SCRIBE SUMMARY SHEET
GENERAL INFORMATION

Group Name:  Lions

Fictional Site: Kelterville Disposal Site #3 (humid/urban/closure)

Facilitator: Jeff Smyth, PPC

Technical Assistant:  Carl Jacobson, MACTEC-ERS, GJO
Scribe Name: Joanna Wilson, PPC

Note:  Group participants provided a broad representation of DOE, contractor, regulator, non-DOE landlord, and citizen’s groups.  

RESULTS OF BREAKOUT SESSION

What were the most important issues to the group?

· The group identified their long-term stewardship (LTS) priorities as: institutional memory (information management plans); continuous and committed funding; protection of public health and the environment; roles and responsibility in relationship to/with local community, regulatory authorities, and other agencies; integration of LTS with ongoing mission; sustainable protection (easily implemented); LTS Plan meets everyone needs (i.e., palatable) and early planning; performance monitoring (effective).  These themes were returned to throughout the session.

· The group established the role of the LTS Plan as a summary document (i.e., framework) that references and relies on other detailed documents (such as LTS work plans, Operation & Maintenance plans). 

· The purpose of the LTS Plan should be to communicate the LTS framework for the geographic entity. For example, the plan should focus on process rather than specific detail.

· The level of detail in the plan will need to vary depending on the complexity of the site (simple site: detailed information; complex site: summary level information).  It is the expectation of the group that the LTS plan will be the sole document for a simple site (e.g., UMTRA) and the primary document for complex sites.

· The plan needs to be developed in concert with stakeholders and other relevant parties. 

· The audience for the plan is the general public (i.e., to be written for the lay-person) and the plan should be conveyed in multiple media formats (not just on the web or electronically)

Were there any planning elements that should be dropped?
The group determined that Section 6 (Planning for Uncertainties) should be eliminated as a separate entity. The elements of Section 6 should be integrated into other sections as follows:

· Sections 6.1 (Assumptions and Uncertainty Management) and 6.2 (Threshold Criteria, Contingency Plans) should be integrated with Section 4.0 (What activities are required to maintain and demonstrate protectiveness?) because it seems more logical to discuss uncertainties when identifying technical activities.  The flow should be key assumptions made in laying out technical activities, planned activities and then impact of uncertainties on those activities.  Section 5 (What data are available and what data are needed?) would then focus on data collected to address and manage uncertainties.  Section 4 (What activities are required to maintain and demonstrate protectiveness?) needs to also clearly identify and define triggers [i.e., range OK (make decision in this area) / if out of this range (then need help)/ analysis].

· Section 6.3 (Science and Tech Review) should be moved to a new section at the end of the Plan (and become a new Section 12)

Note:  While not dropping Sections 9 and 11 the group wanted them less structured and more flexible. In that regard, they recommended eliminating sub-headings/sub-sections and leaving it up to the site to define what they need to address for roles and responsibilities and LTS integration.

Were there any planning elements that should be added?
Need to add a new section (Section 12: Update and Review Process).  This section should:

· Focus on how to review the plan/ state of technological information/ how do review

· Include technology re-evaluation trigger/ need plan be reviewed against current state of knowledge, with modeling [process of how come back and look at this again and see what needs to change/ and when this needs to occur]
· Include distribution list of those who need to be informed and involved in updating and review process
