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Status of Siting Second CERCLA Waste Disposal Facility – Jason Darby; Maggie Owen, issue manager
Mr. Darby began his presentation by saying that the issue of a second onsite waste disposal facility is part of a larger effort regarding future handling of waste generated from cleanup operations on the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR).
The highlights of his presentation on siting another CERCLA (Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act) waste disposal facility are in Attachment 1. A D0 version of a focused feasibility study (FFS) was completed in FY 2011 and has been sent to the regulators (TDEC and the Environmental Protection Agency). The regulators will provide comments on the D0 FFS. A D1 FFS will be issued by September 2012. The D1 will be available for public review and ORSSAB can provide comments on it. Comments on the D1 will be used to prepare a proposed plan to build the facility. 
Mr. Darby provided a status update of the current CERCLA facility, commonly known as the Environmental Management Waste Management Facility (EMWMF).

EMWMF began receiving low-level waste in 2002. It was expanded twice, once in 2010 and to its final capacity of 2.18 million cubic yards in FY 2011 (Attachment 1, page 4). Page 5 of Attachment 1 shows the timeline for EMWMF from 1998 to the present. Mr. Darby said the RIFS (remedial investigation/feasibility study) is comparable to the current development of the FFS.

When EMWMF was being planned, 35 sites were evaluated (Attachment 1, page 6). From those 35 sites, three were chosen for final consideration: the White Wing Scrap Yard, West Bear Creek Valley, and East Bear Creek Valley. East Bear Creek Valley was selected as the site of EMWMF.

Pages 7-9 of Attachment 1 provide additional details of the proposed sites and why they were screened out from consideration.

Although it was not one of the original 35 sites, Melton Valley was considered for the second site as part of a response to a recommendation ORSSAB made in 2011 to consider Melton Valley as a possible location for a second facility (Recommendation 200 on the Decision Process for Siting a Second CERCLA Waste Disposal Facility).

Mr. Darby said the D0 FFS re-examined the three areas considered for EMWMF and also considered Chestnut Ridge and the former Clinch River Breeder Reactor site. Both were eliminated from consideration because Chestnut Ridge is too close to the Spallation Neutron Source and the Breeder Reactor site is too close to the Clinch River, has karst bedrock, and is not within the ORR boundary.

The two sites carried forward in the FFS are the White Wing Scrap Yard and West Bear Creek Valley. Mr. Darby said East Bear Creek Valley had several options, but all were considered too small. The map on page 11 of Attachment 1 shows candidate sites in purple crosshatching and the White Wing Scrap Yard and West Bear Creek Valley in yellow crosshatching.

Mr. Darby said the FFS approach is similar to the CERCLA process for siting EMWMF. The FFS builds on existing data and is modified as needed.

Mr. Darby explained the D0 FFS alternatives (Attachment 1, page 13). A no action alternative means that no facility would be built and each cleanup project would have to determine how and where waste would be disposed. 
The onsite alternative would select either White Wing Scrap Yard or West Bear Creek Valley. Offsite disposal would mean that waste generated in Oak Ridge would be disposed elsewhere, such as the Nevada National Security Site or EnergySolutions in Utah.

Components of the FFS are noted on page 14 of Attachment 1. A conceptual design diagram for a disposal facility is illustrated on page 15 of Attachment 1.

Differentiating criteria of the three alternatives are noted on page 16 of Attachment 1. The no action alternative doesn’t support timely cleanup. The onsite disposal option requires a commitment of land for waste disposal, consideration of environmental impact, and long-term stewardship. Offsite disposal relies on continued availability of disposal options, transportation risks, and higher costs.

Ms. Owen asked about any existing contamination in White Wing Scrap Yard. Mr. Darby said there is some contamination in the soil, thought to be from buried equipment. There is a baseline to clean up that area. The site for a new waste cell is located nearby.

Mr. Jensen asked about karst and how it impacts a location. Mr. Darby said karst allows water to move freely so any contamination in water could move very quickly. A number of potential sites were eliminated from consideration because of the karst. 

Mr. Jensen said since EMWMF is filling up he asked if the timelines are such that there could be a ‘dead zone’ between the filling of EMWMF and the opening of another facility. Mr. Darby said EMWMF is projected to be full in 2016. The process is timed to make a decision and have a new facility open by then. He said there are uncertainties about budgets and that is taken into account. He said there could be some overlap between the opening of a new facility and the closing of EMWMF.

Mr. Martin asked if the best use of EMWMF is being made. Mr. Adler said a group is responsible for waste disposal planning and as much of the available space at EMWMF is used although clean fill must be placed around disposed waste. He said sometimes uncontaminated waste is segregated from contaminated waste, which adds to cost. He said it’s important to optimize the landfill, but regardless another facility will have to be built or must be shipped offsite.

Mr. Martin asked Mr. Petrie about TDEC’s position on a new waste facility. Mr. Petrie said TDEC is currently evaluating the FFS and is considering the costs of both onsite and offsite disposal. He said if the differences are small there are options to consider. He said EMWMF should be able to take all of the waste coming from East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP), but additional waste will have to go elsewhere.
Mr. Mulvenon asked if there was a possibility of siting a new waste facility near EMWMF. Mr. Darby said a number of locations were evaluated in East Bear Creek Valley, but with the number of tributaries in the area it would be difficult to locate a 2.5 to 2.6 million cubic yard facility.

Ms. Gawarecki asked why locations upstream of Bear Creek to the east were not considered. Mr. Darby said topography, access, and surface water were negative factors.

Ms. Gawarecki commented that her preference was not to have a waste facility near a greenfield area, and she thought a facility at White Wing Scrap Yard could be a burden on future development along nearby Highway 95.

Mr. Jensen asked if another waste facility will handle all of the projected waste or if this issue will come up again. Mr. Darby said given the current baseline for cleanup and how much waste will be generated, a 2.5-2.6 million cubic yard facility would be able to handle all of the projected waste. Ms. Clancy said there is a 16 percent uncertainty factor built in to determining the size of the new facility. Mr. Jensen said that sounded modest and considering increasing costs he thought it would be prudent to expand that percentage.
Mr. Adler said when EMWMF was built it was for a certain amount of waste, mostly coming from ETTP. A few years ago the scope of cleanup was expanded through the Integrated Facility Disposition Program to include cleanup projects at Oak Ridge National Lab (ORNL) and Y-12 National Security Complex. He said EMWMF was never intended to receive that additional waste. Ms. Gawarecki said DOE needs to anticipate what added scope will be. Mr. Adler said the current scope includes abandoned and expected-to-be abandoned facilities.

Mr. Hatcher asked what percentage of waste will come from the three plants. Ms. Clancy said all of ETTP waste will go into EMWMF. Mr. Adler said the majority of the remaining waste will come from Y-12.

Mr. Hatcher said DOE appears to favor an onsite disposal facility as opposed to shipping offsite. He asked if there had been consideration of a combination of the two. Mr. Darby said if only a small onsite facility could have been built then a combination would have been considered. Mr. Adler said 80-90 percent of waste generated onsite would stay in Oak Ridge, but about 10 percent is higher level waste that would be shipped offsite.

Ms. Gawarecki asked if there was any consideration of siting a facility across tributaries. Mr. Darby said DOE would like to see regulator comments on that, but at this point DOE prefers not to cross a tributary. Ms. Gawarecki said crossing a tributary may be less of a problem than environmental impacts at other sites. 

Ms. Smith asked about classified wastes. Mr. Darby said DOE is planning for classified waste. Ms. Smith said classified waste could have constraints on siting a facility. In West Bear Creek Valley she said there is a road that used to be accessible and it would be nice to have it accessible again. Mr. Adler said the way security is handled that road would probably not be inaccessible in perpetuity. He said security makes estimations about how long it would take an intruder to dig down and reach any classified material. Security patrols are scheduled based on those estimations. Ms. Smith said the cost of security would need to be part of the cost.

Ms. Gawarecki asked about a separate burial ground for classified waste. Mr. Adler said there is a burial ground for non-radioactive classified waste, but he said there could be a significant volume of radioactive classified material.

Mr. Kenworthy asked about cost comparisons for onsite and offsite disposal. Ms. Clancy said once waste goes offsite there is no more cost. She said some preliminary assumptions are made for long-term care of waste disposed onsite. Mr. Darby said there would be stewardship costs including failure analysis that hasn’t been addressed at this point.

Discussion of Possible Recommendation for Siting Second CERCLA Waste Disposal Facility 
Mr. Martin felt the committee could draft a recommendation that would be helpful in the decision making process. He didn’t think it was too early to make a recommendation on onsite or offsite disposal.
Mr. Mulvenon felt the committee should wait until the D1 FFS comes out that includes regulator comments.

Mr. Jensen thought the committee should wait until it sees the cost comparisons. Mr. Hemelright said the lifecycle cost of stewardship needs to be considered as well.

Mr. Hatcher asked for a vote on whether the committee should draft a recommendation or wait until the D1 comes out. Four members voted to wait; one member, Mr. Martin, voted to make a recommendation. All other members abstained. Mr. Martin said he reserved the right to write a recommendation as an individual ORSSAB member.

Review Draft Recommendation on Mercury in East Poplar Creek – Susan Gawarecki
Ms. Gawarecki provided a draft copy of the recommendation (Attachment 2). She reviewed the main points then asked committee members to supply comments on it and it would be discussed fully at the February meeting. 
She said she wanted to do some additional work on the recommendation before sending out to members for input.
Review Response to Recommendation 203 on the Uranium-233 Project Re-Examination – 
In September 2011 ORSSAB made a recommendation to DOE on the Uranium-233 Project Re-Examination (Attachment 3). DOE provided a response to the recommendation on January 11 (Attachment 4). 
Mr. Adler briefly reviewed the response, which basically agreed with the board’s recommendation. He said one shipment of U-233 zero power reactor plates had been shipped to the Nevada National Security Site. He said the project director is now looking at lowest cost alternatives for disposal of U-233 that can be disposed directly without downblending. However, some of the material requires downblending before disposal. He said that downblending can be done at ORNL.

Mr. Adler said DOE Oak Ridge did not directly respond to the board’s request for additional money for the project because funding comes from DOE Headquarters. 

Mr. Hatcher asked if there were any new cost estimates for the project. Mr. Adler said he did not have any new figures, but he said John Krueger, the project director, can provide that information when he updates the committee on the project in April.

The committee accepted DOE’s response as adequate.

Input on next month’s topic: Groundwater Remediation Planning for Bethel Valley and Melton Valley
Mr. Adler said DOE Oak Ridge was hoping to receive more money for work in Bethel Valley and Melton Valley, but the FY 2012 budget doesn’t allow much flexibility in moving money around for different projects. He said some work can still be done regarding planning for work in Bethel Valley and Melton Valley. He said he would work with Dick Ketelle, UCOR, to work up a presentation for the committee in February.
Other business
Mr. Martin asked about the status of hiring an independent researcher to study groundwater characteristics on the ORR. Mr. Gross reported that he had recently been informed that hiring such a researcher was an allowable expense for ORSSAB to incur. He said MCH Corp., the DOE contractor that administers ORSSAB, has a list of possible candidates and will be asking for estimates to do the work.
Mr. Martin asked that the progress of the search be tracked as an action item.
Review Action Items
Open
1. Staff will track the progress of hiring an independent researcher to study groundwater characteristics on the Oak Ridge Reservation.
The meeting adjourned at 6:56 p.m.
Attachments (4) are available on request from the ORSSAB support office.
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