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Kevin Westervelt
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Charles Jensen 

Josh Monroe

Ron Murphree 
Tim Myrick 

Kerry Trammell
	Jenny Freeman, ORSSAB

Spencer Gross, MCH Corp.

Dick Ketelle, Bechtel Jacobs, Co. (BJC)

John Kubarewicz, BJC
Charlie Mansfield, BJC

Roger Petrie, Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC)



Discussion of Corehole 8/Tank W-1A Removal at Oak Ridge National Laboratory – Bob Olson, issue manager.
Mr. Mansfield talked about work being done to remove Tank W-1A and surrounding contaminated soil from Oak Ridge National Laboratory. The main points in his presentation are in Attachment 1.
Tank W-1A was put in service in 1951 to receive waste from Building 3019 just to the north. The tank was taken out of service in 1986. That same year contaminants were detected in First Creek to the south. In 1997 groundwater investigations confirmed that Tank W-1A was the source of the groundwater plume that was contaminating First Creek. 

In 2001 a removal action began to remove soil from around the tank, but high concentrations of radionuclides were encountered. The hole was backfilled and the work was stopped.

In 2005 an engineering study was done to characterize the contaminated soil and determine how to dispose of the soil and the tank. The characterization determined high concentrations of cesium, americium, plutonium, and strontium. 
The current removal action is to excavate, package, and ship 355 cubic yards of contaminated soil to the Nevada National Security Site (NNSS). The tank will be removed, size reduced, and shipped to NNSS along with the concrete pad and supports the tank sits on. Mr. Mansfield said the tank will go offsite to a local commercial facility to be cut up and packaged for shipment. Ms. Gawarecki asked what will be done to ensure no soil clinging to the tank will drop off on public roadways during transportation. Mr. Mansfield said the tank will be decontaminated with water, sprayed with fixative and enclosed in a wrap prior to transport. 

Workers are currently practicing how to remove the soil and tank and prepare for shipping (Attachment 1, figures 12-16). A mock tank has been built for workers to practice removing it and moving it around.

The approach for actual excavation is noted in Attachment 1, figures 17 and 18. Each box of excavated soil will have limits for cesium activity. If activity is too low or too high the soil will be re-blended with contaminated or clean soil or get within the limits. 

Mr. Hatcher asked about contaminated soil under the tank. Mr. Mansfield said angle borings were done in 2005 and no unusually high concentrations of contaminants were found. He said if there is a pocket of high contamination under the tank it would be small.

Mr. Olson asked if all the waste from Building 3019 came from the floor drain. He thought some of it must have come from the process lines. Mr. Mansfield said there is no indication any of the waste came from the process lines. 

Mr. Martin asked if the tank was ever pumped out or if waste was allowed to build up over time. Mr. Mansfield said it was checked occasionally and material was pumped to other tanks. 

Mr. Martin asked if there was a tar coating on the tank. Mr. Mansfield said it is a stainless steel tank. He said the interior was acid washed in 2000 and checked about a month ago. He said it is clean inside and looks structurally sound. The leakage that caused the groundwater plume was apparently caused by faulty pipelines or connections and not from the tank. 

Mr. Mansfield also talked about the Liquid Low-level Waste Pipeline Northern Characterization Project (Attachment 1, figure 23). The site is adjacent to the north of Tank W-1A (Attachment 1, figure 26). He said in 2010 DOE received funding from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act to do the study to determine if there is any leakage from the lines from Building 3019 to Tank W-1A, what any contaminants might be and in what concentrations. 

The modeling results indicated contaminants of concern to be strontium-90, uranium-233/234, and uranium-238.

Mr. Mansfield said BJC is developing a proposal to remediate the area using the same crew and equipment on the Tank W-1A project. 

Mr. Martin asked how much material would need to be removed. Mr. Mansfield said a little more than 650 cubic yards. Mr. Ketelle said there is clean soil on top that can be used to backfill the excavation or used for blending with contaminated soil. 

Mr. Olson asked if it’s known what is in the pipelines. Mr. Mansfield said that will have to be determined and a decision will be made to either remove the pipes or grout them. 

One of the lines is active. Mr. Olson asked where it came from. Mr. Mansfield said it is a process line from Building 3019. Mr. Olson asked if it were possible to find out what was going in the line. Mr. Mansfield said that could be done. He noted that currently work is being done to determine how to remediate the area. He said a removal action won’t begin until 2012.

Ms. Gawarecki asked what liquid low-level waste is being generated. Mr. Mansfield said that is not known yet, but whatever it is is low flow, low radionuclide concentration.

Mr. Olson asked if the lines go behind Building 3037 and then to Building 3019 or do they run under 3037. Mr. Mansfield said they run just west of 3037.

Mr. Ketelle discussed a recent groundwater extraction project to help control contaminated groundwater from the Corehole 8 plume from entering First Creek.

An extraction system was installed in 1995 and worked well until FY 2009-2011 when the system deteriorated and contaminant discharges to First Creek increased (Attachment 2, page 2).

The plume originates in the North Tank Farm area near Tank W-1A. It seeps through fractures in limestone and empties into a storm drain and discharges into the creek.

The current project to reduce contaminant discharges is to install two additional groundwater extraction wells in the bedrock with necessary pumps, controls, and piping (Attachment 2, page 5). Existing pumps and controls will be re-furbished. The existing transfer line will be tested for integrity and flow capacity. About 250 feet of transfer line will be relocated to allow for site redevelopment. 

The layout of the project is noted on page 6 of Attachment 2 showing the location of the new wells, new and existing pipelines, and lines to be abandoned. An explanation of well siting is on page 7 of Attachment 2. The new wells were installed between mid-August and mid-November of 2010.

Steps for waste handling are noted on page 10 of Attachment 2. Water was treated at the lab’s Process Waste Treatment Complex. Solid cuttings were put in waste containment boxes, solidified with cement and disposed offsite in Utah.

Ms. Gawarecki asked if any changes in efficiencies were noted related to rainfall. Mr. Ketelle said in 2003 the area had 74 inches of rain and there was little increase in contaminant discharge. He said releases are not driven by rainfall. Other things like pipe leaks and fire hydrant leaks are bigger contributors.

Mr. Martin asked if the system will be in place for awhile. Mr. Ketelle said the assessment is to get down to maximum contaminant levels and maintain those levels for about 80 years. He said he expects levels to go down quickly, especially when all pumps are working and soil around Tank W-1A is removed. 

Ms. Gawarecki asked if a dye trace from the tank source had ever been done. Mr. Ketelle said it had not. She asked about acid injection. Mr. Ketelle said that had not been considered. 

Discussion of Possible Recommendation on Corehole 8/Tank W-1A
During discussion of a possible recommendation on Corehole 8/ Tank W-1A and the Northern Characterization Project, Mr. Olson asked about the state’s position on the projects. Mr. Petrie said the state expects DOE to carry out what is agreed to do 13 years ago to remove Tank W-1A and the contaminated soil around it. He said the Northern Characterization Project is being done under Recovery Act funding. 

Mr. Olson said if anything beyond characterization is to be done under Recovery Act funding it would have to be done quickly, and he wasn’t sure what any recommendation might be.

Mr. Mezga suggested a possible recommendation would be to do soil removal and removal of the pipelines rather than grout the lines and leave them in place. He said the recommendation could include a suggestion that the still-active 15-inch line from Building 3019 be evaluated for removal from service. He said the board should ask to see the removal action work plan prior to any work being done. 

Mr. Olson said he and staff would work on wording for such a recommendation. 
Consider Draft Recommendation on Siting Alternatives for New Landfill – Susan Gawarecki, issue manager
The committee reviewed the draft Recommendation on the Decision Process for Siting a Second CERCLA Waste Disposal Facility (Attachment 3).
After considerable discussion, the committee agreed to several revisions noted on Attachment 4. The recommendation as revised will be sent to the Executive Committee for review and placement on the April board agenda. 

Committee Input on Next Month’s Topic – Offsite Groundwater in Bethel and Melton Valleys/review available date from monitoring wells, Bob Hatcher, issue manager
No input was received from the committee on the topic. Mr. Hatcher will work with Mr. Ketelle during a pre-meeting conference call to discuss points to be covered at the April meeting. 
Discussion of Engineering Evaluation for Salt Removal at the Molten Salt Reactor
There being little time for discussion, the topic was tabled until April.
Discussion of Possible Recommendation on Uranium-233 Downblending Alternatives from March ORSSAB Meeting
There being little time for discussion, the topic was tabled.
However, Ms. Mei noted that John Krueger, the federal project director, indicated at the March board meeting that there would be a phase II for the project. She said she would like to know more about phase II. An update on the project is scheduled for the July committee. Staff will remind Mr. Krueger of that meeting.
New Business – Statement of Work for Assessment of Groundwater Flow Paths, Bob Hatcher, issue manager
There being little for discussion, Mr. Hatcher said he would write an explanation of the statement of work and circulate among committee members via email for review. 
Action Items
Open
1. Mr. Olson and staff will work on a recommendation regarding removal of transfer lines in the Northern Characterization Area.
2. Staff will contact John Krueger about coming to the July meeting to talk about phase II of the uranium-233 downblending project. 
Closed
1. Part of the discussion on Corehole 8 at the March meeting will include explanation of pumping contaminated material from the plume that moves toward First Creek at ORNL. Complete. Discussed at this meeting.

The meeting adjourned at 8 p.m.
Attachments (4) are available on request from the ORSSAB support office.
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