Environmental Management
Committee Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, October 15, 2008, 5:30 p.m.
DOE Information Center
[image: image1.png]




	Committee Members Present
	Others Present

	Claire Campbell

Miranda Clower

Susan Gawarecki 

Betty Jones

Gloria Mei 

Norman Mulvenon
Ron Murphree, Chair
Tim Myrick, Vice-chair

Bob Olson
Maggie Owen

Kerry Trammell
Absent
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	Dave Adler, Department of Energy (DOE)

Jeff Crane, Environmental  Protection Agency (EPA)

Carl Froede, EPA

Dan Jones, ARCADIS
Dick Ketelle, Bechtel Jacobs, Co (BJC)
John Kubarewicz, BJC
Roger Petrie, Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC)



Status of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan for East Tennessee Technology Park; Explanation of Treatability Study for ETTP
Mr. Kubarewicz provided an update on the status of the East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP) Sitewide remedial investigation/feasibility study (RIFS) and proposed plan. He also explained the purpose and scope of a treatability study to be conducted prior to finalizing the RIFS. The main points of his presentation are in Attachment 1. 

Portions of the RIFS addressing ecological receptors exposed to contaminated soil, sediments, and surface water have been approved. But the portion addressing contaminated groundwater has been deferred. As a result the review of the proposed plan has been postponed.

For groundwater remediation, maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) have been identified as the cleanup standard. The alternatives identified to achieve the standard under MCLs are monitored natural attenuation, a technical impracticability waiver, and in situ treatment to restore the groundwater. Because of uncertainties in site conditions and the presence of dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPL) the project managers decided to do a treatability study to address those uncertainties. The study is to be done in two phases: site characterization/DNAPL delineation and field demonstration.
Two in situ treatment technologies have been identified as representative possibilities to restore the contaminated groundwater at ETTP: thermal conductive heating and biological treatment. The treatability study will determine the feasibility of in situ treatment using one or both of these technologies. The technology selection will be strongly impacted by the presence of DNAPL. If during the characterization phase of the study the presence of DNAPL is detected, a thermal heating field study will be done. If there is no evidence of DNAPL in characterization a biological bench study will be done. Two sites will be involved: the K-1401 acid line, the primary site, and the K-1070 C/D burial grounds, the secondary site (Attachment 1, page 15).

Results of the Phase I study are expected April/May 2009.

Mr. Olson asked how many wells will be drilled to characterize the groundwater. Mr. Kubarewicz said it would depend on the DNAPL source area. Mr. Ketelle said the test area would be 30-50 feet across and wells would be sunk to 150 feet. 
Ms. Gawarecki asked if there were going to be any treatability studies done for contamination beyond DNAPL. Mr. Kubarewicz said not at this site, but perhaps others. He said there was detection of metals in other plumes that were considered for monitored natural attenuation, but they were not considered a risk driver.
Mr. Froede said the purpose of the treatability study is to be able to finalize the RIFS. He said the RIFS can’t be completed until it’s known where the contamination is and how much. 

Mr. Mulvenon asked if this study will resolve the question of using MCLs or alternate concentration limits (ACL) as a standard for cleanup. Mr. Froede said the groundwater is considered a drinking water resource and as such contamination would have to be reduced to levels that would allow the water to be used as drinking water. The standard to achieve that would be MCL.

Mr. Mulvenon asked who determines if the water is a drinking water resource. Mr. Crane said the state does.
Mr. Crane summarized the July 2005 EPA Policy for determining when groundwater cleanup goals can be based on an ACL in lieu of an MCL.  Under the policy directive, ACLs can only be used when states set specific groundwater cleanup standards.  Otherwise, groundwater cleanup goals are based on MCLs. He asserted, however, that using ACLs in lieu of MCLs would generally lead to little or no cleanup action and long-term monitoring with institutional controls.

He said it is a misunderstanding of EPA policy that using MCLs as cleanup goals leads to an all or nothing approach to cleanup. He said a key component in a cleanup strategy is the time frame for restoration to MCLs, and allowing for natural attenuation is acceptable and often the preferred approach where site conditions permit longer cleanup timeframes. He said the option to remediate for DNAPL should be considered if possible. If it isn’t possible natural attenuation could be an option once the DNAPL source area is under control. 

Ms. Gawarecki said using MCL will lead DOE to pursue a TI waiver. Mr. Crane said a waiver would be considered but should be focused on that portion of the plume that is impracticable to cleanup and not the entire plume.

Ms. Gawarecki asked if all contaminated sites would be evaluated. Mr. Crane agreed saying sites would be evaluated to see if they could be treated and allow any residual contamination to be removed through natural attenuation over time. 

Mr. Petrie said the groundwater at ETTP is considered a drinking water resource. He said the state has four groundwater classifications, the first being special source waters which is not applicable here, the default classification being general use groundwater that would have to meet drinking water standards (MCLs), the next being unusable groundwater, also not applicable here, and the last classification being site specific impaired groundwater. He said DOE would have to petition TDEC to have the site groundwater classified as impaired. 

Mr. Crane said, however, that EPA has not approved the state’s classification system. He did not know why but offered to find out.

Mr. Adler asked if EPA approved the classification system and DOE petitioned the state to classify the groundwater as impaired would risk based standards apply. Mr. Petrie said the groundwater would have to be cleaned up to risk based standards and that might entail cleaning up hotspots, but there would also be a contingency for a TI waiver. 

Mr. Myrick asked what should be done about the current RIFS that has been partially agreed to. Mr. Froede said the RIFS can’t be approved until the treatability study if finished. He said to approve the RIFS without addressing groundwater would mean DOE has met its requirement and could move on to a proposed plan. He said he was not comfortable with that and acknowledged that he is holding up approval of the RIFS until the treatability study is completed. 

Discussion of Statement of Work for Technical Advisor to Review Focused Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan for Bear Creek Burial Grounds
Mr. Murphree asked the issue managers for this topic, Mr. Olson and Ms. Jones, to develop a new scope of work based on the scope review of the ETTP RIFS and Proposed Plan (Attachment 2). Darryl Bonner who is the Stewardship issue manager for this topic will work with Mr. Olson and Ms. Jones. Mr. Myrick will assist as needed since he developed the ETTP RIFS scope.

Mr. Murphree asked that the revised scope of work be available by the end of October.

Committee input on next month’s program: Integrated Facility Disposition Project/Re-Sequencing of EM Cleanup Plans
Mr. Murphree asked for committee input about questions to be addressed at the November meeting on the re-sequencing and prioritization of work related to the Integrated Facility Disposition Project (IFDP).

Mr. Mulvenon wanted to know how historical preservation and surveillance and maintenance of facilities targeted for IFDP will be addressed.

Ms. Gawarecki said she would like to know if DOE anticipates moving some IFDP projects ahead of other projects already identified in the current Accelerated Cleanup Plan. Mr. Adler said the short answer is ‘yes’ and the November presentation will identify how the new scope will fit into the prioritization and sequencing. 

Addition to the Agenda
Mr. Murphree mentioned a letter (Attachment 3) the Local Oversight Committee had sent to DOE explaining the differences between the committee and the Oak Ridge Site Specific Advisory Board. Mr. Murphree asked that the letter be sent to all committee members.
Action Items

Open
1. Mr. Crane will find out why the state’s water classifications have not been approved by EPA.
2. A technical advisor scope of work will be completed by Mr. Olson, Ms. Jones, and Mr. Bonner by the end of October.


Closed
1. Mr. Murphree will discuss with the Executive Committee about revising the guidelines for issue managers to better reflect the responsibilities of issue managers for board presentations or writing a separate set of guidelines for board presentation issue managers. Discussed at September Executive Committee meeting.
2. Mr. Murphree will ask Steve McCracken for clarification of wording in the response to Recommendation 165: Recommendation on Conducting Future Verifications of Cleanup. Discussed at October Board meeting.
3. Mr. Murphree will ask Steve McCracken if he will negotiate for the use of risk-based goals in the proposed plan for the ETTP Sitewide Decision. Discussed at October Board meeting
4. Jeff Crane of EPA will be invited to participate in the October meeting. Mr. Crane was in attendance at this meeting. 
5. Staff will send the Local Oversight Committee letter to DOE to all committee members. Letter was sent by email to all committee members on October 16.
The meeting adjourned at 7:03 p.m.
Attachments (3) are available on request from the ORSSAB support office.
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