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Update on Groundwater Treatability Study at East Tennessee Technology Park
Mr. Kubarewicz provided an update on the groundwater treatability study underway at East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP). He first provided some background information that led to the groundwater study.
A sitewide record of decision (ROD) to remediate soils, sediments, surface water and groundwater at ETTP is planned. The ROD would apply to Zones 1 and 2 (Attachment 1, page 3). A remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) has been done. Portions of the RIFS addressing contaminated soils, sediments, and surface water have been approved by the regulators (EPA and Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation).

But approval of the portions of the RIFS addressing contaminated groundwater has been deferred until the groundwater treatability study has been completed. 

Mr. Kubarewicz said maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) for drinking water have been identified as remediation levels for the groundwater plumes at ETTP (Attachment 1, page 6). 

A range of remediation alternatives have been developed for each plume, including monitored natural attenuation (MNA), a technical impracticability waiver (TI), and in situ treatment technologies. The in situ technologies include thermal conductive heating and biological treatment (Attachment 1, page 7). 
Mr. Kubarewicz said the purpose of the study was to determine the effectiveness of the in situ technologies to restore groundwater to MCLs or the highest beneficial use. He said the remediation technology selected will be strongly influenced by the presence of dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPLs). He said DNAPLs haven’t been found so far, but their presence is inferred through other indicators. 

Mr. Kubarewicz showed a decision logic flow chart (Attachment 1, page 12) that will be used, depending on the presence of DNAPLs. 

The study is being done over two phases:

· Phase 1 -Site characterization/DNAPL delineation

· Phase 2 - Field demonstration

The Phase I objectives are to:

· Select a source area

· Develop a decision process for technology selection (Phase II)

· Obtain data to select a technology

· Characterize the site to develop the Phase II work plan

A list of Phase I activities is provided on pages 13-14 of Attachment 1. 

Preliminary study results from November 2008 indicate trichloroethylene (TCE) and trichloroethane (TCA) degrading microorganisms found in nine of 10 wells where microbial traps were placed. A surface geophysics survey conducted in December 2008 around K-1401 and K1070 C/D areas showed significant anomalies near the old degreasing pits at K-1401. That area is the target of an extensive subsurface investigation including the installation of seven groundwater wells ranging from 110 to 160 feet in depth. Page 18 of Attachment 1 shows a summary of the subsurface investigation that is being conducted.
Page 23 of Attachment 1 shows the remaining Phase I activities to be done. FLUTe is the acronym for flexible lining underground technology. A diagram and photo on page 24 shows how FLUTe works by inserting into a test well. If the reactive covering on the FLUTe encounters DNAPL it leaves a stain on the covering. The FLUTe covering is pulled from the well and a measurement is made from the top of the FLUTe to the stain mark to determine how deep the DNAPL is present. Mr. Kubarewicz said that to date only one tentative indication of DNAPL has been detected. However, FLUTe testing for DNAPL, water transmissivity and sampling of selected well intervals remains to be completed.
Phase 1 data will be used to select a technology for the Phase 2 demonstration and to develop a Phase 2 work plan. Mr. Kubarewicz said the DOE-BJC core team will work with the regulators to select a technology, which he said most likely will be biodegradation. The planning will also include the field demonstrations and setting of schedule and milestones. 

Mr. Mezga said there was an assumption that MNA or a TI waiver would be remediation alternatives selected because the other technologies would be too difficult to do. Mr. Froede said it hasn’t been determined that the technologies would be too difficult to employ. Mr. Mezga asked if there was an upper layer of groundwater that could be remediated with simpler technology and then MNA or a TI waiver could be sought for deeper depths. Mr. Ketelle said the Phase 1 scope of work needs to be completed first in order to determine what kind of technology to employ. 

As noted on page 23 of Attachment 1 groundwater sampling will be done from December 2009 to May 2010 and a report will be issued in May 2010. 
Discussion of Possible Recommendation on the Presentations
Mr. Olson asked if the committee felt like any recommendation was warranted as a result of the presentation. Mr. Myrick said the study is going in the proper direction. He suggested waiting until more information is available. Mr. Froede suggested another report to the committee after the report is available in May 2010. 

Update of Review of Materials by Bob Hatcher and Gloria Mei Regarding Remediation of Bear Creek Burial Grounds
In July 2009 Mr. Olson did a presentation to the committee on reports he read related to similar situation as the uranium buried in the Bear Creek Burial Grounds and possible remediation alternatives for the burial grounds. 
He wanted other members of the committee to review the information and report if further study or a recommendation to DOE regarding remediation of the site should be considered. Committee member Bob Hatcher and Ms. Mei agreed to review the materials. Mr. Olson supplied the reports to them to review.

Mr. Hatcher was not present at this meeting, but Ms. Mei reported that both she and Mr. Hatcher felt Mr. Olson’s summary of the reports was adequate and the DOE’s postponement to 2010 on a decision about the focused feasibility study and proposed plan for the Bear Creek Burial Grounds was a good idea (Attachment 2). Ms. Mei said the National Research Council’s report, Advice on the DOE’s Cleanup Technology Roadmap, was discussed at the September Environmental Management Site Specific Advisory Board (EM SSAB) Chairs’ meeting by DOE Deputy Assistant Secretary for Energy and Technology Mark Gilbertson. She thought he would be a key person to engage to help determine a remediation strategy for Bear Creek Burial Grounds. She thought the topic might be a good one for the Spring 2010 EM SSAB chairs’ meeting, which will be held in Oak Ridge. She said Mr. Hatcher has reviewed the material provided by Mr. Olson and he can make a report at the next committee meeting. 

Ms. Mei said one of the articles Mr. Olson provided was a news release from the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research about depleted uranium in landfills. Mr. Olson asked if she had read the reports related to the news release. Ms. Mei said she did not notice that the links were at the end of the news release and she would go back and reference the reports.  
Mr. Olson called the reports ‘protest’ reports. He said he found it difficult to study them because they stated that depleted uranium is just as hazardous as natural uranium. He said that is true to a point, but it takes a much greater quantity of depleted uranium to be as dangerous. He believes that kind of reporting is disingenuous, but he wanted someone else to review the material from their own viewpoint.
Mr. Mezga noted that uranium levels in Bear Creek do not exceed standards at the discharge points of from the reservation, but said TDEC says contamination levels still exceed standards on the reservation. Mr. Adler said levels in Bear Creek Valley exceed risk-based performance levels and ambient water quality standards.

Action Items
Open
1. 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. Status. Ms. Gelles informed Ms. Halsey that the system has not been updated. The committee asked to try determine when the system will be updated and if not why.
Closed

2. Mr. Hatcher and Ms. Mei will study reports related to remediating Bear Creek Burial Grounds and offer advice if the committee should pursue the topic further. Complete. Ms. Mei provided a report at this meeting. 
3. Mr. Adler will get a copy of Dick Ketelle’s report on water quality issues in residential wells west of the Clinch River. Complete. Mr. Adler supplied the report on September 17, 2009. Staff forwarded to EM Committee members via email September 18.

New Business
Mr. Olson said the committee will not meet in November. The main Oak Ridge Site Specific Advisory Board meeting has been moved to November 18 to avoid conflicting with the November 11 Veteran’s Day holiday. Moving the board meeting to November 18 takes the committee’s normal meeting date. The committee will meet again on December 16.

The meeting adjourned at 6:30 p.m.
Attachments (2) are available on request from the ORSSAB support office.
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