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The mission of the Oak Ridge Site Specific Advisory Board (ORSSAB) is to
provide informed advice and recommendations concerning site specific issues
related to the Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) Environmental Management
(EM) Program at the Oak Ridge Reservation. In order to provide unbiased
evaluation and recommendations on the cleanup efforts related to the

Oak Ridge site, the Board seeks opportunities for input through
collaborative dialogue with the communities surrounding the Oak Ridge
Reservation, governmental regulators, and other stakeholders.
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FY 2016 DOE-Oak Ridge
Environmental Management Program

Budget and Prioritization

Tammy Blaine

Oak Ridge Site Specific Advisory Board Meeting
March 12, 2014
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Oak Ridge EM Budget

Dollars in Millions

FY14
President’s Budget to Congress 413
Appropriation 430
Recovery Act Funds Remaining 4



Oak Ridge EM Budget

Dollars in Millions

Funding Accounts EFY13 EY14 EY 15
U233 Disposition 34 45

Waste Disposition 76 83

ETTP Safeguard and Security 19 19

ORNL/Y12 Waste Ops/S&M 68 78
Stakeholder Support/Tech Devlp ) )

Total Defense Funding 203 234

D&D Fund — ETTP Cleanup 200 _196

Total OR Budget 403 430 385



Guiding Principles for Project Prioritization

* Protect human health and the environment
— Eliminating significant health and environmental threats
— Ensuring worker safety
— Minimizing offsite contamination
— Balancing lifecycle cost, nuclear materials, and environmental risks

« Comply with regulatory requirements

— Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act
and the Federal Facility Agreement

— Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and the Site Treatment Plan
— Clean Water Act
» Support ongoing DOE missions on the Oak Ridge Reservation
— National Security
— Science
» Support local and state economies
— Sequencing work to minimize impacts to the workforce



Primary Considerations for FY 2016
Budget Development

* Near-Term Priorities (FY 2014 — FY 2016)
-~ Demolish Building K-25
Prepare K-27 for demolition
Continue U-233 direct disposition campaign
Process and disposition Transuranic waste inventories

Planning, Engineering, and Design for Y-12 Outfall 200 Mercury

Treatment Facility

Planning, Engineering, and Design for the Transuranic (TRU)

Waste Processing Center Sludge Processing Facility Buildouts

Planning, Engineering, and Design for the Environmental

Management Disposal Facility (EMDF)



Primary Considerations for FY 2016
Budget Development

« Mid-Term Activities (FY 2017 — FY 2026)

Complete U-233 material processing and disposition
Complete Transuranic waste processing and disposition
Complete closure of ETTP

Construct/operate Y-12 Outfall 200 Mercury Treatment Facility
Initiate demolition of Y-12 mercury use facilities

Construct and begin waste operations at the Environmental

Management Disposal Facility (EMDF)
« Long-Term Focus (FY 2027 — FY 2043)

Balance of Y-12 and ORNL Cleanup



Path Forward

Evaluate FY15 President’s Budget

Conduct public workshop on budget development

Receive formal recommendation from ORSSAB on FY 16 budget
Evaluate prioritization input from EPA, TDEC, SSAB

Submit FY 16 budget request to EM-HQ



OREM Cleanup Budget

Budget, S Thousands
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Oak Ridge Site Specific Advisory Board

Sunday

Monday

Tuesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

Saturday

1

10

11

12

Monthly SSAB
meeting 6 p.m.

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Combined
Environmental
Management &

20

21

22

Stewardship
and Budget &
Process
Committee
6 p.m.
23 24 25 26 27 28 29
Public Executive
Outreach Committee
Committee 5:30 p.m.
5:30 p.m.

30

31

teleconference

All Meetings will be held at the DOE Information Center, Office of Science and Technical Information, 1Science.gov Way,

Oak Ridge unless noted otherwise.
ORSSAB Support Office: (865) 241-4583 or 241-4584

DOE Information Center: (865) 241-4780

Board member travel: B. Price, Waste Management Forum, March 3-6, Phoenix, Ariz.; M. Smalling, National Environmental
Justice Conference and Training, March 26-28, Washington, DC.

Board meetings on cable TV and YouTube

Knoxville: Charter Channel 6, Comcast Channel 12

Sundays at 7 p.m.

Lenoir City: Charter Cable Channel 3

Wednesdays, 4 p.m.

Oak Ridge: Channel 12

Monday, March 24, 7 p.m.

Oak Ridge: Channel 15

Monday, Wednesday, Friday, 8 a.m. & noon

YouTube

http://www.youtube.com/user/ORSSAB




"OAK RIDGE
=

April 2014

Oak Ridge Site Specific Advisory Board

Sunday

Monday

Tuesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

Saturday

1

2

3

5

9

Monthly SSAB
meeting 6 p.m.

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Environmental
Management &
Stewardship
Committee

6 p.m.

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

EM SSAB Chairs’ Meeting

Pasco, Wash.

25

26

Earth Day
11 a.m. -
4 p.m.
Bissell
Park

27

28

29

Public
Outreach
Committee
5:30 p.m.
teleconference

30

Executive
Committee
5:30 p.m.

All Meetings will be held at the DOE Information Center, Office of Science and Technical Information, 1Science.gov Way,
Oak Ridge unless noted otherwise.

ORSSAB Support Office: (865) 241-4583 or 241-4584

DOE Information Center: (865) 241-4780

Board member travel: A. Cook, B. Hatcher, D. Hemelright, B. Hicks, C. Staley — EM SSAB Chairs’ Meeting, April 22-24,

Pasco, Wash.

Board meetings on cable TV and YouTube

Knoxville: Charter Channel 6, Comcast Channel 12

Sundays at 7 p.m.

Lenoir City: Charter Cable Channel 3

Wednesdays, 4 p.m.

Oak Ridge: Channel 12

Monday, April 21, 7 p.m.

Oak Ridge: Channel 15

Monday, Wednesday, Friday, 8 a.m. & noon

YouTube

http://www.youtube.com/user/ORSSAB




DRAFT

Many Voices Working for the Community

Oak Ridge
Site Specific Advisory Board

Unapproved January 8, 2014, Meeting Minutes

The Oak Ridge Site Specific Advisory Board (ORSSAB) held its monthly meeting on Wednesday,
January 8, 2014, at the DOE Information Center, 1 Science.gov Way, Oak Ridge, Tenn., beginning
at 6 p.m. A video of the meeting was made and may be viewed by contacting the ORSSAB support
offices at (865) 241-4583 or 241-4584. The presentation portion of the video is available on the
board’s YouTube site at www.youtube.com/user/ORSSAB/videos.

Members Present

Jimmy Bell Jan Lyons Wanda Smith
Carmen DelLong Fay Martin Coralie Staley
Lisa Hagy, Secretary Scott McKinney Scott Stout
David Hemelright, Chair Donald Mei

Bruce Hicks, Vice Chair Greg Paulus

Jennifer Kasten Belinda Price

Members Absent

Noel Berry

Alfreda Cook

Bob Hatcher

Mary Hatcher

Howard Holmes

Liaisons, Deputy Designated Federal Officer, and Federal Coordinator Present

Dave Adler, Department of Energy-Oak Ridge Office (DOE-ORO), Alternate Deputy Designated
Federal Officer (DDFO)

Susan Cange, (DOE-ORO) Deputy Manager for Environment Management (EM) and ORSSAB
DDFO

John Owsley, Liaison, Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC)

Melyssa Noe, ORSSAB Federal Coordinator, DOE-ORO

Others Present

Chloe Ashley, TDEC

Jeff Crane, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 4 (via telephone hookup)
Jason Darby, DOE

Susan Gawarecki

Spencer Gross, ORSSAB Support Office
Luther Gibson

Gracie Hall, Student Representative

Pete Osborne, ORSSAB Support Office
Julia Riley, Student Representative
Laura Wilkerson, DOE


http://www.youtube.com/user/ORSSAB/videos

ORSSAB Meeting Minutes January 8, 2014

Ten members of the public were present.

Liaison Comments

Mr. Adler — Mr. Adler said the board has no outstanding recommendations that require a response.
He said DOE Headquarters will respond to the EM SSAB Chairs’ recommendations the board
approved at this meeting (see Other Board Business).

Ms. Cange — A significant milestone was reached in mid-December with the demolition of the last
remaining portion of the K-25 Building at East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP). That does not
signify the completion of the project as remaining debris still requires disposal at the Environmental
Management Waste Management Facility (EMWMF) in Bear Creek Valley. A number of
dignitaries, including Deputy Secretary of Energy Daniel Poneman, were hand for the demolition
and celebration. Ms. Cange said the project is progressing ahead of schedule and under budget with
the current cleanup contractor UCOR. The entire project is scheduled for completion this summer,
which is about 18 months ahead of schedule and $300 million under the current baseline.

Mr. Paulus asked about a budget for FY 2014. Ms. Cange said while Congress has agreed on a total
budget package, budget allocations for individual agencies have not been received. She said an
allocation is expected by January 15, but if not, the current continuing resolution for agencies will
remain in effect until allocations are finalized. DOE EM is operating under a continuing resolution
based on FY 2012 funding.

Mr. Owsley — Mr. Owsley introduced Chloe Ashley as a TDEC intern.
Mr. Crane — no comments.

Public Comment

Mr. Gibson, a former member and chair of ORSSAB, said he hadn’t been to an ORSSAB meeting
in some time since he left the board, but he noted that the board is still considering topics, such as
this evening’s presentation on sufficient waste disposal, that it was studying when he was a
member.

Presentation
Ms. Wilkerson’s presentation was Waste Disposal Capacity for the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR).
The main points are in Attachment 1.

Ms. Wilkerson began her presentation by reminding the board that the EMWMF was selected for
the disposal of Manhattan Project and Cold War wastes from cleanup of the ORR and associated
sites. Primarily building demolition debris and soils are disposed at EMWMF. Higher
contamination wastes are disposed off-site (Attachment 1, page 2).

EMWMF consists of six disposal cells, five of which are either active or filled (Attachment 1, page
2). Water management systems include a leachate collection system, leachate storage tanks, contact
water collections ponds, and contact water tanks.

The facility has been in operation for more than 10 years and has been built to its maximum
capacity of 2.18 million cubic yards. At the end of FY 2013 it was about 63 percent filled
(Attachment 1, page 3). Expansion has allowed the demolition of K-33 at ETTP and other Recovery
Act projects, which accelerated demolition and risk reduction activities on the ORR.

Ms. Wilkerson said on-site disposal is key to efficient cleanup of the ORR, because it has saved
about a half a billion dollars in disposal costs to transport waste off-site (Attachment 1, page 4).
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Those savings allow for additional cleanup work. Monitoring of groundwater around EMWMF
indicates that waste is being contained.

Page 5 of Attachment 1 is a chart of waste disposal forecasts through FY 2043, the anticipated date
of completion of cleanup of the ORR. The blue bars indicate waste that can go into EMWMF
before it fills to capacity. The red bars indicate additional waste from ORR cleanup that will require
additional space. EMWMEF is projected to be full in FY 2023, so an additional site must be found to
dispose of the remaining waste that will be generated. She said the projections are based on an
annual appropriation of $423 million. Variations in appropriations over the years will affect the
closure date of EMWMF.

The chart on page 6 of Attachment 1 is a similar chart on cumulative disposal amounts. The chart
notes that beginning in 2023 a second disposal facility that can take about 2.5 million cubic yards of
waste will be needed.

Ms. Wilkerson said planning has begun to determine a site for a second disposal facility
(Attachment 1, page 7). The first step in the process was to do a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RIFS). The study was submitted to EPA and TDEC in June 2013 for comments. Those
comments are currently being addressed. After comments are addressed, the next step is to develop
a Proposed Plan. The public can make comments on the Proposed Plan. Once a Proposed Plan is
agreed to a Record of Decision (ROD) will document the building of the new facility. Ms.
Wilkerson pointed out that no decision has been made on whether a new facility will be built and
where it might be located.

The RIFS documented three disposal alternatives for future waste generation (Attachment 1, page
8):

1. No action

2. On-site disposal

3. Off-site disposal
Ms. Wilkerson explained no action would negate an ORR-wide disposal strategy, and waste would
be dealt with on an individual project basis. The preliminary conclusions to the three alternatives
are noted on page 9 of Attachment 1. The no action does not support timely and efficient cleanup.
On-site disposal would have some impact to the local environment, but has a lower lifecycle cost of
about $817 million. Off-site disposal could isolate wastes more effectively in arid climate western
states. However, reliance on off-site locations introduces some uncertainty, higher transportation
risks, and significantly higher cost — $2.4 billion estimated. Ms. Wilkerson noted that if off-site
disposal is chosen the amount of time to achieve cleanup completion in Oak Ridge would be
extended because of the increased cost and the recent flat funding for Oak Ridge DOE EM.

When site evaluation was done for EMWMEF, a number of locations were studied (Attachment 1,
page 10). Ms. Wilkerson said the same sites were evaluated for a second facility. The preferred site
for a new facility, to be known as the Environmental Management Disposal Facility (EMDF), is
just to the east of EMWMF (Attachment 1, page 11). The site is attractive for the same reasons that
the area was chosen for the EMWMF. The area also has a number of other disposal sites, which
makes placing the EMDF there compatible with the current land use.

Page 12 of Attachment 1 is a diagram of EMDF and its proximity to EMWMF. It would consist of
six separate disposal cells. Ms. Wilkerson said the cells would not be built at the same time, but as
they are needed to accept waste.
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Page 13 of Attachment 1 is a planning schedule for making a decision on a new facility.
Completion of the RIFS is scheduled for early 2015. The Proposed Plan is to be finished by the
fourth quarter of 2015, and the ROD signed in mid-2016.

After Ms. Wilkerson’s presentation a number of questions were asked. Following are abridged
guestions and answers.

Mr. Bell — How is it determined and who will be responsible for cleaning up a facility? Ms.
Wilkerson — In the general DOE EM is responsible for cleaning up, demolishing, and disposing
legacy facilities from the Manhattan Project and the Cold War that are process contaminated
buildings. There is no limit for how contaminated a building is as long as it is contaminated. That
includes buildings, soil, sediments, etc. Ms. Cange — The cleanup criteria are agreed to by DOE,
EPA, and TDEC. Those levels that are developed and agreed to by the agencies are documented in
the ROD. That determines what needs to be cleaned up, and, if it does, to what levels. Then there is
the decision about the waste that is generated as a result of the cleanup that can be disposed at the
onsite disposal facility currently in operation (EMWMF) or if it needs to be shipped off-site. There
are waste acceptance criteria for EMWMF that are followed to characterize the waste streams and
evaluate them to determine if they meet the criteria that have been established and agreed to to
allow disposal in the on-site cell. Mr. Bell — You’re assuming the waste acceptance criteria will
continue to the new facility? Ms. Wilkerson — No, we’re not assuming that. As part of the ROD for
the new facility we would work with EPA and TDEC to determine what the new criteria for the
new facility will be. It may be the same, but it may not be depending on the negotiations among the
parties.

Ms. Hall - How many other waste management facilities in the U.S. have the same kind of waste
disposal facility? Mr. Adler — Almost all of the big DOE installations that are engaged in cleanup
have an on-site disposal cell or are planning one. Much like us, they take the less contaminated
material and dispose on site. The more contaminated waste is shipped somewhere else. One
exception is the Rocky Flats site in Colorado where they dug up everything and shipped it
somewhere else.

Ms. DeLong — In characterizing waste has any effort been made to reduce the volume by recycling?
Ms. Wilkerson — We address that on a case-by-case basis. There is consideration of what may be
able to recycle or reuse for each project. Ms. DelL.ong — Was there any consideration of capping
waste disposed and going vertically rather than horizontally? Ms. Wilkerson — That probably
would be an insurmountable engineering challenge. Mr. Darby — The elevation of the waste pile
after capping would be about 70 feet.

Mr. Paulus — Referencing page 5 of your presentation, why are there significant spikes in 2018,
2020, 2021? Ms. Wilkerson — Our lifecycle plan has our work at ETTP to be completed by the mid-
20s. Those spikes represent the remaining buildings at ETTP that need to be demolished to
complete the ETTP cleanup by the mid-20s.

Ms. Kasten — Has it been established how surface water and groundwater will be controlled? Ms.
Wilkerson — We know quite a bit about the geology and hydrology in that area. The conceptual
design includes an underdrain such as the one under EMWMEF. We are in the process of initiating a
phase | characterization of the proposed site to confirm much of the data we extrapolated from the
existing facility and they still validate all the assumptions may in the RIFS. That will be followed
by more extensive characterization before a Proposed Plan and ROD are agreed to. Ms. Kasten —
Will there be a problem 1500 years from now because groundwater might penetrate? Ms.
Wilkerson — The cells are designed with a very robust system of liners and caps to address that.
Monitoring is done frequently so we know changes we may need to make in the future in terms of
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hydrogeology. Mr. Darby — We know a lot about the area because of the characterization of
EMWMF. But we will do the phase | characterization effort this year to gather further information
on the proposed EMDF site. And there will be follow on studies if that is the selected location to
gather additional information for the design of the facility. After closing, there will be monitoring
of conditions of the site. Ms. Kasten — When you do your costs, it’s cheaper initially, but if there is
a problem later putting it where there is more exposure to water could be far more costly than
transportation out west. Mr. Adler — That analysis has been done. These facilities are all about
keeping water away from waste constituencies. Every aspect of design is to address that. Lifecycle
studies have been done to determine if it would be cheaper to take everything out west and the
conclusion is that it is not cheaper to ship out west. Certain things that are particularly concentrated
and mobile generally are more cost-effective to take out west. The requirement for this facility is to
be able to safely contain its contents in perpetuity. In addition to a design up front to prevent
problems, there are regulatory obligations and financial requirements that are set up to assure that if
anything were to begin failing there is an obligation to go in and fix it. The basic idea is to take a
collection of waste that is scattered over the 30,000-acre ORR and put them into one area. Take the
worst of it out west, but put the rest into one well-engineered facility and contain it there safely and
maintain the facility to ensure it remains effective. These facilities are built with a very thick
earthen cap that sheds water. Ultimately it depends on stewardship and long-term surveillance and
maintenance. That takes some amount of money but not nearly as much as would take to ship it all
out west.

Ms. Gawarecki — When EMWMF was built stakeholders were assured that it would be more than
adequate for DOE EM to dispose of wastes on the reservation. But DOE only looked at existing
planned EM waste. But then we had a program to add obsolete facilities across the reservation to
EM’s waste stream. Then Recovery Act projects took down K-33 and sealed the fate of EMWMF
to take the rest of EM’s waste. My question is, ‘is this the end of it?” Is one more facility going to
be enough? Has DOE looked at all of its obsolete, potentially contaminated facilities? Ms.
Wilkerson — As EM as evolved a lot of facilities at ORNL and Y-12 have become excess to the
needs of the site because of modernization efforts to replace a lot old buildings and infrastructure.
That’s what has caused the program to grow. The EMDF should be sufficient to handle that
inventory. Of course, that doesn’t include new things that are being built now. We believe World
War 1l and Cold War legacy waste should be able to go in the EMDF.

Ms. Gawarecki — Periodically I’ve heard concerns about potential disposal of enriched uranium in
the EMWMEF and if there are problems with future criticality issues. | understand there has been
one criticality study done for that landfill. The state did not have adequate capability to review the
study. Has there been an outside review of the criticality studies for EMWMEF prior to it being
closed so any changes can be made? Mr. Owsley — The state did not have the expertise and it
expected an independent review and comment on the criticality safety analysis. That was done by
an agency within DOE but independent of Oak Ridge. Mr. Adler — While everyone involved in
assuring no future criticality is associated with DOE, they are not all associated with EM. So we
have Ms. Wilkerson running the landfill, and we have a separate group making sure there is no
criticality issue, and we have a group independent from EM that comes from Washington, DC, to
review what’s being done. Mr. Owsley — And to be clear, the state has accepted the findings of the
study and review.

Ms. DeLong - | have read the [Groundwater Strategy for the ORR (DOE/OR/01-2628&D1)], and if
you look at that and the papers that were written they say the monitoring wells are not deep enough
and it is possible for contamination to migrate in the groundwater deeper than the monitoring wells
can detect. | believe those reports merit further investigation. Are you working with the people
doing the groundwater study to share information? Does the study include the monitoring wells at
EMWMF? Mr. Adler — There are groundwater problems on the ORR associated with past practices.
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Those practices for the most part involve not sorting the waste and disposing it in unlined trenches
often excavated into groundwater so there was continuous inundation in the groundwater column.
That is much different from where you are building above grade and you’re putting liners between
the waste and the groundwater. And you have systems to draw off the water that is generated before
it gets to the liner. It’s a different technology so there is really no comparison. Ms. Cange — And to
answer your other question, we have a team of experts in multiple fields, and they provide support
to all of our projects and not just to groundwater study. The people who provide assistance on the
groundwater study are available to support Ms. Wilkerson for the landfills and elsewhere on the
reservation.

Mr. Paulus — If the new site has more space than we need is there a possibility of bringing in waste
from other sites? Ms. Wilkerson — We have no plans to bring in anything from anywhere. Ms.
Cange — We are not planning to build the disposal facility at one time. Mr. Owsley — The ROD for
EMWMF is implicit that it only accepts DOE waste generated on the ORR. I’m certain the ROD
for EMDF will have those same criteria applied. There is no intention by the state to accept waste
from other sites.

Mr. Bell — What do you do if you detect something unacceptable coming out of the landfills? And
you said there is no detectable radiation at present. What does that mean? Is it water that the state
approves for consumption? Ms. Wilkerson — The EMWMTF has a leachate collection system. That
water is stored in the leachate storage tanks and is transported by tanker truck to ORNL and is
treated at the liquid low-level system at the lab before it is discharged. That is true for all the cells at
EMWMF, and for the EMDF we would have a similar system. For contact water that comes in
contact with the waste pile but doesn’t go through the waste, that is sampled, and if it meets the
criteria, it is released. If it doesn’t meet the criteria it is treated the same way as leachate. Mr.
McKinney — What do you do if you start detecting very high levels that would indicate a potential
failure of a liner or the leachate system? What are the steps if there are inordinately high levels of
radiation being detected in EMWMF? What are the steps to mitigate? Ms. Wilkerson — If there is an
indication of a liner failure, we’d have to do an investigation to determine what’s causing it, and
we’d implement corrective actions to address it.

Committee Reports

Finance & Process — Mr. Paulus said the committee met on November 21 and approved the board’s
budget of $65,000. He said the committee will try to stay within that budget, but extra leftover
funds from FY 2013 are available if needed.

The committee also discussed whether to have an on-site or off-site annual meeting this August. He
said the preference is to have an off-site meeting. He asked for volunteers to help search for a
suitable off-site location. The hope is to have a location identified and secured in the March-April
timeframe.

The committee will meet on January 22 at 5 p.m. at the DOE Information Center.

EM & Stewardship — Ms. Staley said the committee met on November 20 and had a follow-up
discussion on the presentation made to ORSSAB on November 13 on the groundwater strategy
document that has been prepared for the ORR. As a result of the meeting Ms. Kasten and Ms.
DelLong were charged with drafting a recommendation on an off-site quality assessment project.
The draft recommendation will be considered at the committee’s November 15 meeting at 6 p.m. at
the DOE Information Center.

Public Qutreach — Mr. McKinney said the board’s Public Environmental Survey is now available.
He said the ORSSAB annual report and January Advocate newsletter were published recently.
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There are a number of items on the committee’s work plan, including some carryovers from
FY 2013 and new items for 2014. The kiosk display at the American Museum of Science and
Energy is undergoing some updates.

The committee will meet on January 21 at 5:30 at the DOE Information Center.

Executive — Mr. Hemelright said at its November meeting the committee approved the board’s
budget, some travel requests by members, and the three EM SSAB recommendations for the board
to consider at this meeting (see Other Board Business).

The committee will meet on Wednesday, January 22 at 5:30 at the DOE Information Center.

There was no report on the Center for Oak Ridge Oral History. Ms. Staley was unable to attend the
last meeting.

Announcements and Other Board Business
ORSSAB will have its next meeting on Wednesday, February 12, 2014, at the DOE Information
Center.

The minutes of the November 13, 2013, meeting were approved. The board did not meet in
December.

The EM SSAB Chairs’ Recommendation on a Graphic Representation for Legacy Waste Paths was
approved (Attachment 2).

The EM SSAB Chairs’ Recommendation on Funding for Cleanup of DOE Sites was approved
(Attachment 3).

The EM SSAB Chairs’ Recommendation on Adoption of International Atomic Energy Agency
Standards for Recycling was approved (Attachment 4).

Federal Coordinator Report
Ms. Noe had no comments.

Additions to the Agenda

Mr. Bell had some comments about technetium. He said technetium receives much attention,
particularly related to demolition of process buildings at ETTP. He said technetium comes only
from reprocessed fuel. Very little fuel had been reprocessed at ORNL during the 1940s and none
has been processed at Y-12 National Security Complex. Technetium got into the systems at K-25
and K-27 at ETTP by re-running uranium fuel that had been reprocessed elsewhere.

He said he thought very little technetium would be found at ORNL or the hydrofracture wells near
the lab. He questions any findings indicating technetium in the Melton Valley area. He believes
those findings to be in error.

He also commented on the question of whether uranium and plutonium in a natural setting would
ever go critical. The question comes up frequently at the Hanford site where plutonium waste is
stored in tanks. The questions of how much plutonium is in a tank and how much plutonium is
needed to go critical are not asked. Mr. Bell said if it takes 30 kg of Pu-238 to go critical and that
amount is not in a tank there is no danger of criticality. If it takes 25 kg of U-235 to go critical and
it’s scattered over a waste site there is no possibility of criticality.
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Motions

1/8/14.1

Mr. McKinney moved to approve the agenda. Mr. Bell seconded and the motion passed
unanimously.

1/8/14.2
Mr. Paulus moved to approve the minutes of the November 13, 2013, meeting. Ms. Price seconded
and the motion passed unanimously.

1/8/14.3
Mr. Paulus moved to approve the EM SSAB Chairs’ Recommendation on a Graphic Representation
for Legacy Waste Paths. Ms. Martin seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

1/8/14.4
Mr. Hicks moved to approve the EM SSAB Chairs’ Recommendation on Funding for Cleanup of
DOE Sites. Ms. Price seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

1/8/14.5

Mr. Hicks moved to approve the EM SSAB Chairs’ Recommendation on Adoption of International
Atomic Energy Agency Standards for Recycling. Mr. Paulus seconded and the motion passed
unanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m.

Action items
Open
None.

Attachments (4) to these minutes are available on request from the ORSSAB support office.

I certify that these minutes are an accurate account of the January 8, 2014, meeting of the Oak
Ridge Site Specific Advisory Board.
Lisa Hagy, Secretary

Dave Hemelright, Chair DATE
Oak Ridge Site Specific Advisory Board
DH/rsg



EM SSAB Chairs’ Recommendation on Capitalizing on EM Successes
Background and Discussion

The Environmental Management Site Specific Advisory Board (EM SSAB) Chairs note the success of
several EM remediation efforts, such as those at

B Fernald, OH, where an operational uranium enrichment plant has been deconstructed and
the area reconstituted as parkland,

B Oak Ridge, TN, where the East Tennessee Technology Park now occupies the area previously
dominated by the K-25 Gaseous Diffusion Plant,

B Rocky Flats, CO, where a plutonium refinement plant has been replaced by flourishing
rangeland and now serves as a wildlife refuge, and

B Hanford, WA, where the B Reactor Preservation Project has reached maturity.

In every case of EM site remediation, the environmental recovery constitutes a powerful example of
how the joint efforts of DOE and community leaders have resulted in a return to the local community
and to society of areas or facilities previously exposed to and/or contaminated by nuclear activities. The
claim by activists that such work necessarily results in a perpetual loss of valuable environmental
resources is wrong, and due to the EM program the error is now well demonstrated.

Recommendation

With full recognition of the presence of formal public relations and outreach programs within each DOE
facility, and building upon these capabilities, the EM SSAB Chairs recommend that DOE:

1. capitalize on this emerging story, to the maximum extent possible, through education and
outreach programs addressing the use of nuclear energy in all facets of society and designed to
help alleviate unwarranted public fears of nuclear activities.

2. sponsor an independent examination of the remediation efforts of DOE EM, with the intent of
producing unbiased documentaries suitable for public viewing and for academic/scholastic
purposes.

3. engage the various SSABs is developing and producing such documentaries, so that local
resources (e.g. local television organizations and academic science programs) are used to frame
individual presentations in the light of local issues and specific concerns.



Recommendation Response Tracking Chart

for FY 2013
Date To Recommendation Originating | Response Response Status Committee Review
Committee Date of Response
Complete: DOE is working with information Compllete: EM
. . Committee accepted
technology to improve search capabilities. The .
‘ o) h . recommendation
s . . search tip’ function has been reactivated. On :
usan Cange, | 211: Recommendation on request, training can be provided to access response at its
1. 10/10/12 DOE Oak Ridge Ava!lablllty of DOE EM 1/8/13 information. DOE Information Center staff is always January 2013, It .
Deputy Environmental . - . . asks that DOE notify
available to provide documents. DOE is working to
Manager for EM | Management Documents ) i ; the board when
ensure documents are available at the information
T upgrades to the
center no later than the date when availability is
system are
announced.
complete.
Complete. The
accepted the
response, but asked
Complete: DOE Oak Ridge has developed an that asked that a
Susan Cange, | 215: Recommendation on inventory of all waste/materials stored on the comprehensive
> 5/8/13 DOE Oak Ridge | Remaining Legacy EM 7/19/13 reservation and has prioritized the inventory for inventory list be
' Deputy Materials on the Oak Ridge disposition. The highest priority is to address presented to the
Manager for EM | Reservation hazardous and/or radioactive waste that may pose a | committee
threat to the environment. periodically so the
committee can see
what has been
worked off.
. 216: Recommendations on . L .
Mark Whitney, the Fiscal Year 2015 DOE Board Complete: DOE responded that it is sending the
&, 5/8/13 DOE Oak Ridge . . Finance & 5/22/13 recommendation to DOE EM Headquarters along
Oak Ridge Environmental o
Manager for EM Process with its FY 2015 budget request.
Budget Request
Susan Cange, | 217: Recommendation on Complete: DOE responded that it will add the Complete:. EM &
: : . - ; Stewardship
DOE Oak Ridge | Stewardship Point of . responsibility of a permanent stewardship contact to .
4. 6/12/13 . Stewardship 9/12/13 - . Committee accepted
Deputy Contact for the Oak Ridge the Environmental Management & Stewardship response on
Manager for EM | Reservation Committee DOE liaison. 11/20/13

1/16/14




6/12/13

Letitia O’Conor,
DOE HQ

Sue Smiley,

DOE EM
Consolidated
Business
Center

218: Recommendation to
Develop a Fact Sheet on

Site Transition at Ongoing
Mission Sites

Stewardship

9/20/13

Complete: DOE revised the fact sheet to include
points requested by the Committee.

Complete: EM &
Stewardship
Committee accepted
response on 1/15/14

1/16/14




EM Project Update

ETTP

January

February

Zone 1 Final Soils
ROD

Additional EPA comments on the D2 RI/FS were received. The
DOE request to modify the milestones for this project and follow-up
remediation milestones was approved by the regulators. It was also
agreed to add a Proposed Plan milestone for this project.

Draft responses to EPA comments on the D2 RI/FS were informally
transmitted to DOE for review. Preparation of revisions to the D2
RI/FS was initiated.

Zone 2 ROD

Characterization of the K-25 Building footprint under the Zone 2
ROD was authorized.

K-25/K-27 D&D

Disposal of debris from the final six K-25 Building units is 69 percent
complete and the mining of deposits in the Segmentation Shop is 60
percent complete.

Disposal of debris from the final six K-25 Building units is 89 percent
complete and the mining of deposits in the Segmentation Shop is 80
percent complete.

Demolition of the retaining wall from the Technetium-99 area at the
K-25 Building is complete and grading is underway.

Grading and seeding of the retaining wall area from the Tc-99 area
is complete.

Vent and purge activities are 87 percent complete on the K-27
Building demolition; drain and inspection activities are 24 percent
complete.

Ancillary tie lines around the K-25 footprint are being prepared for
removal.

Inventory management is 72 percent complete on the K-27 Building
and in-situ nondestructive assay is 60 percent complete.

Initiated preparation of the K-25 Completion Report.

ORNL January February
ORNL Small The Building 3038 fire protection sprinkler system was removed from
Facilities D&D service and air gapped from site process water. The system was

replaced by a linear heat detection system. With this fieldwork
completed, Building 3038 will transition to long-term S&M.

U-233 Disposition

Successfully completed internal inspection of the first Legal Weight
Truck cask but will not initiate loading of the cask until resolution of
issues with the State of Nevada.

An overview of the U-233 Disposition Project and a tour of the 3019
facility was provided to personnel from the Defense Nuclear
Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB).

Y-12 Site January February
Y-12 Phase | ROD |A Request for Proposals was issued for the characterization of the |Awarded a task order to develop a Sampling & Analysis Plan to
Outfall 200 Outfall 200 Mercury Treatment Facility. This includes sampling of  |collect data and perform characterization at the Outfall 200 proposed

soil, equipment, and waste, as well as the collection of geotechnical
data to be used in the design of the facility.

site. Plan will characterize structures and soils and will also address
the geotechnical properties of the area to aid the design of the
mercury water treatment facility.

Y-12 EM Facilities
D&D

The PCCR for Secondary Pathways was approved by the regulators.

Y-12 Salvage Yard

The PCCR for the 5-Tank Mercury Reduction project was approved
by the regulators.
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EM Project Update

Off-Site January February

Cleanup/Waste

Management

TRU Waste The fifty percent milestone for processing 275 m3 of Remote The Mark Il Remote Drum Opener returned to service after several

Processing Center

Handled waste was completed ahead of the initial milestone date.

modifications were made to the unit.

The DNFSB reviewed preparations for SWSA 5 waste processing.
Their primary concern was the aggressiveness of the schedule.

The Central Characterization Project processed through Flame-Gas
and performed visual examination of remote-handled container in
the hot cell.

EMWMF The RAWP, including the Operations Plan and Sampling and The RA Work Plan, including the Operations Plan and the Sampling
Analysis Plan, are being finalized. & Analysis Plan, was submitted to the regulators for approval.
EMWMF continues to receive shipments of K-25 Tc-99
contaminated waste and has effectively controlled Tc-99 in contact
water and leachate to less than 2 percent of the release criteria.
EMDF Review of EMWMF environmental monitoring data gathered since
the beginning of operation was started in order to evaluate where the
sampling and analysis plan should be revised to support the
upcoming water management feasibility study.
Remediation Work continued on preparing the draft FY 2014 RER. The draft version of the FY 2014 RER was provided to the

Effectiveness Report

regulators for review.

ORR Groundwater
Strategy

Preparation of a draft Remedial Site Evaluation Work Plan that
includes sampling and analysis plan information for upcoming
sampling of off-site groundwater is ongoing.

Work on the draft Off-site Groundwater Assessment Remedial Site
Evaluation Work Plan continued.

Regulator comments on the D1 ORR Groundwater Strategy
document were received. Preparation of responses to comments is
ongoing.

Responses to comments on the D1 ORR Groundwater Strategy
document were completed in preparation for submittal to the
regulators in March.
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Abbreviations/Acronyms List for Environmental Management Project Update

AM - action memorandum

ARRA — American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
BCV — Bear Creek Valley

BG — burial grounds

BV- Bethel Valley

CARAR — Capacity Assurance Remedial Action Report
CBFO — Carlsbad Field Office

CERCLA — Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation
and Liability Act

CEUSP — Consolidated Edison Uranium Solidification Project
CD — critical decision

CH — contact handled

CNF — Central Neutralization Facility

CS — construction start

CY —calendar year

D&D — decontamination and decommissioning
DOE — Department of Energy

DSA — documented safety analysis

DQO - data quality objective

EE/CA — engineering evaluation/cost analysis

EM — environmental management



EMDF — Environmental Management Disposal Facility
EMWMEF — Environmental Management Waste Management Facility
EPA — Environmental Protection Agency
ETTP — East Tennessee Technology Park
EU — exposure unit

EV —earned value

FFA — Federal Facility Agreement

FPD — federal project director

FY — fiscal year

GIS — geographical information system
GW - groundwater

GWTS —groundwater treatability study
IROD — Interim Record of Decision

LLW — low-level waste

MLLW — mixed low-level waste

MSRE — Molten Salt Reactor Experiment
MV — Melton Valley

NaF — sodium fluoride

NDA — non-destructive assay

NEPA — National Environmental Policy Act
NPL — National Priorities List

NNSS — Nevada National Security Site (new name of Nevada Test Site)



NTS — Nevada Test Site

ORNL — Oak Ridge National Laboratory
ORO - Oak Ridge Office

ORR — Oak Ridge Reservation

ORRS — operational readiness reviews

PaR — trade name of remote manipulator at the Transuranic Waste
Processing Center

PCB - polychlorinated biphenyls

PCCR — Phased Construction Completion Report
PM — project manager

PPE — Personal Protective Equipment

QAPP — Quality Assurance Project Plan

RA —remedial action

RAR — Remedial Action Report

RAWP — Remedial Action Work Plan

RCRA — Resource Conservation Recovery Act
RDR — Remedial Design Report

RER — Remediation Effectiveness Report

RH — remote handled

RI/FS — Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
RIWP — Remedial Investigation Work Plan
RmAR — Removal Action Report

RmAWP — Removal Action Work Plan



ROD — Record of Decision

RUBB — trade name of a temporary, fabric covered enclosure
S&M —surveillance and maintenance

SAP — sampling analysis plan

SEC — Safety and Ecology Corp.

SEP — supplemental environmental project
STP —site treatment plan

SW —surface water

SWSA - solid waste storage area

Tc —technetium

TC — time critical

TDEC — Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation
TRU — transuranic

TSCA — Toxic Substances Control Act

TWPC - Transuranic Waste Processing Center
U —uranium

UEFPC — Upper East Fork Poplar Creek

VOC - volatile organic compound

WAC — waste acceptance criteria

WEMA — West End Mercury Area (at Y-12)
WHP — Waste Handling Plan

WIPP — Waste Isolation Pilot Plant



WRRP — Water Resources Restoration Program
WWSY — White Wing Scrap Yard
Y-12 —Y-12 National Security Complex

ZPR —Zero Power Reactor



Travel Opportunities

Conference
Lock Date; # Deadline to
Allocated Submit
Meeting/Event Location Website Attendees Requests
FY 2014
Fall Chairs Meeting (Attendees: http://www.planetreg.com/
e S, Sl Oct. 15-17, 2013 Portsmouth, OH none E79143550250173 Aug. 28, 2014
Intergovernmental Meeting with DOE [Oct. 28-30, 2013 New Orleans none Oct. 11, 2014
https://events.r20.constant
Perma-Fix Nuclear Waste contact.com/register/event
Management Forum (Requests: Dec. 2-5, 2013 Nashville $500 Reg?lir=8n5x6gkab&oeidk Oct. 23,2014
Hemelright, Holmes) =a07e84apcpub37c9f6e&
oseg=a01Iph9ivvhwij
March 2-6, 2014
. (Registration opens
Waste Management Symposium 10/15/13. Early Phoenix $995 |www.wmsym.org 2 Nov. 20, 2014
Attendees: Price) : :
registration ends
12/31/13)
National Environmental Justice
Conference & Training (Attendees: M. (March 26-28, 2014 Washington, D.C. [none |[http://thenejc.org 1 Jan. 29, 2015
Hatcher)

http://www.eventbrite.com/

Spring Chairs Meeting (Attendees: e/2014-environmental-
management-site-specific-

Cook, Hatcher, Hemelright, Hicks, April 22-25, 2014 Richland, WA none - 5 N/A March 26, 2014
Staley) advisory-board-chairs-

meeting-reqistration-
5248440226

Western Waste Site Tour (Tentative
requests: DelLong, Hagy, B. Hatcher, M.
Hatcher, Lyons, McKinney, Mei, Paulus,
Price)

Waste Isolation
June 2-6, 2014 (tentative) |Pilot Plant, Nevada [none none April 23, 2014
Nat'l Security Site

National Brownfields Conference

Shading indicates closed trips


http://www.wmsym.org/
http://thenejc.org/
http://www.eventbrite.com/e/2014-environmental-management-site-specific-advisory-board-chairs-meeting-registration-5248440226
http://www.eventbrite.com/e/2014-environmental-management-site-specific-advisory-board-chairs-meeting-registration-5248440226
http://www.eventbrite.com/e/2014-environmental-management-site-specific-advisory-board-chairs-meeting-registration-5248440226
http://www.eventbrite.com/e/2014-environmental-management-site-specific-advisory-board-chairs-meeting-registration-5248440226
http://www.eventbrite.com/e/2014-environmental-management-site-specific-advisory-board-chairs-meeting-registration-5248440226
http://www.eventbrite.com/e/2014-environmental-management-site-specific-advisory-board-chairs-meeting-registration-5248440226
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