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RESULTS OF BREAKOUT SESSION

( What were the most important issues to the group?
1. LTS issues need more explicit consideration in the remedy selection process to allow the typical administrative documentation (e.g., RODs) to be more effective.  Currently folks feel like the LTS plan needs to carry the load for establishing and enforcing long-term management activities.  


2. LTS plans must be an external document and should address a) enforcement; b) public communication (i.e., tell the story of the site); c) “how to” for implementation of LTS.  It was recognized that this will be a challenge in a single document and some form of layered approach may be worth evaluating.  Incorporation of detailed information by reference was deemed necessary as long as the references were very explicit and clear.  


3. Conceptual Site Models seem to be a key touchstone for evaluating and communicating how things will change over time.   


4. The LTS plans need to identify key thresholds for when changes need to be communicated to all parties.  For example if contaminant levels are trending in a bad direction, when do folks need to hear about it.  Additionally, are there separate thresholds for when a corrective action (e.g., contingency) needs to be implemented.   


5. Is the LTS plan filling a regulatory gap?  In other words, are there concerns beyond what would be in a ROD, RCRA permit, or other regulatory compliance documents (e.g., NRC sites).  Most folks feel that the answer is yes.

6. Subsurface/groundwater is key long-term management issue.  There is a concern that we focus too much on monitoring and maintaining the engineered remedy.  

7. The timeframe for the LTS activities needs to be mapped out.  How long do we expect controls to be needed vs. how long will our controls last.  Additionally, at what point in the schedule will roles and responsibilities change.  

8. Lessons learned need to be explicitly incorporated into planning process.  How do they get captured?   How do they get disseminated?  

9. Level of detail for multiple sites may create possible conflict between sections 2 & 4.  Will the plans be written at the Ops office level or the waste site/operable unit level?   

( Were there any planning elements that should be dropped?
1. This isn’t a drop, but parts of the section on uncertainties (6.0) should be rolled into the other section of the report.  For example, when institutional controls are introduced, the uncertainties and contingencies should be defined along with the description.


2. Section 4.5 (surveillance) and section 5.2 (monitoring) are too similar to keep so far apart.  May want to integrate them to avoid redundancy and confusion.  

( Were there any planning elements that should be added?
1. Enforceability of LTS activities.

2. Process for identifying and implementing corrective actions should conditions change over time.  The group did not feel that the plan could prescribe specific corrective action given the fact that the LTS plan is a living document that must be updated over time.  

3. Core values (e.g., Pollution Prevention values) should be clearly expressed to provide the correct “perspective” for LTS planning.  Core values defined as:

i. Sustainability

ii. Management by fact

iii. Stakeholder, partner importance

iv. Root-cause at process analysis

v. Senior leadership

vi. Continuous improvement

vii. Steward valuing (training, recognition, empowerment)

viii. Value-added cost incentives and savings

4. In section 2 (physical description), watershed description and aquifer description (e.g., extent) would be valuable additions.  


5. Change Section 6 to something like “Opportunities/Innovations” or “Best Management Practices” with a focus on lessons learned and inserting new knowledge/technology into the planning process.  


6. Matrix of Roles/Responsibilities vs. LTS activities.


7. Schedule (section 8) needs to point out when LTS starts and when responsibilities are transitioned.  

8. Section 7.3 on financial management should point out the potential need to prioritize should funding not cover costs.  Perhaps a “process” should be defined for prioritization with stakeholder involvement.  

