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More Al arming News: Rethinking Tbmtapentét Q

he Waste Treatment Plant is the largest, most expensive environmental remediation project ot

planet and is designed to st-ewlinuciear wastélia glds®logd. €
A recent report by independent engineering firm Dana Engineering, confirms what we have been conce
about all along. With no effective Quality Assurance program to be found, the WTP is in trouble. We n
to reassess where we are headed.

Managed by DOE contractor, Bechtel, the WTP is projected to cost over $12.3 billion to build, and will tl
cost between $4b $60 billion to operate. Over its projected lifespan, WTP can secure only half of Ha
f o r d &lsvel ariderground tank waste in glass logs. The remaining tank waste has no disposition patl

Some of the processes will take place ircsal | ed fAbl ack cell so, whi ¢ h,

again be entered by a human being because of the radiation levels. The equipment in thiegsbecells

valves, piping, electrical switches, etcare expected to last 45 years without maintenance or replaceme!

Because of the extremely high temperatures required to melt the glass, and the reality that nuclear we
; among the most toxic materials on Earth, the integrity of the facility must meet exacting standards for ec

AWe need t o r emestdarts, andgualisyofavorigte prevent catastrophe.

are headed. 0

(Continued on pagsg)

Thorium on the Columbia: Hanford Challenge Leads the Way Mason Lowe

n the spring of 2008, Hanford Challenge discovered elevated levels of radioactive thorium on the Colut

River shoreline near Hanfordés 300 Area and d
samples by Marco Kaltofen, environmental scientist and HC board member, revealed thorium concentra
13 times higher than the level at which the State of Washington requires removal.

Since analyzing the samples in August of 2008, Hanford Challenge has been in regular contact with Was
tonbés Department o f Ecol ogy over this issue.
Hanford Challenge and some of its agencies take
refreshing to see a government agency taking the threat of thorium contamination so seriously.

On the chilly morning of February’s Hanford Chall enge6s Tom Carpe
ples along the banks of the Columbia with Mike Priddy of the Washington Department of Health, Jerry Y
of the Department of Ecology, and Pacific North

Environmental sampling is a key part of effective cleanup and a major program of Hanford Challenge. L

X X " for updates on our website: www.hanfordchallenge.org.
Joint sampling with Ecology and

other state and federal depts.

Hanford Challenge A219 1st Ave. S, Ste 220
www. hanfordchallenge.org A 206.292.28

~

A Seattl e,
50

. Tom Carpenter , Execut i vMasob Lowe, ©OpemtionsA
Liz Mattson , Outreach & Inreach




Liz Mattson and Tom Carpenter

Shirley Olinger: Nagasaki and Hanford

hirley Olinger is the manager of DOE®6s
mong ot her things, Hanfordbés tank farr
clear waste, the bgroduct of over 40 years of plutonium productiddhe has a daunting task:
speed up a sluggish and complicated cleanup and make sure the contractors keep worke
and are held accountable.

Shirley was born in Iwakuni, Japan to a father in the US Navy and a mother born and rais
Nagasaki, Japan. Her parents met during the post WWII occupation of Japan by theiJS.
mother was only 15 years old when the Fat Man atomic bomb was dropped on her t
city. Alt hough as many as 75,000 people die
l'ived to witness the unspe aklahchllg thé mgutoniwmrins
the Fat Man bomb was made at Hanford.

As a daughter with ties to both Nagasaki victims and the US military, Shirley is perh
uniquely situated to have a leading role in closing the circle of the Cold War le§aeyaims

to accelerate the cleanup mission, using a systematic strategy to approach the multitude of
lems posed by tank waste remediati@hirley says she wants to minimize risks to workers, th
public and the environment. While many past managers have claimed similar goals, St
Olinger has proven to be willing to walk the talk. Hanford Challenge has found her alw

Shirley with her kids and mom on a visit to willing to sit down and work through safety issues and to take decisive action.

Japan this past fall. In the last few months, Shirley has spoken with numerous ill workers that Hanford Challe

has brought forward. She has recognized that there are unnecessary roadblocks faced by
ers seeking compensation for illnesses. This is doubly true when it comes to chemical vapor exposure. Going foasteeeste up her
technical staff to provide her with expert advice on better protection for workers to prevent future exposures. Tostigaisesipracing an
AAs Low as Reasonably Achievabled philosophy for chemical V

Shirley has aggressively and compassionately tackled various parts of the Hanford system to improve how it responds, tmevankele
her staff available to help individual workers. Instead of a faceless bureaucracy thafaesriled on how it impacts peofles | i ve s,
reforming the internal systems to become more effective and more helpful to workers in need.

Shirley has given strong support to the Hanford Concerns Council, which mediates worker issues in a regehtgdrsettinghat is protec-
tive of workers and an honest broker for fixing concerns.

Though we can have our di sagreements about how to make todi
cleanup that is more protective of workers, and her commitment towitirlstakeholders like Hanford Challenge. We hope our open and |
flective relationship continues and give her our support in making a safe cleanup a reality at Hanford.

compiled by Liz Mattson

Groundwater Contamination: Muddled Models
One of the biggest challenges facing DOE is how to clean up

clear wastes that are already in the ground at Hanford. DY
Hanforddéds 48 years of operati
liquids were dumped into the ground. Between 1 and 6 million
lons have found their way into the groundwater. That groundw
will ultimately discharge into the Columbia River. Using ineffecti
computer models, DOE is taking a misguided approach to cleal

contaminants in the vadose zone, i.e., the area between the s
and the groundwater.

The movement of contaminants through the soil and in the groun
ter is not well understood by DOE. A key early assumption at H
ford was that the soil particles would bind up the contaminant]
wastes discharged to the soil, and that the dry soils would sog
| arge volumes of discharged w
to hold water and slow contaminant movement is not uniform.

chemistry of a complex mix of different radioactive isotopes and t
chemicals interacting with Hanford soils and groundwater is not

understood. These local variances determine the velocities and q

nlihe geologic formations underlying Hanford greatly impact hov
ringntaminants move through the vadose zone and groundwater. /
@noximatelypten thousaAddy&ars lago,l Harifood rwas gnariddteal bysu
pakaginably massive floods of relatively short duration when ice dan
atier the northeast in Idaho and Montana repeatedly broke, releas
veiorrents of water. Each new flood reshaped the land and laid do
h wpeven layers of silt, sand and gravel that cover the underlying bas
urédddanford. These flood deposits were subsequently penetrated

narrow dikelike intrusions sediments that locally either hinder ol

facilitate the movement of groundwater. Similarly, folding anc
W&aiting of the rock underlying Hanford affect groundwater and cor

Na%minant movement
]

k e most dangerous of Hanford's wastes don't bind to the soil. Tt
aferm megadtiviely charged ions that aré ainilar,in sbnieevays t il
Thnloride in table salt. Hanford's soils don't bind these negative ior
bxioaterials. Instead, these ions move freely through the soil with t
wellater.

Lanti-

ties of contaminants migrating through the vadose zone and grd
water.
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uMyhen making decisions about what to do with Hanford's existin
contamination and large inventories of additional-sifé waste,

(Continued on pag8)



