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Full Board Meeting 

Crosby Township Senior Center
Saturday, April 9, 2005

Final Minutes 
The Fernald Citizens Advisory Board met from 8:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. on Saturday, April 9, 2005 at the Crosby Township Senior Center. 

Members Present:


Bob Tabor
Marvin Clawson

Pam Dunn 

Lisa Crawford

Jim Bierer

Katie Brown

Bill Taylor

Laura Hafer, for Graham Mitchell

Lou Doll

Gene Willeke

Gary Storer

Members Absent:


French Bell

Gene Jablonowski

Critical Analysis Team:

Todd Martin






Gail Bingham






Bob Roal

Designated Federal Official:

Gary Stegner

The Perspectives Group Staff:
David Bidwell 






Douglas Sarno

Fluor Fernald Staff:


Sue Walpole

Approximately 20 spectators also attended the meeting, including members of the public and representatives from the Department of Energy and Fluor Fernald.

Jim Bierer called the meeting to order.
Announcements and Updates

Jim Bierer spoke to the group about the stress associated with approaching site closure, and how that causes emotions to run high within the group. Because stress can bring out the worst in people, Jim urged maintenance of communication and collaboration within the group. He stressed that tremendous changes are finally coming to fruition, and that the group should continue to work in the manner that has made it such a successful and productive group for all these years. He also spoke about the tendency to dwell on the negative during times of great change, and asked the group to remember the good things going on at the site.

Update from Sue Walpole: The Morgan Township Historical Society is sending people to Fluor’s Springdale office at end of the month to work on photos and negatives, and to contribute ideas on how to organize them. Sue’s office is still doing as many speaking engagements as they can at schools. Sycamore High School specifically requested to come look at wetlands because of what they saw in a recent newspaper article. Cincinnati State regularly visits the site. There will be a lecture on Wednesday, April 13 from the author of books on the Trinity Site. Sue has met with Voice of America museum personnel and was very impressed with their ideas. They are interested in doing an exhibit about Fernald, cold war history and other sites in the area of their new facility. 

Update from Bill Taylor:

· 189 of 255 buildings dismantled; 

· 86 of 179 trailers are gone; 

· Size of Advanced Waste Water Treatment (AWWT) is decreasing; 

· On site soil certification is 70% complete; 

· Now in phase 2 of Consolidated Advanced Waste Water Treatment (CAWWT);

· Areas 3A and 3B of the production area will be greened by ecological restoration projects this year; 

· Silos 1 and 2 berm excavation is complete and the soils are  being hauled to the on-site disposal facility (OSDF); 

· Demolition of silos 1 and 2 will start in a week; 

· On-site disposal facility (OSDF) cell 5 is 73% complete, cell 6 is 45% complete, cells 7 & 8 are about 10% complete; 

· Silos 1 and 2 remediation facility is in the middle of an 8-day run, which will be followed by Standard Startup Review (SSR), with DOE and Critical Analysis Team (CAT) observing; 

· The pits project is completed and turned over to soils; 

· 926,000 tons of soils have gone out on rail cars; 

· All stockpiled pits material will be gone by May, then efforts will turn to Soil Pile 7 (SP7) for mid-July completion

Lisa Crawford stated that this is a huge milestone and suggested DOE take some current pictures of the former waste pits site. Doug Sarno passed around some before and after (May 2004) photos, and stated that new, more dramatic aerials should be available soon. Johnny Reising told the group that he saw a flyover shot from March 13 in which the pits look bowl-like all over, now that stockpiled materials are gone. Lisa Crawford suggested that DOE submit good photos to the newspaper regularly, to put a positive spin on the clean up and inform the public of progress. Jeff Wagner of Fluor stated that their web site press releases include links to high-resolution pictures to accompany articles. 

Lisa Crawford relayed to the group that Diane Darrigo from the Nuclear Information and Resource Service visited the site recently and thought it was “totally amazing.” David Bidwell encouraged people to write letters to the editor about site progress. Con Murphy added that a potential talking point for letters is that there have been zero recordable injuries on the waste pits project over the past 5 years. Lisa suggested that letters could use FCAB quotes to point out such huge milestones. Pam Dunn reminded the group that the waste pits represent removal of the source of contamination and progress towards protecting the aquifer. 

Bill went on to explain to the group that the concrete from the silo structures would go to Envirocare, not the OSDF. Doug Sarno explained that the soils beneath would go through the Waste Acceptance Criteria (WAC) process.

Bill also updated the group on shipping of waste. Silo 3 materials were delayed until the following Tuesday, because of the need to notify states through which it will travel. Bill confirmed that the shipment leave after the morning rush hour to avoid school buses and commuters. The DOE needs to provide the State of Texas with a letter of certification that silos 1 and 2 waste will remain in DOE ownership if Waste Control Specialists (WCS) is unable to obtain a license. In that case, DOE would have to find another place for it by October 2007. This waste is scheduled to start shipping on May 9, 2005.

Laura Hafer from Ohio EPA gave an update on some recent press for the site. Media personnel accompanied EPA staff on a sampling trip to the site, resulting in a radio piece. The surface water division has been sampling for salamanders, butterflies, macroinvertebrates, and other species for 5 years to confirm the environmental quality of the site. The resulting story was very positive. David Bidwell played the story for the group. 

Transition Update from Jane Powell

· During the last month LM has brought in real estate experts to assist with paperwork for the transition. 

· The Site Transition Plan (STP), along with the Quarterly Report, was signed on April 1 by EM1 and LM1 (Headquarters leadership, Paul Golan and Mike Owen). The STP contains a timeline that lists all major activities related to the transition. It shows that the transition happens over a period of time, and is not a sudden change. 

· LM takes sole responsibility of site on October 1, 2007. 

· The executive summary of the STP is a table that tracks 10 milestones of the transition. A separate draft “matrix” tracks all the project management activities. It has more than 500 lines so far and may end up at 600-700 lines. A Cold War Garden line will be added to this matrix, to ensure the monument is handled appropriately. 

· DOE met this week on pre-1992 photos and is working on developing a comprehensive management process for photos. 

· DOE has attempted to incorporate FCAB comments on the Legacy Management and Institutional Controls Plan (LMIC) and Community Involvement Plan (CIP) as best they could. 

· There hasn’t been any progress with HQ General Counsel on determining applicability of Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) to the Local Stakeholder Organization (LSO). Audrey Berry plans to be at Site Specific Advisory Board (SSAB) Chairs meeting, and will attend an FCAB meeting as soon as she has news on the LSO. 

· Jim Innis will meet with LM next month to discuss plans for the Cold War Garden. 

· Jane would like the CAB to let her know their exact areas of interest regarding the transition.

Lisa Crawford responded to Jane’s last comment by stating that the group needs to know the big issues, like real estate and the LSO, and any sort of problems that would disturb progress in a noticeable manner. Pam Dunn stated her agreement, and added that she is interested in how the photos and other materials will be displayed, as well as keeping individuals with institutional knowledge involved in the process. Lisa asked if there was any kind of timeline for General Counsel (GC)’s decision on the LSO. Jane responded that she didn’t know of a timeline, but that LM is concerned about the timing since the LSO needs to be established 6 months prior to closure. 

Doug Sarno relayed another important piece of information that came out of the DOE meeting regarding photos. There had been concern that DOE was going to dispose of some non-record photos, and about where these photos could be stored if taken by the public. The bottom line is that those photos are safe until at least 2007, giving the group more time to think about how best to handle, manage and display the photos. These important questions will need to be answered after the CAB is dissolved; therefore the CAB needs to talk about these issues now in relation to site transition. Jane added that DOE is continuing to talk with Hamilton County Parks Board about post-closure land management. Together, they are starting to brainstorm about potential contract structures. 

Silos Project Update from Con Murphy and Dennis Carr of Fluor  

The upcoming demolition of silos 1 and 2 will be a major milestones for the site. Three to four bags of silo 3 waste are ready for shipment, and will start rolling out during the week of April 11th. Safety has been very good on the site. 

There was no extraction of waste from Silo 3 this week (4/04 – 4/08) due to evaluation of airborne data. Operation will be more continuous starting next week and will move to two shifts in two to three weeks. Envirocare has not yet approved in-line sampling, due to the need to sample after the addition of moisture to the waste. When sampling started out, the pneumatic removal of waste went slowly and required a lot of physical effort. Free-flowing material was gradually reached. There may have been some liquid leakage through dust collector over the years, which has resulted in a hard crust on the top of the waste. 

Silo 3 is off to a good start, but there are risks that necessitate carefulness. The team is prepared to cut a hole in the side of the silo, if needed, to remove all of the waste. Steel workers installed a grid pattern on the outside wall of Silo 3, so they would not need Personal Protective Equipment (PPE). 

Silos 1 and 2 containers used for training purposes will most likely leave the site very soon. These containers have a non-contaminated surrogate in them, and the radioactive materials notice on the containers is blanked out. 

The Sealand shipping configuration for Silo 3 will be changed from 8 bags per container to 3-4 bags per container to prevent shifting of the bags. There will still be 8 bags per shipment, but spread over 2 Sealands. Envirocare will return the Sealands to the site. Ten Sealands of material will be stockpiled before shipping starts, so it can be assured that the average amount of picocuries is below 60,000 per container. There are concerns that the bottom of the silo will have higher concentration materials. EPA approved stockpiling in the revised transportation plan.

Jeff Wagner from Fluor Fernald told the group that Bob Fluor will be in town the weekend of April 15 to visit schools and look at Habitat for Humanity homes that have been sponsored by Fluor.

Critical Analysis Team (CAT) Update from Todd Martin

Silo 3 is working quite well, it’s a success story. Todd stated that Envirocare limits on uranium would also limit shipment frequency. 

The CAT sought to answer two questions about the Silos 1 & 2 treatment facility. The first question is: Can it be operated safely? The answer is yes; the CAT saw nothing that was unsafe. The second question is: Can it be operated as designed and are they ready to go?  The answer to this question is more complicated. The CAT has expressed past concerns about the fill room and using the gantry-manipulator to secure lids on containers. There are 4 modes in which this activity can be completed: 

1. Fully automatic mode – it’s pretty rare that this method works, primarily because the facility is very complex with respect to the number of switches, etc. The CAT recommended taking some of those switches out. Also, the gantry manipulator doesn’t hit the holes with the rivets needed to seal the lid.

2. Semi-automatic mode – instead of the computer driving everything, a person pushes a button that tells the machinery to get a rivet and put it in. There are significant challenges with this method, also related to missing the holes. 

3. Manual mode – the operator can direct the coordinates of the rivet location. This method works fine. The operator that the CAT watched was extremely deft at this. The process is very slow, however.

4. Hands-on maintenance – workers place the rivets in the lid by hand. This is a quick and easy process, and having this option is extremely important for this facility. 

The CAT’s recommendation is that everything is done on automatic until the rivet stage. Then, move quickly through the options, using the hands-on maintenance mode as a reliable backup. This option would be good for time and safety. The level of PPE required for the riveter may be only a respirator and smock. Using a glove box to reduce exposure is no longer an option because the facility is already built. 

Engineering changes made to accommodate the manual riveting of the lids are very significant, so it should be an easy operation for people who need to perform that duty. It is fortunate that the fill room is as large as it is, in order to accommodate the manual riveting. The hands-on area for manual riveting is well shielded. An operator only sees the lid, and the rest is shielded by steel plates. 

The shipment goal is 30 containers a day, and 15 shipments. The facility is designed to have a dose of less than 5 millirems per hour in any area, even fill room. No areas accessible by operations personnel are higher than that. The CAT doesn’t think there will be exposure issues, unless there’s an accident, like a spill. Silo 3 material is very visible, it’s a bright reddish-brown. If any is spilled, you can see it. Bob Rohl relayed to the group that he was extremely impressed by how clean the facility is; there is no evidence of any event. Normally you would expect to find at least some residue, but there is none.

The last question the CAT wants to answer is whether facility is ready to operate. The current recommendation is not to rush, but rather to balance the schedule with actual progress on facility readiness. The CAT feels that the facility can operate and operate safely, but the way guidelines on paper translate into operations on the site is not as tight as one would want it, going into a readiness review. 

The SSR is planned to start on April 14 or 15 and to run for 5 days. It has two components: field demonstrations, and interviews and paper work. It is possible to do one field demonstration for both the SSR and Readiness Assessment (RA), then, do their paperwork and interviews separately. Therefore the RA would start at the same time as the SSR, but probably not conclude until a week after SSR was completed. The Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) will be involved in the SSR. The SSR is for Fluor readiness; the RA is for DOE readiness. Lisa Crawford stated that she would like to see a list of who will be involved in the teams. Johnny Reising stated that he could provide a list.

Katie Brown asked the CAT if they had a chance to see an integrated test of the Silos 1 and 2 process from beginning to end. Todd responded that the CAT didn’t see as much as they wanted to see, but definitely saw enough to know what works and what doesn’t work. The CAT is not sure what their value would be during the upcoming reviews. The team is more than happy to come back as some point during the reviews for a check in, but there will be many people involved and the CAT does not want to make the process more difficult. Todd went on to state that the CAT did not see the process from beginning to end without interruption, but the CAT knows that the facility can get canisters out the door. There are issues but they are not safety issues. The issues relate only to how quickly the facility can produce filled canisters.

Lisa Crawford asked if Bob, Todd, and Gail could be three members of the Fluor SSR team. Gail responded that she thought that would be awkward for the Fluor team. Todd suggested that their current role works really well, and that being part of the formal team wouldn’t be a good idea. Additionally, much of the SSR and RA is looking at paperwork to make sure everything is ready to go. The RA process was designed to answer one question: Is the facility ready to operate safely? It does not address efficiency, productivity or managerial issues. The CAT believes the current procedures are quite complicated and given what we know about the facility there is an opportunity to simplify. 

Todd asked the group if they would feel more comfortable if the CAT just “poked their heads in” during the SSR. Lisa Crawford responded that she would feel more comfortable. Doug Sarno responded that it is important that the CAT use their judgment to say that the facility could be operated safely. Todd emphasized that saying that the facility could be operated safely is different from passing the SSR. 

Dennis told the group that his team is trying to figure out why things aren’t working as planned and still trying to get the automatic process to work. They have lots of operating experience on the containers now, and have seen where switches can be removed that automatically take the process out of standard operation. 

The CAT will write up a report from this week with recommendations. 

Katie asked the CAT if anything was happening with installing the HEPA filter for the Silo 3 area. Todd stated that the fans are not running right now because they are not needed. He assumes the issue is still being evaluated. 

Katie also inquired if the CAT thought that everyone working on Silos 1 and 2 knows the operating procedures. This issue is something the CAT reviewed during this trip. Todd said that the facility gets a “passing grade” in terms of understanding procedures, but the real issue is the clarity of the written procedures. Gail added that the CAT is not suggesting that the team abandon automatic procedures, but rather that they move more quickly through the progression of procedures. Dennis responded that Silos Projects managers have been approaching the situation as more of a diagnostic, scientific mission as managers, and holding back workers from just getting work done.

The CAT will work with Dennis to figure out what makes the most sense in terms of them coming back to observe the SSR. Lisa Crawford reiterated that she would want the CAT present. 

LMIC Update from Johnny Reising, Eric Woods and Jane Powell 

There has been a good collaborative effort between EM, LM, FCAB and regulators to make changes in the earlier draft. The revised LMIC will be available around April 15. Hopefully this document will be much closer to what the FCAB has been looking for over the last year and a half. A handout on the LMIC was passed around. Johnny reviewed the chronology of putting the document together:

· The LMIC started out as two different documents. The original stewardship plan in January 2003 stirred a lot of controversy. Attitudes of the DOE towards stewardship have changed over the last few years. There are still decisions to be made moving into the future, and DOE will work with public to make them. 

· The document format changed to one document with 2 volumes in July 2004. Volume 1 contains big picture policy stuff, and Volume 2 is the regulation-based, enforceable Institutional Controls (IC) plan, which will have 4 major attachments.

· In January, DOE received comments from OEPA and US EPA. In January 2005, DOE sat down with OEPA to review their “top 10” concerns. A new version of the LMIC will go to US EPA and OEPA on April 15. Comments from the EPAs and public are expected by June 15. 

· Some issues will still be deferred to the final document. Depending on magnitude of comments DOE receives in June, we could have another round of LMIC revisions prior to the final document.

Johnny Reising announced that draft language regarding education has been written for Section 2.1.3.1 of Volume 2 of the LMIC. This language states that education is an institutional control. This is not a 100% commitment, it originates from the scoping document. It is important to keep in mind that although DOE is optimistic and things are moving forward, it could still be removed from the final document. On March 2, 2005 the Ohio Attorney General sent a letter to DOJ, asking for progress on the Natural Resource Damages settlement. On March 11, the Department of Justice responded saying DOE is working hard and hopes to be able to share something in the near future. There is internal agreement between EM and LM on putting together a settlement package, and initial feedback from HQ and Department of Justice (DOJ) looks positive. 

Doug Sarno told the group that this is a huge victory. He urged the group to recognize how hard FCAB members and Ohio EPA personnel have fought for the concept of public education as an institutional control, and what a big deal it is for the DOE to agree with the concept. Jim Bierer recognized Johnny Reising, Eric Woods, Pete Yerace, Bob Warther and Bill Taylor for clearing a lot of obstacles on this issue. Jane Powell stated that Dave Geiser and other higher-ups at LM are giving their support, also. 

Laura Hafer reiterated the importance of education as an institutional control. She has already seen some smaller sites that were completed 20 years ago where the pubic is now coming back asking questions of what happened there. 

Eric Woods emphasized that the LMIC really has been a collective effort. Fluor had responsibility to produce it, but others have worked hard to resolve things. There are still some areas that need attention, but the right energy and people are in place. 

Eric went on to talk about the organization of the LMIC. 

· Volume 1 is not enforceable under CERCLA, but contains lots of important information about how things will work at the site. 

· Volume 1 contains the CIP, records management, funding, public participation and LM organization. Great strides have been made in these areas in this revision.

· Requirements enforceable under CERCLA are presented in Volume 2. This volume outlines tasks for monitoring and maintenance of the site. 

· Volume 2 contains different “layers,” or different methods to accomplish some goals. 

· Four attachments to Volume 2 will provide details on things like the Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan (IEMP), which lays out all monitoring requirements. 

· The attachments are not new documents. They’ve been used over the years and have been refined. 

Eric Woods provided a handout that detailed the two main categories of controls:  preventing unauthorized use of the site, and protecting human health and the environment. The following site use controls are addressed:

· Existing No Trespassing signs will be maintained, with additional signage added at access points laying out what can and cannot be done at the site. 

· There will be an ongoing presence at the site because of groundwater and LM activities, as well as activities run by the land manager. 

· Local law enforcement will continue to patrol the site. 

· Key facilities will be fenced and locked. 

· Public information and awareness will help prevent inappropriate activities at the site. 

· Restrictive real estate licenses will prevent the site from being used for certain activities. 

The following human health and environment controls are addressed: 

· Surface water monitoring, wastewater discharge monitoring, groundwater monitoring, and sediment monitoring

· Cap, leak, and leachate monitoring at OSDF  

· Quarterly site inspections.

The handout also reviewed key revisions made to the last LMIC draft. These revisions include:

· Multi-Use Education Facility (MUEF) language 

· Clarification of relationship between two volumes in an executive summary

· Updated cost information through 2012

· CIP will be attached to Volume 1

· OSDF vegetative cap monitoring in cooperation with OEPA

· Updated attachments and added the Integrated Environmental Monitoring Plan (IEMP) as an attachment (A few comments on the IEMP from OEPA are outstanding currently.) 

· Automated monitoring technology in Cell 1 cap is not likely to be continued, because other controls will essentially take care of this. 

Pam Dunn asked if there was still the potential that repatriation of Native American remains could occur at the site. Jane Powell responded that the DOE would continue to keep the option open to federally recognized Tribes. So far, the only Tribe to respond provided a negative response. Pam suggested evidence of the site having been cleaned to background levels in some areas might change some Tribes’ viewpoints. 

Katie Brown noted that the language used in the LMIC talks about educational information, and asked if that allows for educational programming. Johnny responded that it does not exclude programming, but there is no commitment for it as of yet. The language can be more specific after the NRD settlement is decided. 

Gene Willeke asked who was paying for homeland security grants for patrols of the site. Hamilton and Butler County sheriff’s departments are actually doing the patrols. 

Pam Dunn explained that municipalities have been getting federal homeland security grants, and warned that those can be cut. She warned not to bank on seeing those grants in the future. 

Jane Powell raised the issue of a post-closure land manager. DOE is currently trying to figure out what a procurement process would look like to secure Hamilton County as the land manager. The process has not yet formally begun. Jim Bierer asked if the public would be able to review and provide comments on the final land management plan for the site. Jane Powell responded that it could be written into the CIP, and contractual documents could state that the management plan is a public document. Doug Sarno reminded the group that the April 15 version of the LMIC would be open to comments from the CAB. 

Closure Fact Sheets

Doug Sarno called the group’s attention to draft FCAB comments on DOE fact sheets regarding proposed changes to final site documentation.

Johnny reminded the group that Operable Unit 5 (OU5) will include the obligation to do a final sitewide Risk Assessment. This is what OU 6 was supposed to do. The CAB’s comments ask that this commitment be added to the fact sheets. 

Katie Brown wondered how the CAB’s comments relate to Ohio EPA’s comments. Doug responded that they essentially reflect the same thought--that they are comfortable with the changes as long as intent of OU6 is reflected somewhere else. Katie commented that the OEPA comments are more clear than the CAB’s comments. 

The CAB approved the fact sheet comment letter, with recommended changes.

FCAB & Transition

Doug opened the discussion by reminding the group that the FCAB will cease to exist on September 30 of this year, and the LSO timeline is still not certain. Doug and David have been having conversations with FCAB members about their concerns. Those members are very concerned about what will not have been completed at the site by that time and how public participation will be handled after the CAB is dissolved. The concerns center around not having any clear transition to an LSO. Doug asked the FCAB what would be an appropriate transition? CAB members had the following comments:

· Gene Willeke raised his concern that the project is not done and will not be done until March 2006, at the earliest. Until the Silos 1 and 2 situation is taken care of, he sees no virtue of disbanding this CAB. 

· Pam Dunn stated that Fernald is still an EM site until FY08, and will be required to have a mechanism to communicate with the public. She is afraid of having a “big hole” again in public participation.

· Gene stated that FCAB actions have been necessary in getting the site where it is. The CAB pushed for things that were opposed by DOE-OH and DOE-HQ. For example, the silos disposal options. The CAB has been able to facilitate these things, because it’s in the business of getting the site done, safely, and correctly. 

· Jim Bierer relayed his concern about the organization of an LSO, and transitioning from work the CAB is doing to the work it would  be doing. In addition, there may be issues that arise before site closes completely. If LSO is not FACA chartered, some of the power of the public may be lost.

· Gene Willeke reminded the group that the CAB is responsible for reducing the total cost by $200 million, shortening the cleanup by several years, and reducing risk. 

· Pam stated that the FCAB is an additional mechanism of accountability for DOE. Even if some aspects of the project have been rushed, the CAB made sure they were done right.

· Jim Bierer stated that the CAB has had such a good working relationship with DOE, regulators, and contractors, which has enabled the safe and effective completion of tasks. He would hate to see that relationship be lost. The LSO may not have those strong relationships. Jim would also like to hear from regulators about how they view an extension of the FCAB

· Laura Hafer stated that Ohio EPA has had major internal discussions about what DOE will do after the FCAB will be gone. She would support the extension of the CAB.

· Lisa stated that there should be an overlap of at least 6 months between FCAB and LSO. She’s also concerned that the LSO won’t be up and running when it is supposed to be. They will go through the same growing pains that the CAB went through until a charter is completed. 

· Bob Tabor stated he is concerned about the structure of the LSO and doesn’t know how it will work. 

· Gene stated that he would be glad to walk away on the day of site completion.

· Laura stated that the FCAB will have to be extra respectful of LSO and let it make their own mistakes. They’ll have to come up with their own agenda. 

· Jim said that he had no clear idea of what representation will be on the LSO, other than elected officials.

· Pam stated that there is also a danger of political events changing the representation of an LSO and the members’ positions on issues. Politicians do not have the same stake as people who live in the community and people who have background on technical issues. Gary Storer agreed.

· Lisa cited the Health Effects Subcommittee as a good example of what can go wrong with an advisory board. Members from outside the community weren’t engaged in the community and that’s why it failed. Lou Doll stated that one reason the Health Effects Subcommittee disbanded was that there was no responsiveness to what community members were really interested in. 

Doug summed up what he was hearing from the group: that there is no desire that the FCAB just go on for its own sake, but it needs to go on to see its work completed. With the current level of uncertainty, it is difficult to see how transition to LSO will work. Also, LSO will be an LM organization; FCAB is an EM organization. There are activities remaining to be completed at the site that aren’t LM activities

Todd Martin, who is a member of the Hanford Board, assured the group that boards transitioning to NNSA have the same kinds of concerns as the sites transitioning to LM. Katie Brown summarized for the group that there are 3 separate issues on the table: one is that the FCAB continues; the second is that there is overlap between the FCAB and the LSO; and the third is what the LSO should look like. Doug Sarno indicated that the group had already given their input on what the LSO should look like and need to let that issue sit; the most important question is the timing of when the FCAB dissolves. DOE has assured the CAB that public participation will be sustained after FCAB dissolution, but there are concerns about how that is going to happen as well as what the LSO would address. The group needs to identify the conditions under which the CAB would feel like their work is done.  

Gene Willeke responded to Doug’s comments by stating that he would accept month-to-month FCAB funding until site is finished. Lisa Crawford thought that might be difficult due to the appropriations process used to fund the CAB. Funding would be needed from the FY 06 budget. Jim Bierer suggested that letters of support from regulators would help. 

The group thought the following points should go into a formal recommendation, which could be drafted, circulated, and then discussed at the May FCAB meeting:

· Tasks that need to be finished should be specified, and the CAB should last long enough to complete them. 

· A detailed scope of work should be created.

SSAB Chairs Meeting

Bob Tabor and Lou Doll will be attending the SSAB Chairs meeting, which will be held in Augusta, Georgia during the last week of April. They will discuss the top 3 issues and top 3 transition issues of the FCAB. The top 3 issues are: Silos 1 & 2 waste, post-closure education and outreach, and transition from EM to LM. The top 3 transition issues are: effective completion of cleanup, transition of public participation, and roles for LTSM. 

 David Bidwell will develop talking points for Bob and Lou.

Roundtables

There are two upcoming roundtables: the Educators’ Roundtable and a History Roundtable. Doug explained that the idea behind the history roundtable was to bring together people who work on historical issues to talk about what would be needed to move forward at Fernald. The two main goals are to get their input, and get other people interested in what is happening at Fernald. The purpose of the Educators’ Roundtable is to get local educators to come up with ideas for how to use the site as an educational asset and to build excitement about the site. Both of these relate to important handoff activities for an LSO. These events will occur over the next two months, during the regular Stewardship Committee meeting time. The format of will be to have a table in the center for invited experts to have a conversation; the public would sit around the perimeter and learn from the guests. 

Pam voiced her concern with missing the chance to discuss the LMIC in the absence of regular Stewardship Meetings. Doug urged the group to use FCAB meetings to focus on stewardship issues for now. 

The Perspectives Group will move forward with the organization of the Educators’ Roundtable. Use of the June Stewardship Committee meeting time will be discussed with Pam.

Other Announcements 

The May FCAB meeting will be at the Ross Township Firehouse. The site tour is in June. 

Minutes from the March FCAB meeting were approved.

Public Comment

Jim Innis told the group that he is still taking orders for Cold War Garden bricks. The cost is $35 for brick. 

Laura Hafer reminded the group that Fernald Living History will be at Crosby Days, May 22 in Strickers’ Grove.

Meeting adjourned.

James Bierer                                                         Date

Fernald Citizens Advisory Board Chairman

Gary Stegner                                                         Date

Deputy Designated Federal Official
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