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Discussion of CERCLA Waste Cell at Y-12
Mr. Adler’s presentation (Attachment 1) was on the current status of the CERCLA (Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act) Waste Facility in Bear Creek Valley. He discussed options for expansion and sorting and segregating of waste prior to disposal in the landfill (which is also known as the Environmental Management Waste Management Facility).

Mr. Adler said there will be changes in the volumes of waste to go in the facility and the speed at which waste will be received as a result of the Integrated Facility Disposition Project (IFDP), the plan to eliminate more than 200 excess facilities at Y-12 National Security Complex and Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL). 
Attachment 1, page 3 illustrates the current baseline disposal volumes and anticipated volumes generated from IFDP. The four existing cells will hold about 1.2 million cubic yards of waste and clean fill. Mr. Adler said cell 1 is almost filled. Cell 2 is being filled and cells 3 and 4 are just being put to use. A buildout is underway to increase the facility capacity to 1.7 million cubic yards, which is allowed under the record of decision (ROD) to construct the facility.

However, the most recent estimate for existing waste forecast from current baseline cleanup work is 1.9 million cubic yards. In addition, estimates of waste generated from IFDP are about 2.2 million cubic yards. As a consequence, the CERCLA Waste Facility will need additional expansion and another site may need to be found for an additional facility. 

In expanding or building a new facility, Mr. Adler said a similar process will be used as for the current facility – a feasibility study will be done to look at various alternatives, such as siting a new landfill or shipping waste to a commercial facility. When doing siting studies for the current facility, three locations were determined as acceptable. He said the lowest cost option will probably be to build another facility, but he said that option is the most difficult to gain regulator and public acceptance. He said in siting a new facility he thought the logical place would be farther down Bear Creek Valley. 
Mr. Adler posed the question, ‘if aggressive volume reduction was done, would it be possible to avoid building a new facility?’ He said an analysis needs to be done, but it is likely that an additional facility somewhere will need to be used. He said a sixth and possibly seventh cell could be added at the current location, but that expansion would only allow up to 2.5 to 2.7 million cubic yards of waste. That would still not be enough room for all of the anticipated IFDP waste. Regulator approval would be required to expand to a sixth and seventh cell.

Mr. Mulvenon asked Mr. Adler to discuss expansion of the facility under the existing ROD. Mr. Adler said it has been a misconception that the ROD speaks to volumes of waste, when in fact it limits the amount of acreage the facility can cover. He said an additional 500,000 cubic yards of waste can be put into the 44-acre area.

Mr. Adler said volume reduction has been an ongoing discussion of how to maximize benefits of the facility and minimize the volume of waste. He said a study was done to look at a number of buildings at East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP) to see if there was a better way to reduce volumes (Attachment 1, page 5). Some ideas discussed since then to reduce waste volumes include sorting contaminated material from clean material and sending the clean waste to another location. Compacting and shredding are other options to reduce volumes. He said there has not been very aggressive steps taken to size reduce waste. Ms. Gawarecki pointed out that a compactor had been offered to BJC, the contractor doing the work at ETTP, but turned it down. She wondered if contractors should be given incentives to do a better job of volume reduction. 
Mr. Jensen asked how effective a compactor is. Mr. Adler said a compactor is significantly effective. He said for the Three Building Decontamination and Decommissioning Project (K-29, K-31, and K-33 at ETTP) where much of the waste inside the buildings was sent offsite it was cost effective to use the compacter to reduce the waste into smaller blocks. Much of that compacting was done on process equipment that had a lot of void space.

Mr. Hatcher asked what is done with dirt that comes out of the ground to build cells. Mr. Adler said much of the material is used to build berms around the site. Mr. Hatcher asked what is put on top of the cell when it is filled. Mr. Adler said the cells are built to engineering standards that apply to Resource Conservation and Recovery Act hazardous waste. He said it is covered with a plastic material, which is covered with dirt and vegetation.

Ms. Gawarecki said $1 million a year is put into a trust fund for the long-term stewardship of the current facility. She asked if that money is tied to a single facility or the volume of waste that goes in it. Mr. Adler said it is tied to one facility and how much maintenance will have to be done in the years to come. 

Mr. Trammell asked what the current cost of disposal is in the current facility. Mr. Adler said it’s about $80 per ton. Mr. Trammell asked if the segregation and disposal of clean waste would cause capacity problems elsewhere. Mr. Adler said there is a lot of space in the waste cell on Chestnut Ridge near Y-12 (not the commercial facility with a similar name), so no problems are anticipated. In addition, he said it is possible to put some lightly contaminated waste in Chestnut Ridge, but it would be difficult to gain approval to do that.

Mr. Jensen asked if another location is identified for a new facility, how long would it be before wastes would begin going in the cell after it is identified. Mr. Adler said it would take about four years, so DOE can’t wait too long before IFDP waste starts being generated. He also said DOE can’t assume TDEC and the public will allow another landfill to be built, so DOE might have to look offsite for disposal options. Mr. Petrie noted there is a new site in Texas that has been soliciting for waste. 

Mr. Trammell asked if no new landfill is built and waste is sent offsite, would budget be used on transportation costs rather than worker wages for IFDP. Mr. Adler said IFDP planning is based on the assumption of another landfill. If waste is sent offsite there would probably not be budget increases and the time to do the work would be extended. Money that would have gone to workers would be used for trucks, fuel, and other transportation costs.
Mr. Trammell asked if the waste acceptance criteria would be the same for a new landfill as the current one. Mr. Adler said he wouldn’t make that assumption. DOE may want to rethink is approach to waste acceptance and perhaps some simple alternatives could be implemented. 

Mr. Mezga asked Mr. Petrie if TDEC had weighed in on the possibility of a new facility. Mr. Petrie said the agency expects DOE to look at comparative costs of characterizing and segregating, how much to build a new landfill, and disposal costs offsite. 

Ms. Gawarecki asked if the remediation of Bear Creek Burial Grounds had been considered as part of the discussion to build a new landfill. Mr. Adler said that has been discussed. 

Performance of the Underdrain
Mr. Adler reported on the performance of the underdrain that was installed a few years ago under cell 3 (Attachment 2). The purpose of the drain is to keep groundwater levels 10 feet below the base of the cell liner. Because the cell was built over a seasonal stream the drain is needed to prevent a backup of water on the north side of the landfill. He said the drain is working as predicted. Groundwater monitoring shows levels have stabilized below the buffer zone of 10 feet and flow from the underdrain ranges from 4 to 10 gallons per minute with an average of 7 gallons per minute. 

Committee Discussion of Possible Comments on the CERCLA Waste Cell
Mr. Olson thought a recommendation could be made to simply encourage DOE to move forward expeditiously with plans to expand the current facility, do the studies for a new location, and investigate offsite disposal options.

Mr. Mezga said a second point would be related to DOE coming up with incentives for contractors to sort, segregate, and volume reduce waste.

Messrs. Mezga and Olson will work together in formulating a recommendation.

Review of Response to Recommendation 171 on the Waste Information Management System
Mr. Murphree reviewed the response to the Recommendation on the Waste Information Management System (Attachment 3). He said the response was not as strongly worded as he might have liked, but he noted that one recommendation point was to identify commercial facilities that treat DOE waste streams. The response indicated that was being done.
The response indicated updates to the system would be done by the end of April. Staff was asked to have Pat Halsey, ORSSAB Federal Coordinator, check with DOE headquarters at the end of April to see if those updates had been made.

Review Jeff Crane’s Letter Explaining EPA’s Ground Water Use Designation and Beneficial Use Policy
Jeff Crane, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) liaison to the committee, had an action from the February meeting to provide information as to why the state’s groundwater classification system has not been endorsed by EPA. Mr. Crane’s response is Attachment 4.
Included with the letter is the policy directive from EPA on the role of Comprehensive State Ground Water Protection Programs (CSGWPP) in EPA remediation programs. The policy states that EPA generally defers to a state’s classification whether under an existing state groundwater system or an EPA-endorsed CSGWPP. In it he indicates that TDEC had developed a CSGWPP, but that TDEC was not planning to pursue EPA endorsement of the plan.

TDEC classifies groundwater on the Oak Ridge Reservation as potential drinking water. Even lacking an EPA endorsement of CSGWPP, EPA would expect the five cleanup principles noted in Mr. Crane’s letter to be observed. The letter said the groundwater classification as potential drinking water has been used for some cleanup decisions on the reservation and it is not EPA’s intent to force DOE to clean up groundwater completely on the Oak Ridge Reservation or to take no action. 

In that regard Mr. Adler said EPA has a responsibility to enforce Superfund laws and those rules are stringent for groundwater. Before EPA would sign a ROD with unrestorable groundwater some action would have to be taken. Mr. Petrie said if DOE requested a groundwater classification of ‘impacted’ EPA would not automatically reject it but would require some action, such as a treatability study. If the study indicated the water couldn’t be remediated a determination of ‘impacted’ might be accepted by EPA. He said monitored natural attenuation could also be an action even though it is long-term. 

Committee Input on Next Month’s Presentation

The May meeting was scheduled to be a joint meeting with the Stewardship Committee on the focused feasibility study and proposed plan for remediation of Bear Creek Burial Grounds. However, TDEC has suspended review of the documents until issues of long-term institutional controls are resolved between the state and DOE.
That necessitates a new topic for May. Several ideas were discussed:

· An update on the Natural Resource Damage Assessment implementation for Black Oak Ridge

· A report on a suggested deep hydrofracture monitoring well in Melton Valley

· An update on the remediation of Trench 13 in Melton Valley

· A presentation on the stability of materials buried in Bear Creek Burial Grounds and the long-term fate of the material.

The committee decided to hear a report on the hydrofracture monitoring well suggestion, an update on Trench 13, and a report on the materials in Bear Creek Burial Grounds. Mr. Olson and Ms. Jones will act as co-issue managers for that presentation. 

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. Report not yet available.
2. Messrs. Mezga and Olson will work on a recommendation related to moving quickly to expand the CERCLA Waste Cell or build another facility and to encourage sorting, segregating, and size reduction of waste.

3. 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. Mr. Adler will address the issue of deep water and hydrofracture sampling in Melton Valley at a subsequent meeting. Complete. There are no near-term plans to place a hydrofracture monitoring well in Melton. Mr. Adler is working to set up a meeting with committee member Tim Myrick and Dick Ketelle with BJC, who will explain his reasons for not installing such a well. Mr. Adler will let the committee know when that meeting will take place. 

2. Mr. Adler will find out if there is a plan to use the Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education (ORISE) to do an independent verification of cleanup at ORNL. Complete. There will be independent verification of cleanup on any property transferred to private sector. ORISE will probably play a significant role in the cleanup plans at ORNL. If ORISE is engaged early in the cleanup process in some other capacity it might not be used for independent verification because of conflict of interest. If that is the case independent verification will be done by some other contractor.

3. Mr. Murphree will draft a short letter of support for the FFA major modification and send it to Executive Committee for approval. Complete. Letter was sent to Mr. Adler on March 27, 2009.
4. Mr. Adler will discuss the leachate management explanation of significant difference (ESD) and the performance of the underdrain during April’s CERCLA Waste Facility presentation. Complete. The underdrain was discussed at this meeting.

Concerning the leachate management ESD, DOE will send a letter to EPA and TDEC stating its intent to use guidance issued by EPA Region 4 on placing listed hazardous waste in the waste cell. 
5. Mr. Adler will find out if the 1.7 million cubic yard capacity of the CERCLA Waste Facility. assumes K-33 take-down. Complete. The capacity of the facility does not assume the demolition of either K-31 or K-33. If K-31 is demolished it will generate about 600,000 cubic yards of debris. K-33 will generate about 750,000 cubic yards.
6. Jeff Crane will provide a letter detailing his explanation as to why the state’s water classifications have not been approved by EPA. Complete. Discussed at this meeting.
The meeting adjourned at 7:10 p.m.
Attachments (4) are available on request from the ORSSAB support office.
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