SCRIBE SUMMARY SHEET
GENERAL INFORMATION

Group Name:  Bees

Fictional Site: Kelterville Disposal Site #4 (arid/urban/test)

Facilitator:  Sue Smiley, DOE-Mound

Technical Assistant/ Plant:  Art Kleinrath, DOE-GJO

Scribe Name:  Tracy Plessinger, DOE-GJO
RESULTS OF BREAKOUT SESSION

( What were the most important issues to the group?
Session 1 (Monday, July 30th in PM):

Most important was not the site-specific fictional site plan but what the purpose of the Plans should be in the first place. Need to have a prescriptive site-specific level. The Headquarter (HQ) level should be policy and should allow flexibility in site-specific planning.  Should not dictate long-term stewardship (LTS) requirements.

Much discussion about whether the Plan is for Operation & Maintenance (O&M) purposes and can reference much material or for the public and other stakeholders, and should stand alone. The general purpose of the plan was debated.   

The most important issues to be thought of when planning for LTS for each person were: define who is responsible for what…who is/are the steward…institutional controls….what promises made in the past….who are the players/what are the major concerns….pathway analysis (sat/vados zones)…making LTS decisions NOW before the remedy…protecting public health/safety…monitoring/durability of ICs…monitoring information systems, definition of decisions and performance of the IM system…what tools available to decision-makers, local/state governments must be involved…how to communicate residual contamination info to those who need in future…long-term monitoring, who gets results, will they come to local/state governments in a timely manner…several different groups, discussing LTS, must work via bottoms-up….remediation complete & WORKS according to design….incorporate LTS considerations in remedy selection…institutionalize pub. Inv. Aspects of LTS planning…record-keeping, including mapping (GIS)…funding for planning/where is coming from…change in politics is a concern…records centralization AND local repository needed, how do you access records 100 yrs. From now (i.e., librarian, GIS-based)…LTS needs to be integrated in a site’s land-use planning…

Session 2 (Tuesday, July 31st in AM): what is the purpose of this plan?  The Long-Term Stewardship Plans (LTSPs) for UMTRCA sites are for field work, those may be very different than what HQ wants in this Plan. The guidance needs to state the purpose up front. The Plan will be different depending on the intended audience

Again, what should be in the Plan and what should be referenced in other documents? Context could be referenced; commitments should be spelled out clearly.

Session 3 (Tuesday, July 31st in PM):

At a field level, you need to know the hazard, the institutional controls (ICs), and identify the responsible agent for the ICs, the threats to the agent and ICs, identify monitoring systems, identify action points and identify actions.   

Need evolving, living document. Need to link remedy selection to stewardship. Need holistic approach. May have multiple institutional stewardship agents but the document needs to serve the needs of the stewardship agents.

If the guidance is followed, can the document really be a living document? Whose document is this?  If the guidance is GUIDANCE, the plans can be flexible. Do not force a prescriptive recipe.

( Were there any planning elements that should be dropped?
SOME in group felt 2.4 (Legal Description) should be referenced only; some disagreed

SOME felt 3.1 (History of Operations) should be largely referenced; some felt that you can’t assume that folks will read all background materials and the Plan should be stand-alone.  NRC currently allows this stuff to be referenced in GJO’s LTSPs for UMTRCA Title II sites.

The group felt that 3.1 (e) Historic Photos, could be referenced in other documents if it was making the Plan too voluminous

The group felt that 3.1 (m) Development of Conceptual Site Model should not include the word “development”, but should discuss the existing conceptual model.

( Were there any planning elements that should be added?
Some of the group felt that Section 3.2 (Regulatory and Institutional Framework) should be expanded to include all possible legal mechanisms related to stewardship (i.e., state and local controls such as zoning); some felt this was hypothetical

Need to expand 5.2 (Monitoring Program) to include socio-economic and land-use monitoring; these indicators are important.

Perhaps should expand Section 4.7 (Health and Safety) to include health and safety aspects of the public if the site is transferred out of federal ownership. The intent of this section is unclear; perhaps it is just to reference other site health and safety documents for health and safety activities.

