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NGA Federal Facilities Task Force Conference Call 
with DOE-Office of Legacy Management
Friday, September 10, 2004

Task Force Members and Associated State Representatives:

· CO- Steve Gunderson

· KY- Tuss Taylor
· MO- Bob Geller 
· NV- Dan Elle

· NY- Barbara Youngberg

· OH- Graham Mitchell
· TN- John Owsley

· WA- Max Power & Brenda Becker-Kahleel
· TX- Roger Mulder

National Governors Association: 

· Kara Colton 

Ross & Associates:

· Jerry Boese, Eli Levitt
DOE—Legacy Management (DOE-LM):
· Tony Carter

· Willow Marr
Purpose of call:  For DOE-LM to update the states as to the current status of their program and to address questions related to the recently completed LM Strategic Plan.
Kara Colton thanked Tony Carter and Willow Marr for participating in the call and for quickly incorporating state comments into the LM Strategic Plan. 
Tony Carter (Director of External Affairs, DOE-LM) expressed his appreciation to Kara for arranging the call and for providing comments to DOE-LM on the LM Strategic Plan.  He proceeded to outline his answers to a list of questions Kara had sent to DOE-LM in advance of the call.

Questions 1a: How will LM engage the states as the details of LM's strategic plan are implemented? 1b. Does LM have a specific budget for outreach to stakeholder groups?
· Tony referred to the LM website (http://www.lm.doe.gov/overview.htm and http://www.lm.doe.gov/overview.htm) in response to the first question.  He also referenced the “Program Update” which is now on the DOE-LM website. 
· He said the LM Strategic Plan was written at “a very high level, not a program level” and it is meant to be a live document—to be updated when necessary.
Tony reiterated that the budget for DOE-LM outreach is still in question this year.  It is best to refer to new legislation which has not yet passed the US Congress, in the Defense Authorization Bill.  It includes approximately $500,000 for our outreach efforts.  There is a section that deals specifically with closure sites (http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=108_cong_bills&docid=f:h4200eas.txt.pdf: see Section 3121 re: Local Stakeholder Organizations for Department of Energy Environmental Management 2006 2006 Closure Sites (pages 676 – 678)
Question 2:  How does LM plan to maintain transparency of its decision-making process?   
· Tony expressed DOE-LM’s desire to remain open in all LM related activities and it understands the importance of establishing trust with the stakeholders—especially in the work of the transition teams that are now operating in CO and OH.
· Willow Marr asked the Task Force to speak up if their questions were not being answered to this point.
Question 3:  Although the Strategic Plan lists success indicators, they are not quantitative.  How will LM measure success?  How will LM work with stakeholders as it develops more specific, quantitative measures of success?
· Tony reported that DOE-LM has performance measures within the overall DOE Strategic Plan and the President’s Management Agenda.  Tony agreed to contact management to share performance measures and to find out how they will specifically be used “to measure.”
· Willow added that many of the performance measures currently used by LM are considered internal.
Question 4:  "Post-closure information management" and "post-closure public information activities" have been deemed "beyond the scope" of the Strategic Plan, how will LM handle these issues in the future and how will stakeholders be involved?
· Willow mentioned again that the LM Strategic Plan is meant to be very high level.  
· She emphasized that there is an Office of Information Management within LM which is in the process of writing the new policies and protocols for record keeping.   Linda Crawford is currently in charge of this office.
· She stated that if anyone had questions regarding external activities or record keeping, they may continue to be in touch with Tony Carter’s Carter’s Office, LM-5—which is devoted to stakeholder related issues.  
· Willow pointed to the LM website reminding us that it is updated regularly.
Question 5: What proactive steps will LM take to ensure that LTS sites are not forgotten?  
· Willow said that DOE-LM hopes that no sites are forgotten—it is part of DOE-LM’s mission to work to prevent such a situation.
· LM has assigned this responsibility to LM-40 (Office of Policy and Site Transition), headed by Dave Geiser.
· The mission of LM-50, headed by Donna Bergman-Tabbert, is to implement the long term surveillance and maintenance (LTS&M) plans. 
· Willow stated that LM has and will continue to take proactive steps on this issue.
Question 6:  How will LM work to ensure local communities remain aware of a site's history and so that they can serve effectively as “eyes & ears” for potential issues at that site?  
· It is the transition team at the specific sites who will seek to answer this question.
· Tony emphasized that the transition team at Rocky Flats currently meets weekly and discusses this issue.  Currently DOE-LM plans to have a staff member at Rocky Flats for at least 2 years after the site has been transferred to their office.
· DOE-LM plans to maintain reading rooms or libraries on or near the site.
Additional Discussion

· Both Steve Gunderson and Graham Mitchell complimented the Rocky Flats and Fernald transition teams.  

· Given that the Strategic Plan is fairly general, Steve emphasized that specifics are the key from a state perspective and more details at the local level will calm people’s concerns.

· Tony replied that states and others must remain involved with the transition teams to see the direction for the transition from EM to LM.  He stated LM will use meetings, public hearings and comment periods to engage the public.  LM wants to know: 1) What is the best forum to communicate? 2) How frequently should we report back to you as a group?
· Graham Mitchell asked whether DOE-LM planned any follow up meetings on environmental issues. Tony replied that such meeting could happen in the future, but there is no specific timetable at the moment.
LM Strategic Plan & Performance measures
· Willow informed the group that comments considered “outside the scope” will be “applied elsewhere” and passed on to relevant office directors within LM.
· Bob Geller said that the states want LM to succeed.   He then asked two questions: 1) What are the measures of success in the President’s Management Agenda?  2) Where are science and technology components or issues incorporated in the LM Strategic Plan?

· Willow responded that LM has internal performance measures which are reflected at a high level in the Strategic Plan.  Regarding science and technology, she asked the group to review Goal A in the Plan [“Protect Human Health and the Environment through Effective and Efficient Long-Term Surveillance and Maintenance”].  If it does not seem okay after you have reviewed it, we can raise the issue again.

· Bob Geller re-emphasized that there is no disagreement at the high level, but there is a need for more detail.  The states want to be able to show success with clear and definable goals, to also celebrate success, and to track goals together (with DOE).  He said that the states can be DOE’s greatest ally in success.

Information Management and Public Outreach
· Graham Mitchell asked about stakeholder groups for LM:  will EM-SSABs transition into LM-SSABs?  Tony responded that DOE-LM sees it differently – and again asked the group to take a look at the Defense Authorization bill.  
· Graham emphasized that states and stakeholders are looking for the function of SSABs post closure.  
· Max Power argued that it is important to keep an on-site presence and a reading room. And it is also important to keep the knowledge alive for the very long term: for hundreds of years—this means we need to consider many other tools like site museums, interpretive centers, and the oral traditions of Native Americans.
· Max also expressed his desire that LM look at GSA record retention protocols to see if they could or could not work for LM.
· Graham emphasized that Max’s comment on interpretive centers was important.  He said that it is important to keep citizens informed, to keep people coming to the sites or risk the history being forgotten or lost.  He expressed concern that this could create a need to “re-study” sites or lead to exposure. 

· Steve Gunderson agreed and observed that visitors and neighbors are the best “eyes and ears” at a site.  They often inform officials when something might be wrong, 

· Willow agreed that institutional knowledge must be maintained.  The Rocky Flats transition team is looking at some models to do this and DOE is looking into an interpretive center at the Weldon Springs site.
· Max affirmed that the real issues are recalling the information, the potential loss of information, avoiding the need to reinvent the wheel, and the potential harm to people.
Institutional Controls

· John Owsley asked how the states’ comments on the enforceability of institutional controls will be addressed.   The comments were deemed out-of-scope for purposes of the Strategic Plan.  
· Tony answered that LM is continuing to work with EM to address IC issues.

· John Owsley said states see reluctance on the part of DOE to enter into enforceable agreements with the states which include detailed ICs.

· Willow said that DOE-LM will ensure all institutional controls at all LM sites are enforced.  Although covenants and land restrictions will not be tackled by LM.

· John Owsley noted that Oak Ridge has an ongoing mission, and the ETTP site will go into private ownership when the cleanup is done in 2008.  He asked: who is responsible for institutional controls--LM, or someone else? Willow added that she will get an answer to Mr. Owsley.

Next Steps:

· Kara asked group members to email her with any questions for the LM office.

· Tony suggested that the group consider doing calls on a regular basis.  Kara said that the states appreciate LM’s willingness to communicate.
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