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Review Information Sheet on Explanation of Significant Differences for the Record of Decision for Phase I Interim Source Control Actions in the Upper East Fork Poplar Creek Characterization Area
By virtue of a recommendation ORSSAB made to DOE in 2001 (ORSSAB Recommendation R10/10/01.4) whenever an Explanation of Significance Differences (ESD) to a Record of Decision (ROD) is proposed DOE prepares an information sheet explaining the purpose of the ESD. DOE makes that information sheet available to the board or an appropriate committee for review and comment.
DOE is proposing an ESD for the ROD for Phase I Interim Source Control Actions in the Upper East Fork Poplar (UEFPC) Creek Characterization Area (DOE/OR/01-2539&D2).

Mr. Dunning attended the committee meeting to discuss the ESD and address comments from the committee regarding the information sheet. Mr. Dunning explained that whenever changes are made to the selected remedy in an approved ROD, those changes must be documented in the post-ROD file. Depending on the nature of the changes and the magnitude of their impact on the scope, performance and cost of the selected remedy, post-ROD changes are categorized by the lead agency as non-significant, significant, or fundamental. Non-significant or minor changes can include such things as modifications to the specifications of the remedy that have no significant impact on the scope, performance or cost of the remedy; these changes are documented in a memorandum to the post-ROD file. Significant changes generally involve a change to one or more components of the selected remedy that do not fundamentally alter the overall remediation approach; these changes are documented in an ESD, which is the‘mid-level’ change document. Fundamental changes involve appreciable changes to scope, performance and/or cost of the selected remedy, and require documentation in a more extensive document called a ROD Amendment. The Federal Facility Agreement parties [DOE, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC)] evaluated the changes proposed for the UEFPC Phase I ROD and determined these to be significant but not fundamental changes that should be documented in an ESD.
The UEFPC Phase I ROD was signed in 2002, and selected a number of source control actions for remediation of mercury-contaminated soils, sediments, and groundwater that contribute to contamination of surface water in Upper East Fork Poplar Creek. Mr. Dunning said since the ROD was signed, several developments have led to the need to make some changes in the source control remedy.
The changes proposed in the ESD and summarized in the information sheet (Attachment 1) and the basis for those changes include the following:
· The selected remedy included the construction of asphalt pads over about 3.5 acres of unpaved areas with mercury-contaminated soils and gravel as an interim measure to reduce mercury contamination in surface runoff. At the time the Phase I ROD was issued, demolition of West End Mercury Area (WEMA) Buildings was not expected to occur for many years. The covering of unpaved areas with asphalt was selected as an interim measure to help isolate mercury-contaminated soils in the WEMA. However, the schedule for demolition of WEMA buildings has been accelerated, so mercury-contaminated soils in these areas will be accessible for excavation under the Phase II ROD (which addresses remediation of Y-12 soils and scrapyards) much sooner than previously expected, so covering these areas with asphalt is no longer needed. 
· The selected remedy included removal of contaminated sediments and bank soils in UEFPC and sediments in Lake Reality to protect recreational surface water users and reduce mercury levels in fish tissue. These actions remain, but the implementation schedule for these actions are revised for consistency with the UEFPC remediation strategy of conducting decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) and remediation actions to address contaminants of concern associated with UEFPC generally in an upstream-to-downstream sequence. To improve cost efficiency and prevent recontamination of remediated areas, contaminated sediment removal will be sequenced to coincide with upstream D&D and soils remediation.

· The selected remedy included several short-term characterization or treatability studies to address uncertainties identified with potential additional components of the selected remedy. 
· The potential use of a horizontal groundwater capture well as part of a hydraulic isolation remedy is no longer needed because of the accelerated schedule for demolition of WEMA buildings; mercury contaminated soils in these areas will be accessible for excavation under the UEFPC Phase II ROD much sooner than previously anticipated. As a result, the treatability study for the horizontal groundwater capture well is no longer needed and is eliminated in the ESD.

· A characterization study for the Building 81-10 Area has been completed to better define the nature and extent of mercury-contaminated soils in this area. Based on results of the characterization study, the mercury-contaminated soils in the area have not been found to be Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) characteristic and may be a less important contributor to mercury in UEFPC than previously thought. As a result a treatability study to evaluate alternative technologies for in situ stabilization of mercury soil contamination at this site is no longer needed and is eliminated in the ESD.

Mr. Dunning said the Federal Facility Agreement parties have concurred with the proposed changes. He said the impact of those changes will result in a slight reduction, less than 10 percent, in the cost of the remedy. 

The information sheet describes the purpose of the changes and what the changes are for the benefit of the public. The accompanying table with the information sheet summarizes for each component of the Phase I selected remedy what is or is not being proposed for changes. 
He said input on the Information Sheet is welcomed from the committee. 

Mr. Hatcher asked if the primary driver for the changes were engineering or fiscal. Mr. Dunning said both were factors. He said when the ROD was signed in 2002, the remedy components that are now proposed for change were considered to add value to the remedy, but that is no longer the case. 

Mr. Jensen asked if characterization determined that mercury wasn’t contributing to contamination as much as was thought. Mr. Dunning said there still a number of activities underway at Y-12 to address mercury. Mr. Kubarewicz said when the ROD was signed there was an assumption that soil at the 81-10 Area would fail the toxicity characteristic leaching procedure for mercury, but the characterization has indicated that these soils are not RCRA characteristic for mercury and the area targeted for removal is not as large as first thought. 

Ms. Gawarecki asked if the soil characterization indicated that the soil does not require treatment. Mr. Dunning said that was not the case, but only that the treatability study for in situ stabilization of the 81-10 Area soils is no longer needed. The treatment and disposal of soils will be addressed under the Phase II ROD. 

Mr. Martin asked if the 9201-2 Building was slated for demolition. Mr. Kubarewicz said it is scheduled for D&D sometime in the 2020 timeframe. 

Prior to the meeting the information sheet was distributed to committee members to review. Committee member Steve Kenworthy was unable to attend the meeting, but he provided a number of comments on the information sheet (Attachment 2).

Mr. Dunning briefly discussed Mr. Kenworthy’s comments. Mr. Kenworthy’s first comment suggests revising the reference to the East End Volatile Organic Compound plume in the information sheet. Mr. Dunning said the information sheet can be revised as suggested. 

Regarding Mr. Kenworthy’s second comment, Mr. Dunning said the comment appears to be related to an earlier version of the ESD, and the apparent discrepancy noted by Mr. Kenworthy is no longer included in the current version of the ESD.

The third comment notes an inconsistency between the information sheet and the ESD. Mr. Dunning said that this apparent discrepancy could be reconciled. (Subsequent to the meeting, he confirmed that the apparent discrepancy noted in this comment again refers to an earlier version of the ESD, which has been revised significantly, and that there is no discrepancy between the current ESD and the information sheet for this item.) 
Mr. Kenworthy’s last comment suggested that more cost and schedule information should be included in the information sheet. Mr. Dunning said that could be done. 

 Discussion of Possible Recommendation or Comments on the Information Sheet
Mr. Hatcher asked the committee if it felt there was a need for a recommendation on the information sheet. There was no indication from the members that a formal recommendation was necessary. Ms. Gawarecki moved that Mr. Kenworthy’s comments be forwarded to DOE for consideration (Mr. Dunning was already copied on the comments by Mr. Kenworthy). Mr. Olson seconded and the motion passed.

Mr. Hatcher asked committee members to pass along any other comments to staff or Mr. Dunning.

Committee input on visit by Dan Goode, U.S. Geological Survey, for preliminary discussion on groundwater research on the Oak Ridge Reservation
For several months Mr. Hatcher has been working to identify an expert to study groundwater flow patterns on parts of the Oak Ridge Reservation. Dan Goode, with the U.S. Geological Survey, has been chosen as a likely candidate to do the work. Arrangements have been made for him to visit the Oak Ridge Reservation and meet with members of the committee, Dave Adler, DOE, and Dick Ketelle, UCOR, for initial discussions about the work. Mr. Hatcher for ORSSAB and Mr. Adler will take the lead in arranging a tour of the reservation for Mr. Goode.
Mr. Goode is scheduled to visit on August 15 and 16. Mr. Hatcher will meet with Mr. Adler and Mr. Ketelle soon to plan Mr. Goode’s visit. He said he envisions taking Mr. Goode out for some field observations the morning of August 15 and having discussions in the afternoon and having Mr. Goode visit the committee during its regular meeting that evening. 
Mr. Hatcher asked for suggestions from the committee regarding Mr. Goode’s visit. Mr. Mulvenon said he needs an overview of the reservation and its geology. Mr. Hatcher said he has been provided with a presentation Mr. Ketelle has given to the board and the committee about known groundwater characteristics, but additional information can be provided. Mr. Martin referred to a suggestion in Mr. Kenworthy’s email (Attachment 2) that he be provided with relevant parts of the of the 2011 Remediation Effectiveness Report. 

Concerning the field tour on August 15 Mr. Hatcher suggested that Gareth Davies, TDEC, and Carl Froede, EPA, should be included. He also suggested a non-geologist be included as well. Mr. Olson said he would be interested in attending as did Mr. Stansfield, Mr. Mulvenon, and Ms. Gawarecki. 

Mr. Olson wondered if office space could be provided to Mr. Goode during his visit and if he is contracted to do the study. Mr. Kubarewicz thought perhaps a desk could be found for him to use at the UCOR offices. 

FY 2012 Committee accomplishments for annual meeting
The committee reviewed a proposed list of accomplishments gleaned from the committee’s work plan and minutes of FY 2012 meetings (Attachment 3). The committee made some revisions to the list of accomplishments (Attachment 4). They will be used at the board’s annual meeting August 18.
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. Dan Goode, U.S. Geological Survey, will visit Oak Ridge on August 15 and 16. He will tour parts of the reservation with committee members and DOE, TDEC, and EPA personnel, and have initial discussions about a proposed study of groundwater flow characteristics. 
Closed 

The meeting adjourned at 7 p.m.
Attachments (4) are available on request from the ORSSAB support office.
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