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Stewardship Committee Meeting Minutes
 Tuesday, June 19, 2012, 5:30 p.m.
 DOE Information Center

Office of Science and Technical Information



	Committee Members Present
	Others Present

	Donna Campbell

Dave Hemelright
Roger Macklin

Fay Martin

Norman Mulvenon

Corkie Staley

Steve Stow, Chair
Absent

Darryl Bonner 

Susan Gawarecki
Lisa Hagy

Scott McKinney 

Ron Murphree, Vice Chair 

Lorene Sigal
	Sally Brown, Water Resources Restoration Program (WRRP)
Sid Garland, UCOR

Spencer Gross, ORSSAB support office
Joy Sager, Department of Energy Oak Ridge Office (DOE ORO)

Lynn Sims, UCOR



Report on the Progress to Automate the Stewardship Verification System (Land Use Manager)  
Ms. Brown provided an overview of the land use manager (LUM) application for the Oak Ridge Reservation (ORR). The main points of her presentation are in Attachment 1. 

LUM is the term now being used to describe the process to automate the stewardship verification system for gathering data for the annual Remediation Effectiveness Reports (RER) and Five-Year Reviews.

Ms. Brown said the LUM is in response to ORSSAB Recommendation 207: Recommendation to Automate the Stewardship Verification System for the RER (January 2012). Because of the increasing number of sites that have been remediated and require stewardship, the reporting of stewardship activities was becoming more and more cumbersome and time consuming because the reports were being done manually. Development of the LUM was the result. Ms. Brown said LUM is based on a program used by the Navy’s land use control tracker for base realignment and closure sites. The system was customized for the ORR by MIJARA Corp.

Ms. Brown reviewed some of the requirements for stewardship reporting (Attachment 1, page 2). When waste is remediated in place controls are required to protect the site. To ensure controls are implemented and followed as specified in decision documents, the WRRP tracks the controls. Currently there are 55 sites on the ORR with engineering and institutional controls. These controls require more than 200 inspections annually at various times. 

The LUM automates the stewardship tracking process by inputting the CERCLA (Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act) requirements into the system to collect, maintain, and track status.

A diagram of the tracking process is noted on page 3 of Attachment 1. Site managers use electronic notebooks called toughbooks to input stewardship tracking information for each site. From the toughbooks the information is loaded into the LUM. Reports for sites can be generated from the LUM. 
When LUM is fully operational (in the October timeframe) the public will be able to access stewardship information from the UCOR website (Attachment 1, page 4).

A list of LUM’s features is noted on page 5 of Attachment 1. Ms. Brown said one particularly useful feature is automatic notification to inspectors and facility managers that inspections are due.

A list of LUM’s advantages is on page 6 of Attachment 1. Perhaps most notable is the efficient tracking of land use control requirements and compliance ensures nothing is overlooked.
Ms. Brown said the LUM would be linked to the ORSSAB Stewardship Map (Attachment 1, page 7). By clicking on an area of the map a user can get stewardship information for that area.
As an example she tracked information on the Bear Creek Watershed Spoil Area 1 (Attachment 1, page 10 and following). Tabs are available to get information on site location, stewardship requirements, drivers, restrictions, controls, documents, and contacts. There is also a page where site maintenance requirements are noted. 

Work using the LUM has begun at Y-12 National Security Complex because it has the most sites. The toughbooks are not allowed inside the secure area of the plant, but there is little need since there are few (or no) sites that require tracking. Ms. Brown said data are being loaded into the system.

Mr. Stow said the system should save on personnel and record costs. He asked if there are any estimates on savings. Ms. Sims said it is too early to tell, but cost savings should be available in about a year. 

Mr. Stow asked how using LUM compares with what other sites are using. Ms. Sims said the search for an automated system began a couple of years ago and little was found except what the Navy was using for base realignment and closure. A demonstration on the system was provided and it appeared to be ideal for the ORR.

She noted that although DOE had been looking for a way to streamline the reporting system, she said the board’s recommendation influenced DOE and UCOR to make the system publically available. Without the board’s input she said the system might have been primarily an internal tool for DOE.

Ms. Sager asked if the LUM and the DOE geographical information system (GIS) map will be linked. Ms. Sims said the systems have different purposes. The GIS map shows National Priorities List boundaries for the ORR. However, she said links to each other’s system could be on the websites. 
Discussion of Possible Recommendation on the Land Use Manager
The committee did not feel any recommendation on LUM was needed.
However, the committee was very impressed with the system and had a number of suggestions. 

Mr. Stow asked staff to forward to the Executive Committee a suggestion that there be a presentation to the full board on LUM.

Mr. Hemelright suggested that a presentation on LUM be given at on the Environmental Management Site Specific Advisory Board chairs’ meeting, perhaps at the Spring 2013 meeting. 

It was also suggested that presentations about LUM be taken to other SSABs that have stewardship programs. 

Status of the Five Year Review
The D1 version of the 2011 CERCLA Five-Year Review (FYR) was issued by DOE in September 2011. This version is provided to the regulators for review prior to release to the public. 

Ms. Sims explained that there have been many comments from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) that need to be resolved before the issuance of a D2 version.  The number of comments correlates directly to the fact that the FYR is a comprehensive document that covers 27 sites and many of those sites have multiple decisions within them (e.g. watershed Records of Decision).  Additionally, new guidance required DOE to relook and rework all the protectiveness statements. When resolving all of the issues within the FYR extra coordination time is required because many EPA and DOE project managers are involved.
She said that no one involved wants to go to a D3 version of the document, so everyone is working together to get the comments resolved within the D2 version. It was noted that in 2006 a D2 version came out according to protocol but unresolved issues and comments forced a D3 version, which added time and expense to the project. 

She noted that the FYR is a large document that generates a lot of comments.  The complexity of the review increases because several decisions are older and are vague. This vagueness has to be interpreted when put into the FYR format. The comments take more time to resolve.
Ms. Sims said DOE received comments from EPA in spring 2012. Because of the number of comments (tied to the number of sites that are included in the review and their complexities), DOE asked for a 30-day extension. When resolving the comments it became apparent that DOE had to ask for another 30-day extension to properly resolve the comments to avoid a D3 version. Ms. Sims said there have been about 25 hours of conference calls between EPA and site managers to resolve all the comments. Everyone is working together to resolve the issues and come to an agreement.    
Mr. Mulvenon said if there appears to be much of a stumbling block then the committee might consider drafting a letter to EPA to ‘get on with it.’

Ms. Sims said she expects the D2 to be out in a couple of weeks.

Discussion of Site Transition Fact Sheet
Mr. Mulvenon asked for another month to review the fact sheet (Attachment 2). The committee agreed. 
It will be placed on the July agenda.

Discussion of Stewardship Education Resource Kit
ORSSAB Chair Maggie Owen expressed an interest to see if the Stewardship Education Resource Kit might be something for the board’s student representatives to take on as a project to revise, update, and re-distribute.
Ms. Campbell provided background on the kit and how it was developed and distributed a number of years ago.

The kit is not being actively marketed. It has outdated technology (VHS tape and hard copy notebook). She said classrooms today rely on ‘smart boards,’ which the kit does not lend itself to. Also curriculum requirements in public schools often don’t allow time for use in classrooms, and the kit is not approved for use in Tennessee classrooms.

Ms. Staley said bringing the kit up to current standards would require significant effort by committee members, a classroom teacher, and staff.

The general consensus of the committee was not to try to resurrect the kit.

Action Items

Open

1. Staff will suggest to the Executive committee to schedule a presentation on the Land Use Manager.
The meeting adjourned at  6:50 p.m.
Attachments (2) are available through the ORSSAB support office.
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