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Discussion of Path Forward for Molten Salt Reactor Remaining Salt Removal – John Coffman, issue manager
The Molten Salt Reactor was built in the 1960s to test the concept of using molten beryllium and lithium salts to carry uranium-233 fuel in the reactor cell. Experiments were completed and the project was shut down in 1969.

When the project was closed the fuel salt mixture was drained into a holding tank. The system was flushed with another salt mixture and the flush salts were drained in two other holding tanks. The salts were allowed to cool and solidify and remained that way for the next 40 years.

In 1998 a record of decision was signed to extract the uranium-233 from the fuel salt and dispose of all the remaining salt to a permanent disposal site. After a number of problems, all of the uranium was extracted from the fuel salt in the spring of 2008. 

The proposed method for removing and disposing the fuel and flush salts revealed some additional concerns, and another evaluation of alternatives was ordered.

Messrs. Barton, Mochado, and Wilson provided the committee a report on the alternatives to isolate or remove the salt. 

While the large majority of the uranium-233 has been removed (some remains in the flush salts), there are a number of radiological constituents remaining in the salt (Attachment 1, page 2). The primary contaminants of concern are strontium-90 and cesium-137. The radiation fields of both of those isotopes are about 3,000-3500 curies per hour for each flush tank.

Mr. Barton said BJC was to look at different options for dealing with the salt. The two primary options are leaving the salt in place or using one of several methods for removing and disposing the material. All of the alternatives and estimated costs are explained on pages 3-6 of Attachment 1.

Mr. Barton said the options for leaving the salt in place include maintaining the facility for 50 years or entombing the cell where the drain tanks reside. Neither of these options satisfies the record of decision, which calls for removal of the salt. Also entombment of the drain tank cell would leave the tanks below the local the water table. Mr. Barton said the tanks could be raised higher above the water table in a shielded sleeve that would allow later removal.

Options for eliminating the salt include removing the salt from the tanks or removing the tanks intact. Removing the tanks presents some problems because they are larger than any available shipping container. Either a new shipping container would have to be designed or the tank would have to be cut into pieces. Even cutting up the tanks has problems. The cut up tank would have to be placed in drums and the drums would be put in a 10-drum overpack for shipping to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico. WIPP only handles 10-drum overpacks as contact-handled transuranic waste. But the dose rate of the material is too high for contact handling. If shielding is used the additional weight for shipping is too much.
Removing the salt could be done by mechanical means or reheating the salt and pumping it out of the tanks into an existing shipping container. A new type of container could be made to ship mechanically removed or re-heated salt. The idea is a container within a container. The more radioactive salt would go in the inner container. The less active salt would surround the inner container providing additional shielding.
Mr. Barton said of all the alternatives, BJC recommends leaving the salt in place until money is available to pursue removal. 

Mr. Adler asked how long WIPP will be open to accept waste. Mr. Barton said it will be open at least 20 years. Ms. Gawarecki said remote-handled waste such as the salts go in bored out walls in WIPP, but as it fills with contact-handled waste there is less availability to place remote-handle waste.

Mr. Adler said when money is available for removal the report points to the thermal method as the preferred approach. Mr. Barton agreed. He said while mechanical removal is less expensive there is a greater risk for airborne dispersion of radioactive material. 

Ms. Gawarecki asked if there had been any thought about developing a remote handling system for the 10-drum overpack. Mr. Barton said the option was not considered directly. WIPP has container handling methods that are part of its licensing. Remote handling would require cutting up the tanks because they are too big.

Mr. Olson said he did not hear any assurance that the thermal method would work. Mr. Barton said the proposed approach is to go in the tank through an existing valve with a tool that combines a pump and an agitator. The salt would be reheated, the agitator would stir the salt to mix the constituents that won’t melt, and the material would be pumped out.
Discussion of Possible Recommendation for MSRE 
Mr. Olson suggested a recommendation that DOE continue work on the thermal removal idea to make sure the method will work.
Mr. Martin said DOE should make sure what is in the tanks and tell the committee what will be required to remove it. Mr. Wilson said sampling results should be available in April or May. He said results should provide information on cesium and what the accurate dose amount is. 

Mr. Adler said regardless of the final plan, DOE does not consider the salt a high priority because of the location (away from the main campus of Oak Ridge National Lab) and it currently does not pose a great danger. He said DOE’s inclination is to keep the salt in safe storage and address it later after more pressing projects are completed. 

Mr. Olson said assuming there is no problem with the thermal method he’d like to see the work done sooner rather than later.

Ms. Gawarecki said DOE’s logic to put off the work could allow the site to degrade and dealing with it later could be more difficult. Mr. Adler said the site would be maintained. Ms. Gawarecki said that would not address the condition of the tanks, as there is some indication the tanks may have corrosion that could compromise their integrity. Mr. Wilson said the salt is currently solid and the corrosion rate is slow. If the tanks failed there wouldn’t be the problems if the salt was in liquid form. He said BJC believes the system to be stable and reliable and it’s currently being monitored.

Mr. Martin said there is no other place to dispose the material and if there were problems at WIPP later the only option would be to entomb the tanks in place.

The committee decided to wait until sampling results are available in April or May before considering a recommendation. 

Status of Study of Alternate Disposal Methods of Uranium-233 at Building 3019 at Oak Ridge National Lab
Mr. Adler said the study had been completed and suggested having John Krueger, the federal project director, provide a report to the committee at the February meeting. 
Discussion of Recommendation on Bear Creek Burial Grounds – Chuck Jensen, issue manager
The recommendation (Attachment 2) asks for a tool to help evaluate options for Bear Creek Burial Ground remediation.
During discussion on the recommendation Ms. Gawarecki felt the recommendation should include provision for DOE to take some definite action. Mr. Jensen and Mr. Olson pointed out that the recommendation provides for the committee to recommend a definite action after DOE provides a table of alternatives for remediation of Bear Creek Burial Grounds. 

Mr. Mulvenon moved to accept the recommendation as written. Mr. Martin seconded. The committee voted to accept the recommendation as written, with Ms. Gawarecki dissenting.
Committee Input on Next Month’s Topic: Radioactive Waste Stored Longer Than One Year/Disposition of Stored Wasted and Material at East Tennessee Technology Park – Kevin Westervelt, issue manager
Ms. Gawarecki asked what materials would be discussed. She noted that there is sodium, depleted uranium, and some orphan wastes stored at East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP). She also noted that EnergySolutions has bought the railroad track at ETTP and is using tanker cars to store hazardous material on the track.

Mr. Olson wondered about technetium-99 stored at ETTP. 

Mr. Jensen asked if there was a significant amount of material that has not been characterized and therefore the clock has not yet started on the one-year period. Mr. Adler said much of that kind of material is controlled by a consent decree that says something needs to be done with the waste within a certain time frame. He said there is no radioactive waste at ETTP waiting to be characterized. 
Mr. Adler said he would talk with Mr. Westervelt to determine if there were any particular waste streams he was interested in learning about being stored for more than a year at ETTP.
New business
Fire at Transuranic Waste Processing Center
Mr. Olson said he had heard that there had been a fire at the Transuranic Waste Processing Center. Mr. Adler said there had been a small fire there a couple of weeks ago. He said workers were doing some cutting by remote in one of the hot cells and a spark got by the spark arrestors and began smoldering in some material. He said it was not an open flame. Operations were shut down temporarily and the center went into a control mode. After several hours the smoldering was brought under control.

Ms. Gawarecki asked if it was a reportable incident. Mr. Adler said it would have been a management report. He didn’t know if there had been any suggestions to change procedures. 
Budget workshop
Ms. Gawarecki asked if DOE was planning a budget workshop for the public. Mr. Adler said Assistant Manager for Environmental Management John Eschenberg had asked Art Haugh, DOE, to work up a presentation, although he won’t have enough information to provide a report at the February ORSSAB meeting.

Ms. Gawarecki said she was hoping DOE would do a standalone meeting for the public. Mr. Adler said DOE was working on such a meeting that would be about a half-day workshop. Ms. Gawarecki said she hoped that would be done before the Energy Communities Alliance meeting February 17-18 in Washington, DC.
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. Status.  A list of potential visitors has been provided to Mr. Adler and Bill McMillan. Awaiting possible date for the tour.
Closed
The meeting adjourned at 7:15 p.m.
Attachments (2) are available on request from the ORSSAB support office.
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