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Discussion of Expansion of Environmental Management Waste Management Facility and Future Waste Management Options – Kevin Westervelt, issue manager
Mr. Adler provided an update on the expansion of the Environmental Management Waste Management Facility (EMWMF) in Bear Creek Valley and the process being used to determine how to address future waste disposal options. 
EMWMF began accepting CERCLA (Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act) waste in 2002. The planned maximum capacity is 2.2 million cubic yards. The completion of Cell 5 in May 2010 brought capacity to 1.7 million cubic yards. Final expansion of EMWMF is construction of Cell 6, which is expected to be complete in April 2011. Earthwork for Cell 6 was finished at the end of FY 2010. 

Mr. Adler said the remaining space in EMWMF should allow disposal operations to continue until about 2016. He said planning for new waste disposal options should not be delayed. It took about four years to get from the initial discussions and approval to the opening of EMWMF. Additional demolition work is expected to generate an additional 2.5 million cubic yards of waste. Since the original waste facility was built DOE has added additional cleanup scope through the Integrated Facility Disposition Project. 
Mr. Adler said uranium processing equipment, building materials, and soil with low levels of contamination are disposed at EMWMF. Waste with higher levels of contamination is sent to disposal sites in the western United States. Uncontaminated waste is disposed in sanitary landfills on Chestnut Ridge at Y-12 National Security Complex.

DOE, EPA, and TDEC have agreed to conduct a feasibility study to look at future waste disposal options. Mr. Adler said the agencies will likely set milestones on completing the analysis and settling on a decision. 
Mr. Adler reviewed the steps taken in choosing a site for EMWMF and beginning operations (Attachment 1, page 4). Much of that work is relevant in deciding on future waste disposal. In 1996, 35 sites on the Oak Ridge Reservation were identified as possible sites (Attachment 1, page 7). The list was trimmed to three – White Wing Scrapyard, East Bear Creek Valley, and West Bear Creek Valley (Attachment 1, page 6). EMWMF was sited in East Bear Creek Valley because of its proximity to Y-12 and it was already used as a disposal site (Bear Creek Burial Grounds, Oil Landfarm, and Boneyard/Burnyard).
For future use, Mr. Adler said West Bear Creek is an attractive option because there is no development, has service roads, and is close to waste generation sites. He said a new facility should be built near Y-12 or Oak Ridge National Laboratory since most of the waste generation at East Tennessee Technology Park should be near completion by the time a new facility is ready. 

While White Wing Scrapyard is an option, Mr. Adler said there is a contingent of people who prefer not to have a waste disposal area visible from Highway 95 that goes into Oak Ridge. 

Mr. Adler said DOE likely will advocate for an on-site disposal cell. He said the cost to ship waste out west increases by about of factor 10 over on-site disposal.

Regarding capacity, Mr. Martin asked if figures are for disposal capacity or the amount of material expected to be disposed. Mr. Adler replied that it’s cell capacity. He said there must be enough space for forecast waste plus fill material.

Ms. Gawarecki said DOE knew that it would need additional disposal space, but projections never reflected that. Mr. Adler said at the time EMWMF was built additional waste wasn’t in the baseline and it wasn’t clear who would pay for disposal.

Ms. Gawarecki said that while the Bear Creek Valley option was preferred at the time she thought DOE should consider Melton Valley since work at ETTP should be almost finished. Mr. Adler said there is not a lot of space available in Melton Valley. 
Mr. Adler reviewed the approach for the focused feasibility study for a new CERCLA waste disposal facility (Attachment 1, page 12). The study will include an evaluation of waste volume reduction and segregation. Alternatives to be evaluated in the feasibility study are:

1. No action

2. On-site disposal

3. Off-site disposal

Mr. Adler said the waste acceptance criteria approach was a more complicated one for EMWMF because it allows more waste in the facility. He said that it is also more expensive, but DOE will likely use the more complicated formula for a new facility. Mr. Mulvenon disagreed saying he preferred a more simple approach.

Mr. Martin asked if any of the waste can go to commercial landfills. Mr. Adler said DOE prefers to manage waste on site. The second preference is to ship to another DOE site. The last option is to use a private landfill. He said if waste is clean enough to go in a local landfill then DOE would use the Y-12 sanitary landfill.

Mr. Hatcher asked about inventory controls on the landfills. Mr. Adler said waste is broken down into waste lots with detailed records on chemical and radiological makeup and where it is placed in the landfill.
Mr. Adler showed a diagram of an engineered disposal cell (Attachment 1, page 14).

He was asked about funding. He said he didn’t know how much it would cost to build a new facility, but he said there must be a path for disposal or all demolition work stops.

Mr. Hatcher asked about using a concrete blanket similar to the one on Bear Creek Burial Grounds. Mr. Adler said the blanket was used to cover pyrophoric and potentially explosive material; it had nothing to do with radiation protection.

Mr. Martin asked if mercury would go in the landfills. Mr. Adler said DOE needs to figure out what to do with soil and building material contaminated with mercury. He said mercury needs to be kept dry and with the amount of rainfall this area receives it’s not a good place to dispose of mercury.
Mr. Martin asked if depleted uranium would go in the waste cells. Mr. Adler said depleted uranium exceeds the waste acceptance criteria.

Ms. Gawarecki said she was glad to see the public process started at this meeting about a new waste facility. She said DOE should consider another trust fund for long-term stewardship for a new facility similar to the one in place for EMWMF.

She said she was concerned about the potential for criticality in the current facility. She said a report by Bechtel Jacobs, Co. has not had any oversight, only Bechtel Jacobs’ assurance of criticality incredible. She suggested an independent assessment of criticality potential. Mr. Adler said a criticality incredible determination must be made and DOE has a team of experts overseeing the issue. 

Mr. Mulvenon said he was concerned that the time frame to finish work at ETTP has been pushed out to about 2019. Mr. Adler said if more funding was available the job could be finished sooner. He also said there have been challenges with the work and perhaps estimates were off. He said the new cleanup contractor will be asked to make another estimate on completion. 

Discussion of Possible Recommendation for Waste Management Facility 
Ms. Gawarecki said this meeting is the first step in a process to inform the public about a new facility. She said a recommendation could be made on more extensive public involvement and siting alternatives. 
Mr. Martin said this would be an opportunity to make sure DOE looks at Melton Valley as a possible site.

Mr. Adler said the public will have an opportunity to provide input. He said the minimum required is not sufficient. A number of groups were consulted when EMWMF was built, including county commission, Oak Ridge City Council, the Local Oversight Committee and others.

Mr. Olson asked Ms. Gawarecki to draft a recommendation based on her comments. 

Discussion of Recommendation on Bear Creek Burial Grounds
The recommendation on Bear Creek Burial Grounds (Attachment 2) was received just prior to the meeting. Since there was little time to review the recommendation and just a few committee members were present for discussion the topic was tabled until the January meeting. 

Committee Input on Next Month’s Topic – Update on Activities at Molten Salt Reactor – John Coffman, Issue Manager
An engineering study on alternatives to remove fuel salts from the reactor is being done. Mr. Coffman suggested an overview of the results of the study.
Mr. Adler said he wanted to make sure EPA and TDEC have seen the report prior to a review for the committee. 
FY 2012 Committee Budget Request

The committee reviewed the FY 2011 budget request (Attachment 3) and using that request as a basis and what was actually earmarked for the committee in 2011, the committee developed its FY 2012 budget request (Attachment 4).
New Business
Tour of Transuranic Waste Processing Center
Concerning an action item that came from Executive Committee, Mr. Adler was asked about setting up a tour of the Transuranic Waste Processing Center. Mr. Adler said he would check with Project Director Bill McMillan to determine a date for a tour. He said he would need names of committee and board members interested in going on the tour.

Sampling information from Melton Valley Monitoring Wells.
Mr. Olson asked Mr. Adler for a report on sampling data from the monitoring wells in Melton Valley.
Mr. Adler said a second round of sampling was done that looked at water quality and water flow. One well on the east side of the Clinch River had the presence of trichloroethylene (TCE) and breakdown products of TCE at a depth of about 500 feet. TCE was also found in a well on the west side of the river at a different depth. Contaminant levels were less on the DOE side (east) side than on the west side of the river. He said flow direction should be going toward the river and not away from it. Mr. Adler said sampling will continue. He said the situation could be caused by pumping the new wells on the west side of the river. The thought is to stop pumping the wells, allow them to recover naturally, and monitor them in a static condition.
Action Items
Open
1. Ms. Gawarecki will draft a recommendation on a proposed new waste disposal facility.

2. Mr. Adler will work with staff to schedule a tour of the Transuranic Waste Processing Center.
Closed
1. Mr. Jensen will draft a recommendation on the Bear Creek Burial Grounds for discussion at the December meeting. Complete. Mr. Jensen provided a draft recommendation (Attachment 2).
2. Staff will the ask the ORSSAB chair to contact the other SSABs about working on a joint recommendation about streamlining the waste characterization process, holding a topical session at an upcoming chairs meeting on the issue, and mentioning it at one of the bimonthly chairs calls. Closed. The topic has been discussed as a possible discussion point at the Spring EM SSAB Chairs’ meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 7:20 p.m.
Attachments (4) are available on request from the ORSSAB support office.
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