State and Federal Priorities From the ITRC POC/Federal Partnering Sessions

2001 ITRC Fall Conference

November 5, 2001

During the 2001 ITRC Fall Conference, the state points of contact (POCs) met with ITRC federal partners to identify priorities for future ITRC efforts that address problems of mutual interest to both the state and federal partners.  Priorities identified at this meeting will help focus ITRC efforts in 2003-2007.  These partnering sessions are just one step in the ITRC planning process.  The next step is for states to lead (in conjunction with federal agencies and others) the development of proposals to be entered into the ITRC Five Year Program Plan (FYPP).  Anyone with an interest in developing a proposal is welcome to do so by following the ITRC Proposal Format  (see Appendix A for a blank proposal format).

For the past several months ITRC has been collecting a list of priorities from ITRC members.  Those priorities along with additional priorities identified at the meeting were the focus of the state/federal partnering session.  At the ITRC Fall meeting two simultaneous sessions were held: a DoD/state partnering session and a DOE/state partnering session.  During each session, an initial vote on identified priorities was held in order to focus discussion on topics that were of interest to the entire group.  The priorities identified during this vote are listed below in bullet form and in order of priority (Notes from these discussion are available in Appendix B).  After discussing the issues related to these priorities, a second vote was held to identify overall priorities for future ITRC efforts.  The results of this vote are shown below in table format.

Priorities identified by initial vote to focus discussions during sessions.

DoD Partnering Session (top priorities) 
· DNAPL

· UXO

· Accelerated In Situ Bioremediation

· Risk-based Cleanup Standards

· Sediment Remediation

· MTBE

· Perchlorate

· Small Arms Firing Ranges

· Long Term Stewardship

· Alternative Landfill Covers / Bioreactors

· Fractured Rock

· In Situ Chemical Oxidation

DOE Partnering Session (top priorities) 
· Long-Term Stewardship

· DNAPL
· Sampling and Characterization

· Radionuclides

· Alternative Landfill Covers / Bioreactors

· Risk-based Cleanup Standards

· Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs)

· Permeable Reactive Barriers (PRB)
· Vadose Zone
· Metals remediation / mining waste

· Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL)

· Sensor Technologies
Identified Priorities for Future ITRC Efforts – 2003 to 2007

Priorities listed alphabetically
Brief discussions on the topics above focused on:  (1) What is the issue? and (2) How can ITRC positively impact it?  Following the discussions the participants were asked to vote for their organization’s 4 highest priorities from the list of over 50 identified priorities. Results of that vote are listed in the table below

	TOPIC
	DoD/State Session Votes
	DOE/State Session Votes
	Combined State Votes
	Combined Fed. Votes

	Accelerated In Situ Bioremediation (AISB)
	NY, ?*, CA, ND, VT, DOD-Navy, Navy, Navy-NFESC, HI, EPA
	
	5


	5



	Alternative landfill covers / bioreactors 
	OK, CO, VA, AL, Navy, ?*
	SCFA, NV, DOE, DOE-NV
	5-6


	4-5



	Bioavailability of Metals
	
	MO
	1
	0

	Brownfields 
	
	SC, KY
	2
	0

	Carbon Tetrachloride
	?*, KS
	
	1-2
	0-1

	Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) – animal waste
	ND
	TX, MO
	3
	0

	Confined space / indoor air quality
	
	
	0
	0

	Continue Internet training opportunities 
	
	
	0
	0

	Diffusion Samplers
	AF
	
	0
	1

	DNAPL (dense nonaqueous phase liquids) characterization and remediation
	FL, CO, LA, AZ, EPA-OSW, Navy-NFESC, NJ, VT, DoD-Navy, DoD, DoD, EPA, NY, Navy-NFESC, TN, OR, Navy-NFESC, ?*
	DOE, WA, SCFA, SC, KY, DOE
	9-10
	11-12

	DOE Gate 6
	
	
	0
	0

	Excessive Chloride levels
	
	
	0
	0

	Fractured rock aquifer remediation
	NH, ?*
	NV
	2-3
	0-1

	FUSRAP (Formerly Utilized Site Remedial Action Program) – Army Corps Program
	
	DOE
	0
	1

	GHG (Greenhouse Gas) reductions / voluntary actions
	
	
	0
	0

	Guidance for transitioning technology implementation from bench to full-scale 
	
	
	0
	0

	In Situ Chemical Oxidation (ISCO) – new amendments
	DE, LA
	
	2
	0

	Land application for bio-solids
	
	TX
	1
	0

	Long-Term Stewardship 
	FL, CO, Army Corps, VA, HI, AF, DE, AF, EPA-OSW, DoD
	TN, WA, TX, DOE, SCFA, OH, DOE, NM, DOE-NV, KY
	12
	9

	Manufactured Gas Plants (MGPs) – contaminant remediation
	NY
	
	1
	0

	Metal Finishing – byproducts contamination
	AZ, AR
	
	2
	0

	Metals remediation (lead, mercury) 
	KS, OK
	DOE
	2
	1

	Mining waste 
	OR
	MO
	2
	0

	MTBE and other gasoline additives
	VT, NH, DoD, KS
	
	3
	1

	Nitrate contamination
	
	
	0
	0

	Non-attainment of AAS (Ambient Air Standards)
	
	
	0
	0

	NPS (nonpoint source) pollution (watershed management)
	
	DOE
	0
	1

	Perchlorate contamination
	AZ, AR, Navy, CA, Army, DoD, DoD, ?*
	NV
	4-5
	4-5

	Persistent Bioaccumulation of Toxic Pollutants (PBTs) 
	OR
	
	1
	0

	Pesticides 
	ND, AF
	
	1
	1

	Pharmaceuticals 
	
	
	0
	0

	Phytotechnologies
	OK
	
	1
	0

	Pollution Prevention (air & drinking water standards / waste reduction / emissions trading)
	AR
	
	1
	0

	Power plant permitting (e.g. new energy technologies)
	
	
	0
	0

	PRB (Permeable Reactive Barriers)
	
	CO
	1
	0

	Radionuclides
	
	OH, DOE, SCFA, TN, SC, NM, CO, DOE-NV, KY
	6
	3

	Risk-based cleanup standards (establishing and implementing)
	FL, AL, HI, DoD-Navy, DoD, Navy-NFESC, CA, AF, Army Corps, AF, KY, ?*, CA, Army, Navy-NFESC VA, TN
	DOE
	8-9
	9-10

	Role of UIC (Underground Injection Control) in remediation 
	
	
	0
	0

	Sampling and Characterization 
	AZ, DE, VT, EPA-OSW
	TN, DOE, DOE
	4
	3

	Sampling and Characterization (e.g., specific to groundwater – surface water interface)
	
	WA, TX
	2
	0

	Sediment remediation
	NH, TN, KY, DoD-Navy, NJ, AL, OR, Navy-NFESC, Navy-NFESC, DoD-Navy, LA, WV
	SC, WA
	10
	4

	Small Arms Firing Range
	FL, NH, Army Corps, Navy-NFESC, DoD, Army
	
	2
	4

	Solvent cleanup on a budget (drycleaners)
	
	NV
	1
	0

	TCE plumes  
	
	
	0
	0

	Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) – maximum pollutant loading allowable
	ND, KS, DoD-Navy, DoD-Navy, LA
	MO, NM, OH, TN
	7
	2

	UST (Underground Storage Tank) leak detection
	
	
	0
	0

	UXO (Unexploded Ordnance)
	DoD, CO, VA ?*, AL, DoD-Navy, HI, Navy, Army Corps, Navy-NFESC, EPA, Navy-NFESC, DoD, TN, DoD, Navy-NFESC, Army, EPA, ?*
	OH
	6-8
	12-14

	VOCs (volatile organic compound) impacting wells
	
	
	0
	0

	Voluntary Cleanup Programs
	DoD
	
	0
	1

	Water allocation vs. growth 
	
	
	0
	0

	Wetlands Remediation (natural/constructed) – e.g., TCE remediation 
	OK
	
	1
	0

	Biohazard Assessment and Decontamination
	NJ
	
	1
	0

	Illegal dumping
	
	
	0
	0

	Arsenic in Soils
	
	
	0
	0

	RPO (Remedial Process Optimization)
	NJ, EPA-OSW, AF, DE, KY
	
	3
	2

	Environmental Data Management
	AR
	
	1
	0

	Expedited Field Analyticals
	
	
	0
	0

	Bioavailability of PAH
	
	
	0
	0

	Containment Technologies
	
	
	0
	0

	Endocrine Disrupters
	
	NM
	1
	0

	Vadose Zone
	
	DOE, CO
	1
	1

	Alternatives to Incineration
	
	
	0
	0

	Sensor Technologies
	
	DOE, DOE, CO
	1
	2

	Land Use Controls
	
	
	0
	0


*Participants were asked to write their organization on dots and place them on the priorities listed on flipcharts.  Several dots were illegible and therefore are shown in the chart as (?*).  Since it is not known if they are state or federal votes, a range is given in the columns specific to state and federal votes.

Acronyms Explanation:

AF



Air Force

DOE – NV


U.S. DOE, Nevada Operations

EPA – OSW


U.S. EPA, Office of Solid Waste

Navy – NFESC

Naval Facilities Engineering Service Center

SCFA



U.S. DOE, Subsurface Contaminants Focus Area

NOTE: States are listed by their two-letter abbreviation.

Appendix A - FYPP Project Proposal Format  (Updated: February 21, 2001)
Proposals for consideration by ITRC should address all the issues listed below. Proposals should contain the headers listed below and a paragraph addressing each bullet. Proposals should be no more than five pages in length.

Name of the project proposal:

Project Summary (one sentence):

Problem Statement (barrier to be addressed):

· Is this a regulatory barrier? (If so, is this a state issue, federal issue, or combination of both?)

· What is the severity of the problem on the public health and/or environmental impact?

Affected Parties:

· What is the market?

· Which industries are affected by the problem and proposal?

· Are DOD or DOE affected by this problem? (If so, explain how with specific quantification of the magnitude of

the problem to DOD or DOE.)

· Does this issue focus on one area or have broad national applicability?

Project Description:

· How will the problem be resolved?

· Who should participate on the team? Which of those members have already committed? How much time has each

member already committed?

· What type of involvement is expected by ITRC states?

Related Work:

· What other efforts have been conducted on this general subject?

· Does this proposal build off of any previous efforts?

· What is the value-added of this proposal?

Project Outcome:

· What will be produced by the project?

· Case study, technology overview, technical/regulatory guidance document

· Technical training, Internet training, workshop

· Site visit, state input on demonstration, technology verification

· Change in regulation, new policy, institutional/culture change

· Other

· Will the product/outcome set precedent?

· Can the outcome or process of the project be applied to other projects?

· Will reciprocity among states result from the project? Is so, what is the specific regulatory waiver that would be

achieved?

Project Schedule:

· How long will the project take?

· Are there any interim deliverables?

· Can the project be divided into phases? If so, what are they?

Project Costs:

· What is the total cost of the project? What is the line item budget for these costs?

· What is ITRC’s portion of the costs? What is the line item budget for these costs?

· What other sources are providing both funding and/or in-kind resources? How much is each source providing?

· What is the potential cost savings of the project?

· How would you measure the return on investment of this proposal?

· Is there any ability to generate revenue from this project? Is so, how?

Appendix B

DOE Partnering Session (top priorities) – issues and potential ITRC activities specific to the topic are listed

· Long-Term Stewardship

· Remote monitoring of effectiveness/performance of covers

· Sensor technologies

· Inventory how states are handling Land use controls

· Compliance

· Information management technologies

· DNAPL

· Deep source (Paducah)

· Fractured rock

· Guidance on suite of DNAPL remediation technologies – “toolbox”

· Sampling and Characterization

· Participate in future DOE technology demonstration – multi-site deployments

· Real-time characterization of metals and radionuclides – regulatory decision-making guidance

· Radionuclides

· Training – risk-based cleanup (EPA/ITRC)

· Drinking water – disposal of treatment sludge

· Cleanup standards (RCRA/CERCLA) – catalogue state methods (i.e. SC utilizes Federal Facilities Agreement)

· DOE Focus Area demonstrations – Molten Aluminum and Low Temperature Thermal Desorption

· Alternative Landfill Covers / Bioreactors

· Catalogue lessons learned / success stories – there is no universal EPA acceptance

· Research and development – infiltration and migration - sensors

· Risk-based Cleanup Standards

· Radionuclides CERCLA requirements – draft a public document that is understandable by stakeholders

· Site prioritization guidance

· Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs)

· Facilitate collaboration between state/federal environmental departments and agricultural departments

· Technology transfer

· Catalogue technologies/processes – composting, digestion (methane for power), etc.

· Permeable Reactive Barriers (PRB)

· Conduct a multi-state performance review of PRBs

· Long-term maintenance

· Stewardship – PRB left in place

· Future DOE technology demonstrations

· Vadose Zone

· DOE will finish a complex-wide vadose zone roadmap within the year – be aware of DOE’s progress

· Long-term stewardship – monitoring/characterization in vadose zone

· Fate and transport in the vadose zone

· Sensors – durability/sensitivity, remote uses

· Metals remediation / mining waste

· Due to lack of time and the similar nature of these priorities, they were discussed together

· Case studies of innovative remediation methods – lead, mercury, arsenic

· Bioavailability – basic research (DOE)

· Possible partner - MSE, Inc. – focuses on technology development

· Document bioremediation options

· Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL)

· Long-term waste farm stability

· Be aware of the DOE/Polish project – lead contaminated soils

· Sensor Technologies
· Sensor technologies were discussed in several previous priority areas (long-term stewardship, sampling and characterization, alternative landfill covers, PRBs, and vadose zone).  This priority area should be discussed by these teams.

DoD Partnering Session (top priorities) – summary notes of discussion to be added

· DNAPL 

· Is there technology to treat it?

· Should you treat it or contain it?

· How do you know if you have it all?

· There is a need for more information on technologies and application

· What is the value of removing DNAPL and how do you assess the value of removing a % of the DNAPL?

· What technologies can remove DNAPL?  How do we predict success?  How do we monitor the technologies to know if they are performing?

· Need guidance documents and training

· It is important to recognize that we lack knowledge – need to identify the issues not yet understood

· We need to recognize this is a constantly changing universe

· The progression of the DNAPL proposal in the ITRC FYPP is good

· Important to track case studies

· Need to get regulators more involved in DoD technology demonstrations

· DoD wants to get involved in planning team activities

· UXO / OE 

· Need to look at the residual explosives resulting from UXO

· Arsenals/Manufacturing facilities for UXO need to be addressed

· Near term issues for DoD

· Little understanding of current technologies

· Regulators involved in oversight (state/federal) at UXO sites need tools and training

· What is the regulatory structure?

· Site characterization and remediation

· Need coordination with EPA

· Need to have ITRC representatives involved with guidance being developed by DoD

· Regulators should be involved in commercial visualization software

· Need to be able to detect underwater/shallow water UXO

· Need to consider Risk-based cleanup standards

· Need to consider the type of site (e.g., closed, transferring, active) and that different approaches may be needed

· Consider certifying regulators in UXO training

· ITRC should get information out of technologies through guidance and training

· Training is very important – UXO “101” and then develop a higher level training

· ITRC provides important network of resources across stateliness

· Protocols are valuable for evaluating technologies for similar sites

· DoD priority for next 2 years is to identify all UXO related sites

· Important to have common understanding of terms – Need to talk same language

· Need to manage properties so public is not exposed – tiered process

· Accelerated In Situ Bioremediation 

· Continue ITRC classroom and internet training

· AISB provides demonstrated low-cost solutions to many contaminants

· ITRC ISB Team current systematic approach is valuable  - should continue

· How do you know if the technology is working right (template for other teams)

· Every contaminant type has its own specifics – ITRC should continue to develop modules

· Need focus on biodegradation of DNAPLs (ethenes)

· MTBE module should be developed using the ITRC ISB systematic approach

· Perchlorate module is being developed in ISB systematic approach

· Regulators need more training on AISB

· Risk-based Cleanup Standards 

· Regulators need to expand knowledge of risk-based beyond 1*10-6

· Concern raised that current risk-based standards exaggerate risk – need to re-evaluate

· What can be risk away and what is the valid way to go about that?

· There needs to be an incentive for risk reduction

· ITRC could host forum

· Team could develop methodologies

· States share experiences

· Need nationwide standards

· Need universal risk model

· Sediment Remediation 

· Need to recommend standards for contaminants in sediments

· DoD has marine sediment issues

· Need to know what the state regulations are

· Need to track case studies

· Eco-risk issues should be looked at

· Dredging – how do we balance risk between dredging and other alternatives

· MTBE 

· MTBE is widespread

· Private well contamination is a problem

· Need more information about technology options

· What is the risk of MTBE

· Need training

· Need to understand how to monitor and evaluate degradation

· Perchlorate 

· Widespread problem

· Bioremediation works for percholrate

· DoD is testing bioremediation of perchlorates

· Need to educate and get information out quickly

· Develop training course specific to perchlorate

· Small Arms Firing Ranges 

· Not just a DoD problem – includes recreational ranges

· How do states manage shooting ranges

· ITRC should focus on 

· How you characterize?

· What are the potential remedies?

· What are the long-term monitoring issues?

· Need to evaluate risk at ranges

· Need standard way to assess risk between states

· Long Term Stewardship 

· Should focus on non-radionuclide also

· This issue goes beyond DOE and DoD

· Some states are establishing laws on LTS

· There is a connection to RPO (Remedial Process Optimization)

· Planning to LTS helps get realistic look of lifecycle costs

· Institutional Controls need to be considered

· Training may be needed

· Operation and Maintenance Costs should be incorporated

· Alternative Landfill Covers / Bioreactors 

· The performance specifications need to be identified

· Develop tools to assist with decision-making – include how to design and type of O&M (operation and maintenance) needed

· Scope of current ITRC team should be broadened to include bioreactors

· Fractured Rock 

· Establish Guidance for characterization and remediation

· Potential link to DNAPL team should be explored

· In Situ Chemical Oxidation 

· Comments provided on existing documents need to be addressed

· New oxidants should be addressed by ITRC Team
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