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Closure of Toxic Substances Control Act Incinerator
Ms. Sager provided the update on plans to close the Toxic Substances Control Act Incinerator (TSCAI). The main points of her presentation are in Attachment 1.

The incinerator began operations in 1991 and to date has burned 33 million pounds of solid and liquid waste. The large majority has been liquid waste (Attachment 1, page 7).

The incinerator had been targeted for closure several times, but has received extensions to continue operating. In October 2006, FY 2009 was established as the final closure date (Attachment 1, page 3). Ms. Sager said DOE headquarters has issued directions to proceed with final closure (Attachment 1, page 4). 

TSCAI stopped receiving off site liquid waste in May 2009. Closure activities are underway under Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) requirements. Closure activities include disposal of all waste inventory, removal and disposal of contaminated components and decontamination of remaining equipment and surface structure so that the final waste form is low-level waste debris only (Attachment 1, page 11).

Closure activities will be completed by September 15, 2010. TSCAI will be under surveillance and maintenance until 2014 when decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) will begin on the incinerator followed by the Central Neutralization Facility (CNF) and the K-1423 Repack Facility.

Waste streams on the FY 2009 burn plan have been received and commercial treatment options are in place for future waste streams. Ms. Sager said the incinerator typically received high volume waste streams. She said large quantities of lube oil (900,000 pounds) and PCBs (2.4 million pounds) from Portsmouth are now going to an incinerator in Texas. 
She said lower volume radioactive waste must go to a mixed low-level waste (MLLW) facility.  DOE has asked for expressions of interest to handle the waste.

Solid waste streams of MLLW and PCB waste are being treated by vacuum thermal desorption at Energy Solutions in Utah and by Perma-Fix in Oak Ridge. Liquid waste streams of MLLW/PCBs are burned by DSSI in Roane County.

Ms. Sager said the incinerator is currently burning remaining waste in inventory. She said solid waste incineration is almost complete, but the schedule is a bit behind on liquid waste. Much of the liquid to be burned is liquid to rinse the tank farms as part of closure activities. 

Ms Sager reviewed the integration of RCRA and CERCLA (Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act) steps for closure. Since TSCAI sits in what is known as Zone 2 at East Tennessee Technology Park, final remediation of the site will be done under CERCLA requirements.

She reviewed the RCRA and TSCA closure activities, CERCLA activities, closure plan status, and closure schedule (Attachment 1, pages 11-14).

Even though TSCAI is no longer receiving waste, much material will be burned and generated as part of closure activities (Attachment 1, page 15).

The CNF will continue to operate through the end of FY 2010 treating incinerator closure waste and chromium contaminated groundwater. As noted above the CNF will close at the end of FY 2010, be under surveillance and maintenance from 2011 to 2015, and go through D&D during 2015-2016.

A non-time critical removal action is being initiated to select an alternative for managing the chromium contaminated groundwater. A possibility is continued operation of CNF, which would have to go through a public review and comment period as part of the removal action.
After Ms. Sager’s presentation a number of questions were asked. Following are abridged questions and answers.
Ms. Gawarecki – What happened to the small modular wastewater treatment package that was brought in some time ago? Ms. Sager – It is still at the incinerator and work is being done to repair it and find some other uses for it. It has some contamination because it did operate for a few weeks.

Mr. Trammell – Will contaminated material go the waste disposal facility in Bear Creek Valley? Ms. Sager – I’m not sure, but a process will be done to determine that. Mr. Adler – The RCRA closure activities will remove RCRA contaminants, and other material with residual contamination would go through D&D and be taken to the landfill.

Mr. Mezga – Closure will be done in FY 2010 and D&D in 2015-2016. Is funding the reason for that kind of schedule? Mr. Adler – Yes, because it could compete for funding from other projects.

Mr. Murphree – There was a memo from an analysis in March that stated DSSI has satisfied all requirements. Is that the case? Ms. Sager – I know that to be a fact and they have the permit.

Mr. Murphree – Were other waste streams from Oak Ridge treated beyond what was mentioned in your presentation? Ms. Sager – Not in a few years. Leachate is being shipped to Oak Ridge National Laboratory because it is not RCRA listed waste.

Mr. Murphree – What will replace the CNF to treat the chromium contaminated groundwater?  Ms. Sager – We don’t know. That is the only waste stream we’re concerned about. Mr. Adler – We’re looking at other alternatives for handling chromium contaminated groundwater; perhaps keeping the CNF open or some other option including repairing the wastewater treatment facility.

Mr. Mezga said that issue could be another topic for future discussion.
Committee Discussion of Possible Comments or Recommendation on the Presentation
The committee determined no recommendation was warranted on the closure of the incinerator, however, at Mr. Mezga’s suggestion the committee decided to monitor the situation with chromium contaminated groundwater. 
Update on Don Dunning’s Report ‘Remedial Action Planning for the Bear Creek 
Burial Grounds’
Mr. Olson reported on his review of a white paper by Don Dunning on ‘Remedial Action Planning for Bear Creek Burial Grounds’ (Attachment 2) that was first discussed at the June meeting. The main points of Mr. Olson’s review are in Attachment 3.

Bear Creek Burial Grounds (BCBG), located near Y-12 National Security Complex, holds about 40 million pounds of primarily depleted uranium waste and other industrial wastes from nuclear weapons production at Y-12. Some of the wastes are considered shock sensitive (explosive) 
and pyrophoric.

Initial drafts of a focused feasibility study and proposed plan were developed to evaluate alternatives for remediation of the burial grounds and associated contaminated soils. However, completion milestones for those documents have been postponed to about September 2010. 

Remedial action alternatives include hydrologic isolation, in situ treatment, excavation and disposal at another location, collection of shallow groundwater for in situ passive treatment or ex situ wastewater treatment. 

The cost for the six alternatives that were developed for remediation range from $21 million for hydrologic isolation to $3.3 billion for complete excavation and disposal. All of the alternatives are considered to meet CERCLA requirements for protectiveness and each has advantages 
and disadvantages.

Mr. Olson’s particular concern is dealing with the shock sensitive and pyrophoric material as it relates to worker safety in removing the material if that is ultimately the path chosen. He referenced a report from the National Research Council that recognizes the challenges associated with the in situ or ex situ of remediation of wastes such as the pyrophoric material (‘Advice on the Department of Energy’s Cleanup Technology Roadmap: Gaps and Bridges’: http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=12603#toc. The document notes that one benefit of postponement of BCBG remediation decision may be the opportunity to identify new or improved technologies to address the problem. 
Mr. Olson noted in his review that it is possible that some of the uranium wastes may be undergoing partial oxidation through weathering and other processes and the material may be becoming less pyrophoric over time, although that has not been demonstrated and would not necessarily address any shock sensitive material in the burial grounds. 

Mr. Hatcher asked if it is known where the greatest concentration of shock sensitive material is located in the burial grounds. Mr. Olson said the walk-in pits were constructed for shock sensitive and pyrophoric waste, but all of the disposed units contain uranium waste that could be potentially pyrophoric. Mr. Adler said there are a number of inventories available, and it is known where some things are located, but it is not known for certain what and where all wastes are buried. 
Mr. Hatcher asked if there was a possibility the shock sensitive material could explode on its own. Mr. Olson said the quantities are such that a large explosion is unlikely. He said there could be some smaller explosions. Mr. Adler said the concern of detonation is to workers doing remediation. He said the cap in place over the burial grounds is believed to be sufficient to contain anything that might happen underneath.
Mr. Jensen asked if any thought had been given to drilling in the burial grounds and setting off pre-emptive explosions. Mr. Adler said that had been considered but no action was taken.

Mr. Olson wondered of oxygen could be pumped into the burial grounds to speed oxidation of the uranium and make it less pyrophoric. Mr. Adler said if excavation was the chosen remediation option there would be that kind of discussion to stabilize the uranium. 

Ms. Gawarecki said the material in BCBG would not qualify for disposal in the nearby CERCLA waste disposal facility. She said DOE’s preference is to remediate BCBG in place, but that can’t be done to the kind of engineering standards for containment like those at the CERCLA facility. She said it needs to be understood that BCBG will become more hazardous over time because of uranium daughter products. She said DOE should consider that and the committee should not take the issues at BCBG lightly.

Mr. Adler said the Environmental Protection Agency is looking at measures and treatability studies for dealing with surface water contamination. There could be other options that may present over time to help determine what action to take in BCBG. The question, he said, is what to do: remediate in place or pay the high cost of excavation.
Ms. Gawarecki said since remediation of old landfills can’t meet the same standards of new landfills, DOE should plan some targeted research and development and issue requests 
for proposals. 

Mr. Murphree asked if it were not for the presence of shock sensitive materials, would there be different options to remediate. Mr. Adler said DOE would still likely promote remediation in place because the methods are reasonably protective. He said large burial grounds are not usually excavated. There are exceptions, including Oak Ridge where burial grounds over groundwater have been excavated. But he said the trend is not to excavate because of the high cost. 

Mr. Mezga said uranium presents a different set of challenges from fission products. He said the preference is for it to leach out slowly and monitor carefully while waiting for it to disappear. He said ‘we don’t know what the right action is except to make sure release levels meet requirements set by the state and to watch over the site.’ Mr. Adler said there hasn’t been consensus on what approach to take. He said for legitimate reasons the regulators have not agreed with DOE’s approach. He said the only agreement is to defer a decision and try to schedule it as part of planning for the entire reservation. As a result of being part of the overall planning, action on the burial grounds could be a low priority. 

Mr. Hatcher asked in what form the uranium is in the burial grounds. Mr. Adler said it is primarily metal, but some of it has converted to uranium oxide. Some of it had been burned at one time. 

Mr. Jensen asked if any modeling had been done as to what might happen over the next 20-30 years. Mr. Adler said modeling indicates the burial grounds are near steady state. But uranium releases exceed water quality standards. There are other metal contaminants present in nearby streams that affect aquatic life. He said levels fluctuate but it is not a situation that will severely degrade over the next few years.

Ms. Gawarecki asked if there has been discussion about a trust fund for the burial grounds for surveillance and maintenance. Mr. Adler said if the decision is made to remediate in place the fund would be in the $500,000 to $1 million range.
Mr. Petrie was asked about the state’s perspective on the problem. He said he didn’t disagree with anything Mr. Adler had said. He referenced Ms. Gawarecki’s point about daughter products and how they are more toxic. He referenced Mr. Mezga’s point about the long half-life of uranium. He said decay is underway and daughter products are being produced and they all have different characteristics, so to only consider uranium is to limit options for remediation.

He said a problem with excavation is where to put 40 million pounds of uranium. He said there is no facility in the country that would take it. Mr. Petrie noted a Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) white paper (http://www.ieer.org/reports/du/proct05.html) saying shallow burial of uranium is an unacceptable method of disposal, yet that is the situation in BCBG. He said the state is not ready to commit to a record of decision until a satisfactory solution is found.

Mr. Olson noted for perspective that uranium has been mined deep out the earth for years, but the situation at BCBG is problematic because it is near the surface and near water, with which it reacts. Mr. Adler also noted that materials like lead and mercury never go away and gram for gram ‘you’d rather deal with uranium than lead or mercury.’

Ms. Gawarecki said another perspective is that DOE has taken depleted uranium and converted to uranium oxide to be disposed. Mr. Adler said there would be a place to dispose of uranium oxide if there is money to do that. 

Mr. Mezga asked if DOE has issued a policy on uranium within the context of the NRC white 
paper. Mr. Adler said that disposal of uranium has to be done in a way to meet certain 
performance standards.

The committee discussed briefly any path for a recommendation on the topic. Mr. Mulvenon said any recommendation at this point would just be to have DOE continue to look for a solution to 
the problem.
Mr. Murphree suggested the committee study Mr. Dunning’s report and the reports from the National Research Council and the NRC. After sufficient time to study, he said the information on this topic should be brought before the committee again. He asked staff to forward the reports to all committee members to review.

Committee Input on Next Month’s Presentation
No member offered any suggestions for the presentation on the Transuranic Waste Processing Center. Mr. Adler said he had notified Bill McMillan requesting a presentation.
New Business
· Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for the Long-term Management and Storage of Elemental Mercury (Attachment 4).
Mr. Adler said that DOE has a mission to open a repository for mercury by 2013. The notice of intent indicates those sites that will be evaluated for a possible repository and that the public may provide comment. Mr. Adler said legislation has been passed that forbids storage of mercury in Oak Ridge that isn’t already in the Oak Ridge inventory. 

Mr. Mulvenon noted that Oak Ridge has two different types of mercury in its inventory: elemental mercury that is part of the national stockpile and mercury that is not pure enough to be part of 
the stockpile.

Ms. Gawarecki said even though Oak Ridge is not being evaluated for a repository there is interest because the site selected could be used to take some of the Oak Ridge inventory of mercury. 
· Abstracts for Waste Management Symposium
Mr. Gross reminded the committee that abstracts for the 2010 Waste Management Symposium are due August 14. 

He said board member Ted Lundy has an interest in a topic he calls the ‘disconnect between the scientific and engineering communities as they relate to DOE.’ Mr. Lundy is interested in working with some of the board members on this topic. Mr. Gross said Mr. Lundy may be contacting some of the committee members to discuss an abstract to submit to the Waste Management Symposium.

Action Items

Open
1. Mr. Adler will get a copy of Dick Ketelle’s report on water quality issues in residential wells west of the Clinch River. Carryover from February 2009 meeting. Mr. Adler said the report should be ready by the August meeting date.
2. Pat Halsey, ORSSAB Federal Coordinator, will check with DOE Headquarters at the end of April to determine if updates have been made to the Waste Information Management System.


Closed

1. Messrs. Mezga and Olson will review Don Dunning’s report on the Bear Creek Burial Grounds and determine if comments or a recommendation is warranted. Discussed at this meeting.
2. Staff will forward Mr. Dunning’s report and the National Research Council and NRC reports to all committee members. Reports forwarded to committee members on July 17, 2009.
The meeting adjourned at 7:05 p.m.
Attachments (4) are available on request from the ORSSAB support office.
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