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Charles Jensen 

David Martin, Vice-chair
Gloria Mei
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Bob Olson, Chair
Kevin Westervelt
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Ron Murphree 
Tim Myrick 

Kerry Trammell
	Dave Adler, Department of Energy-Oak Ridge Office (DOE-ORO)

Spencer Gross, MCH Corp.

John Kubarewicz, Bechtel Jacobs, Co.
Roger Petrie, Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC)



Discussion of Bear Creek Burial Grounds Response Actions – Lance Mezga and Bob Olson, Co-Issue Managers
The committee received a presentation from Mr. Adler concerning previous actions at Bear Creek Burial Grounds (BCBG) in Bear Creek Valley near Y-12 National Security Complex. The main points of his presentation are in Attachment 1. 

BCBG is a collection of more than 20 burial sites that, from the mid-1940s to the mid-1980s, received depleted uranium and industrial wastes, oils, solvents, and other hazardous wastes from operations at Y-12. Reportedly there are about 40 million pounds of depleted uranium buried there. In addition Mr. Adler said there is a contaminated groundwater plume that runs from the closed S-3 Ponds at Y-12 into the eastern end of Zone 3 of Bear Creek Valley (Attachment 1, page 1).

The burial grounds were closed in the late 1980s under the Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA). Mr. Adler said the closure involved a lot of capping of burial sites, but it did not deal with groundwater or areas that did not contain RCRA-listed wastes.

In 2000 a record of decision (ROD) was signed that established performance objectives for surface water and remedial requirements for the Boneyard/Burnyard area and the S-3 Ponds contamination pathways. Mr. Adler said the remediation of the Boneyard/Burnyard, at the time the largest contributor of contamination in the burial grounds area, has been very effective. However, he said the requirement to capture groundwater from the S-3 plume going into North Tributary 1 has not been implemented. 

The 2000 ROD set goals for uranium isotopes and nitrates to be attained at integration point BCK 9.2 near the boundary between Zones 2 and 3. The goals for uranium- 234, 235, and 238 are 7.5, 7.4, 6.1 picocuries per liter respectively. The goals have never been reached for uranium-234 and 238 nor for nitrates (Attachment 1, page 11) at BCK 9.2. While the levels do not meet the goals at BCK 9.2, Mr. Mezga pointed out, and Mr. Adler agreed, that those levels are attained when water leaves the boundary of the DOE reservation about two miles to the west. Mr. Adler also presented data (Attachment 1, page 11) indicating that levels of uranium in surface water proximate to the burial grounds only marginally exceed Safe Drinking Water Act standards for protection of tap water in public water supplies (roughly twice the allowable level for tap water).
The eventual remediation objective for the burial grounds is to cut off sources of contamination to surface and groundwater. The goal is to achieve unrestricted (residential) use status of groundwater and surface water for Zone 1 of Bear Creek and recreational use status for Zone 2. Mr. Adler said there are no plans to release those areas to the public. DOE wants to use unrestricted and recreational use standards as a final goal for Zones 1 and 2.

Mr. Adler said the original vision was to completely close the burial grounds, using hydrologic isolation, under a single ROD. However, TDEC does not want long-lived radionuclides left in the area without a perpetual care trust fund. DOE would not agree to that. While a focused feasibility study and proposed plan were developed for a final ROD, TDEC said it would not review the material until the issue of long-term institutional controls for the area was resolved. 
Even though progress to remediate the area has stalled, Mr. Adler discussed some possible actions for BCBG. Those actions are noted, in no particular order, on page 13 of Attachment 1. Mr. Adler said the options range from doing nothing to complete excavation of contaminated material and soil from BCBG. He said the cost could range from about $1 million a year (a no action would still require monitoring) to hundreds of millions of dollars to excavate and send elsewhere. Interim actions could include surface water diversion and groundwater collection and treatment or surface water diversion and passive in situ treatment of groundwater or a combination of both with an interim cap for areas closed but not capped under RCRA.

In any case, Mr. Adler said there are currently no plans to fund additional actions in Bear Creek Valley for several years. 
Mr. Martin asked Mr. Petrie what TDEC’s position on the issue is. Mr. Petrie said TDEC’s major contention is that DOE is not willing to provide funding for perpetual care of the site. He also said there is no money in DOE’s budget to dig up the burial grounds and there is no place to put the waste if it were removed. He said TDEC and the Environmental Protection Agency would accept some interim action to reduce the flux of uranium meet the 2000 ROD requirements, but he said DOE has not done that. 

Mr. Olson asked Mr. Petrie how BCBG fits into TDEC’s list of priorities of cleanup. Mr. Petrie said it’s about fourth or fifth on the list. He said mercury in Upper East Fork Poplar Creek is the first priority, followed by offsite groundwater contamination, and highly enriched uranium. 

Mr. Hatcher asked what the cost would be to collect surface water and pipe it past the burial grounds and contamination sources. Mr. Adler said that essentially would be hydrologic isolation and would cost in the $10-20 million range. 
Mr. Olson said he had heard that bioremediation might be an option. Mr. Adler said such a study had been done for the S-3 Ponds and the results indicated bioremediation as a possible solution. He said he that is a passive option and there was no analysis on that for BCBG. 
Mr. Olson said the problem of remediating BCBG is one that requires some creative thinking. He noted that the depleted uranium buried there is ‘not that depleted’ and could still have use for power reactors. 

Discussion of Possible Recommendation for Bear Creek Burial Grounds 
Mr. Mezga said perhaps there could be a recommendation for DOE to do some interim actions in BCBG to determine if any of those actions could lead to a solution for all of the burial grounds. He said it could be a minimal investment as a commitment to TDEC to see if something works on a small scale that might work on a larger scale. 
Mr. Jensen suggested a recommendation that DOE develop a summary table of remediation alternatives that would be in the $3-$10 million range. From such a table the committee could identify some options and could ask DOE to focus on options the committee identifies as affordable solutions. 

Mr. Jensen also said a recommendation might be to ask DOE to do what it committed to do in the 2000 record of decision which it has not done, the interception of groundwater from the S-3 Ponds. Mr. Adler said DOE could do that, but it would not reduce the amount of flux of contaminants in surface and groundwater very much. He said a bigger action would be needed for burial grounds. 

Mr. Adler said if the committee felt an action in the $10-$20 million was warranted it could recommend that path even though it would take dollars away from other work that needs to be done on the reservation. 

Mr. Martin said any recommendation should ask that DOE clarify its position that even though the goal is to clean up the burial grounds to unrestricted or recreational that it’s using those standards as a cleanup goal and the area is not intended for actual residential or recreational use. 
Mr. Olson asked Mr. Jensen if he would take the lead in writing a draft recommendation on the issue. Mr. Jensen agreed to provide a draft to committee to review sometime prior to the next meeting. The draft will be discussed at the December meeting. 

Committee Review of Work Plan Goals
The committee reviewed the goals on the work plan for FY 2011 (Attachment 2). Mr. Mulvenon said goal 2 of getting public participation will be difficult. Mr. Olson said he believed it should be a goal to remind the public and committee members that it is open to public participation.
The committee added an update on activities at the Transuranic Waste Processing Center to the work plan for June 2011.

Committee Input on Next Month’s Topic – Environmental Management Waste Management Facility Expansion – Kevin Westervelt, Issue Manager
Suggestions for next month’s presentation on expansion of the on-site waste disposal facility included:
· Brief background on the history of the current cell

· Status of expansion of the current cell

· Has a decision been made about building a new facility at a different location
· What are the options for siting a new facility

· Is money available for the project

· Capacity of any proposed new facility.

New Business
Mr. Martin asked about the status of the Manhattan Project national park designation.

Mr. Adler said the National Park Service has begun drafting a recommendation that promotes DOE and the park service to designate a park recognizing the Manhattan Project. Such a park might include multiple units among Oak Ridge, Los Alamos, Hanford and other sites that were involved in the project. 
Mr. Martin asked Mr. Petrie about results of dredging the Emory River after the coal ash spill in 2009 and the finding of any cesium. Mr. Petrie said there had been extensive sampling of the river and levels of cesium were near background levels. 
Action Items
Open
1. 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. Status. A conference call among the EM SSAB chairs is scheduled for December 3 and this topic will be brought up during that call and also during the planning call for the Spring EM SSAB Chairs’ meeting.
2. Mr. Jensen will draft a recommendation on the Bear Creek Burial Grounds for discussion at the December meeting. 
Closed
The meeting adjourned at 6:55 p.m.
Attachments (2) are available on request from the ORSSAB support office.
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