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Stewardship Committee Meeting Minutes
      Tuesday, December 15, 2009, 5:30 p.m.
       DOE Information Center

	Committee Members Present
	Others Present

	Darryl Bonner, Chair 
Ted Lundy

Roger Macklin

David Martin 

Norman Mulvenon

Lorene Sigal
Absent

Donna Campbell 

Susan Gawarecki

John Million 

Josh Pratt 

Sondra Sarten, Vice-chair
	Sid Garland, Bechtel Jacobs, Co.
Spencer Gross, MCH, Corp.
Pete Osborne, IIA




NPL Site Boundary Process 

Ms. Halsey’s presentation was on DOE’s efforts to remove a large portion of the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR) from the National Priority List NPL for environmental cleanup under the Comprehensive Environmental Restoration, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA).

The ORR, consisting of 34,000 acres, was placed on the NPL in 1989. Ms. Halsey said the word ‘site’ when used in describing an NPL site is very important. In the case of the ORR it currently means everything within the fence, plus places where contamination has left the reservation. She said the ORR NPL site includes Lower East Fork Poplar Creek and the water in the Clinch River from the Solway Bridge to the Watts Bar Dam. 

However, the majority of the acreage beyond the three major industrial areas of Oak Ridge National Laboratory, East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP), and the Y-12 National Security Complex has not been impacted by DOE operations. 

Ms. Halsey said she is working with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Tennessee Department of Environment and Conservation (TDEC) to remove a large portion of the reservation from the NPL by using the definition of an NPL site boundary (Attachment 1, pages 2 and 3). She said DOE has used the clean parcel determination requirements set by CERCLA to establish that soils and sediments outside of the three industrial areas have never been impacted (Attachment 1, page 4). EPA and TDEC have issued approvals for clean areas requiring no further investigation. 

While a large portion of the reservation has not been impacted by contamination, no such determination was made for groundwater. As a result, limited sampling is being done to assess potential impacts on adjacent properties. Sampling is being done on seeps in clean areas that feed surface water at ETTP and along Lower East Fork Poplar Creek. DOE should be able to show that groundwater in those areas has not been impacted. Based on that information an environmental baseline survey will be developed. The baseline survey is the same process as the clean parcel survey for transferring land. 

If anything is found in the sampling a remedial site evaluation report will be done (Attachment 1, page 8).  Ms. Halsey said the process is being done under CERCLA 120(h)(4), the no further investigation determination. 

When the uncontaminated areas are identified, a new map will be placed in the Federal Facility Agreement Appendix B that describes the ORR boundaries. That map will be based on the Stewardship Map that this committee developed. Ms. Halsey said a geographical information system is also being developed for the DOE external website. People can click on the ORR and learn how the new NPL boundaries were determined and access relevant documents. 
Ms. Sigal asked if the effort to remove portions of the ORR from the NPL was to convince the public that most of the ORR is not contaminated. Ms. Halsey said the driver is DOE Headquarters, which wants to decrease the amount of land it is responsible for cleaning up. She said Hanford, Wash., and the Savannah River Site had redefined their NPL boundaries to known contaminated areas without any assurance of groundwater not being impacted. She said DOE Oak Ridge felt it was prudent to make sure groundwater was not impacted under clean areas. 

Ms. Halsey said that most of the expense of the work has already been incurred under the footprint reduction program that has already been done (Attachment 1, page 4). A flow chart of the process is on page 8 of Attachment 1.
She said a white paper is being developed that is in the concurrence chain among DOE, EPA, and TDEC and should be available in January. She said it is being reviewed by the chief counsels of all three agencies. The paper will describe the process to define and document the new boundaries of the ORR NPL site. If site boundaries are modified the Federal Facility Agreement appendices will be revised to show land parcels that have been determined to be un-impacted and will be considered as never having been part of the NPL. Parcels addressed under a CERCLA record of decision will continue to be addressed under the NPL (Attachment 1, page 10).
Ms. Sigal asked how the committee can help the process. Ms. Halsey said the committee could provide comments on the white paper when it is available. She said she would begin revising the Appendix B and will make those revisions available as well. 

Mr. Bonner asked if the process requires any public participation. Ms. Halsey said she is not aware of any requirement. Mr. Mulvenon said DOE is asking for input as a policy statement and not a requirement. 

Discussion of Possible Recommendation on the NPL Site Boundary Process 

The committee decided not to take any action until the white paper is available.
Review Revised Stewardship Implementation Plan
Mr. Garland provided another version of the Stewardship Implementation Plan (Attachment 2). He said he took comments from the November meeting and incorporated them into the revised document. He asked the committee to review the new document and provide additional comments by January 12. 
Mr. Bonner said the new version was abbreviated from an earlier version. He asked if the new one meets the basic intent of the original. Mr. Garland said he followed the same format but eliminated much of the history and background. He said most of the information is available in other documents. 

Mr. Bonner asked to what level of detail the plan went. Mr. Garland said if requirements are written elsewhere, the plan just references the requirements rather than including them, because the requirements could change. Mr. Bonner asked about requirements that might not be formally recorded. Mr. Garland said it be the responsibility of those who have the duty to fulfill the requirement. For instance, the requirement may say “DOE will …”, but it doesn’t state precisely how the requirement should be carried out. He said it would be up to DOE to fulfill the requirement in whatever manner it chooses.

Ms. Sigal asked how to submit comments. Mr. Gross said he would develop a comments table and provide to all committee members along with the new revised plan. Individuals can fill out the table and return to Mr. Gross. He will compile the comments and forward to Mr. Garland. 

Review of Stewardship Education Resource Kit

Mr. Osborne provided a status report on the Stewardship Education Resource Kit. He said some suggestions have been made to revise the kit and the committee should determine the kit’s path forward. 
He began with a brief history of the kit (Attachment 3, page 2). He then noted the original contents of the kit (Attachment 3, page 3), but he said the final kit completed and distributed in February 2005 had many more elements (Attachment 3, page 4). 

All lesson plans were built around the topic of stewardship and support materials were developed around the lesson plans. Each lesson plan has a guide that teachers can use to teach each lesson (Attachment 3, pages 5 and 6).

The Stewardship Education Subcommittee developed the kit. Heather Cothron, a member of the subcommittee, wanted to make a number of revisions to the kit. Work on the revisions began in October 2007. Her method of revising the kit was to develop new presentation slides and make the lesson plans fit the slides. The revisions to date are Attachment 4, but additional work on the revisions remains to be completed (Attachment 3, page 8). Donna Campbell developed comparisons of the current and planned order of the lessons (Attachment 5).
Mr. Osborne said the subcommittee met sporadically in FY 2009 and Ms. Cothron has left the subcommittee. One of the things that remains to be determined is if changes are appropriate. The subcommittee has not made that decision. If changes are appropriate the lesson plans need to be revised, additional action items and supplemental ideas have to be addressed (Attachment 6), and a new format for the kit must be determined. 

Committee Discussion on Stewardship Education Resource Kit

Ms. Sigal asked if local teachers are using the kit. Mr. Osborne said a survey conducted of teachers who attended a 2006 workshop on the kit indicated that they tend to use parts of the kit, but not all of it. He said Tennessee teachers are bound to meeting state standards and can’t stray far from curricula within the time constraints they have. 
Ms. Halsey wondered if the history of Oak Ridge could be expanded and the kit could be used in history classes in middle schools where curricula are not so prescribed. Mr. Osborne said the kit is not placed in middle schools because it is written to a high school level.

Mr. Mulvenon asked how many kits have been distributed. Mr. Osborne said 37 kits have been provided to teachers. Another 24 have been sent to non-educators.

Mr. Mulvenon said it seems there is little interest in the kit. He said if anything further is done with the kit it should be for adult education and not in high schools. He isn’t sure anyone on the subcommittee, the Stewardship Committee, or the full board is up to doing the work to update and distribute the kit. Mr. Osborne said there was discussion in the subcommittee about approaching the state to have the kit become part of the science curriculum but feedback indicated that would be very difficult to do. 
Mr. Osborne said the issue of stewardship is broader than just high school students. He said part of a stewardship workshop that has been discussed could be how to educate the public on stewardship. 

Mr. Lundy said there might be some tie-in to a program called Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math. He said he had an acquaintance at Tennessee Technological University and he would send a copy of the kit to her for evaluation for possible use in the program. 

Mr. Bonner wondered how to measure the effectiveness of the kit. Mr. Osborne said it’s difficult to measure because teachers have said there are only using parts of the kit and it’s not known if or how many people access materials from the ORSSAB website. 

Mr. Bonner asked the committee members to think about a path forward for the kit and continue the discussion at the January meeting. Mr. Martin thought some of the local educators such as Nita Ganguly from Oak Ridge High School should be involved in the discussion. 

Develop FY 2011 Committee Budget Request

The committee reviewed the FY 2010 (Attachment 7) budget request and made adjustments regarding travel and suggested adding and education component to the training section and putting money in that section.
The revised FY 2011 budget request is Attachment 8.

The request will be forwarded to the Board Finance & Process Committee for consideration.
Action Items


Open

1. Ms. Halsey with check with Dave Adler to determine the concentrations of mercury in fish in waterways beyond the Oak Ridge Reservation or find out where to find that information. Carryover from September 2009.
2. Ms. Halsey will begin revising Appendix B of the Federal Facility Agreement in anticipation of a change in the Oak Ridge NPL boundaries.

3. Ms. Halsey will provide the white paper on the NPL delisting process for Oak Ridge when it is available. 
4. Mr. Gross will provide a table to the committee members for comments on the Stewardship Implementation Plan.
5. Mr. Lundy will send a disc with the Stewardship Education Resource Kit contents to an acquaintance at Tennessee Technological University for evaluation.

Closed
1. Staff will collect any additional comments by December 1 on the Stewardship Implementation Plan and forward to Mr. Garland for inclusion in a revised plan. Complete. No additional comments other than those made at the November committee meeting were received.
2. Mr. Garland will submit a revised Implementation Plan (D1) to the committee at the December meeting. Complete. Mr. Garland provided a revised document at this meeting (Attachment 2).
The meeting adjourned at 7:15 p.m.
Attachments (8) are available through the ORSSAB support office.
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