AWMR and future annual reports will have a specific format, and special studies (if any) that require 
modifications to the basic monitoring program will be incorporated in appendices.  Comments submitted to the annual 
report will be grouped according to the two categories that Oatman defined.  When the comments relate to long-term or 
complex issues, we can evaluate them and decide whether to develop a proposal for resolution.       
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Collins stated that UC Davis will provide a response to the comments received this year that defines which comments are 
resolved by changes to the document and which issues are more long-term.  The more complex, long-term issues will then 
be addressed in a separate proposal with technical discussion.  For example, when resolution of an issue requires additional 
monitoring, UC Davis will propose how and when to do the monitoring—either during the Feasibility Study or in another 
part of the process.  Oatman added that, as responses are prepared for the comments received, UC Davis will use this 
approach and then will prepare a presentation to the RPMs covering the issues and any proposals generated. 

DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement (FFA) 
Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during September: 

• Continued preparation of the DOE Areas Feasibility Study Report. 

• Continued preparation of the DOE Areas Risk Characterization. 

• Prepared the risk assessment protocol for the Western Dog Pens backfill. 

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during November: 

• Submit the draft risk characterization test case to the US EPA. 

• Begin preparing the Western Dog Pens backfill risk assessment. 

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections. 

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None 

 

Building Surveys Building H-292 

Larry Swearengin (New World Technology) indicated that the DHS-RHB and US EPA have approved the Building H-292 
Final Status Survey Report and that the final report would be sent out this week. 

Animal Hospital (AH)-1 

Swearengin said that the draft AH-1 Final Status Survey Report would be sent to the DHS-RHB and US EPA on 
October 8, 2004. 

Cobalt-60 Field 

Swearengin said that the draft Cobalt-60 Field Final Status Survey Report would be sent to the DHS-RHB and US EPA in 
mid-November. 
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Building Transfer Tomlin indicated that UC Davis requested that the transfer of DOE buildings to UC Davis be delayed until Buildings H-219 
(AH-1) and H-292 (Geriatrics-1) are available for release, so that all of the buildings could be transferred together.  Tomlin 
added that the release of the two buildings is tied to completion of the radiological final status surveys.  Tomlin noted that 
DOE would restart the transfer process once the final status surveys are approved by the regulatory agencies. 

 

Western Dog Pens 
Backfill 

Devany indicated that about 3,000 cubic yards (cu yd) of off-site soil has been characterized and moved to LEHR to be used 
as backfill in the Western Dog Pens.  He added that DOE intends to use this soil and about 400 cu yd of overburden soil 
from the Southwest Trenches area for backfilling the Western Dog Pens areas pending the outcome of a risk assessment.  He 
indicated that DOE has issued a draft protocol on the backfill plan and risk assessment, and requested RPM input by 
September 29, 2004.  Setian suggested that a breakout session be held after the teleconference to discuss the protocol.  
[Post-meeting note:  A discussion was held between DOE, US EPA, RWQCB and UC Davis.  Based on this discussion, a 
revised protocol was issued on September 24, 2004 by e-mail. Concurrence on the protocol was received by October 1, 
2004.] 

 

Risk Characterization Devany noted that DOE was developing a risk characterization test case for the Southwest Trenches, which should be 
available for US EPA review by October 13, 2004.  [Post-meeting note: The draft test case was submitted to the US EPA on 
November 11, 2004 due to delays in receiving the revised Ecological Risk Estimate and slower progress in preparing the test 
case than anticipated. The draft test case was discussed with the US EPA and UC Davis on November 23, 2004, and 
comment development and resolution is in progress as of December 1, 2004.] 

 

Hexavalent Chromium 
Background 

Devany indicated that Weiss Associates had calculated a value of 1.3 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) for the 80% lower 
confidence limit of the 95th quantile for the 2002 and 2004 background hexavalent chromium sample results.  This result is 
very close to the value of 1.39 mg/kg calculated for the 2004 background hexavalent chromium sample results.  Devany 
recommended using 1.3 mg/kg as the site background threshold.  The RPMs agreed with this recommendation. 

A value of 1.3 mg/kg 
was established as the 
site background 
threshold (i.e., the 
80% lower confidence 
limit of the 95th 
quantile of the data 
set) for hexavalent 
chromium. 

 

DOE Annual Site 
Environmental Report 

Tomlin indicated that 2003 Annual Site Environmental Report (ASER) was complete and would be posted on a DOE-
sponsored web site by the end of the month. [Post-meeting note:  The 2003 ASER is available at: 
http://www.landtrek.org/projects/LEHR/LEHR2003.pdf.] 

 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for December 7, 2004 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS) 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary 
December 7, 2004 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Brian Oatman 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Jeff Bold, Geomatrix  Joe Niland, Geomatrix  Larry Swearengin, NWT 
Patti Collins, US EPA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Bob Devany, WA  Steven Ross, DTSC  Jay Tomlin, DOE 
Ann Holbrow, Geomatrix  Mary Rust, DSCSOC  Joe Turner, B&C 
G. Fred Lee, GFL&A  Kathy Setian, US EPA  Jeffrey Wong, DHS/RHB 
Lou McGee, DOE-LM  Jeff Short, DOE  John Wood, DOE 

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL   

Announcements Jay Tomlin  (DOE) indicated that the DOE Oakland Environmental Programs Office was still planning to transfer the 
LEHR site to the DOE Office of Legacy Management in October 2005. 

 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

The US EPA and DTSC approved the September 22, 2004 RPM meeting minutes without changes.  The RWQCB and 
DHS/RHB indicated that they would comment at a later date.  [Post-meeting note:  The RWQCB and DHS/RHB 
approved the minutes without changes.] 

 

Review of Action Items DTSC requested that the schedule note that no comments would be provided by DTSC on the 2003 AWMR, its 
appendices or the Well Installation Report.  UC Davis incorporated this change into the schedule of deliverables that 
will be discussed later in the meeting. 

DOE requested that UC Davis add a line item to the schedule for Risk Characterization.  UC Davis added a Risk 
Characterization item to its schedule of deliverables, as requested by DOE. 

 

UCD AREAS   

Schedule of 
Deliverables 

Item 1—2003 Annual Water Monitoring Report (AWMR):  Responses to US EPA and RWQCB comments were issued 
to the RPMs.  Susan Timm (RWQCB) requested that these comments be discussed at the next RPM meeting. 

Items 5 and 6—New items, technical memoranda on chloroform and chromium, will be discussed later in the meeting.  
The final memoranda will be incorporated as appendices into the 2004 AWMR. 

Item 7—The UC Davis Remedial Investigation Report will be issued to the RPMs as final. 

 The RWQCB requested 
that responses to US EPA 
and RWQCB comments 
on the 2003 AWMR be 
discussed at the next 
RPM meeting. 
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Items 8 and 9 (Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) and Ecological Risk Estimate (ERE))—These documents will 
be issued as final in January 2005 if no new comments are received based on the resolution of US EPA comments from 
November 10, 2004. 

Item 10—UC Davis proposes to prepare a Risk Characterization prototype similar to DOE’s prototype for Landfill Unit 
No. 2 and the Eastern Dog Pens.  The UC Davis Risk Characterization prototype may be streamlined based on a 
presumptive remedy for landfills (i.e., capping). 

Item 11—A complete Risk Characterization for all UC Davis areas will be prepared once the RPMs review and comment 
on the UC Davis prototype.  

Items 12 through 18— The UC Davis Feasibility Study (FS), preliminary remedial design/remedial action negotiations, 
Proposed Plan, public comment period, Record of Decision and remedial design have been added to the schedule as new 
line items. 

2003 Annual Water 
Monitoring Report 
Comments 

Comments focused on two areas:  adequacy of Hydrostratigraphic Unit (HSU)-2 monitoring in ground water for 
chloroform and adequacy of HSU-1 monitoring for chromium. 

Supplemental Chloroform Characterization in HSU-2—The goal is to answer two questions: 

1. Do we know nature and extent of chloroform impacts? 

2. Is there sufficient data to complete the FS?  

Jeff Bold (Geomatrix) stated that, based on over 100 hydropunch samples and a multiple screen well (UCD2-27) 
screened from 70 to 110 feet below ground surface (bgs), UC Davis understands the following: 

• HSU-2 is comprised of sand to gravel from 85 to 110 feet bgs. 

• The lateral velocity is approximately 1,500 feet per year with a gradient toward the northeast. 

• Chloroform impacts follow gradient toward the northeast. 

• The chloroform plume was symmetrical in 1997 and based on 2004 data, it is still symmetrical. 

• Off-site HSU-2 wells, UCD2-45 and UCD2-46, confirm that off-site impacts have been mitigated by the interim 
remedial action (IRA) and that the chloroform plume is contained. 

• The 1997 hydropunch investigation provided sufficient lateral and vertical definition of the nature and extent of 
the chloroform plume to design, build and operate an IRA. 

• HSU-2 ground water wells supplemented our 1997 characterization and the 2004 hydropunch data confirmed 
our previous characterization. 

• These HSU-2 chloroform data are sufficient for the FS evaluation. 

G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) asked about the vertical distribution of chloroform.  Bold replied that results from the multi-
screened (Westbay) well show that hydropunch can attain an appropriate depth to assess chloroform.  Lee also asked 
about horizontal transport rates.  Bold replied that pump tests support modeled rates.  Horizontal flow rates are slightly 
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slower at the top of HSU-2 versus the lower portion of HSU-2.  Lee asked if there was data to define the eastern extent 
of the chloroform plume beyond the older hydropunch data that was discussed.  Bold answered that the hydropunch was 
used to site wells.  The combination of wells and hydropunch document the characterization. 

Patti Collins (US EPA) clarified that the technical memorandum will present the data discussed at the RPM meeting for 
comment and decision by the RPMs.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) stated that the purpose of this presentation was to 
outline the information that would be used for the technical memorandum and receive RPM comments on this approach. 

Supplemental Chromium Characterization—The goal is to answer two questions: 

1. Do we have adequate knowledge of the nature and extent of chromium? 

2. Is there sufficient data to complete the FS? 

Joe Niland (Geomatrix) stated that UC Davis understands the following: 

• HSU-1 is comprised of stratified silt and clay with few, thin, discontinuous sand lenses from 30 to 75 feet bgs. 

• The lateral velocity in HSU-1 is approximately four feet per year with a gradient toward the northeast. 

• The source area for hexavalent chromium is in the vicinity of UCD1-28 (concentrations of 500 to 600 
micrograms per liter (µg/l)). 

• UCD1-53 (chromium concentrations of 400 to 450 µg/l) is approximately 150 feet northeast (downgradient) of 
UCD1-28. The travel time from UCD1-28 to UCD1-53 is approximately 75 years. 

• Hydropunch Location (HPL)-6 (130 µg/l chromium) is approximately 350 feet northeast (downgradient) of 
UCD1-28. 

• HPL-17 (40 µg/l chromium) is approximately 450 feet northeast (downgradient) of UCD1-28. 

• HSU-1 lateral permeability is limiting transport of hexavalent chromium, regardless of the source. 

• Upgradient (UCD1-52, UCD1-25) and downgradient monitoring wells (UCD1-53) and hydropunch data (HPL-
6, HPL-17) provide lateral boundaries of the elevated levels of chromium in HSU-1 ground water. 

• HSU-2 is unaffected by HSU-1 conditions in this area. 

• Lateral and vertical data is sufficient to characterize the nature and extent (laterally and vertically). 

• The elevated chromium in HSU-1 will be addressed in the FS and if additional data is needed, these data can be 
assessed during treatability testing.  

Lee asked if there was increase of other constituents observed with increased chromium concentrations.  Niland 
answered that high nitrate and total dissolved solids were observed, but were not elevated to the degree observed for 
chromium concentrations.  Kathy Setian (US EPA) asked why we are not seeing an increase in chromium in HSU-2.  
Niland answered that we don’t know.  Lee stated that this could be a “natural pocket” of elevated chromium, observing 
that elevated chromium is also detected in some neighbor wells.  Lee asked if there were any elevated chromium 
detections in soil.  Bold answered that there were detections, but not particularly high – about the same as other areas of 



J:\DOE\4108\132\RPM Minutes\RPMs1204.doc 4 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

the site. 

Niland summarized this discussion by stating that chromium is elevated in the area east of the LEHR facility buildings, 
but the highest concentrations are bounded by wells UCD1-52 and UCD1-53. 

Site-Wide Risk 
Assessment Status 

• ERE comments were received from the US EPA on November 11, 2004 and responses were sent to them on 
December 3, 2004. 

• No substantial comments on the HHRA were received, other than to maintain consistency between the ERE and 
HHRA regarding terminology. 

• If comments can be resolved by UC Davis’ December 3, 2004 responses to US EPA comments, both the ERE and 
HHRA can be finalized by mid-January. 

 

UC Davis Areas Risk 
Characterization 

• UC Davis will provide a “prototype” Risk Characterization for Landfill Unit No. 2and the Eastern Dog Pens using a 
format consistent with DOE’s document, assuming the Site-Wide Risk Assessment is considered complete. 

• UC Davis’ Risk Characterization will include all UC Davis areas (landfills, trenches, etc.) and will include site-wide 
ground water and surface water. 

 

DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during November: 

• Continued preparation of the DOE Areas Risk Characterization. 

• Submitted the Risk Characterization test case to the US EPA and UC Davis. 

• Continued weekly waste storage area inspections. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during December and January: 

• Continue preparation of the DOE Areas Risk Characterization. 

• Submit the Western Dog Pens Backfill Risk Assessment to the RPMs. 

• Finalize the Cobalt-60 Field Final Status Survey Report. 

• Continue weekly waste storage area inspections. 

Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None 

 

Final Status Surveys Larry Swearengin (New World Technology) indicated that the UC Davis, DHS/RHB and US EPA have approved the 
Building H-292 and Animal Hospital-1 final survey reports.  Swearengin said that the UC Davis, DHS/RHB and US 
EPA were reviewing the draft Cobalt-60 final status survey report, and that comments were due by December 10.   
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Radiation Protection 
Program Termination 

Tomlin indicated that DOE was in the process of terminating the occupational radiation protection program at LEHR 
since all sources of radiation of occupational concern have been removed.  He indicated that DHS-RHB would be 
consulted with regard to the termination of the environmental dosimetry program. 

 

UCD1-54 Ground Water 
Sampling Results 

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that DOE had completed four quarters of ground water sample collection from 
monitoring well UCD1-54, which is located near the former Drywells A-E in the northwest corner of the LEHR site.  He 
noted that sample results reflect background concentrations, except for molybdenum.  He recommended that the sample 
results be included in the 2004 AWMR.  There was general agreement with this approach.  Devany stated that DOE had 
no plans to collect additional samples from the well.  The RWQCB indicated that the well should be sampled annually at 
this point.   The RWQCB requested that the complete sample data set be issued prior to the 2004 AWMR, so that a 
decision could be made on a list of analytes for the annual sampling. 

DOE will provide UCD1-
54 sample data and well 
construction details to UC 
Davis for reporting in the 
2004 AWMR. 

The RWQCB requested 
that UCD1-54 be sampled 
annually. 

DOE will provide the 
UCD1-54 sample results 
to the RPMs in advance 
of the AWMR to 
determine an analyte list 
for the annual sampling 
event. 

Risk Characterization Devany provided an overview of the Southwest Trenches Areas Risk Characterization.  He indicated that this work 
represented a test case that would be applied to other areas at the site once there was agreement on the format and 
content.  He noted that DOE was working closely with the US EPA and UC Davis on the test case.  Setian indicated that 
the US EPA would like the Risk Characterization to be consistent with the constituent of concern (COC) selection flow 
chart that was developed by DOE.  Niland mentioned that in the case where a presumptive remedy, such as capping, was 
warranted, an exhaustive Risk Characterization may not be required, since the number and types of COCs wouldn’t 
effect the design of the remedy.  Setian indicated that she would discuss this with the US EPA risk assessment team.  Lee 
indicated that the public’s main concern about the Risk Characterization was that it does not address the issue of 
unrecognized constituents of potential concern (COPCs).  He said that a plan should be developed to address how 
unrecognized COPCs will be addressed as new information becomes available.  Steve Ross (DTSC) indicated that he 
would provide comments on the test case in two weeks.  [Post-meeting note:  DTSC provided comments on December 
17.]  Devany noted that the next steps were to resolve comments on the test case and move forward on the other sites.  
He indicated that DOE and UC Davis had discussed the division of responsibilities on the non-operable unit (OU) 
portions of the Risk Characterization.  DOE will address the Old Davis Road Ditch, the non-OU site areas and far-
ranging species.  UC Davis will address Putah Creek, co-located OUs and agricultural fields. 

Setian will discuss the 
Risk Characterization 
requirements for capping 
with the US EPA risk 
assessment team. 

DTSC will provide 
comments on the test case 
by December 22. 

The DOE Areas Risk 
Characterization will 
address the Old Davis 
Road Ditch, the non-OU 
site areas and far-ranging 
species.  The UC Davis 
Risk Characterization 
will address Putah Creek, 
co-located OUs and 
agricultural fields. 
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Western Dog Pens 
Backfill Risk 
Assessment 

Devany indicated that Weiss Associates was preparing the Western Dog Pens backfill risk assessment that follows the 
protocol approved by the RPMs in October.   He indicated that the draft risk assessment would be issued to the RPMs for 
review in January. 

DOE will issue the 
Western Dog Pens 
backfill risk assessment 
in January. 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for February 9, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR. 
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Meeting Participants: 
Jeff Bold, Geomatrix  Joe Niland, Geomatrix  Jeff Short, DOE 
Mike Butherus, SMS  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Larry Swearengin, NWT 
Patti Collins, US EPA  Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Bob Devany, WA  Steven Ross, DTSC  Jay Tomlin, DOE 
Christine Judal, UC Davis  Julie Roth, DSCSOC  Joe Turner, B&C 
G. Fred Lee, GFL&A  Mary Rust, DSCSOC   
Lou McGee, DOE  Kathy Setian, US EPA   

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL   

Announcements None  

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

The December minutes were approved with the following changes: 

Jay Tomlin (DOE) requested that page 4 of the minutes under “Final Status Surveys” be changed to reflect that the draft 
final survey reports were also provided to UC Davis for review. 

Steven Ross (DTSC) also requested a post-meeting note be added to “Risk Characterization” indicating that DTSC 
provided comments on December 17. 

Jeff Bold (Geomatrix) requested that the travel time from UCD1-28 to UCD1-53 be changed from “approximately 300 
years” to “approximately 75 years.” 

Susan Timm (RWQCB) requested changes to the wording on pages 2 and 3 about the understanding of the chloroform 
and the chromium characterizations.  On page 2, change the beginning and end of the sentence above the bullets to read: 
“Bold stated that, based on over 100 hydropunch samples and a multiple screen well…UC Davis understands the 
following:…”  On page 3, change the sentence above the bullets on the chromium characterization to read, “Niland 
stated that UC Davis understands the following:…” 

 

Review of Action Items The RWQCB requested that responses to US EPA and RWQCB comments on the 2003 Annual Water 
Monitoring Report (AWMR) be discussed at the next RPM meeting.   Brian Oatman (UC Davis) asked whether the 
RWQCB or the US EPA wanted to have further discussion at this time on their comments.  Timm responded that most of 
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her comments will be addressed in the Feasibility Study, so they will not require modifications to the document.  She 
noted that there were apparent errors in Figure 9 and errors in the map for 2002 ground water contours.  She noted that 
UC Davis should take additional care in collecting measurements and in preparing tables and figures.  Christine Judal 
(UC Davis) noted that additional training has been provided to technicians who collect measurements and UC Davis will 
closely monitor the measurement results before they are published in the tables. 

A clarification was requested regarding the statement in the 2003 AWMR storm water section about the ditch that drains 
other (non-LEHR) areas.  Oatman responded that this refers to the fact that the ditch drains areas including the goat barn 
and some horse pastures, etc.   

Oatman stated that the 2003 AWMR will be finalized per RPM comments.  Joe Turner (Brown & Caldwell) added that 
replacement pages will be issued to those who received a draft copy, along with a new cover page to be inserted in place 
of the draft cover page. 

DOE will provide UCD1-54 sample data and well construction details to UC Davis for reporting in the 2004 
AWMR.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the sample data and well construction information had been 
forwarded to Brown & Caldwell in January. 

DOE will provide the UCD1-54 sample results to the RPMs in advance of the AWMR to determine an analyte list 
for the annual sampling event.  Devany indicated the sample results were sent to the RPMs by e-mail on February 4. 

DTSC will provide comments on the DOE Areas Risk Characterization test case by December 22.  DTSC provided 
comments on December 17. 

DOE will issue the Western Dog Pens backfill risk assessment in January.  Devany indicated that this task was 
delayed pending resolution of US EPA comments on the UC Davis Ecological Risk Assessment. 

UCD AREAS   

Schedule of 
Deliverables 

Oatman noted that item 1 on the schedule (2003 AWMR) has already been discussed.  On the schedule format, a new 
column for comment resolution has been added.  Based on the discussion today, UC Davis can change the “no” on item 
1 to a “yes”. 

Moving down the schedule to items 5 and 6, Oatman said that the dates for the technical memoranda for characterization 
of chloroform and chromium have been revised.  These documents will be provided to the RPMs next week.  UC Davis 
had planned to have these revisions out earlier, but they were pushed back due to additional work required in responding 
to additional comments on the Ecological Risk Estimate (ERE). 

Item 8, Responses to Additional Comments on the ERE, is a new item on the schedule.  The US EPA has provided 
additional comments on the ERE since the last RPM meeting in December.  UC Davis has been working with the US 
EPA to resolve these issues.  Some of the additional comments have already been resolved, while other issues have a 
long way to go to achieve resolution.  The latest step in this process is that UC Davis will provide an e-mail to Patti 
Collins (US EPA) tomorrow that will summarize the steps completed up to this point in resolving comments and also 
define how UC Davis will proceed on the remaining issues.  This e-mail will be provided to all RPMs. Collins suggested 
that the RPMs review the e-mail tomorrow and contact her if they have questions or comments.  Oatman added that in 
the last version of the schedule provided to the RPMs, there were target dates for finalizing the ERE.  These dates have 

The US EPA requested 
that UC Davis provide 
the RPMs with a new 
Schedule of Deliverables 
as soon as available and 
in advance of the next 
RPM meeting, if possible. 
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been removed.  However, UC Davis hopes to have new dates as soon as agreement is reached with the US EPA. 

Oatman concluded the discussion by saying that no other changes have been made to the schedule. 

Julie Roth (DSCSOC) asked if the US EPA will draft a letter to finalize the Site-Wide Risk Assessment.  Collins 
responded affirmatively. 

DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during December and January: 

Continued preparation of the Draft DOE Areas Risk Characterization. 

Continued weekly waste storage area inspections. 

Terminated the environmental dosimetry program. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during February and March: 

Continue preparation of the Draft DOE Areas Risk Characterization. 

Finalize the Cobalt-60 Field Final Status Survey Report. 

Continue weekly waste storage area inspections. 

Terminate the occupational radiation protection program (RPP). 

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None 

 

Cobalt-60 Field Final 
Status Survey Report 

Larry Swearengin (New World Technology) indicated that comments from DHS-RHB, EPA and UC Davis on the draft 
Cobalt-60 field Final Status Survey Report are being reviewed.  Swearengin said that a conference call would probably 
be held to reach resolution on the comments.  [Post-meeting note:  A conference call was held with the US EPA on 
February 24.  The US EPA approved the report on March 14 and the final report was distributed on March 18.] 

 

Radiation Protection 
Program Termination 

Tomlin indicated that DOE was in the process of terminating the occupational RPP at LEHR, since all sources of 
radiation of occupational concern have been removed.  Tomlin said that as soon as 14 sealed check sources were 
dispositioned, the RPP would be terminated. He indicated that the environmental dosimetry program was terminated on 
January 3, 2005.  Kathy Setian (US EPA) asked about the scope of the environmental dosimetry program.  Tomlin 
indicated that the program consisted of quarterly monitoring of thermoluminescent detectors placed around the site to 
monitor radiation levels.  He said that the results of the program are reported in the DOE annual site environmental 
reports and that the program had been terminated, since no sources of radiation remain in the DOE areas.  

 

Risk Characterization – 
Review of Removal 
Action Contamination 
Control 

Devany noted that during discussion with UC Davis and EPA on the ERE, a concern was raised on whether the DOE 
removal action would have resulted in contamination of surface soil.  Devany indicated that DOE had agreed to research 
this topic to provide a firmer technical basis for the decision to exclude surface soil as an impacted media in the 
Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems and DOE Disposal Box areas, where removal actions were conducted by DOE 
and clean fill was used as backfill.   Devany noted that the Radium/Strontium Treatment System and DOE Disposal Box 
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removal actions were handled as CERCLA non-time critical and time-critical removal actions, respectively, and as such, 
the removal procedures were reviewed by the RPMs.  He indicated that all contaminated soil and materials were handled 
with rigorous contamination control measures, and that radiation monitoring confirmed that no surface or air releases 
occurred.   All parties agreed that this information would provide an improved basis for excluding surface soil as an 
exposure pathway in the Radium/Strontium Treatment System and DOE Disposal Box areas.  DOE agreed to provide a 
text summary on this matter to UC Davis for the ERE. 

 

DOE agreed to provide a 
text summary for 
excluding surface soil as 
an exposure pathway to 
UC Davis for the ERE. 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for April 6, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. at LEHR. 
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 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL   

Announcements Brian Oatman (UC Davis) announced that he has accepted another position at UC Davis and will no longer be Project 
Manager for the LEHR/SCDS.  He intends to provide assistance to the project for at least the next few weeks and 
participate in the conference calls for the revision of the ecological risk assessment (ERA).  Jim Aborn and Christine 
Judal of UC Davis will be the site points of contacts until a new project manager is permanently assigned. 

Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) asked about the status of existing grants given that the DOE Environmental Management 
Office is terminating its activities at LEHR.  He indicated that the current DHS/RHB grant period extended through 
2006.  Tomlin (DOE) indicated that the grant will transition to the DOE Office of Legacy Management (LM) and agreed 
to provide specific information on the transition process to the affected agencies. 
 
Jay Tomlin indicated that DOE would like to meet with UC Davis representatives after the meeting to discuss landfill 
caps and the facility transfer.  Aborn and Judal indicated that they were available to meet with DOE. 

 

 

 

DOE will provide 
specific information on 
the LM grant transition 
process to the affected 
agencies.  

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

The February 9, 2005 minutes were approved with some editorial changes discussed at the meeting.  

Review of Action Items The US EPA requested that UC Davis provide the RPMs with a new schedule of deliverables as soon as available 
and in advance of the next RPM meeting, if possible.  UC Davis had one action item from the last RPM meeting, 
which was to provide a revised schedule of deliverables to the RPMs before today’s meeting.  Because several items on 
the schedule are currently in transition, UC Davis is providing the revised schedule today and will discuss the updated 
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version.    

DOE agreed to provide a text summary for excluding surface soil as an exposure pathway to UC Davis for the 
ERE.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the text was being developed for inclusion in the human health risk 
characterization and that it would be provided to UC Davis at a later date, since the ERA will be completed later. 

UCD AREAS   

Schedule of 
Deliverables 

A copy of the revised schedule of deliverables was provided for meeting participants.  Judal reviewed the changes since 
the last RPM meeting, which were highlighted in bold text on the table.   

• Item 1: UC Davis incorporated comments received on the 2003 Annual Water Monitoring Report and issued the 
final document on April 1, 2005. 

• Item 3: The Quarterly Monitoring Report for Summer 2004 was issued on February 14, 2005. 

• Item 4:  UC Davis just received a draft of the 2004 Annual Water Monitoring Report for review.  The report is 
due to the RPMs at the beginning of May. 

• Items 5 and 6: UC Davis received comments from the US EPA on the Technical Memos for Supplemental 
Characterization of Chloroform and Chromium, and will incorporate the comments into the versions that will 
be issued as Appendices A and B of the 2004 Annual Water Monitoring Report. 

• Item 8 (new schedule item):  Once the Tier 1 Technical Memorandum: Ecological Risk Assessment 
Methodology and Problem Formulation is approved by the US EPA, work will progress on the revision of the 
ERA (Item 9).   

• Item 10:  The human health risk estimate is nearly ready for publication and is awaiting response from DTSC on 
the comment resolution.   

• Items 11-19:  Dates for remaining items on the schedule, including the UC Davis risk characterization and 
feasibility study (FS), have been moved back due to work on the revision of the ERA.  

UC Davis will revise the schedule of deliverables to group together the set of four documents that will ultimately 
comprise the site-wide risk assessment (including the DOE areas risk characterization), make additional updates as 
discussed and provide the updated schedule to the RPMs. 

UC Davis will revise the 
schedule of deliverables 
to group together the set 
of four documents that 
will ultimately comprise 
the site-wide risk 
assessment (including the 
DOE areas risk 
characterization), make 
additional updates as 
discussed and provide the 
updated schedule to the 
RPMs. 

Site-Wide Risk 
Assessment Status 
 

Oatman provided an overview of recent discussions and conference calls concerning US EPA comments to the draft 
revised ERA.  He noted that the US EPA found that some calculations were not done in the earlier version that would 
affect the entire document.  A decision was made that it would be more effective to back up to the Tier 1 step (to define 
and clarify all decision elements) and then use this information to redo the Tier 2 ERA document.  During March, 
UC Davis contracted Jennifer Holder of Blasland, Bouck & Lee (BBL) to initiate this work.  The revision of the Tier 2 
ERA will enable the ecological risk characterization step to be incorporated.  In contrast, the human health risk 
characterization will be split into two documents that will be completed by both DOE and UC Davis for their respective 
areas.  These documents will become Parts B and C of the human health risk assessment (HHRA), while the risk 
estimate (currently Item 10 on the UC Davis schedule of deliverables) will comprise Part A.  
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Kathy Setian (US EPA) asked if DOE has discussed with UC Davis whether the Tier 1 technical memorandum will 
provide what DOE needs to complete their work.  Tomlin responded that he is not certain.  Oatman stated that UC Davis 
will work with DOE and keep them involved in the process.  DOE has been participating in the biweekly conference 
calls regarding the revisions.  Tomlin added that BBL is the same contractor that will be doing the DOE areas risk 
characterization for the Western Dog Pens backfill.  Devany stated that the Tier 1 technical memorandum and revision of 
the ERA affects the DOE critical path to complete their FS by September 2005.  Tomlin asked whether the agencies 
would be able to expedite their review time for the technical memorandum and the DOE areas risk characterization.  
Setian stated that the US EPA will review the documents as quickly as possible, but cannot promise the time will be 
expedited.  Patti Collins (US EPA) noted that the critical path for the technical memorandum review depends on the US 
EPA risk assessor’s schedule, but that the US EPA will try to coordinate their resources for a quick review. 

Pay asked how the Agreement on Consent (AOC) time frame applies.  It was noted that, in accordance with the AOC, 
the schedule needs to be modified to show that the FS will be due 60 days after the site-wide risk assessment is 
approved.  UC Davis will modify their schedule of deliverables according to the AOC schedule requirements for the FS. 

Joe Turner (Brown & Caldwell) asked that the RPMs be aware of UC Davis’ plans to provide an example of an operable 
unit area (as DOE did) to get concurrence of the format before they go on to prepare the complete risk characterization 
for UC Davis areas.  The outline, defined in Item 11 of the schedule of deliverables, is planned for Landfill Unit 3. 

To keep the RPMs informed of progress and schedule changes, UC Davis will send out the minutes of the biweekly 
conference calls and provide revised schedules to the RPMs as changes occur. 

 

 

 

 

UC Davis will modify 
their schedule of 
deliverables according to 
the AOC schedule 
requirements for the FS. 

To keep the RPMs 
informed of progress and 
schedule changes, 
UC Davis will send out 
the minutes of the 
biweekly conference calls 
and provide revised 
schedules to the RPMs as 
changes occur. 

DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during February and March: 

• Resumed preparation of the human health risk characterization for DOE areas. 

• Finalized the Cobalt-60 Field Final Status Survey Report. 

• Terminated the occupational radiation protection and waste inspection programs. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during April and May: 

• Finalize and submit the draft human health risk characterization for DOE areas to the RPMs. 

Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None. 

 

Status of Property and 
Facility Disposition 

Tomlin indicated that the DOE had finalized the Cobalt-60 Field Final Status Survey Report on March 18.  He added 
that since all radioactive sources and waste had been removed, that the radiation protection program and weekly waste 
storage area inspections had been terminated.  He said that DOE planned to set up a contract with UC Davis to deal with 
facility issues that may arise in the future and that the existing DOE areas were ready to be transferred to UC Davis. 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

DOE Organization and 
Transition 

Tomlin indicated that DOE has started the site management transition to LM according to the site transition plan (STP) 
that was approved on March 3, 2005. He indicated that under the STP, LM would assume control on October 1, 2005.  
Tomlin stated that Lou McGee (DOE) would be managing the project for LM.  Steve Ross (DTSC) asked for a copy of 
the STP and Tomlin said that he would either provide an internet link to the plan or mail it out.  [Post-meeting note:  The 
STP was sent to meeting attendees on April 14, 2005.] 

 

Storm Water Aquatic 
Toxicity Test Results 

Devany reported that a low survival rate was reported after 24 hours of a 96-hour aquatic toxicity test on storm water 
samples collected on March 22, 2005 at the LS-1 sample location.  Devany noted that DOE planned to resample during 
the next rain event.  [Post-meeting note:  Additional storm water runoff samples were collected at location LS-1 on April 
8, 2005.  The analytical laboratory reported that 100% of the test organisms survived the 96-hour aquatic toxicity test.]  

 

DOE Schedule for 
Completing the Western 
Dog Pens Backfill Risk 
Assessment 

Devany noted that DOE plans to prepare a risk assessment to evaluate the effects of using overburden from the 
Southwest Trenches removal action and imported backfill in the Western Dog Pens area.  He indicated that the schedule 
for completing this task depends on UC Davis completing the protocols for the site-wide ERA by April 14, 2005.   
Devany stated that if this date was met, then DOE expected to provide the draft risk assessment to the RPMs by May 6, 
2005 and have the backfill installed by August 31, 2005. [Post-meeting note:  The UC Davis ERA protocols are still 
pending as of May 10, 2005.] 

 

DOE Schedule for 
Completing the Draft 
Feasibility Study 

Devany noted that DOE has resumed preparation of the DOE areas FS report.  Devany indicated the DOE is proceeding 
with the assumption that the pending ERA will not have significant effects on the remedies selected for the DOE areas 
and that the HHRA will be used as the basis for the draft FS report, which is planned for submittal to the RPMs on 
September 27, 2005.  Devany stated that any changes to the FS report resulting from the ERA would be incorporated in a 
subsequent draft. 

 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for May 18, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS) 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary 
May 18, 2005 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Christine Judal 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Jeff Bold, Geomatrix  G. Fred Lee, GFL&A  Kathy Setian, US EPA 
Patti Collins, US EPA  Joe Niland, Geomatrix  Jeff Short, DOE 
Bob Devany, WA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Lynette Gerbert, B&C  Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB  Jay Tomlin, DOE 
Linda Henry, B&C  Steve Ross, DTSC  Joe Turner, B&C 
Christine Judal, UC Davis  Julie Roth, DSCSOC  John Wood, DOE 

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL   

Announcements Brian Oatman (UC Davis) indicated that he was still assisting with the project and requested that he continue to be 
copied on project communications.  He said that reports and letters should be addressed to Christine Judal (UC Davis). 

 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

The April 6 draft minutes were approved with some editorial changes discussed at the meeting.  

Review of Action Items DOE will provide specific information on the Office of Legacy Management (LM) grant transition process to the 
affected agencies.  Jay Tomlin (DOE) indicated that there would be a discussion on this topic later in the meeting. 

UC Davis will revise the schedule of deliverables to group together the set of four documents that will ultimately 
comprise the site-wide risk assessment (including the DOE areas risk characterization), make additional updates 
as discussed and provide the updated schedule to the RPMs.  The schedule was provided to the RPMs on 
April 28, 2005. 

UC Davis will modify their schedule of deliverables according to the Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) 
schedule requirements for the Feasibility Study (FS).  The schedule was modified according to the AOC due date for 
the FS. 

To keep the RPMs informed of progress and schedule changes, UC Davis will send out the minutes of the 
biweekly conference calls and provide revised schedules to the RPMs as changes occur.  Minutes of the four 
biweekly ecological risk assessment (ERA) conference calls were provided to the RPMs on May 4, 2005. 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

UCD AREAS   

Schedule of 
Deliverables 

Items 1-3:  The three quarterly ground water monitoring reports have been added to the schedule. A few additional days 
have been added to the summer and fall report schedules to ensure data can be received from the laboratory (and 
validated) if samples are collected late in the quarter. 

Item 4:  The 2004 Annual Water Monitoring Report was due at the beginning of May.  We are a few weeks behind 
schedule, but expect to receive a draft for internal comments tomorrow.  The report should be ready to provide to the 
RPMs by the end of May. 

Items 5-10:  No changes. 

Item 11:  This is the human health risk characterization for DOE areas that the RPMs received a few days ago.  Kathy 
Setian (US EPA) asked Weiss Associates to follow up with FedEx to see whether her copy was delivered to the US EPA. 
Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the shipper reported that the document was delivered to the US EPA on 
May 16, 2005.  

Items 12 & 13:  This is the human health risk characterization for UC Davis areas (and detailed outline for Landfill 
No. 3).  Brown & Caldwell was planning to provide the outline to the RPMs today.  However, the DOE areas risk 
characterization (Item 11) has had some recent reorganization in headings and titles.  The outline will be revised for 
consistency with DOE’s document. 

Items 14-20:  No changes. 

 

UC Davis Areas Risk 
Characterization Update 

As discussed above, the detailed risk characterization outline for the Landfill No. 3 area is ready but needs some revision 
to stay consistent with the DOE areas risk characterization.  Linda Henry (Brown & Caldwell) provided an update on the 
progress of the risk characterization.  She stated that in order to achieve a clear understanding of information available 
for the areas to be evaluated, summary tables have been prepared for each area in the format used in the DOE document. 
Summary tables have not yet been prepared for the two areas that are more unique or anomalous, including the off-site 
ground water, surface water and sediment.   Henry asked the US EPA to verify her understanding that areas which have 
a presumptive remedy will not require all criteria to be applied.  For example, the evaluation of the spatial distribution of 
constituents of potential concern may not be necessary for Landfill No. 2, because UC Davis plans to cap the landfill.  
Patti Collins (US EPA) replied that the criteria will need to be applied wherever the information could affect the 
implementation of the presumptive remedy.  For instance, in the landfills, it will be important to consider any 
information that will affect the design of the presumptive remedy.  The interior of the landfill does not have to be 
characterized, but it will be necessary to define the lateral and vertical extent of contaminants around the edges of the 
area, particularly where the slope of the levee extends close to the edge of the landfill.  This information will be needed 
to evaluate the design of the cap.  [Post-meeting note:  The interior of a landfill might need to be evaluated if there was 
consideration for the removal of the landfill contents (e.g., in the case of a consolidation).] 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

Interim Removal Action 
Treatment System Status 

Although the treatment system was on line 86% of the time during 2004, it has increasingly become a challenge for UC 
Davis and the maintenance contractors to keep it functioning.  A review of 2004 down time indicated there were three 
primary problems that accounted for almost 80% of the time off line.  These issues included:  

• Sticking of the three-way valve (25%).  This valve was installed as part of the modifications 
made to develop the Land Treatment Pilot Study, so that water can be applied to the pastures for 
irrigation; 

• Effluent tank high water level (24%); and 

• Injection well high water level (30%).  

Scheduled maintenance and repair down time came to about 10% of the total time off line.  Items b and c are related, and 
these problems began to occur more consistently toward the end of 2004.  Throughout 2005, the ground water levels 
have remained very high due to high rainfall and this has compounded the problem.  Julie Roth (DSCSOC) added that 
the types of crops being planted in the area have changed during the past few years, resulting in much less irrigation 
needed in the vicinity of the site, and therefore higher ground water levels.  High ground water levels make it more 
difficult to inject water.  

The treatment system has been down most of January through April 2005 and has been operating intermittently in May.  
Jim Aborn (UC Davis) has recently taken over the system management and is working on resolving the problems.  The 
treatment system’s chronic problems need to be addressed to fulfill its functions of ground water treatment and irrigation 
water supply.  The main problem is mineral (calcium carbonate) scaling that affects all main components of the system, 
including the valves, pumps, air stripper treatment trays, as well as the injection well.  Also, there are piping pathways 
and computer logic modifications that need to be made to provide greater flexibility in running the system to its fullest 
capability.   

Judal presented a graph showing the injection well flow rate between 2000 and 2004.  Until early 2002, the injection rate 
ranged between 130 to 200 gallons per minute, depending on winter or summer capture zone requirements.  Since the 
implementation of the Berryessa system in 2001, the injection capacity has been declining.  A contributing reason for 
this decline in capacity is that the Berryessa system introduced surface water containing microbes into the aquifer 
formation surrounding the injection well.  The combination of high water levels, microbial growth in the formation 
surrounding the well and the calcium carbonate scaling problem all contribute to decreased efficiency.  

Routine maintenance is planned that will include descaling of the injection well to increase capacity and descaling of 
treatment trays to maintain efficiency of the air stripper.  UC Davis is exploring the engineering options for mitigating 
the scaling properties of the extraction water and will discuss the findings in the near future.  Collins requested that a 
technical memorandum be prepared to discuss the interim removal action (IRA) and to define a plan of action to address 
problems with the system.  Setian requested that it use the information presented in a previous technical memorandum 
that explored water discharge options and led to the introduction of the Land Treatment Pilot Study and the Berryessa 
mixing.  The new technical memorandum should update the status of actions taken to manage the discharge of water 
from the IRA.  Oatman said that he will assist Aborn in developing a technical memorandum for the RPMs in early June. 
 The RPMs also requested a presentation on the IRA system at the next meeting to include pictures and maps. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

UC Davis will develop a 
technical memorandum 
for the RPMs in early 
June.  The RPMs also 
requested a presentation 
on the IRA system at the 
next meeting to include 
pictures and maps. 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

Progress of Ecological 
Risk Assessment 
Revision 

The revision of the ERA is proceeding as indicated in the schedule.  This Friday, May 20, UC Davis plans to have 
another conference call with the US EPA.  In this call, Jennifer Holder of Blasland, Bouck & Lee will present 
information and recommendations to assist the US EPA in finalizing decisions on depth intervals and receptors by area.  
Once these decisions are made, the Tier 1 technical memorandum can be completed and provided to the RPMs for 
review in early June. 

 

DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during April and May: 

• Prepared and submitted the Draft Site-Wide Risk Assessment, Volume I: Human Health Risk Assessment (Part B—
Risk Characterization for DOE Areas) to the RPMs. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during June: 

• Prepare responses to RPM comments on the Draft Site-Wide Risk Assessment, Volume I: Human Health Risk 
Assessment (Part B—Risk Characterization for DOE Areas). 

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None. 

 

Eastern Dog Pens 
Controls 

Tomlin indicated that DOE was seeking approval to remove access controls from the Eastern Dog Pens.  He said that the 
DOE Action Memorandum specified that that fencing and access control posting be maintained until a final remedy was 
selected.  Tomlin added that since the current risk estimate indicates that the risk to trespassers and site workers is not 
significant, that the fencing requirement was no longer relevant.  He added that Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) had evaluated 
the radiation doses and indicated that there was no need for access controls from his agency’s perspective.   Steve Ross 
(DTSC) and Setian indicated that they concurred with the DOE proposal. 

DTSC and the US EPA 
agreed with DOE’s 
proposal to remove 
access controls from the 
Eastern Dog Pens. 

DOE Areas Risk 
Characterization 

Devany indicated that the draft human health risk characterization report had been distributed to the RPMs on May 13.  
He provided a briefing on the report’s format with emphasis on the ground water protection section, since it had not been 
previously discussed.  Collins suggested that “NFA” (no further action) be used, rather than “none,” in the summary 
tables for each section.  DOE agreed to this change.  Setian said that she would determine when US EPA could provide 
comments on the draft document.  [Post-meeting note:  The US EPA indicated that they planned to provide comments by 
July 1, 2005.  DHS/RHB and US EPA comments were provided ahead of schedule on June 10 and June 24, 2005, 
respectively]. 

 

Office of Legacy 
Management Site 
Transition Plan 
Feedback 

Tomlin indicated that he had sent out the LM site transition plan on April 14 and asked for comments. DOE requested 
comments on the LM site 
transition plan. 

Grant Update John Wood (DOE) presented specific information on the transition process and grant status for state agencies.  

 

The next meeting is scheduled for July 20, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. at the Brown & Caldwell Walnut Creek office. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS) 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary 
July 20, 2005 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Christine Judal 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Jim Aborn, UC Davis  Linda Henry, B&C  Julie Roth, DSCSOC 
Jeff Bold, Geomatrix  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Kathy Setian, US EPA 
Mike Butherus, Stoller  G. Fred Lee, GFL&A  Jeff Short, DOE 
Patti Collins, US EPA  Brian Oatman, UC Davis  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Bob Devany, WA  Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB  Jay Tomlin, DOE 
Lynette Gerbert, B&C  Steven Ross, DTSC  John Wood, DOE 

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL   

Announcements Jay Tomlin (DOE) announced that the LEHR site buildings had been transferred to UC Davis during the week of July 
11. Tomlin also indicated that DOE had removed the access restriction postings from the Eastern Dog Pens.  

 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

The May 18 draft minutes were approved by the RWQCB and DHS.  Kathy Setian (US EPA) and Tomlin requested 
some minutes changes during the meeting.  [Post-meeting note:  Patti Collins (US EPA) provided comments by e-mail 
on July 20.   Steve Ross (DTSC) indicated by e-mail on July 27 that he had no comments.  The minutes were approved 
with these changes.] 

 

Review of Action Items UC Davis will develop a technical memorandum for the RPMs in early June.  The RPMs also requested a 
presentation on the Interim Removal Action (IRA) system at the next meeting to include pictures and maps.  The 
technical memorandum was presented at this meeting. 

DOE requested comments on the Legacy Management (LM) site transition plan.  Tomlin mentioned that DOE 
hadn’t received any comments on the subject plan.   Setian said that her main concern was that UC Davis was 
comfortable with the plan, since it charted DOE’s exit strategy.  She added that it seemed like DOE had only allocated 
limited project funds after Fiscal Year 2006 (FY06).  Jeff Short (DOE) indicated that DOE is not exiting the site until its 
clean up obligation is complete.   A potential discrepancy between Short’s FY06 budget and the budget shown in the 
executive summary of the site transition plan was identified.  Tomlin said that he would check on this and issue a revised 
transition plan by the next RPM meeting, if necessary. 

DOE will check on the 
possible budget 
discrepancy in the LM 
transition plan and update 
the funding profile in the 
plan, if necessary. 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

UCD AREAS   

Schedule of 
Deliverables 

A revised UC Davis Schedule of Deliverables was provided.  Changes to the schedule since the last RPM meeting in 
May include: 

Item 1, 2004 Annual Water Monitoring Report:  This report was submitted to the agencies on June 7, 2005.  The 
comment due date is August 8, 2005. 

Items 2-4, Quarterly Water Monitoring Reports:  The winter quarterly report, which has been reviewed and is being 
revised for publication, should be ready soon.  Dates for summer and fall reports have been moved back slightly to allow 
more time for data review.  Tomlin asked about the comment section where it states “Issued As Final.”  Christine Judal 
(UC Davis) replied that this means that the quarterly reports go out as data transmittals and not draft documents.  
Comment review of the information contained in the quarterly report is provided in the annual water monitoring reports. 
 In future versions of the schedule, this comment block will be revised  to note “Issued as Data Transmittal” to make it 
clearer. 

Item 5, IRA Technical Memorandum:  Jim Aborn (UC Davis) will provide a summary of this memorandum. 

Item 6A, Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA) Tier 1 Technical Memorandum (Part 1): This document was 
provided to the US EPA and to bimonthly conference call participants on June 24.  Comments were resolved during the 
conference call on July 1, 2005. 

Item 6B, SWRA Tier 1 Technical Memorandum (Part 2):  This document was provided to the US EPA and 
conference call participants on July 12.  Comments will be discussed during the conference call scheduled for 
July 26, 2005.  An update of progress will be presented at today’s meeting. 

Item 7, SWRA Revised Ecological Risk Assessment:  At this time, the revised Ecological Risk Assessment is expected 
to be provided to the agencies on October 24, 2005. 

Item 8A, SWRA Human Health Risk Assessment (Part A Risk Estimate):  This document was finalized in 
April 2005. 

Item 8B, SWRA (Part B) DOE Areas Human Health Risk Characterization:  Comments were received and the 
document is being revised by DOE to incorporate comments. 

Item 8C (Part 1) & (Part 2), SWRA (B) UC Davis Areas Human Health Risk Characterization:  Part 1, which 
includes the landfill units and co-located areas, is nearly ready and will be submitted to the US EPA in August.  Linda 
Henry (Brown & Caldwell) will provide an update at today’s meeting. 

Items 9 & 10, Feasibility Study:  Dates have been modified to correspond with the expected completion of the SWRA.  

There are no changes to remaining items. 

 

Interim Remedial Action 
Treatment System 
Update 

Aborn presented a synopsis of UC Davis’ technical memorandum on the history and current status of the IRA treatment 
plant. This technical memorandum was requested by the US EPA at the last RPM meeting in May 2005.  Note:  Setian 
requested that all references to the IRA in documents be clearly defined as “Interim Removal Action” since it has 
frequently been identified as “Interim Remedial Action” is some documents.  UC Davis agreed to be consistent with this 
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

terminology.   

The IRA system was not operating for the first four months of 2005 due to the failure of the injection well. The system 
was restarted in early May 2005 and has operated continuously at the recommended monthly extraction rates (defined in 
Table B-2 in the 2003 Comprehensive Annual Water Monitoring Report).  Impacts (due to IRA non-operation and/or 
lower extraction rates) in ground water monitoring wells dowgradient of the extraction well are being evaluated.  As of 
May 2005, results in downgradient well UCD2-40 have not shown an increase above 2004 levels.   

Because the water cannot be injected due to the recent incapacity of the injection well, the effluent from the IRA plant 
has been diverted to the campus waste water treatment plant (WWTP) since May 2005.  This was done after discussion 
with and concurrence by the campus WWTP manager that the IRA discharge would not impact the WWTP or its own 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit discharge standards for Putah Creek. 

Susan Timm (RWQCB) asked what the plans are for the winter discharge.  Aborn responded that one option is to 
continue sending the water to the WWTP and other options (including installation of a second injection well) are being 
evaluated. 

Julie Roth (DSCSOC) noted that when the IRA began operating, the campus WWTP did not have the capacity to accept 
the IRA discharge.  This apparently has changed.  However, there have always been impacts to the creek.  She asked 
whether the WWTP outfall is included in the monitoring for impacts from LEHR/SCDS.  Aborn responded that the 
WWTP outfall is monitored during surface water sampling after storm events only.  Brian Oatman (UC Davis) added 
that the WWTP extensive monitoring program is governed by its NPDES permit. 

A question was raised by G. Fred Lee (DSCSOC) on whether the campus waste water treatment plant was in full 
compliance with its permit.  Aborn and Oatman did not know the answer to that and promised to find out and report back 
to the group at the next RPM meeting. 

 

UC Davis will provide a 
short discussion of the 
safeguards regarding the 
discharge of IRA water 
through the campus 
WWTP and will provide 
information on WWTP 
compliance issues that 
may be impacted by 
LEHR/SCDS IRA 
discharge at the next 
RPM meeting. 

The US EPA requested 
that any suggestions for 
additional items to be 
included in the memo be 
provided to UC Davis by 
August 1, 2005 so that 
the memorandum could 
be finalized and 
distributed at the next 
RPM meeting. 

UC Davis Areas Human 
Health Risk 
Characterization 

Brown & Caldwell discussed the Draft Part C UC Davis Risk Characterization report that would be submitted on August 
15, 2005.  This draft addresses the three landfill units, including the co-located areas with Landfill Unit No. 2.  
Following comments, the next version of the document will include all UC Davis areas.  Brown & Caldwell specifically 
mentioned that the report includes a description of the presumptive remedy and an evaluation of all locations outside the 
boundaries of the landfills that might be included in the cap. 

 

Ecological Risk 
Assessment - Tier 1 
Technical Memorandum 

Blasland, Bouck & Lee (BBL) is progressing on the completion of the Tier 1 Technical Memorandum, which will 
provide the basis for completing the Ecological Risk Assessment.  The Tier 1 Technical Memorandum has been provided 
to the US EPA for review and a few issues are still being addressed.  Conference calls are continuing between the US 
EPA, DOE and UC Davis every other week to resolve issues and discuss progress.  Once the Tier 1 Technical 
Memorandum is approved, BBL will begin the full revision of the Ecological Risk Assessment, which is currently 
expected to be provided to the RPMs for review in October 2005.  
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SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during June and July: 

• Prepared responses to RPM comments on Draft DOE Areas Human Health Risk Characterization. 

• Transferred LEHR site buildings to UC Davis. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during August: 

• Update responses to RPM comments on Draft DOE Areas Human Health Risk Characterization. 

• Issue a redline version of the revised Draft DOE Areas Human Health Risk Characterization. 

Federal Facility Agreement requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None. 

 

DOE Areas Human 
Health Risk 
Characterization 

Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that the responses to RPM and UC Davis comments received on the draft 
human health risk characterization report had been sent out on July 19, and that DOE was agreeing with most of the 
comments.  He added that DOE was requesting approval of the responses by July 26.  Setian indicated that based on the 
US EPA’s policy, she would need to review the actual document changes prior to granting approval of the responses.  
Tomlin indicated that earlier feedback from the RPMs on the responses to comments would help DOE to make sure that 
the document changes are on track. 

Devany presented a key change to the document that resulted from RWQCB comment No. 1 on managing uncertainty 
associated with future ground water impacts from vadose zone soil contamination.   Devany indicated that DOE was 
proposing to modify the constituent of potential concern (COPC) selection flow chart to include a provision to identify 
and track COPCs that require long-term monitoring.  Timm agreed with the proposal and indicated that many of the 
COPCs have not been recently monitored, and that the RWQCB wants a method to keep track of these COPCs.  Judal 
(UC Davis) indicated that UC Davis also had some concerns about the ground water impact evaluation, since the existing 
monitoring well network was designed for general site monitoring and may not be able to identify releases from 
individual release areas.   Devany said that DOE planned to identify the COPCs recommended for monitoring in the 
summary table in the risk characterization report.  Setian added that the Feasibility Study (FS) and ultimately the Record 
of Decision (ROD) should also identify these COPCs.   

Stephen Pay (DHS-RHB) indicated that DOE’s response to DHS-RHB comment No. 3 was not acceptable, since site 
observations indicate that indoor research workers are exposed to dust in the buildings at LEHR.  Devany stated that the 
conceptual site model (CSM) showing this pathway as being closed was from the site-wide risk estimate.  He added that 
justification for closing this pathway was not explicitly discussed in the risk estimate.  Jeff Bold (Geomatrix) indicated 
that the CSM did account for incidental dust ingestion for the indoor research worker.  Linda Henry (Brown & Caldwell) 
noted that dust inhalation should contribute less than 10% of the overall risk based on the methodology and assumptions 
used in the US EPA Region IX preliminary remediation goals.  Henry suggested that UC Davis and DOE further 
evaluate dust inhalation to evaluate whether its impact on overall risk is negligible.  Pay agreed to this proposal if the 
CSM was modified to show the pathway as being complete.  Collins noted that Henry’s suggestion was reasonable.  
DOE and UC Davis agreed to show the dust inhalation pathway as being complete in the risk characterization CSM, and 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DOE will modify the risk 
characterization to 
include the revised 
process flow chart and 
carry forward ground 
water monitoring COPCs 
to the FS and ROD. 

DOE and UC Davis will 
jointly evaluate the dust 
inhalation pathway for 
the indoor research 
worker and modify the 
CSM to include this 
pathway. 
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DECISIONS 

to look into the risk contribution for this additional pathway. 

Calendar Year 2004 
NESHAPs Report 
Summary 

Devany noted that the NESHAPs report addresses DOE-related radionuclide air emissions at LEHR from surface soil in 
the Western and Eastern Dog Pens.   He mentioned that, as in prior years, the 2004 emissions were negligible.  Tomlin 
stated that the US EPA was requiring submittal of the NESHAPs report until the ROD was complete.   Devany indicated 
that the 2004 NESHAPs report was submitted to Jack Broadbent of US EPA Region IX, DOE and US EPA headquarters 
personnel.  Setian indicated that Jack Broadbent was no longer with the US EPA and that Debra Jordan was the new Air 
Division Director at Region IX. 

 

State Grants Status John Wood (DOE) presented information on the transition process and provided contact information for the LM grant 
administrators.  He indicated that there would be no interruption of committed funding to the agencies. 

 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for August 31, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. at the Weiss Associates Emeryville office. 
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Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary 
August 31, 2005 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Christine Judal 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Jim Aborn, UC Davis  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Jeff Short, DOE 
Jeff Bold, B&C  G. Fred Lee, GFL&A  Jeff Tack, Stoller 
Mike Butherus, Stoller  Joe Niland, Geomatrix  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Patti Collins, US EPA  Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB  Jay Tomlin, DOE 
Bob Devany, WA  Steven Ross, DTSC  Joe Turner, B&C 
Linda Henry, B&C  Kathy Setian, US EPA  John Wood, DOE 

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL   

Announcements Jeff Bold is now working for Brown & Caldwell at their Davis office.  He will assist as necessary with LEHR/SCDS, but 
will primarily work on wastewater engineering projects. 

Jay Tomlin (DOE) announced that Richard Lessler of US EPA Region IX had submitted some comments on the 2004 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants report and that DOE was in the process of resolving the 
comments. 

 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

The July 20 draft minutes were approved by the RWQCB, DTSC and DHS-RHB.  Kathy Setian (US EPA) and Tomlin 
requested some changes to the minutes during the meeting.  Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) indicated that Patti Collins 
(US EPA) had provided comments by e-mail on August 31.  The minutes were approved with these changes. 

 

Review of Action Items DOE will check on the possible budget discrepancy in the Legacy Management (LM) transition plan and update 
the funding profile in the plan, if necessary.  Tomlin indicated that he would cover this during the LM transition 
discussion. 

UC Davis will provide a short discussion of the safeguards regarding the discharge of IRA water through the 
campus WWTP and will provide information on WWTP compliance issues that may be impacted by 
LEHR/SCDS IRA discharge at the next RPM meeting.  See discussion below. 

DOE will modify the risk characterization to include the revised process flow chart and carry forward ground 
water monitoring constituents of potential concern to the Feasibility Study (FS) and Record of Decision (ROD).  
Devany indicated that the revised flow chart had been included in the revised redline draft that was sent out on August 
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19.  

DOE and UC Davis will jointly evaluate the dust inhalation pathway for the indoor research worker and modify 
the CSM to include this pathway.  See discussion below. 

UCD AREAS   

Site-Wide Risk 
Assessment, Volume 1: 
Human Health Risk 
Assessment, Parts 
B&C—Risk 
Characterization for 
Co-Located Areas 

Linda Henry (Brown & Caldwell) presented information on the Part B (DOE) and Part C (UC Davis) risk 
characterizations having different recommendations on the inclusion of dieldrin and strontium-90 in the FS for the 
Eastern Dog Pens.  The Eastern Dog Pens, a DOE area, was also included in the UC Davis risk characterization, since 
the Eastern Dog Pens are located on top of Landfill Unit No. 2, a UC Davis area.  Part B recommended that dieldrin and 
strontium-90 be included in the FS, while Part C recommended that these chemicals not be included in the FS.  Part C 
based this recommendation on the fact that the risk above acceptable levels for these chemicals is due to ingestion of 
homegrown produce for 30 years, a pathway that is highly uncertain for risk assessment modeling and unlikely to occur. 
It is highly unlikely that the capped landfill would be used for residential gardens. Also the design of the landfill will 
preclude access by roots of plants to impacted soil or waste.  The US EPA agreed that the presumptive remedy for the 
three landfill areas could be considered in the risk characterization.  Collins stated that this is a well-coordinated 
approach to resolve the differences in the documents and requested that Henry provide this information in an e-mail to 
Dan Stralka for his review.  DOE will add a notation to the Eastern Dog Pens section of their risk characterization to 
indicate that the conclusions could be different from the UC Davis risk characterization due to the final remedy being 
driven by the landfill.  [Post-meeting note:  Based on the US EPA’s recommendation, the UC Davis risk characterization 
was revised to propose that dieldrin and strontium-90 be brought forward for consideration in the FS.] 

The US EPA requested 
that Brown & Caldwell 
provide the rationale for 
determining the 
constituents of potential 
concern for the Eastern 
Dog Pens via e-mail. 

Weiss Associates will add 
a notation to the Eastern 
Dog Pens section of the 
DOE areas risk 
characterization report to 
indicate that the 
conclusions could be 
different from the UC 
Davis risk 
characterization due to 
the final remedy being 
driven by the landfill. 

Site-Wide Risk 
Assessment, Volume 1: 
Human Health Risk 
Assessment, Part A— 
Indoor Researcher 
Radiation Exposure 
Pathway 

In recent discussions, the US EPA requested revision of the footnote on the conceptual site model (CSM) for the DOE 
and UC Davis risk characterizations concerning the inhalation of dust in indoor air.  Stephen Pay (DHS/RHB) had 
requested that this pathway be shown as complete.  UC Davis and DOE risk assessors agree that this pathway is 
appropriate to include.  Henry’s approach was to use the risk for the outdoor research worker as a surrogate for the 
indoor research worker. The contribution of total risk for the indoor research worker for inhalation of dust was 
considered to be less than 1%.  Setian disagreed with this approach and instructed that all references to a percent risk be 
removed.  Pay noted that this approach works for DHS, but not the US EPA.  Henry agreed to present the calculation 
without using the percent risk and provide an e-mail with specific language for the document.  [Post-meeting note:  
Devany sent an e-mail to the RPMS on September 27 indicating that based on the US EPA’s input and subsequent 
discussions with Henry, the footnote remain as originally published except that “less than 1%” be replaced with “a risk 
of less than 10-8.”  This change was incorporated into the final DOE areas risk characterization report.]  

Brown & Caldwell will 
provide an e-mail 
proposing revised 
language for risk 
characterization 
documents that does not 
use percent risk. 

UC Davis Schedule of 
Deliverables 

Christine Judal (UC Davis) provided copies of the revised UC Davis schedule of deliverables, and discussed the 
following items: 
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1. The Winter 2005 Quarterly Water Monitoring Report was issued on August 15, 2005. 

2. The Spring 2005 Quarterly Water Monitoring Report is expected to be complete by end of September.  

3. The Summer 2005 Quarterly Water Monitoring Report is expected to be provided by November 23, 2005. 

4. The Site-Wide Risk Assessment (SWRA) Tier 1 Technical Memorandum is nearing completion.  Blasland, 
Bouck & Lee (BBL) has been working on comment resolution, including concerns with the ponded water 
modeling process and Putah Creek issues.  UC Davis is evaluating alternatives for resolving a contract issue, 
which limits professional service agreements to a maximum of $100,000.  BBL is approaching that limit, which 
was intended to complete the ecological risk assessment (ERA).  At this point, we are still completing the Tier 1 
technical memorandum.  In response to the comment by Judal about BBL funding, Collins asked whether BBL 
had stopped work.  Judal responded that, due to the technical and contract issues, work is not currently 
progressing, as of this week.  Collins requested that the minutes reflect the US EPA’s concern that UC Davis 
allowed this situation to develop, since they should have known that the monetary limit was getting close.  Judal 
responded that UC Davis and BBL did know.  They have been working on some alternative solutions and hope 
to have it resolved soon. 

5. SWRA Volume 2, Revised ERA is expected to be completed by the end of November 2005 or about two 
months after the Tier 1 technical memorandum is complete.  Timing depends on resolving the issues just 
discussed. 

6. 6B. SWRA Volume 1, Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) Part B: DOE recently provided (via e-mail 
on August 19) the redline-strikeout version of the HHRA Part B risk characterization for DOE areas that 
includes comment resolution. 

7. 6C(1). SWRA Volume 1 HHRA Partial Part C—Risk Characterization for UC Davis Areas:  Part 1 for 
Landfill Areas was provided to the RPMs for comment on August 15.  Collins noted that this partial document 
does not require comments from all RPMs.  She expects only the US EPA and DOE to provide comments. 

8. 6C(2). SWRA Volume 1 HHRA Part C—Risk Characterization for UC Davis Areas should be completed 
by October 17, 2005, providing that the Partial Part C prototype document is acceptable and approved by the 
US EPA 

9. 7 and 8.  The Feasibility Study document dates have been modified on the schedule to reflect the 
Administrative Order on Consent requirements. The FS screening document is due 90 days after approval of the 
SWRA and the Detailed Evaluation is due 60 days after approval of the Screening of Alternatives. 

Dates for the remaining items on the ROD section have not been modified (due to uncertainties), but the timing for these 
actions will be based on completion and approval of the FS documents. 
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Ground Water 
Monitoring Program 

Jim Aborn (UC Davis) provided an update for the site ground water monitoring program.  Aborn has been coordinating 
with Susan Timm (RWQCB) regarding the completion of special monitoring that has been conducted based on her 2003 
request.  The request was to perform additional monitoring for selected constituents in certain wells for one year.  This 
monitoring has been done during the four quarters of 2004 and the first two quarters of 2005.  Hydrostratigraphic Unit-1 
wells UCD1-1, 1-4, 1-10,1-11, 1-12, 1-13, 1-18,1-19 1-20, 1-21, 1-22, 1-23, 1-24 and 1-25 received additional 
monitoring.  A review of data by Brown & Caldwell indicates no significant changes for the constituents monitored.  
Based on this review, UC Davis proposes to return these wells to the monitoring schedule that was in place prior to this 
special request. 

 

Interim Removal Action 
Treatment Plant Update 

Due to problems with the injection well, as discussed at the July RPM meeting, the interim removal action (IRA) 
treatment plant is currently discharging effluent to the campus waste water treatment plant (WWTP).  G. Fred Lee 
(DSCSOC) sent an e-mail after the last meeting identifying several concerns, including notification of the RWQCB 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) unit, the campus waste water permit compliance and 
safeguards, as well as concern about unregulated/unknown constituents.  Aborn was directed by the US EPA to address 
these concerns at this meeting.  He responded that the campus NPDES permit requires notification of “significant 
change”, and noted that the WWTP Superintendent evaluated the effluent contribution to the WWTP, but had not 
considered this a significant change.  However, Aborn agreed to seek concurrence on this from the NPDES unit.   

Aborn stated that he has checked into the compliance history.  The WWTP has extensive monitoring requirements under 
its NPDES permit.  Varying constituents are sampled daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly, semi-annually and annually.  
Additional unknown constituents that may be in the outfall are indirectly addressed by the requirement for three-species 
acute and chronic aquatic toxicity monitoring.  Results show that the UC Davis WWTP has been in full compliance with 
permit requirements except for electrical conductivity (EC).  The EC limit is 900 micromhos per centimeter (µmhos/cm), 
and the typical WWTP value is 1,100 µmhos/cm.  Because total dissolved solids (TDS) levels are correlated to EC, the 
IRA TDS value indicated that the IRA effluent EC would be below the WWTP limits.  Test results should be available 
soon for the IRA effluent EC.  Lee added that EC and TDS values are related by a factor of 0.6 or 0.7.  He said that any 
addition of TDS is a concern, since the Delta water supply has increasing EC and salt levels.  Aborn responded that 
because the IRA water is below the WWTP discharge level, it may have a dilution effect overall.  Lee responded that any 
amount contributed adds to the overall load.  [Post-meeting note:  Test results for IRA effluent EC were 435 µmhos/cm.] 

UC Davis agreed to notify the RWQCB of the IRA discharge to the WWTP and to stop if the RWQCB identified 
problems with this discharge.  The RWQCB responded to Aborn’s notification by concurring with the original 
determination by WWTP management that adding the IRA discharge to the WWTP did not significantly change the 
WWTP discharge to Putah Creek. 
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DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during August: 

• Responded to RPM comments and issued a redline-strikeout copy of the revised DOE areas risk characterization 
report. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during September: 

• Finalize the DOE areas risk characterization report. 

• Resume preparation of the FS for DOE areas. 

Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None. 

 

Legacy Management 
Transition 

Tomlin presented an overview of the DOE funding profile shown in the site transition plan (STP).  He noted that the 
executive summary in the current STP incorrectly showed funding of $810,000 rather than $660,000.  The $810,000 was 
composed of $660,000 of Fiscal Year (FY) 2006 funding plus an anticipated $150,000 of remaining FY 2005 funds that 
were to be transferred to LM in FY 2006.  He indicated that Environmental Management (EM) expended all FY 2005 
funds, including the $150,000 marked for LM, but they have committed an additional $500,000 to the overall profile.  
Mike Butherus (Stoller) noted that Weiss Associates will be under contract with Stoller on October 1 and will continue 
to support the DOE project in the same manner as it has been.  Jeff Short (DOE) said that LM is reorganizing and that he 
would provide the DOE LM points of contact for LEHR shortly.  He added that communication will continue to go 
through Tomlin through the end of September and that Tomlin will support LM at least through the end of the calendar 
year.  Butherus indicated that Stoller planned to issue a press release on the site transition and that a public relations 
person would come to the next RPM meeting.  [Post-meeting note:  A letter on DOE site transition will be sent to 
stakeholders instead of a press release.]  Setian mentioned that it would be desirable if Julie Roth (DSCSOC) could 
attend the next meeting in person.  Tomlin indicated that the agency oversight grants would be transferred to LM by the 
end of September, but funding would continue to be out of EM’s Albuquerque office.  Short said that the quarterly 
performance reports should go to LM.  Steve Ross (DTSC) requested that the new grant requirements be provided in 
writing, as well as any transition to LM where contacts change.  Pay also requested clarification on the handling of the 
next quarterly report, since it will discuss performance under EM’s oversight.  Tomlin agreed to send the grantees an e-
mail on this matter.    Short indicated that a meeting with the RPMs will be required to discuss transition-related 
modifications to the FFA.  He agreed to send out a letter to identify the issues and propose a meeting.  Tomlin indicated 
that transition-related modifications to the UC Davis Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will also be required.  He also 
requested that document distribution be modified so copies go to Weiss Associates, Stoller, LM and EM.  Tomlin 
indicated that LM has requested ground water monitoring data from UC Davis.  Judal said that UC Davis plans to 
provide the requested data, but that a moderate amount of effort is required.  Butherus indicated that the Stoller database 
personnel will contact UC Davis to discuss the data transfer. 

Short indicated that LM was preparing its long-term surveillance and monitoring (LTS&M) plan for the site and that an 
informational copy would be provided to the US EPA.  Short clarified that the LTS&M plan was basically a work plan 
for continuing the CERCLA process.  It was agreed by LM and the agencies that the ROD will document the site remedy 

LM will provide points of 
contact to stakeholders. 

DOE will send out e-mail 
on grant changes. 

LM will issue a letter to 
identify transition-related 
modifications to the FFA 
and to propose a meeting 
with the RPMs. 

LM will issue a letter to 
UC Davis clarifying 
responsibilities related to 
the MOA. 

Stoller database 
personnel will coordinate 
with UC Davis on the 
ground water data 
transfer. 

The RPMs agreed that 
they do not need to 
review LTS&M plan. 

UC Davis will provide a 
public relations mailing 
list to Stoller. 
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and monitoring plan, and that the agencies did not need to comment on the current LTS&M plan. 

DOE Ares Risk 
Characterization 

Devany mentioned that the redline-strikeout version of the DOE areas risk characterization report was sent out on 
August 19 and that approval was requested by September 2.  Setian indicated that the US EPA required additional time, 
but did not expect to have any significant comments.  Pay indicated that DHS/RHB had finished its review and would 
provide a letter of concurrence shortly.  DTSC and the RWQCB indicted that they would complete their review in a 
week. 

 

Feasibility Study Devany noted that preparation of the FS report had resumed using the human health constituents of concern identified in 
the risk characterization.  He indicated that the Eastern Dog Pens and DOE Disposal Box will be addressed in the 
UC Davis FS, since they will be covered by the landfill cap.  Short stated that LM would provide UC Davis with 
information on an alternative cap design.  Devany noted the draft FS report would be submitted to the RPMs in 
December.  Devany indicated that a summary of the remedial alternatives would be presented at the next RPM meeting.  
Steve Ross asked about when the final FS would be ready.  Devany mentioned that finalization of the FS depends on the 
completion of the ERA.  Tomlin indicated that a long-term schedule would be presented at the next meeting.  Setian 
requested that the schedule provide details on the completion of the initial draft, the post-ERA revision and the final. 

Weiss Associates will 
present a summary of the 
remedial alternatives 
proposed in the FS at the 
next RPM meeting. 

DOE will provide a 
long-term project 
schedule at next RPM 
meeting. 

The next meeting is scheduled for October 19, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. at the Brown & Caldwell Walnut Creek office. 
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Laboratory for Energy-Related Health Research/South Campus Disposal Sites (LEHR/SCDS) 
University of California, Davis 

Environmental Restoration Program 
Final 

Remedial Project Managers Meeting Summary 
October 19, 2005 

Recorded by:  Bob Devany and Christine Judal 
 

Meeting Participants: 
Jim Aborn, UC Davis  Christine Judal, UC Davis  Julie Roth, DSCSOC 
Mike Butherus, Stoller  Vijay Kothari, DOE  Kathy Setian, US EPA 
Thomas Butler, US EPA  G. Fred Lee, GFL&A  Jeff Tack, Stoller 
Patti Collins, US EPA  Judy Miller, Stoller  Susan Timm, RWQCB 
Bob Devany, WA  Stephen Pay, DHS/RHB  Jay Tomlin, DOE 
Lynette Gerbert, B&C  Steven Ross, DTSC  John Wood, DOE 

 The major items discussed, decisions made, and actions recommended are summarized below. 

 

SUBJECT 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

ACTIONS/ 
DECISIONS 

GENERAL   

Announcements Bob Devany (Weiss Associates) mentioned that there were several people accessing the meeting by telephone, and that it 
was important to speak loudly and maintain a relatively low noise level during the meeting, so that everyone could 
follow the discussions.  Thomas Butler (US EPA) requested that the speakers identify themselves by name.   

Butler stated that Brett Moffit was transitioning off the project and that he (Butler) would be the US EPA’s attorney for 
the project.   

 

Approval of Meeting 
Minutes 

Patti Collins (US EPA) and Steve Ross (DTSC) requested some changes to the minutes during the meeting.  The minutes 
were approved with these changes. 

 

Review of Action Items The US EPA requested that Brown & Caldwell provide the rationale for determining the constituents of potential 
concern (COCs) for the Eastern Dog Pens via e-mail.  Judal indicated that Brown and Caldwell had exchanged e-mail 
on this issue with Weiss.  Subsequently, UC Davis and EPA met and decided that the rationale for determining risk 
COCs for the Eastern Dog Pens would be consistent with those used by DOE. 

Weiss Associates will add a notation to the Eastern Dog Pens section of the DOE areas risk characterization 
report to indicate that the conclusions could be different from the UC Davis risk characterization due to the final 
remedy being driven by the landfill.  Devany noted that the final version of subject report had included this statement. 

Brown & Caldwell will provide an e-mail proposing revised language for risk characterization documents that 
does not use percent risk.  Judal indicated that Weiss and Brown & Caldwell had worked on this issue together, and 
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Devany had sent out an e-mail to the RPMs with the proposed revised language on September 28.  

The DOE Office of Legacy Management (LM) will provide points of contact to stakeholders.  DOE-LM distributed 
the contacts list at the meeting. 

DOE will send out an e-mail on grant changes.  Jay Tomlin (DOE) indicated that he had sent out an e-mail on 
October 11, 2005 stating that the transfer of grants to LM had been delayed and that the contact information on grants 
will remain the same until further notice. 

LM will issue a letter to identify transition-related modifications to the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) and to 
propose a meeting with the RPMs.  Vijay Kothari (DOE) said that he plans to issue a letter suggesting changes to the 
FFA by the next RPM meeting.  Setian (EPA) and Butler suggested that a letter stating the administrative changes may 
be acceptable rather than an FFA amendment.  Tomlin suggested that a draft letter be sent out for review by EPA.  EPA 
agreed. 

LM will issue a letter to UC Davis clarifying responsibilities related to the Memorandum of Agreement.  Vijay 
Kothari (DOE) said that the letter was still being prepared. 

Stoller database personnel will coordinate with UC Davis on the ground water data transfer.  Mike Butherus 
(Stoller) noted that the database coordination was complete and that UC Davis had delivered the subject data. 

UC Davis will provide a public relations mailing list to Stoller.  Butherus indicated that UC Davis had provided 
Stoller with the mailing list. 

Weiss Associates will present a summary of the remedial alternatives proposed in the Feasibility Study (FS) at the 
next RPM meeting.  Devany said that this was included on the agenda. 

DOE will provide a long-term project schedule at next RPM meeting.  Devany indicated that this was being deferred 
until the UC Davis ecological risk assessment (ERA) schedule was finalized. 

 

 

 

 

LM to issue draft 
letter stating 
administrative 
changes that pertain to 
the FFA. 

LM will issue a letter 
clarifying 
responsibilities under 
the MOA. 

 

 

 

 

DOE will provide a 
long-term project 
schedule. 

 

UCD AREAS   

RPM Meeting Agenda  

 

Setian asked UC Davis about the timeliness of sending out agendas prior to meetings.   [Post-meeting clarification:  
Advance notice of the agenda is used by participants to prepare for topics of discussion and to ensure that the people 
with the appropriate expertise attend the meeting.]  UC Davis agreed to give at least three days advance notice in the 
future, but would try for one week notice to match the DOE requirement.  [Post-meeting note:  The US EPA offered to 
help UC Davis develop future agendas.]  

UC will issues its 
agenda at least three 
days in advance of the 
RPM meeting. 

Update on Interim 
Removal Action System 

 

UC Davis contacted the RWQCB about the interim removal action (IRA) discharge to the campus waste water treatment 
plant (WWTP) and received concurrence on September 1, 2005 that UC Davis had acted appropriately under the 
authority of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit in making its determination of no significant 
change to the discharge to Putah Creek.  The RWQCB also concurred with the determination of no significant change 
after discussion of the data.  IRA treatment plant discharge to the campus WWTP did not change the WWTP discharge 
to Putah Creek.  
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The IRA treatment plant discharge to the WWTP will continue on an interim basis while long-term options for the IRA 
effluent are investigated as part of the FS.  The electrical conductivity of IRA effluent is approximately 435 micromhos 
per centimeter (µmhos/cm), while the WWTP NPDES limit is 900 µmhos/cm.  Ross asked whether UC Davis had 
received written concurrence from the RWQCB.  Jim Aborn (UC Davis) responded that the concurrence was verbal, 
concluding that UC Davis has the authority to make this change, since it does not change the discharge to the creek.  

The IRA extraction rate for October and winter months will be reduced to 40 to 50 gallons per minute in accordance with 
the calculated extraction rate for plume capture.  

Water Monitoring 
Program 

Preparations for storm water monitoring are complete and ready to catch the first rainfall event with sufficient flow to 
collect samples.  UC Davis and DOE will be sending samples for aquatic toxicity to Block Environmental Services in 
Pleasant Hill, California.  

Low-level mercury samples will be sent to Caltest Labs.  Regarding this sampling, Susan Timm (RWQCB) noted that 
she had sent a letter out on July 16, 2005 requesting UC Davis and DOE to conduct the low-level mercury sampling, 
based on a request by the total maximum daily load unit.  Timm was not sure how the data will be used.  She noted that 
the mercury found in storm water is probably a naturally-occurring mercury that happened to get into storm water.  G. 
Fred Lee (DSCSOC) stated that this is probably not natural mercury, but most likely due to former mining operations in 
the region. 

Timm indicated that she had sent out a letter in 2004 requesting that low-level mercury samples be collected for 2 rain 
events during the Fall of 2004 and spring of 2005.  She indicated that DOE had collected these samples and provided the 
RWQCB with the data.  She said that DOE did not need to collect additional samples at this point.  She is researching 
this topic with specialists at the RWQCB.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

DOE does not need to 
collect low-level 
mercury samples until 
further notice. 

Community Relations 
and Administrative 
Record  

 

UC Davis has been reviewing, updating and consolidating the administrative record, and has visited both the Yolo 
County Library and the Shields Library on campus to check on the status of site documents that are currently available at 
each location.  We will verify which documents need to be replaced and/or added to the set.  Documents at the Yolo 
County Library will have an electronic monitoring device that will prevent the documents from being removed without 
authorization.    

 

Schedule of 
Deliverables 

Christine Judal (UC Davis) gave an update on the schedule for UC Davis deliverables.  Because the US EPA is currently 
in the process of working out a schedule with UC Davis that will encompass the steps through the completion of the 
Record of Decision, many of the dates on today’s schedule of deliverables are listed as “TBA” (to be announced).  
However, some items on the schedule have been revised since the last RPM meeting.  These include Item 1, the Spring 
Quarterly, which is now scheduled to be provided to the RPMs by the end of October.  The only other item changed was 
the Part C, Human Health Risk Assessment for UC Davis Areas, which is planned to be provided to the US EPA by 
October 28, 2005. 

Collins provided an update on US EPA developments regarding the schedule.   
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DOE AREAS   

Federal Facility 
Agreement Compliance 

Specific actions taken by DOE during September/October: 

• Finalize the risk characterization report. 

• Begin preparation of the FS. 

Actions expected to be undertaken by DOE during November/December: 

• Complete an internal draft of the FS. 

FFA requirements that were not completed and anticipated future compliance problems: 

None. 

 

   

Legacy Management 
Transition 

Butherus distributed contact information and document distribution instructions for the LM team.  Setian mentioned that 
the US EPA has had a great working relationship with DOE Environmental Management (DOE-EM) and that it wants it 
to continue with DOE-LM.  Kothari indicated that he expected the transition to be seamless and expected that DOE-LM 
shouldn’t have any problems maintaining the standards that EM has established.   

 

DOE Ares Feasibility 
Study (FS) 

Devany presented DOE’s plan for the FS.  He indicated that the FS constituents of concern (COCs) are based on the risk 
management recommendations presented in the risk characterization report.  He noted that COCs may be added after the 
UC Davis ERA is complete, and that the Eastern Dog Pens and DOE Disposal Box would be addressed in the UC Davis 
FS as part of a joint remedy for Landfill No. 2.  He mentioned that carbon-14 present in the adjacent UC Davis area 
would not be included in the DOE FS.  [Post-meeting note: After the meeting, it was agreed that additional discussions 
needed to be held between DOE and UC Davis regarding the best way to address the carbon-14 in the Southern Disposal 
Trench...]   Devany presented a summary table showing ground water monitoring-only constituents and FS COCs.   
Devany explained that the ground water monitoring-only constituents are identified as residual soil contaminants that 
have a low likelihood of impacting ground water in the future and that their evaluation in the FS is not required.  He said 
that this concept had been established during risk management discussions and was added to the risk assessment flow 
chart.  Setian suggested that the monitoring-only constituents be identified as part of the preferred alternative and carried 
to the Record of Decision.   

Devany then presented several slides showing the proposed alternatives for each of the DOE areas.  Setian asked if the 
FFA contained a milestone to present the remedial alternatives.  Devany replied that the only FS milestone was to submit 
the draft FS.   Setian indicated that the US EPA would provide comments to DOE on the proposed alternatives.  Collins 
indicated that some consideration should be given to identifying the proposed asphalt cap as an infiltration control 
process option, rather than a cap, and that the presentation of the COCs should identify whether the COC results from a 
human health or ecological risk, or if it is a ground water impact consideration.  Devany said that Weiss Associates 
would look into these issues when preparing the draft FS.   Ross asked whether surface water needed to be addressed.  
Devany indicated that there were no surface water issues identified in the risk characterization and Collins indicated that 
she did not expect that surface water would be a problem from an ecological standpoint. 

 

 

 

 

 

. 
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Western Dog Pens 
Backfill Plan 

Devany indicated that DOE is planning to complete the backfilling of the Western Dog Pens (WDP) in fiscal year 2006.  
 He indicated that a supplemental risk assessment is planned after the ERA Tier 1 Technical Memorandum (TTM) is 
complete.  Devany indicated, based on a suggestion from Collins, that it might make sense to include the WDP 
supplemental risk assessment in the UC Davis ERA.  Setian said that she was concerned that this approach might delay 
backfilling.  It was agreed that a conference call between EPA, UC Davis and DOE would be held in November to 
discuss this approach further.  [Post-meeting note:  The call was canceled because the US EPA decided that DOE should 
complete a separate supplemental risk assessment for the Western Dog Pens, so that the UC Davis ERA schedule would 
not be delayed.]   Devany presented a draft schedule, which showed the process and timing required to complete the 
backfilling by late summer 2006. 

DOE will proceed 
with the supplemental 
risk assessment for the 
WDP after the TTM is 
approved [a post 
meeting decision]. 

Administrative Record Devany indicated that DOE is updating and indexing its Administrative Record (AR).  He passed out a copy of the 
current AR index.  Steve Ross and Patti Collins requested electronic copies of the AR index.  

DOE to provide 
electronic copy of the 
AR index. 

The next meeting is scheduled for December 7, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. at the Brown & Caldwell Walnut Creek office. 
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	As of last Friday (April 7, 2000), IT Corporation has demobilized and we have shipped waste material to Envirocare for disposal.  The final seven waste bins were shipped between March 21 and April 5, 2000.  In all, nine bins (containing 157.5 cubic yards
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	Specific actions taken by DOE during April/May:
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	DOE AREAS:
	Review of Work Plan Objectives:  Alborz Wozniak (Weiss Associates) indicated that the objective of the Phase I Data Evaluation is to confirm whether target screening criteria have been met for pre-selected constituents (i.e., strontium-90 [Sr-90], radium
	Objectives:  Mike Zimmerman (Weiss Associates) indicated that the Area I overburden soil was evaluated for reuse as backfill for the current Area II excavation.  He indicated that appropriate reuse would result in waste minimization and reduced costs for
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	Specific actions taken by DOE during February:
	The Dual-Density Convection (DDC) Pilot Test is still in progress and is going as planned.  A package of handouts was faxed to RPMs on February 22.  It contains a graph showing a chloroform versus time plot for two DDC wells (B and C) and UCD1-12.  The p
	On February 5, UC Davis sent out an e-mail update to the RPMs on the status of the IRA, describing problems encountered with mixing in Berryessa water.  The monthly report for the IRA went out February 20, which further documented the problems that have
	UC Davis received EPA comments and approval for the plan on February 22, 2001.  Setian said she had emailed comments to Oatman with a suggestion for future documents as well as the final work plan.  Bold said that they are working on responses to comment
	Oatman stated that in the coming year, UC Davis will prepare an addendum to the Site Remedial Investigation Work Plan.  UC Davis is working out a schedule and will have further details of the schedule at the next meeting.
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	Ra/Sr Treatment Systems Areas RA Confirmation Report:  Devany mentioned that comments on the report had been received from the EPA, DTSC, and DHS.  Timm indicated that she was still working on her comments.

	Ground Water Monitoring:  The November quarterly ground water monitoring and monthly interim remedial action (IRA) monitoring were conducted in a total of 20 site wells on November 5 and 6.  Water level data was collected on November€9,€2001 in all site

	Extensive database compilation and cleanup has extended the preparation time of the RI/FS Work Plan Addendum.  Joe Niland (MW) explained that problems in compiling the soil database have put the work plan behind schedule, although he added that UC Davis
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	Everyone on the distribution list should have received a copy of the dual-density convection (DDC) work plan, although no one has had time to review it yet.  Joe Turner (Brown & Caldwell) presented a summary of the program.  A graph of chloroform in UCD1
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	Final Radium/Strontium Treatment Systems Area Removal Action Confirmation Report:  Devany indicated that comments on the confirmation report were received from all agencies and that responses were being developed for submittal to the RPMs at the end of F
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	Specific actions taken by DOE during February/March:
	Domestic Septic Systems 3 and 6 Removal Actions Work Plan:  Devany noted that RPM comments had been received and that the DOE responses will be distributed by April 19.  Devany requested RPM concurrence by April 26, so that field work could begin the wee


	Waste Management Update
	Western Dog Pens Phase II Data Evaluation
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	The 2001 Annual Water Monitoring Report for the site was sent out last week (April 1).  The purpose and objectives of the monitoring program were reviewed, including ground water characterization; the Dual-Density Convection (DDC) Pilot Test; and the IRA
	In February 2002, the IRA system was operational for approximately 78% of the time, with downtime due to blower failure and tests of the injection well flow capacity.  In March, the system operated 92% of the time with minor shutdowns due to preventative
	The SWRA Work Plan was submitted to the RPMs on March 6.  Tier-1 activities for the human health and ecological risk assessments have been initiated.  UC Davis requests comments from the RPMs on this document by early May (60 days from receipt).  UC Davi
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	Erik Nielsen (Weiss Associates) summarized the recently concluded DSSs 3 and 6 RA.  Nielsen indicated that about 155€cubic yards (cu yd) and 210 cu yd, respectively, of waste material consisting of concrete, piping, gravel and soil were removed from the
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