Giraffe Thoughts / Comments on Planning

GENERAL INFORMATION

Group Name:  Giraffe

Fictional Site:  Kelterville Disposal Site #2 (humid/rural/long-term mission)

Facilitator:  Cheri Bahrke, SAIC, GJO

Technical Assistant:  Mike Widdop, MACTEC-ERS, GJO

Scribe Name:  Janet Gilman, PPC

Plant:  Patty Natoni, Idaho-DOE

Brainstorming session:

List of Elements/ sections that should be included in the plans:

Need to cross walk these elements with what currently exists in the guidance. 

Purpose and Objectives of Plan 

Scope of the Plan

Funding Levels/ Sources of Funding

Concerned Citizens

Security

Historical Data

Thorough Characterization

· Waste

· Site 

· As-builts

· Pathways

Exposure Pathways

Risk Assessments

NEPA Documentations

· Cultural Resources

· Ecological Risk

Regulatory Involvement  

Closure Documents

Site Pre-history

Geologic Setting

Legal Involvement

· Legal description

· Mineral Rights/ Water Rights

· Leans 

Institutional Controls

Future Land Use

Local Governments 

Exact GIS Information

Weather Data

Groundwater Monitoring Plan

Demographic Trends

Flood Plain Maps

Seismic data 

Public Utilities / GIS coordinates

Easements/ Rights of Way

Community Relations Plan

Record of Decision/ Decision Documents / Licenses and Permits

Pertinent Contract Documents

Current Operating Requirements

Waste Management Operating Requirements

Data/ Record Format 

Location of Records

Information Resource Center

Emergency Response

Worker Health and Safety

Corrective Action 

Known Legal Actions/ lawsuits

Photographs / Past/ Current

Aerial Surveillance

Evaluation of Existing and Developing Monitoring Technologies

Project Design Files

List of People with Institutional Knowledge

Community and Economic Develop Plans/ Future Use 

List and Location of Wells and Seeps on Site

Site Museum/ Historical Property

Contingency/ Action Plans – and Triggers for Action

Projected Performance

Open LTS issues identified in each version of the LTS plan

Living Document – updated frequently

Uncertainties, technology development needs, and means for addressing them

Contractor/Contract Reform

Overall LTS Planning Concerns

Need to have promulgated requirements before LTS can be addressed/ enforced

Need regulatory driver to ensure funding and to ensure continuity of program

Identify Legislative barriers and the windows of opportunities to ensure we take advantage of ability to effect change

Can we get LTS into DOE Orders?

Reference Rocky Flats Tool Box, Oak Ridge Documents 

· Oak Ridge working to get LTS language into Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA)

· Region 4 working to get LUCIP embedded within the Record of Decision (ROD), if remedy fails can sue for non-protectiveness

Determine appropriate mechanisms to infuse LTS into enforceable frameworks

Need to evaluate trust fund/ entitlement for LTS

DOE needs to push LTS in National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) each year to ensure progress and future of the program.

Think of an alternative:  LTS plan as a compilation of requirements that force or drive cleanup and LTS.  Could propose a plan that identifies those cleanup items that are already covered by law, separate out those elements that we cannot require at this point.  This would prioritize funding/ requirements.  Use LTS plan as an identifier.  Decisions made right now affect LTS.  Element of individual program will have an LTS element.  

LTS plan is a tool to help pull all activities together.  

Need to incorporate LTS activities in current activities.  

LTS plans should be program management plan.  Need decision to be made.  Operating plan, versus implementation plan. Emphasis of discussion focused on the need to develop different types of plans depending on the site type. Need to clarify user/audience for both the guidance and the LTS plan. GJO separates out the operating plans from plans.

Guidance currently has too much esoteric language. Hanford says guidance ought to be 2-3 pages, rest should be left to the sites.  One size cannot fit all.  Expectations will differ from site to site.  

Process needs to be clarified.  Who approves, mandates the need for the policy and expectations, directives, Field Office Managers will not support/approve without the mandates.   Need oversight roles and responsibilities.  Regulators will require certification that LUC are, in fact, being implemented.  

Need to establish national registry of contaminated sites, database of institutional controls, etc.  Without national registry will lose history.   Especially for “passive stewardship” sites, fear of stakeholders is that the low profile sites will be lost in the funding fights. 

DOE does not currently plan; allow enough public involvement to get input on planning/ prioritizing.  

Discussion focused on whether we should include “shalls, wills, may, should, can, etc.,” Need to determine whether the guidance needs to include minimum expectations, however, until there exists the policies, guidance, Orders, are prepared difficult to encompass all of these things – getting ahead of ourselves.  

Need to definitively identify funding sources, levels, and opportunities 

Need to ensure consistency – Take performance objectives out of Section 1.0

Discussion on NEPA – is a PEIS required?

From public perspective, problematic that other Program Secretarial Offices (PSOs) are not actively involved, need to focus on transition to other PSOs.  

Recommend investigation of how NEPA should be incorporated into LTS?  What is the applicability of the LTS program – site-specific or national?  Need to find out from NEPA folks.  

Fear is that other PSOs will not find that LTS is as important as the Office of Environmental Management (EM) did.  How do we ensure that these missions will be enforced?  Headquarters needs to push other PSOs to actively participant and buy in to the LTS program.  

Guidance needs to maintain flexibility, to address both increases and decreases in scope. 

Need to make sure decision criteria show how we can demonstrate the closure date/successful achievement of performance objectives? 

What method will DOE/ site use to demonstrate that the site is still protective, reporting to stakeholders, how will ensure that public knows that remedy is effective and that they have lived up to obligations.

LTS Information Management (IM) team needs to review IM section of the guidance.  

Overall suggestion:  Can we “market” LTS similar to Cold War damage to the environment.  Could we market Congress on damage to the environment?  Similar process that was used to drive UMTRCA 3161 (worker health liability).  

Where are EH, DP and other PSOs in these meetings?

LTS does not only begin once cleanup is complete; need decision making at the waste generation point.  The LTS role increases as site progresses through the remedy selection and implementation.  LTS needs to be done for all sites, starting with new projects, etc.  At on-going missions sites NOW!

Do we have a contingency plan for ensuring that environmental issues will still be addressed if/when NNSA isolates itself from DOE?

Many places throughout the document where we could build in public participation to each section, e.g., who should review the documents, many more opportunities for specified public participation.

Who will be the signature on the LTS plan?  Need to get process defined.  Can we ask a future steward to provide details on how the plan will be managed, revised, reviewed, etc?

Guidance needs to include drivers to move the 10 items listed as the objectives on Page 19.  From there, develop DOE Orders on LTS.  Guidance needs to move much of what is contained in the guidance in DOE Orders.  Page 19 is the clearest picture of the highest level.  Add another objective that states that LTS should begin at the time waste is created.  

Should we change the terminology to Long-Term Environmental Stewardship (LTES)?  

Look to Brownfields, insurance policies, etc., to determine if there is money/policies available where DOE could collect insurance.  Need to look into creative mechanisms by looking into older contracts.

Funding source might be a “tax” on top of each program cost to go into an LTS “pool/fund”.  Based on risk analysis could come up with some percentage of total project budgeted cost. 

