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Stewardship Committee Meeting Minutes
   Tuesday, November 15, 2011, 5:30 p.m.
 DOE Information Center

	Committee Members Present
	Others Present

	Darryl Bonner 

Donna Campbell

Norman Mulvenon 

Steve Stow, Chair
Absent
Susan Gawarecki

Roger Macklin

Scott McKinney 
John Million
Ron Murphree, Vice Chair 

Lorene Sigal
	Catherine Alexander, Department of Energy (DOE), Site Specific Advisory Board Designated Federal Officer (via telephone)

Sally Brown, UCOR/RSI. 
Spencer Gross, ORSSAB staff
Letitia O’Conor, DOE, EM-41 (via telephone)
Joy Sager,  Department of Energy
Sue Smiley, DOE, EM Consolidated Business Center (via telephone)
Sam Walker, UCOR




Discuss Fact Sheet on Site Transition: Cleanup Completion to Long-Term Stewardship at DOE Ongoing Mission Sites
In June 2011 the Oak Ridge Site Specific Advisory Board (ORSSAB) recommended that DOE Environmental Management (EM) develop a fact sheet that outlines the process for transitioning remediated parcels of land to another entity, either the original landlord or some other owner. This fact sheet was to be based on a similar fact sheet used by the Office of Legacy Management (LM) for DOE closure sites.
In September 2011 such a fact sheet was provided (Attachment 1) to ORSSAB. The Stewardship Committee reviewed it and discussed it at its October 2011 meeting. The committee had several comments on the fact sheet, which were provided in a letter to Ms. O’Conor (Attachment 2).

The purpose of this meeting was to allow the fact sheet authors (Ms. O’Conor and Ms. Smiley) an opportunity to respond to those comments. 

Ms. Alexander said she will be getting comments on the fact sheet from other SSABs and will discuss those comments with the respective board chairs at a teleconference scheduled for December 7.

Before working through the committee’s comments, Ms. O’Conor said the fact sheet was developed by working with representatives of the Environmental Management Consolidated Business Office the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), the Office of Science (SC), and LM. She said the fact sheet will be revised after receiving comments from the other SSABs.
Comment 1, the title of the document, Ms. O’Conor agreed. She said a better title might be “Process Summary for Long-term Stewardship” (LTS). She said she will wait to hear from all reviewers before settling on a final title.

Comment 2, the document does not clearly state LTS responsibilities if DOE transfers remediated property to a public entity. Ms. O’Conor said language in the fact sheet can be revised to clarify how property transfers are done. She said the important thing for the public to understand is that DOE has ultimate responsibility for LTS regardless of the current landlord (i.e., DOE versus non-DOE). She said an institutional control (IC) policy was issued in 2003 saying DOE was responsible for care of residual contamination. She said all documents related to stewardship responsibilities are on the LTS website at www.em.doe.gov/ltstewardship/ltstewardship.aspx. Ms. O’Conor said a question and answer section (under consideration for future development) on the website could also explain the process.

Comment 3, the document does not clarify certain timing issues for transfer. Ms. Smiley said that comment relates to the February 12, 2003, memo titled Definition of EM Completion (Attachment 3) and its related fact sheet and graphic timeline, which depicts a hypothetical site. That same graphic is also part of the LTS fact sheet (Attachment 1). She said the graphic in the fact sheet/process summary may be replaced with another graphic (or have no graphic at all). Ms. Smiley said she is developing a “13 steps” guidance document that describes the site transition process, and that new guidance may include a timeline graphic. The 13 steps document is still under development and has not yet been reviewed by DOE staff from EM and/or other DOE organizations (SC, LM, NNSA).  
Comment 4, radiological protection should not be singled out as the only hazardous constituent remaining at a site. Ms. O’Conor said the institutional control policy goes through every element for which DOE is responsible. She said perhaps the sentence could be changed to include an example that lays out the areas of LTS with a links to the institutional control policy and the radiation protection order 54.1.

Comment 5, a revised flow chart on page 5 of the fact sheet might be more useful. This comment was covered in discussion of comment 3. 

Comment 6, under transfer there was a question about the wording of budget requests. Ms. O’Conor said the wording could be revised to note that budgets for LTS are formulated like any other DOE budget. She said the SC terms and conditions document noted in the fact sheet references budgets for LTS.

Ms. O’Conor said as EM nears completion and closure of a site, a budget would be developed for LTS that would include public information resources.
At this point in the discussion, Mr. Mulvenon said he didn’t realize that LTS would be the responsibility of SC at East Tennessee Technology Park (ETTP) when remediation is complete there. Ms. Sager said that was still to be determined since it might eventually go to LM, but currently she understood that it would be the responsibility of SC. Ms. Alexander said her understanding is that the SC has not been assigned LTS responsibilities at the site and that until the agency specifies a responsible departmental entity, plans will not be made for transfer of LTS responsibilities.  Whatever office is tasked with LTS for ETTP, such transfer isn’t anticipated until remediation is complete. Ms. O’Conor said that made sense under the terms and conditions agreement, but as completion of remediation nears at ETTP a number of things need to happen. She said LTS planning should begin three years in advance of completion and should be part of the completion calendar. 

Mr. Stow asked who determines whether LM or SC has LTS responsibility when remediation is completed at ETTP. Ms. Alexander said that could be a decision of the Secretary of Energy. Mr. Stow said that could be the basis for a recommendation from ORSSAB asking DOE to determine which office will have LTS responsibility at ETTP. Ms. O’Conor said the caveat to that would be not making a recommendation too soon so that it isn’t overlooked years from now when site remediation nears completion in the 2021 timeframe. 

Returning to comments on the fact sheet, Comment 7, the committee was not sure of the value of including a paragraph of completed cleanup work at NNSA. Ms. O’Conor said NNSA wanted that language in the fact sheet, but if it’s deemed unnecessary it could be deleted. 

Mr. Bonner asked about stakeholder involvement in a situation like ETTP that may go to SC or LM. He wanted to know how the public would remain involved when parcels go to different offices within DOE. Ms. Smiley said the three “terms and conditions” agreements that EM has negotiated with SC, LM and NNSA (referenced in the LTS fact sheet) require development of site transition plans that include an element for stakeholder involvement.  
Ms. O’Conor is working on a training manual with the Environmental Protection Agency to help stakeholders understand the Five-year Review process better.  She said it will be web-based so that the public can download and learn how to participate in the process. Ms. Alexander said that would enhance stakeholder knowledge and opportunity to be involved in LTS, but she said what Mr. Bonner asked about seemed to be more specific as to the form such involvement would take, and that information doesn’t exist yet. She said some closure sites, for which LM is now responsible, have ongoing stakeholder groups, but they are not chartered under the Federal Advisory Committee Act as is the EM SSAB. The creation of structures for ongoing community input was a decision made with stakeholders at the closed sites. She said she would not expect SC and NNSA to make such decisions, until they received LTS responsibilities and heard from the relevant communities as to their wishes.  

Discuss Possible Recommendation or Comments on Fact Sheet/Discussion of November Meeting with DOE Representatives Associated with the Fact Sheet
Mr. Stow asked that an agenda item be added to the January agenda to continue the discussion about the transfer of remediated parcels at ETTP to either SC or LM.
Ms. Sager pointed out that even if property is transferred to the Community Reuse Organization of East Tennessee there still has to be a DOE entity responsible for LTS.

Other Business
The committee will not meet in December, which is usually the month the committee discusses its FY 2013 budget request. The committee agreed to let Mr. Stow develop a budget request and circulate among committee members for comment or concurrence. 
Action Items

Open

1. An item will be placed on the January agenda to discuss the transfer of ETTP from EM to either LM or SC when remediation is completed.
Closed
1. Ms. Halsey will re-format the Bear Creek Valley reference sheet and provide to the committee for review. Complete. Ms. Halsey sent revised reference sheet to staff for distribution to committee members. Discussion of the revised sheet will be discussed at the January meeting.
The meeting adjourned at  7:05 p.m.
Attachments (3) are available through the ORSSAB support office.
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