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Starting Soon: Long-term Contaminant 
Management Using Institutional Controls

 ITRC’s Long-term Contaminant Management Using 

Institutional Controls (IC-1, 2016) at 

http://institutionalcontrols.itrcweb.org/

 Download PowerPoint file 

• Clu-in training page https://clu-in.org/conf/itrc/lcmuic/

Under “Download Training Materials”

 Follow ITRCUse “Join Audio” option in lower left of Zoom webinar to listen to webinar

Problems joining audio? Please call in manually

Dial In 301 715 8592

Webinar ID:  890 6168 3855#

http://institutionalcontrols.itrcweb.org/
https://clu-in.org/conf/itrc/lcmuic/
https://www.facebook.com/itrcweb/
https://twitter.com/itrcweb
https://www.linkedin.com/company/itrc?trk=top_nav_home
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Long-term Contaminant Management 
Using Institutional Controls

Long-term Contaminant Management 

Using Institutional Controls (IC-1, 2016) at 

http://institutionalcontrols.itrcweb.org/

Welcome – Thanks for joining 

this ITRC Training Class

Sponsored by: Interstate Technology and Regulatory Council (www.itrcweb.org) 

Hosted by:  US EPA Clean Up Information Network (www.cluin.org) 

http://institutionalcontrols.itrcweb.org/
http://www.itrcweb.org/
http://www.cluin.org/
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Housekeeping 

 Course time is 2¼  

hours

 This event is being 

recorded 

 Trainers control slides

• Want to control your 

own slides? You can 

download presentation 

file on Clu-in training 

page

 Questions and feedback

• Throughout training: 

type in the “Q & A” box

• At end of class: Feedback 

form available from last slide 

▪ Need confirmation of your 

participation today? Fill out 

the feedback form and check 

box for confirmation email and 

certificate

Copyright 2019 Interstate Technology & Regulatory Council
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ITRC (www.itrcweb.org) – Shaping the 
Future of Regulatory Acceptance

 Host organization

 Network

• State regulators

▪ All 50 states, PR, DC

• Federal partners

• ITRC Industry Affiliates 
Program

• Academia

• Community stakeholders

 Follow ITRC

 Disclaimer

• Full version in “Notes” section

• Partially funded by the U.S. 

government

▪ ITRC nor US government 

warranty material

▪ ITRC nor US government 

endorse specific products

 ITRC materials available for 

your use – see usage policy

 Available from www.itrcweb.org

• Technical and regulatory 

guidance documents

• Online and classroom training 

schedule

• More…

DOE DOD EPA

http://www.itrcweb.org/
http://itrcweb.org/Documents/Policy/ITRC-Usage-Policy-for-ITRC-Materials-Final-11-5-12.pdf
http://www.itrcweb.org/
https://www.facebook.com/itrcweb/
https://twitter.com/itrcweb
https://www.linkedin.com/company/itrc?trk=top_nav_home
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Meet the ITRC Trainers

Kevin Schrems
Michigan EGLE

Lansing, MI

517-284-5149

schremsk@michigan.gov

Doug Burge, PG
Ramboll Environ

St. Louis, MO

314-590-2963

dburge@ramboll.com

Michael Sowinski
Terradex

Carlsbad, CA

760-978-6120

mike@terradex.com

Lynn Bailey
U.S. EPA Region 9

San Francisco, CA

415-972-3031

Bailey.Lynn@epa.gov

Carol Murphy
Trihydro Corporation

Chesterfield, MO

636-536-2036

cmurphy@trihydro.com
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Institutional Controls (ICs) – Important Role 
in State and Federal Remediation Programs

 Mid-1990s ICs use grew through use of Risk-based 

Corrective Action

 ICs typically used after a site receives  “No Further 

Action” status from regulatory program

 ICs fueled redevelopment of Brownfield properties

 ITRC’s 2008 document Overview of Land Use 

Control (LUC) Management Systems describes 

types of ICs in detail

http://www.itrcweb.org/GuidanceDocuments/BRNFLD-3.pdf
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Terminology is Important

 Engineering Controls (physical)

• Examples – Vapor barriers, 

physical or hydraulic 

containment, asphalt/concrete, 

vapor mitigation systems

 Institutional Controls (social)

• Paper descriptions of legal 

restrictions

• Protect the integrity of the EC or 

minimizes potential for human 

exposure to contamination

 Land Use Controls are 

ECs+ICs

Example IC:

- No dig zone

Restricted groundwater use

Engineering

Controls 
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Foundation for Guidance –
Nationwide Survey

 ITRC captured information in a comprehensive survey 

of all states including:  

• Number of institutional controls in place and types used

• Identified elements of successful long-term mgmt. 

• If IC failures were discovered and how

 ITRC also gathered and closely examined case studies 

of successes and failures 

INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS SURVEY OBJECTIVES

ITRC’s Institutional Controls (ICs) team is developing a guidance describing a model IC Program, 
based on successes, which will allow State agencies responsible for ICs to choose successful 
elements that improve their own Institutional Control Management Program. This survey is 
being used to understand strengths and weaknesses of existing State Institutional Control 
Management Programs and will form the basis of this guidance.
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Focus of ITRC Guidance Document
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After Attending this ITRC Training

 Use the Guidance to:

• Improve IC reliability and prevent 

IC failures

• Improve existing or develop new 

IC management programs

• Identify pros and cons about 

differing IC mgmt. approaches

 Use downloadable tool to:

• Establish Long-term 

Stewardship (LTS) site plan

• Effectively populate an IC 

registry or data management 

system

http://institutionalcontrols.itrcweb.org/

http://institutionalcontrols.itrcweb.org/
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Failure of Institutional Control –
Inadequate Communication/Monitoring

 IC recorded in 1997 on 1 

parcel – LUST release

• Land use (commercial) & 

GW restriction

 2015 - prospective 

purchaser identified 

property previously split 

• 1 parcel became 

residential.

• DW well installed in 2001
Above – Restricted area depicted from MI 

Environmental Mapper program. IC 

available for download.

Michigan Example

Background:
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Failure of Institutional Control -
Inadequate Communication/Monitoring

 New residence & DW well 

found to be side-gradient 

of contaminated GW 

plume. 

 Violations did not result in 

long-term exposure

 Regulatory agency has 

instituted an outreach 

program to communicate 

resources to well-

permitting agency. 

 LTS principals would have 

prevented this failure. 

Michigan Example

https://www.google.com/maps/@44.6626977,-86.0089555,3a,75y,232.71h,80.78t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1sWgipX8w9NupOUpuI65X8cw!2e0!7i13312!8i6656!6m1!1e1
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Why Do Institutional Controls Fail?

IC 
Failures

Physical 
break of a 

barrier

Inadequate 
reporting

Inadequate 
monitoring

Violation of 
land use 

restriction 
or covenant

Inadequate 
communication of IC 
details; location of 
contamination not 

sufficiently described

P
o
ll 

R
e
s
u
lt
s

Based on ITRC team’s state survey in August 2015
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Is IC Failure Really a Significant Issue?

No response

1-5

6-25

26-50

51-100

101-150

151 - 200

> 200

ICs in place

ICs added per year
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++ 51-100
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+++
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60% of states have 200 or more ICs

64% of states have no standard procedure for selecting, using, and 

implementing ICs across different state programs.
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Based on ITRC team’s state survey in August 2015
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ITRC Institutional Controls Guidance 
Supports Long Term Solutions

 Practice good stewardship to ensure ICs 

continue to prevent exposure to contamination 

that has been left in place

 Effective communication and recordkeeping

• Get everyone on the same page with roles and 

responsibilities 

• Ensure communications and commitments over 

time (people come and go the stewardship 

process has to account for people changes)

• Document ICs and make them easily accessible

Based on the ITRC Guidance Document:
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Downloadable ITRC Tool Creates 
Long-term Stewardship Plan for ICs

 Steps by step process to 

guide user inputs

 Creates site record

• Regulatory authority

• Details of IC

• Responsibilities

• Schedule for monitoring 

and performance

• And more……

• Generates editable Long-

term Stewardship (LTS) 

Plan

Institutional Control Long-term 

Stewardship Plan for [1]

I. Introduction (excerpt):

This LTS is designed to assist obligated 

parties with the continual compliance and 

integrity of Institutional Controls (IC).  ICs 

are used to minimize the potential for 

human exposure to contaminants and to 

protect the integrity of a cleanup remedy 

by controlling how the property is used. 

This document is designed to clarify the 

constraints of the IC in effect at [1], [91],

[89], [90], as dictated by [2] provided in 

Appendix A, and to provide a 

comprehensive guide for implementing, 

monitoring, and maintaining the ICs in a 

manner that remains protective of human 

health and the environment as long as 

contamination remains in place at the 

site….  
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Essential Elements to Consider When 
Managing ICs
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Planning

 Assess site characteristics

 Essential for long-term success

 Prevents post implementation 

problems

 Consider full life cycle costs

• Cost of IC life cycle vs. full 

remediation costs
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Implementation

 Formalize the IC

 Develop a long-term 

stewardship plan
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Ingredients for Successful Outreach

Critical Components Throughout Full IC Life Cycle

Outreach Success = IC Success

Outreach Failure = IC Failure

Successful Outreach!

Communicate 
with 

Stakeholders

Identify

Stakeholders
Inform 

Stakeholders

41% of IC failures are a 

result of inadequate outreach 
(ITRC Survey, August 2015)
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Who are Stakeholders?

 Stakeholders (Table 5 of our ITRC Guidance)

Affected or interested parties including:

• Subject property owner

• Future property owner

• Adjacent property owner

• The community

• Regulatory agencies

• Tenants

• Financial institutions

• Environmental consultants

• And many others…
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Where Do Stakeholders Fit In?

Concerns 

• Health

• Liability

• Devaluation

• Blight

• Perception

• Record Keeping

• Do’s and Don’ts

• Financial Assurance

• Inform Tenants

Responsibilities
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Where Do Stakeholders Fit In?

Concerns 

• Health

• Liability

• Devaluation

• Blight

• Perception

• Record Keeping

• Do’s and Don’ts

• Financial Assurance

• Inform Tenants

Responsibilities

Remember; 
Stakeholders are often a wide range of individuals and groups

and so are their concerns, responsibilities and information needs. 
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Multiple Communication Methods

Direct Outreach (Push)

Simple signage to 

sophisticated notification

Passive Outreach (Pull)

Accessible and searchable 

information

Joe’s Cleaners
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Stakeholder Outreach Needs 
Improvement

Current Status of Outreach (ITRC Survey, August 2015)

 Use Best Practices to Improve Outreach!

• Determine Stakeholders & Information Needs

• Make IC’s Easy to Find and Understand

• Use our ITRC Long-Term Stewardship Plan

0% 50% 100%

20%

43%

90% Current Landowners

New Landowners

Tenants/Adjacent Landowners



26
Essential Elements to Consider When 
Managing ICs
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Registry
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Poll Question

 Have any of you experienced or witnessed a 

problem or violation of an IC due to lack of 

awareness where a registry could have made a 

difference?

• Yes

• No

• Not certain

P
o
ll 

Q
u
e
s
ti
o

n
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ITRC State Agency Survey

Q23: Does your State agency employ an institutional control 

data management system? (e.g., searchable databases, IC 

registries) (from August 2015 Survey)?

Yes (with public 

access)*

Yes (Agency use 

only)

No

No response

*A publically available URL was provided in the survey response
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Causes of IC Failures – From Survey
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Agency Use of a Registry

• Manage / describe IC

• Outreach to stakeholders

• Track enforcement

• Schedule IC obligations

• Document compliance

• Tracking reporting obligations

• Documenting points of contact for LTS
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Missouri – Site Management and 
Reporting System (SMARs), App E-3
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Public Use of a Registry

Property 
owners

Due 
Diligence

Buyers, 
Developers

Construction and 
Utility Workers

Adjacent Land Owners
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Public Page (see App. “Examples of State, Federal 
and Commercial Registries”)



35

Development of a Registry

IC 
REGISTRY 

Complete
Inventory

Key
Attributes

Frequent
verification
of accuracy

Internal & 
External 

Presentation
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Maintenance of a Registry

 Maintaining, updating, and error correcting IC 

management system are crucial components for 

their success
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IC Registry Example
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Q & A
Follow ITRC

https://www.facebook.com/itrcweb/
https://twitter.com/itrcweb
https://www.linkedin.com/company/itrc?trk=top_nav_home
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Essential Elements to Consider When 
Managing ICs
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IC Monitoring and Performance 
Evaluation

 IC Monitoring 

Matters!
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 IC Monitoring refers 

to the collection of 

data and information

 Performance 

Evaluation refers to 

the process of 

reaching findings and 

conclusions

IC Monitoring and Performance 
Evaluation

IC Monitoring

Performance Evaluation

41
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What is IC Monitoring?

 IC Monitoring refers 

to the collection of 

data and information

• About the use or 

activities at property 

at which an IC exists.

• To learn whether the 

use or activity might 

violate the IC 

Requirements.

IC Monitoring

 Common IC 

requirements
• No groundwater use

• No (or limited) excavation

• No residential use

• No schools or daycare

• No new structures without vapor 

intrusion protections
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IC Monitoring Approaches: 
Six Approaches for IC Monitoring

 State Agency Inspections/Record 

Reviews 

 “Obligated Party” Inspections & 

Certification 

 Excavation Monitoring via One Call

 Land Activity Monitoring

 Local Government Coordination 

 IC Permit Program

EPA Advanced Monitoring for ICs

https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/u

se-advanced-monitoring-

technologies-and-approaches-

support-long-term-stewardship

https://www.epa.gov/enforcement/use-advanced-monitoring-technologies-and-approaches-support-long-term-stewardship
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Monitoring Poll Question

Which of the following do you utilize for 

monitoring ICs?
• State Agency Inspections/Record Reviews

• “Obligated Party” Inspections & Certification

• Excavation Monitoring via One Call

• Land Activity Monitoring

• Local Government Coordination

• IC Permit

P
o
ll 

Q
u
e
s
ti
o

n
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IC Monitoring Approach #1:
State Agency Inspections and Record Reviews

 Inspection schedule 

set and managed by 

agency.

 Standard form created.

 Agency staff visits site.

 Inspection date and 

findings recorded in 

state internal database.

 Copies of inspection 

reports saved.

Source: Colorado Department of Public Health
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IC Monitoring Approach #2:
Obligated Party Inspection or Certification

Source: Kansas Department of Health and Environment 

(http://www.kdheks.gov/remedial/euc/download/eucapp_form.pdf)

 Requirement ordinarily 

set within 

Environmental 

Covenant.

 Some states create 

standard forms.

 Agency sends annual 

reminder letters.

 Agency tracks receipt 

of certifications.

 Non-receipt can trigger 

agency inspection.

 Ownership changes 

captured.
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IC Monitoring Approach #3:
Excavation Monitoring via One Call

One Call Center

Excavator“Underground Facility Owner”

gas
water

electric

Mark

 Connection to 811 

provides Agency with 

notices of excavation.

 E-mail/text advisories 

can warn excavator.

 3rd Party intermediaries 

ordinarily relied on.



48

IC Monitoring Approach #3:
Excavation Monitoring via One Call

One Call Center

Excavator

 Connection to 811 

provides Agency with 

notices of excavation.

 E-mail/text advisories 

can warn excavator.

 3rd Party intermediaries 

ordinarily relied on.

“Cleanup Site”

Advisory 

(e-mail, fax, text)

3rd Party
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IC Monitoring Approach #4:
Land Use & Activity Monitoring

Source: Terradex, Inc.

 Connection to 

electronic feed of land 

activity info.

 e-Alerts sent to 

agency.

 3rd Party intermediaries 

are ordinarily relied on.
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IC Monitoring Approach #5: 
Coordination with Local Government

• State agency informs local 

government (LG) as to location of 

ICs

• LG informs agency as to permits 

impacting IC

• LG enacts ordinance that operates 

as an IC

OR
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Example “Eyes and Ears”:
Denver, CO Coordination with Local Government

• State sends polygons 
and metadata of IC 
sites via ftp download 
to Denver

• Denver GIS 
overlays its 
permit system 
data on State’s IC 
polygons
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Example “Local Lead”:
Jasper County, MO IC Ordinance
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Survey Results – Monitoring Mix

 State mix of single or combined monitoring approaches: 

• Based on the 2015 ITRC Survey Results.

No Response

No Monitoring

1 Approach

2 Approach Combo

3 Approach Combo

4 Approach Combo

5 Approach Combo

Monitoring 

Approaches 
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IC Monitoring Approach #6:
IC Permit (NJ Example)

 When GW/Soil 

IC is Required

 Remedial Action Permit 

Required

• Monitoring/Reporting 

by “Obligated Party”

• Fees

 Financial Assurance 

Required if EC Exists.
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IC Monitoring Approach Mix:
State Examples

PA CO ID CA

Landowner Certifications    

State Agency Inspections    

Excavation Monitoring via One Call  

Land Use and Activity Monitoring  

Coordination with LG  
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Assessment of IC Monitoring 
Approaches

State Agency 

Inspections/Record 

Reviews 

• Periodic “snapshot”
• Comprehensive

• Agency staff/resources required

Owner Certifications • Periodic “snapshot”
• Greater reliance on landowner

• Agency must still administer

Excavation Monitoring 

via One Call

• Daily frequency

• Comprehensive coverage of digging

• 3rd party services

Land Activity Monitoring • Daily frequency

• Tailored coverage of land use/activity

• 3rd party services

Coordination with Local 

Governments

• Various approaches.

• Can leverage the existing practice of local govt.

• Requires non-conventional coordination

IC Permit • Similar to owner certification

• But formalizes the approach and includes 

ongoing fee
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Best Practices:
Design a Balanced Approach for IC Monitoring

57

 State agency inspections/Record 

Reviews 

 “Obligated Party” inspections & 

certification 

 IC permit program

 Excavation monitoring via One 

Call 

 Land activity monitoring 

 LG coordination

Best Approach
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ICs are 

protective & 

effective

Performance Evaluation – Reaching 
Findings and Conclusions

Performance 

Evaluation

58

IC compliance 

issues
• Administrative

• Minor

• Major

Termination 

of ICChanges in IC 

monitoring 

protocol needed

Termination 

of IC
Termination 

of IC

Enforcement
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Best Practices for IC Monitoring & 
Performance Evaluation (cont.)

59

 Develop policy or guidance that addresses how the State 

will pursue IC monitoring (see Best Practices for IC 

monitoring and performance Evaluations)
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Cost of an IC Program

 Cost elements cover the IC life cycle*

• Planning

• Community engagement

• Information management

• Monitoring and performance evaluation

• Enforcement

*See ASTSWMO, State Conceptual 

Framework to Estimate Associated 

Cost (August 2012) (avail. at 

http://astswmo.org/state-conceptual-

framework-to-estimate-associated-cost/) 
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State IC Upfront Fees: 
Missouri Example
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State IC Ongoing Fees:
California Example
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Enforcement of ICs – The Need



64
Survey – Has your state ever taken an 
enforcement against an RP?

Never taken and 

enforcement 

action

Have taken an 

enforcement 

action

No Response

Have 
taken 
action
24%

Never
76%

 76% of participating survey 

respondents indicated their 

State agency has never taken 

an enforcement against a RP 

regarding an IC.
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Enforcement Poll Question

 Does the state you represent (or where you have 

implemented an IC) have an enforcement 

process in hand if an IC violation is identified, 

regardless if you have taken an enforcement 

action?

• Yes

• No

• Don’t know

P
o
ll 

Q
u
e
s
ti
o

n
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ITRC’s Common Challenges to 
Enforcement of ICs

 Failure to evaluate enforceability during planning

 No IC monitoring = No enforcement

 Who’s the RP and who’s enforcing? 

 Absence of authority at state or local level

 Absence of a common legal framework

 Uniqueness of native lands and federal facilities

 Uniform Environmental Covenants Act is not the 

answer to enforcement
• Allows for “civil action for injunctive or other equitable relief for 

violations”

• Does not provide an effective framework to promote 

compliance or deter violation
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Enforcement of ICs Requires Legal 
Authority

 Specific legal authority 

• Statutes, regulations, ordinances, etc.

 Common law authority 

• Case law on trespass, nuisance, etc.

 IC instruments 

• Enabling language in the IC

 Enforcement instruments 

• Consent orders, decrees, etc.
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Basic Model for IC Enforcement

Figure 6. Basic model for enforcement process. See Section “Purpose of a 

Compliance and Enforcement Program ” in ITRC Guidance for more information.
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IC Guidance Document Provides 
Options for Enforcement When…

 Violation is identified through monitoring, 

inspection, reporting or an IC performance 

evaluation:

• Requirements not observed/followed

• Requirements partially implemented or fail to fully 

meet standards

• Requirements not adequately maintained or 

monitored

• Failure to  have required certification

• Failure to meet reporting requirements

See Section “Compliance and Enforcement Options ” in ITRC Guidance for more 

information.
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ITRC’s IC Guidance Document -
Toolbox for Informal Enforcement

Deficiency 
Letter

Warning 
Letter

Request for 
Corrective 

Action

Inspection 
Report

ITRCs IC Informal Enforcement Toolbox

See Section “Compliance and Enforcement Options – Voluntary 

Compliance” in ITRC Guidance Document for more details.
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ITRC’s IC Guidance Document -
Briefcase for Formal Enforcement

 Notice of Violation

 Administrative Orders 

 Judicial Orders

 Criminal Complaints 

(in the most serious 

cases)

See Section “Compliance and Enforcement Options – Involuntary 

Compliance” in ITRC Guidance Document for more details.
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Enforcement Case Study – Formal 
Enforcement with Penalties

 1919-1980s

• Manufacturing

 1989-1990

• Contamination 

identified

 1995

• Activity and 

Use Limitation 

recorded

 2012

• Agency audit



73
Enforcement Case Study – Violations 
and Resolution

 Violations of 1995 Activity and Use Limitation 

(AUL) identified by MassDEP: 

• No health and safety plan

• No soil management plan

• AUL did not reference tenant’s lease

 MassDEP assessed $5,692 penalty 

 Parties negotiated an agreement

• Property owner paid $4,000 of penalty

• Property owner agreed to record amended AUL
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Enforcement Case Study Takeaway –
MA. Authority and Framework 

 MassDEP’s administrative 

authority for ICs stems from 

statutory authority. 

 Failure to comply with terms 

of Activity and Use Limitation 

(AUL) is failure to comply with 

Mass Contingency Plan.

 Law provides for 

administrative penalties up to 

$25,000 per day for failure to 

comply with the terms of AUL.
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Long Term Stewardship (LTS) Plan
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Why Do We Need Long-term 
Stewardship of an IC?
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Long Term Stewardship Plan

 Created AFTER IC is in Place

 LTS Plan Objectives

• Ties everything together

• Assigns responsibilities

• Goal is long-term integrity of IC

 Who writes LTS Plan?

• Most often the obligated party (OP)

 Who keeps LTS Plan?

• Regulators

• Property owners

• Permitting agencies

Only 52% of the 

responding states 

require some sort 

of LTS plan
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Information Required for Successful 
LTS Plan

 IC instrument

• Environmental Covenant

• Letter of Completion

• Government letter

 Site closure and decision documents

• Record of Decision

• Remedial Action Completion Report

• Response Action Memorandum

• Remediation Verification Report

• Earlier investigation or characterization reports

• Other?

Existing documents have what you need 
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LTS Plan – Sample Site “Easement”
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LTS Plan – Use Historical Site 
Information

 Figures with scale, legend, and directional arrow

• Site location

• Site plan 

• Contaminant maps

• Conceptual site model

 Tables and text

• Site background

• Historical sample results
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“Easement” LTS Plan Figures: 
Contaminant Map
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Key Stakeholders and Their Roles

 Current property owner

 Future property owner

 Pipeline owner 1

 Pipeline owner 2

 Casting yard tenant

 Future pipeline/utility workers

See Table 5 in the team document 

http://institutionalcontrols.itrcweb.org/stakeholder-

perspectives/# 
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Tool: Long Term Stewardship Plan

ITRC’s Excel Tool to 

create Long Term 

Stewardship Plan
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LTS  - Let’s Begin!

1. Read Me 

First

2. Drag 

Folder to 

Desktop

Read Me FirstIC_Tool

IC_Tool
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LTS  - Let’s Begin!

3. IC_Tool 

Excel File

IC_Tool

images

templates

IC_Tool
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LTS  Tool – Start Creating Your LTS 
Plan

Click Here 

to Get 

Started

Reset 

Answers
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LTS  Tool – Start Creating Your LTS 
Plan

Next

Table of 

Contents
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LTS Tool – Questions and Answers 

Preview

Table of

Contents

Next

Previous

Dept.
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LTS Tool – Preview Your LTS Plan
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LTS Tool – Options for Complex or 
Simple Sites
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LTS Tool – Options for Complex or 
Simple Sites
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LTS Tool – Monitoring Questions

Activity or EC 

that Must be 

Monitored

Frequency of 

Inspection 

and/or 

Monitoring

Method of 

Inspection 

and/or 

Monitoring

Entity 

Conducting IC 

Monitoring

Reporting 

Requirement

Regulatory 

Compliance with 

all aspects of IC

Once every 5 

years
Records review Mr. Smith Checklist

Cap Integrity Annually Site Visit
Future Property 

Owner
Photolog

Property transfer
Once every 5 

years

Review Tax 

Records
IC Manager Report

Operations and 

maintenance of 

systems

Monthly Site Visit
AAA Consulting 

Firm

laboratory 

analytical results

Groundwater use Annually

Review Well 

Permits
County 

Planning Office
other (specify)
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LTS Plan Creation!

For your very own LTS Plan Tool, download at: 

http://www.itrcweb.org/Documents/team_ic/IC_Tool.zip

Create 

Report

http://www.itrcweb.org/Documents/team_ic/IC_Tool.zip
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A Long-term Management Plan for ICs is 
Critical – ITRC Guidance Provides Solution

Failure of any element can result in failure of the IC 
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How Are ICs Managed for the Long-
term on Your Sites?

 64% of states 

responding have no 

standard procedure 

for selecting, using, 

and implementing 

Institutional Controls 

across different state 

programs. No response

Yes

No

 Institutional Controls vary 

greatly across the states and 

within state programs.

Overarching Need – Long-term IC Management Procedures
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Are You Confident in the Long Term 
Integrity of ICs?

 If you are not actively managing or monitoring 

your ICs, how do you know they continue to be  

protective?

 If you don’t have a plan or need to improve on 

your current plan…this ITRC guidance is for you!

 The ITRC guidance can serve as a credible, 

consensus-based tool to support your 

discussions.
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Reduce Risk – Manage ICs

Reduce your risk of IC failure

Use ITRC’s Guidance:

“Long-term Contaminant 

Management Using Institutional 

Controls”
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We Can Help You Ensure Your 
Institutional Control Success

The tools in the Guidance Document can 

Help maintain the integrity of ICs &

Avoid accidental violations
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Thank You 

 2nd question and answer break 

 Links to additional resources
• https://clu-in.org/conf/itrc/lcmuic/resource.cfm

 Feedback form – please complete

• https://clu-in.org/conf/itrc/lcmuic/feedback.cfm

Need confirmation of your participation 

today?

Fill out the feedback form and check box 

for confirmation email and certificate.

P
o
ll 
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s

Follow ITRC

https://clu-in.org/conf/itrc/lcmuic/resource.cfm
https://clu-in.org/conf/itrc/lcmuic/feedback.cfm
https://www.facebook.com/itrcweb/
https://twitter.com/itrcweb
https://www.linkedin.com/company/itrc?trk=top_nav_home

