NOTES ON GENERAL DISCUSSION

GENERAL INFORMATION

Group Name:  Hippos

Fictional Site:  Kelterville Disposal Site #1 (Arid/Rural/Transfer)

Facilitator:  Liz Hocking, Ohio

Scribe Name:  Tisha C. Patton, Fluor Fernald, Inc.

Plant:  Greg Sullivan, DOE (EM-51)

Most important issues as related to the fictional site example:

Remedy; contaminant

Consequences for leak are high and it will not be trivial

Ensure remedy is maintained

Pu is problem; how much governs scope of problem

Vapor escaping is a problem

Could be TRU waste

Depth to groundwater is issue --- 109 yards

Rural, but next to major highway; proximity to town

Currently, no contaminants found elsewhere ---- concern about adequacy of containment

Cleanup is not complete yet

Past and future record important because of closeness to town

Being turned over to LTS --- too short for planning purposes

Could be authorities issues --- who will do what?

Future land use plans --- Exposure indicates possible industrial use, but Office of Defense Programs (DP) is ultimate owner

Stew issues should be the same, regardless of ultimate steward.

Guidance identifies difficulty of implementing ongoing elements into stewardship planning.  LTS needs to be considered throughout operation and maintenance.

Element of uncertainty in all of this.

Who are we in the planning process?  Whoever you presently are. This group lacks stakeholder involvement.

If there is ongoing mission, how can you force LTS planning into your planning and decisions.  Includes forcing budgeting/funding.  “Mission creep” can take over stewardship.

Will the Office of Environmental Management (EM) ultimately go out of business?  Yes, basically.  Transfer sites to other programs.  What is the incentive to transfer to LTS (for EM)?  DOE system does not transfer that transferring a site will result in transfer of funds.  

Need document stipulating what has to be in agreement before Kelterville can be turned over to DP.  

Our Stewardship Plan should build in incentives for DP to continue LTS.

President, Chemist, Secretary, Laborer --- Whole company held responsible for experiment, right down to disposal of waste.  Get out of fiefdom mentality.  LTS should be integrated into day-to-day operations.  A way of doing business.

WHAT SHOULD LTS PLANNING DO?

Identify and involve affected stakeholders.

Record roles and responsibilities, end states and all activities you need.  Scope,  schedule, budget

Plan to maintain remedy.  Low risk, low cost stewardship.

Identify information needed from the beginning, so you have what you need to make decisions in the long term.

Getting information from the people who know before they go away.  Loss of continuity. Hard to predict information we will need 10 years from now.

Components Part:


Remedy and its implications


Hands on identification of hazards and monitoring methodologies


How will I package information, what information will I need?

Without the assessment piece, a periodic look at the situation, you will get in trouble.

Need to address resource optimization.

Part of planning is working with the community. Kelterville community should be involved in the planning process.

Think about simple versus complex idea, plus mechanism to go back in and make sure it works.

Criteria and regulations will change.  Need ability to re-assess.  Changes can also be risk, community-based, etc.

Socioeconomic or demographic changes.  Should be part of resource optimization.

HOW SHOULD PLANNING BE DONE?

Involve all.

HOW CAN LTS PLANS BEST WORK?

Without funding, accessibility and regular assessments, the best plan cannot work.  Should all be regulatory driven. More than regulatory. Also credibility.

Regardless of the best monitoring program, if the regulators believe you and the community doesn’t, you still have a problem.

Foot in legal requirements, but white letter policies.

Basic footing n law, but not so prescriptive that details are spelled out.  Program itself reexamines what it does regularly to keep up with current events.

A good plan is one that gets sustained commitment from all parties involved.  Not just right thing to do, but their anatomies are also on the line.  Not just good, but smart.

RISK ISSUES RELATED TO MONITORING

Should have been addressed in RI/FS process.  How much of this stuff should be built into LTS plan?  Who is the plan for?  Everybody. DOE, regulators, community members, emergency management folks, etc.

What gets moved into LTS plan?

Is it appropriate or adequate to do a laundry list, in the plan, of all the required stewardship activities?  Or should there be a listing of WHY you do it, WHO should do it? What is level of detail?  What is protocol for person taking samples and doing monitoring?

Somewhere.  But these are Standard Operating Procedures, and could be referenced.  That is redundant. Like buying  Chevy, it comes with an owner’s manual.  Even if you wrote it all into the plan, technology will change, changing how you do what you need to do.

But you should at least have a periodic review schedule. Some degree of specificity about why you are doing the activity, beyond the legal requirements.  List of triggers, time phases, etc.  

Allowance for changes is very important.  At Rocky Flats, they have wanted to wait for identification of the steward before specifying, for instance, frequency of inspection of caps or fences. Documentation of when something happened and when it got fixed.  Needs to be relatively simple to implement.  Will change at least every five years under CERCLA review.

Include contingencies and triggers.  Indicators of what constitutes success and what is beginning to constitute potential failure.

Who, what, where, when, why and how?  Needs to adapt philosophy of the graded approach.

Periodic assessments to see how you are doing and whether you could be doing better.

Another question:  Who can modify the LTS plan and on what grounds?  Do regulators have to buy off?

Need commitment from people who are offering up the remedy solution and subsequent stewardship.  If you get a hit in a well, Plan should anticipate possibility for increased monitoring, without having to revise the document and go back through the entire process.  These are performance measures, you might say, for the proper operation of the system.  Then your trigger level comes in to drive changes in monitoring, etc.  “Impending failure.”

“What if” either must be asked before the fact or after the fact.

Expectations for community involvement is in Section 10.  Does not address outreach especially from ongoing standpoint.  Exchange of information with stakeholders.  This section should be much closer to the beginning.  Give much greater priority to that process.  As you look at data management and other aspects, community involvement should be integral to each element, rather than lumped at the end.  Public review may or may not be required, depending on legal status of the document.

