NOTES ON BREAKOUT SESSION

GENERAL INFORMATION

Group Name: Ostrich  

Fictional Site:  Kelterville Disposal Site #1 (arid/rural/transfer)

Facilitator:  Steve Piet, INEEL

Technical Assistant:  Jonathan Kang, EM-51, DOE

Scribe Name:  Lynn Pavelka-Zarkesh, MACTEC-ERS, GJO

Plant:  Deb Griswold, Albuquerque Operations Office, DOE

Note: we made one assumption about our generic site – there must be some continuing defense/NNSA mission otherwise the site would not be transferred from EM back to NNSA.  This influenced our discussion because it served as a reminder that the “site” could indeed have continuing mission activities as opposed to cleanup activities and stewardship activities.

SUMMARY OF ISSUES

· Each site requires a complete, integrated picture including continuing missions, cleanup activities, and stewardship activities as appropriate.

· Need clear, available document hierarchy that includes everything from the big picture to LTS to CERLCA RODS/RCRA Post-Closure Permits, and supporting documents

· Where the LTS Plan falls in this hierarchy depends on the relative importance of continuing operations, cleanup, stewardship, with the LTSP becoming more dominant as the mix of activities evolves.

· The LTSP and related documents must be living documents and kept up to date.

· The LTSP objectives and scope depend (in part) on where it sits in the hierarchy and stakeholder wants and needs.

· Linkage to, relative roles, and availability of other documents is critical.

· The LTSP should include everything in Sections 1 (Purpose and Scope) and 2  (Location of LTS) of the worksheet.

SPECIFIC DISCUSSION TRENDS

SECTION 1: Purpose and Scope 

First discussion on objectives

· Ensure continuing protection

· Focus out factors

· Serve as vehicle to gain consensus

· What, who responsible

· Guide landlords

· Living document kept current

First discussion on scope

· Recognize that all aspects (onsite ops, future changes, offsite landuse, etc.) must be considered and updated.

· Have to plan for revisiting

· There were variance of ideas of how much should be in the LTSP versus handoff to other documents

LTSP should include how and why cleanup remedies picked

· Therefore include individual RCRA/CERCLA actions

· Variance of opinion on how much to say about how we got here (context of decision - must make sense) versus focus only on what to be done (with minimum stand-alone information) – i.e., how much past information versus future information?

Flexibility needed

· Continuing mission operations versus cleanup operations versus stewardship

· Landlord

· Stakeholders

The LTSP should define the “final exit strategy”

· Is liability eternal?

· Need checklist/cookbook to define the “exit”

The LTSP is the cookbook, not the cake (how to, not the result)

· Cookbook – how to, what to do

· Cake – end result

The LTSP must help people

· Converge on stewardship

· Guide current stewardship

· Hand-off knowledge to the future

Additional Topics:
· Revisitation – when, who, cost, trigger points

· Unplanned changes – stakeholders, Ops, hierarchy of docs, landlords

· Records, data quality

· Do not reference documents that might go away

· Record management last longer than 30 years

Summary of sections 3-11 of the worksheet (3-12 of the draft LTSP guidance)

By vote, we agreed to focus on sections 4, 5, and 9 as follows:

3.
Why is LTS required? (no votes)

4.
What activities are required to maintain and demonstrate protectiveness? (9 votes)

5.
What data available and what data are needed? [Records, monitoring, “exit

strategy”] (5 votes)

6.
Uncertainties: Trigger levels (3 votes)

7.
Costs (4 votes)

8.
When are LTS activities anticipated? (no votes)

9 (9+10) Who: Roles and Responsibilities (11 votes)

10 (11)
Expectations for Community Involvement (no votes)

11 (12) Integration (below 5 votes)

SECTION 4: What activities are required to maintain and demonstrate protectiveness?
Residual hazards

· The LTSP with RODs, Permits --> action to protect the offsite

· Goal – define all residual hazards

· Cautions

· Industrial hazards (can be overlooked)

· Loss of memory

· Completeness

· Plan for change (trends versus baseline; need a good baseline)

· Is not static, it is dynamic

· Need the high-level picture, not a detailed Library of Congress

Institutional Controls

· Must know the role in the total protective picture – so that know how important failures of institutional controls are

· How to maintain?

· Realistic assumptions?

· Realistically maintainable?

· How test?

· How check effectiveness in place?

· How revisit?

· How enforceable? --> jurisdiction is local

· How made known to people (data/info management issue)

· How to do with future landowners (further from the original DOE owner, e.g. 2nd and 3rd tier) --> land use restrictions

· The importance of land use restrictions change with time

· Example – continuing mission versus solely stewardship

· Land use transfers must include info transfer also

· Local government role

· “Due diligence requirement” – buyer beware

· Standards may change as planned land use change --> changes exposure pathways

Engineering controls

· What is difference – engineered controls versus operations?  passive versus active?  Do we care?  Are national definitions needed or can plans be flexible?

· LTS Plans need to state when do we change engineered controls (add, modify, drop)?

· Technology changes

· Institutional controls change (land use changes, institutional control not working)

· Involve stakeholders

· The engineering controls have a lifetime – the design lifetime

· Given possibility of changes, how to capture lifecycle stewardship costs?  (GLOBAL ISSUE)

Worker health and safety protection

· Suggestion – reference the site health & safety plan with only LTSP specific information in the LTSP

SECTION 5: What data available and what data are needed?

Data management competing goals – minimize the number of places you say something (goal from the data mgt provider standpoint) versus have one master LTP Plan (goal from the user standpoint).

· Is the LTSP integration or merely an interface (pointing to other documents)?

· Must know the document hierarchy

· Must keep pedigree of documents

· Keep reference documents (can be a long trail down to source documents)

Data tier

· Kept in strategic/security location

· Always readable format

· Maintain both security (“record copy”) and accessible copies

· Consistent with data record requirements

Difference of opinion on whether to view LTSP as legally enforceable in itself

· For NRC-licensed facilities, the LTSP seems a legal document

· One opinion was that where LTSP needs to have enforceability, put relevant material into RODS, Permits, etc. which clearly are legally enforceable

In the LTSP format, separate monitoring needs (which tie to what is needed to ensure protection) from data management needs (how to keep data)

SECTION 6: Planning for Uncertainties

Contingency Plans

· Trigger levels

· Must know what “failure” is – must define failure somewhere

· Is failure/performance defined at each level of the protective scheme – or – total performance

· If RODs/Permits handle this, simply use

· If RODs/Permits do not, define in the LTSP

· Timing

· Margins

· Accommodate both anticipated and unanticipated changes (known unknowns versus unknown unknowns)

· Off normal events

Planned Reviews

· Must be consistent with various requirements

· Can supplant 5-year CERCLA reviews

· Goal – serve as reminder/checkpoint/checklist/integrated “report card” on how stewardship is going

· Goal – make useful to stakeholders – who do you involve as stakeholders change?

· LTSP should address timing – how to make changes

· LTSP should address all or part of the site

SECTION 9: What are the roles and responsibilities for the LTS activities?

Roles and responsibilities

· Who might be the steward?

· Shared stewardship – responsibilities must be defined, e.g., Memo of Understanding

· Examples:

· DOE – provide money

· New land managers

· New owners (if transfer)

· Multiple parts of DOE (EM, NNSA)

· Private contractors

Stakeholders in the future?

· CABs provide a minimum representation

· How do deal with closed sites with CABs shutdown or site without a CAB?

· Suggestion – re-institute CABs or create temporary CABs for periodic reviews
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