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Discussion of Cleanup Activities and Plans for East Technology Park Zone 1 
Mr. Kubarewicz’s presentation was an update of activities in Zone 1 at East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP). The main points of his presentation are in Attachment 1.

ETTP is divided into two zones. Zone 1 is a buffer zone around the main industrial area of the site (Zone 2). Zone 1 wraps around Zone 2 from the southeast, west, northwest, north, and northeast. 

In 2002 an interim Record of Decision (ROD) was signed for Zone 1 that established cleanup goals for worker protection and the protection of groundwater. In 2005 a ROD for Zone 2 was signed for soil, buried waste, and subsurface structures.

The plan was to issue a final sitewide ROD for both zones that would include a remedy for groundwater. However, that ROD has been delayed pending the results of a groundwater treatability study for Zone 2. DOE, EPA, and the Tennessee Department of Environment (TDEC) and Conservation agreed to split the sitewide ROD into separate final RODs for Zones 1 and 2. Work to complete a final ROD for Zone 1 has been accelerated since a treatability study for groundwater was not needed. 
Since the interim ROD for Zone 1 was signed a number of actions have been completed. The map on page 5 of Attachment 1 shows completed actions. The soil cleanup goal in Zone 1 was to have unrestricted industrial use of the upper 10 feet of soil. Zone 1 was divided into 80 exposure units (EU), which are noted on page 6 of Attachment 1. Mr. Kubarewicz said units were sized from 5 to 70 acres, but the average is 12-15 acres.

As a result of actions in Zone 1, more than 80,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil have been removed and about 1,300 acres have been released for industrial land use. Of that about 100 acres have been transferred for industrial use.
The map on page 8 shows exposure units in yellow that have been released for transfer. EUs in white are areas that do not meet the criteria for unrestricted industrial use. They include:

· Contractor Spoils Area

· K-720 Fly Ash Pile

· K-770 Scrap Yard area

· Duct Bank Corridor

Mr. Kubarewicz said those areas will be deferred to the final ROD for additional evaluation. He said the land use for them may be changed or the remediation approach may be changed.

The scope of the Zone 1 Final ROD will include the deferred areas, surface water, including the K-1007 Ponds, groundwater, ecological protection, and final land use controls. 

The final remedial investigation that was done to develop a proposed plan for the Zone 1 ROD built on the sitewide remedial investigation and Data Quality Objectives Workshop data gaps. Also included was information from additional groundwater monitoring (including well installation), supplemental surface water sampling, and results of evaluation of soil remediation for ecological protection. Mr. Kubarewicz said much of that work had been done by Bechtel Jacobs, Co., prior to UCOR taking over as the prime cleanup contractor. 

The final risk assessment results determined there was not unacceptable ecological risk in Zone 1. Unrestricted industrial risk goals were achieved in all EUs except for the deferred areas, and there is no unacceptable recreational risk. Mr. Kubarewicz said if an area meets unrestricted industrial use criteria it meets recreational use criteria (Attachment 1, page 12).
The remedial investigation determined four alternatives for soils in Zone 1. They are listed on page 15 of Attachment 1. Mr. Kubarewicz said costs to implement actions 2-4 (action 1 is no action) would be:

2. $2.4 million with about $200,000 annual operations and maintenance (O&M)
3. $12 million with about $150,000 O&M
4. $28 million with about $110,000 O&M
Groundwater remediation alternatives are listed on page 16 of Attachment 1. Costs for alternatives 2-4 (action 1 is no action) are:
2. Less than $1 million with about $85,000 O&M

3. $5 million with about $50,000 O&M

4. $9 million with about $50,000 O&M

Mr. Kubarewicz said remedial alternatives may change some after EPA and TDEC offer comments.

The map on page 18 of Attachment 1 shows areas of land use controls. Orange areas protect caps of waste areas; green is surface water or groundwater with controls for controlled industrial use. Mr. Kubarewicz said while most of Zone 1 is clear there are the usual land use controls such as deed restrictions and access.

The path forward for the remedial investigation is noted on page 18 of Attachment 1. Since the regulators have asked for more time to review the remedial investigation they have suspended review of the proposed plan (the remedial investigation/feasibility study and proposed plan were submitted together earlier this year). 

Mr. Kubarewicz said when the regulators complete their review of the remedial investigation and return to the proposed plan a public comment period will be set on the plan. He said it would probably be in the April-May 2013 timeframe. A first draft of the Zone 1 ROD would be about September 2013. He said the goal is to make as much land as possible available for reindustrialization as soon as possible.

Mr. Mulvenon said he thought the Duct Bank Corridor should have been removed. Mr. Kubarewicz said it is grouted in place and would be difficult to remove. 

Concerning the Fly Ash Pile, one of the deferred areas, Mr. Kubarewicz said the discussion is whether to leave in place or remove it. No decision has been made, but he said managers are leaning toward removal. Ms. Jones said the decision would be risk-based. She said there is a concern about the presence of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons. 

Mr. Stansfield asked where the fly ash came from. Mr. Kubarewicz said from the old power house that has since been torn down. To date there has been no driver to remove it and there is a cost factor. Mr. Martin asked if it could be used for fill in the low-level waste disposal facility in Bear Creek Valley. Mr. Kubarewicz said it could. Mr. Stansfield said if it could be used for fill why shouldn’t it be used. Again, Mr. Kubarewicz said it had been a cost issue, about $16 million. Ms. Jones pointed out that any cap on the fly ash would have to be reinforced because of contact with groundwater. 

Another deferred area discussed was the Contractor’s Spoils Area, which is in the northern part of ETTP in the Black Oak Ridge Conservation District. Mr. Kubarewicz said because it is in the conservation district the area wouldn’t be used. Ms. Jones said there isn’t enough information on the area to make a decision. 

Mr. Hatcher asked what the logic was in defining the 80 EUs. Mr. Kubarewicz said history was taken into account to see how they were used and how they were impacted by operations. He said much logic and discussion went into the decisions. 

Mr. Hatcher asked why ETTP is being marketed for reindustrialization when there are other uncontaminated areas along Highway 58. Mr. Kubarewicz said there are community reuse organizations across the county looking for uses for brownfields like ETTP. He said it’s difficult because of competition and a weak economy.

Mr. Stansfield asked if asbestos at ETTP was shredded and mixed with soil. Mr. Kubarewicz said it was and it was dug up, put in large sacks, and disposed in Bear Creek Valley.

Ms. Mei asked how the regulators worked together to make decisions to clean up ETTP. Mr. Kubarewicz said they work well together and while they have a common goal they have different strategies to achieve that goal. 

Discussion of Possible Recommendation
Mr. Kubarewicz said it’s probably too early to consider a recommendation on the topic. He said the committee might wait until comments come back from the regulators on the remedial investigation. 
The committee will revisit the issue in fall or early winter.

Review Action Items
Open
1. Staff will track the progress of hiring an independent researcher to study groundwater characteristics on the Oak Ridge Reservation. Status. Mr. Hatcher said he has been in contact with Dan Goode of the U.S. Geological Survey and is interested in doing the work. He suggested visiting Oak Ridge this summer for discussions about the job. Mr. Hatcher said his fee to do the work would be about $65,000 (plus the cost of an initial visit), which is much more than what is budgeted for a technical advisor (about $10,000). Mr. Martin will discuss this amount with the Board Finance & Process Committee (Mr. Hatcher will not be able to attend that meeting).
Closed 

1. Mr. McMillan will find the amount of curies in transuranic waste at the Transuranic Waste Processing Center. Closed. Bob McKay with the Transuranic Waste Processing Center provided the following information on May 16, 2012:
Approximately 1,400 cubic meters of sludge


PECi Planning number for sludge (PECi equivalents) is 5,000 (or 3-4 PECi per liner over estimated 1,400 shipments)

Note: Ci contributed from TRU isotopes = ~ 1,000

 
Total Sludge Ci 

a. Ci Mean =  8.29E+04  (~83,000)

b. Ci Mean +2 sigma uncertainty = 2.26E+05
c. Ci Max estimate = 3.63E+05

The meeting adjourned at 6: 35 p.m.
Attachments (1) are available on request from the ORSSAB support office.
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