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	Committee Members Present
	Others Present

	Ben Adams

Darryl Bonner, Chair
Donna Campbell 

Ted Lundy 

Roger Macklin 

David Martin, Vice-chair
John Million
Norman Mulvenon

Lorene Sigal

Absent

Al Brooks

Heather Cothron

Susan Gawarecki

Tyler Johnson
Claudia Lever
Bob Peelle

Sandy Reagan
Sondra Sarten
	Sally Brown, Bechtel Jacobs, Co. (BJC )

Jason Darby, Department of Energy-Oak Ridge Office (DOE-ORO)
Sid Garland, BJC
Spencer Gross, Spectrum

Pat Halsey, DOE


Review latest version of the Bethel Valley LUCIP
Ms. Halsey discussed the process of addressing the numerous comments made by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on the D1 version of the Bethel Valley Land Use Control Implementation Plan (LUCIP). 

The D1 version (Attachment 1) of the LUCIP was submitted to EPA and Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) in 2006. It followed the same format as the Melton Valley LUCIP, which was approved in 2006. The intent was to use the Melton Valley LUCIP as a model for subsequent LUCIPs. Three other LUCIPs were submitted to the regulators in the fall of 2006 for Bear Creek Valley, Upper East Fork Poplar Creek, and the Environmental Management Waste Management Facility.
EPA submitted 37 comments on the Bethel Valley LUCIP (The first five pages of comments are included in Attachment 2). A meeting was held in April 2007 with representatives of DOE and EPA to try to resolve the comments. The result is the D2 version of the LUCIP (Attachment 3). Ms. Halsey said the majority of the changes are found in Section 7. The D2 version was reviewed by DOE-ORO Environmental Management, the DOE-ORO legal department, the realty office, and the National Nuclear Security Administration/Y-12. The D2 has been sent to EPA for review.
Ms. Halsey explained that DOE could not agree to some of the requested revisions by EPA. She gave some examples. For instance in Section 2, the fourth paragraph, EPA requested the sentence be revised from “DOE will implement, monitor, and, as appropriate, enforce the LUC” to read DOE will implement, maintain, monitor, report on, and enforce the LUC.” Ms. Halsey said the DOE chief council was against the wording change in cases where the area has been transferred to other federal agencies or commercial entities.
Much of Section 7 of the LUCIP was revised, but DOE did not accept all of EPA’s requested revisions. Examples of requested revisions and the final revisions can be tracked through Attachments 1, 2, and 3. Ms. Halsey said much of the discussion was on EPA’s understanding of the use of ‘property record notices.’ EPA took that as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act term and requested revisions related to the provisions of the act.
Ms. Halsey said EPA also requested wording to prohibit activities inconsistent with the Melton Valley Record of Decision in ‘outgrant’ parcels. The DOE realty office denied that request because outgrants are temporary transfers of parcels for easements and are done frequently. DOE also chose not to accept the addition of the proposed Section 7.5, choosing to include it in Section 7.1.2 under deed restrictions.

She said EPA requested revision to the introductory paragraph to Section 7 (Attachment 2, page 3 – 16.Section 7, page 12, Introductory Paragraph). Ms. Halsey said that wording would be acceptable if it was a small area, but because of the size of the area (Attachment 4) that wording would allow EPA approval authority over any changes in the area. She said similar language was refused in the Melton Valley LUCIP.
Ms. Halsey said it has taken about a year to work through all of the comments, prepare the D2 version and have it reviewed by all of the potentially affected DOE programs. She expected the document will go through at least one more revision before it is approved. 

Mr. Bonner asked if a copy of the document was available that showed all of the revisions. Ms. Halsey said she could provide a copy as well as a comment response table. 

Ms. Halsey said she didn’t know how long the review process for the D2 will take. Since not all of EPA’s requests were made, she said it will be sent to EPA headquarters for review. 
Mr. Mulvenon asked if the Bethel Valley LUCIP is modified will the Melton Valley LUCIP be revised as well. Ms. Halsey said it would not because it has been approved. She said EPA was not entirely happy with the Melton Valley LUCIP but agreed that if DOE used this language it would approve subsequent LUCIPs. Ms. Halsey said DOE can’t comply with all change requests.

Mr. Mulvenon said the Oak Ridge Site Specific Advisory Board really has no stake in the negotiations between DOE and EPA as long as the stipulations in the record of decision are carried out. Ms. Halsey said that was TDEC’s position as well.

Mr. Bonner said there should be some uniformity among the various LUCIPs. Mr. Mulvenon said because of EPA’s regulatory authority there is little that can be done to sway EPA. He said there may be some latitude in the next few years with a change of presidential administration. 
EPA has not made any comments on the other three LUCIPs until the comments are resolved on the Bethel Valley LUCIP.

Schedule for Stewardship Directive
Mr. Darby said he has routed the draft Stewardship directive (Attachment 5) for signatures from a number of people including DOE-ORO attorneys, the realty office, and proper managers. He hopes to have it back by mid-July. He said if a properly formatted directive is available prior to the July meeting he will distribute to committee membership by email for review.

Review ORNL Interpretive Plan for Stewardship Implications
Mr. Mulvenon said in 2004 Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) had completed a historic preservation plan and a programmatic agreement. He said the ORNL Interpretive Plan was a result of that and it highlights significant historic resources at ORNL. The interpretive plan explains how interpretation is done. There are some restrictions on interpretation such as security, funding, signage, guides for visitors and so on. However, Mr. Mulvenon said the last page of the interpretive plan says that DOE has no funding to implement it. He said even though the plan seems reasonable, although unfunded, he said there are certain stewardship requirements that must be followed, for example making sure certain land use controls are in place. 
Mr. Bonner wondered if certain structures had been prioritized for historic significance and if a plan was in place to keep them from deteriorating much like the K-25 Building has at East Tennessee Technology Park. Mr. Mulvenon said historic preservation of facilities at ORNL was out of the scope of the committee’s mission, even though it had made a recommendation on K-25. That recommendation came at the request of DOE-EM. He also said a historic preservation plan is in place between ORNL and DOE-EM. 

He also noted that the Environmental Management committee will be considering a draft recommendation on surveillance and maintenance of facilities slated for eventual demolition under the Integrated Facilities Disposition Plan (IFDP).
Ms. Sigal said the committee usually confines itself to issues under the Comprehensive Environmental Restoration, Compensation and Liability Act and that the interpretive plan didn’t fall under the act.

Mr. Bonner said he believed the interpretive plan didn’t go far enough in what will be done related to historic preservation. He asked if someone from ORNL could be identified to talk to the committee about historic preservation at ORNL and what impacts IFDP might have. 

Discussion of any possible recommendations related to above presentations
No possible recommendations were suggested for any of the topics.
New Business
· Combined meeting in July with EM Committee on risk training seminar. At the time of the meeting the plan was to have the risk training seminar as the presentation at the June ORSSAB meeting.

· Guidance on risk training seminar. Board chair Lance Mezga had asked the committees to provide any suggestions to be covered during the seminar. Mr. Mulvenon said risk training should be reviewed as how it is defined by EM and how it relates to remediation goals. He said the seminar needs to define what kind of risk will be discussed. Mr. Bonner noted that at the EM SSAB chairs’ meeting the representatives were asked to help the public understand complex issues. He said perhaps this training could help the public understand risk better.

· June meeting topic. Mr. Mulvenon will work with Mr. Bonner to come up with topic for June. Mr. Martin suggested a report from board member Steve Stow on historic preservation of the north tower of K-25 if the meeting of the preservation consulting parties is held before the June meeting. 
The meeting adjourned at 6:53
Action Items

Open

1. Mr. Darby will update the annotated outline for the Remediation Effectiveness Report (RER) and provide to the committee for review and comment. Status. The annotated outline for the RER is being revised by DOE and will be submitted to the committee for comment.
2. Ms. Campbell, Ms. Sigal, and Mr. Mulvenon will develop a concept, scope, and outline for stewardship 
video. Status. The group is scheduled to meet on June 13. 

3. Mr. Mulvenon will get input from the Executive Committee to develop a letter or recommendation to DOE 
on the FY 2006 Remediation Effectiveness Report public meeting.  Status.  Mr. Mulvenon will work with 
Mr. Darby on the outline of the public meeting presentation.
4. Ms. Halsey will provide the committee with copy of the Bethel Valley LUCIP showing changes as well as a 
 comment response table.

5. Mr. Darby will transmit a properly formatted Stewardship Directive to committee members if available 
before the July meeting.

6. Staff will determine if someone is available from ORNL to talk to the committee about historic preservation 
at ORNL and what impacts IFDP may have.
Complete

1. Mr. Mulvenon will talk with Oak Ridge City Manager James O’Connor about addressing the committee on the city’s stewardship responsibilities. Closed. Mr. Mulvenon has been unable to meet with Mr. O’Connor.

2. Mr. Bonner will take the lead on drafting a recommendation on the 2007 RER. Closed. Same as open number 1.
Attachments (5) are available through the ORSSAB support office.
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