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Executive Summary
In the Superfund Site Assessment Program: Benefits Beyond NPL Listing (March 2011) and
Superfund Site Assessment Program: Benefits Beyond NPL Listing Phase II (March 2012)
reports, the Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste Management Officials (ASTSWMO)
Site Evaluation Focus Group (Focus Group) demonstrated that nearly half of all sites evaluated
by the Site Assessment Program are addressed by non-National Priorities List (NPL) programs.
While serving its primary purpose of identifying releases or the threats of release of hazardous
substances, pollutants or contaminants that may endanger the public health, welfare, or the
environment and helping to determine whether sites qualify for inclusion on the National
Priorities List (NPL), the Site Assessment Program also serves as a gateway to a variety of State
and Federal cleanup programs, leveraging more than 20,000 non-NPL site outcomes nationwide
since program inception1.
In this Analysis of Site Assessment Program Cooperative Agreements with States report, the
Focus Group follows up on the findings of the Benefits Beyond NPL Listing reports. The results
are based on research among thirty-nine States representing all ten EPA regions and the District
of Columbia (States). The goals of this report include showing how States leverage CERCLA Site
Assessment work products to achieve cleanup outcomes, both NPL and non-NPL. Additional
goals include reporting how States employ efficiencies and best practices to improve the Site
Assessment program and how States use Cooperative Agreement funding.
How Does the Site Assessment Program Leverage Beneficial Outcomes?
The research results show that States regularly use Site Assessment reports and data to achieve
both NPL and non-NPL cleanup outcomes, multiplying the benefit of the Site Assessment
Program. Site Assessment work products are used by States for identifying and prioritizing sites
for State voluntary cleanup, State fund-lead cleanup or enforcement, Brownfields
redevelopment, Targeted Brownfields Assessment and State-led response to control human
exposure, among other uses. The research identified that the most significant use of the data is
to identify sites needing State-led response to control human exposure. Ninety-seven percent
of States that responded use Site Assessment reports and data for prioritizing sites for State
voluntary cleanup, State fund-lead cleanup or enforcement. Nearly half of States, or 45.9%,
leverage Site Assessment reports and data for either a majority or for a significant fraction of
these non-NPL decisions. Thirty-four States (85.5%) representing all EPA regions reported that
Site Assessment reports and data are used for identifying sites for Brownfields redevelopment
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or planning a Targeted Brownfields Assessment. Other reported uses were to: request EPA
emergency removal assistance, evaluate possible future enforcement, refer to other agencies
or other State cleanup programs and encourage Potentially Responsible Parties to enter State
Voluntary Cleanup Programs or Brownfields.
Availability of State Programs to Address NPL-Caliber Sites
Since the research shows that Site Assessment work products are used by States for identifying
and prioritizing sites for non-NPL programs, the Focus Group was interested in learning
whether State programs are addressing both NPL-caliber and sites that do not score above 28.5
on the Hazard Ranking System (HRS). While a variety of State-authorized programs may be
viable options for cleaning up sites that advance through the Site Assessment process, they may
not be suitable for addressing NPL-caliber sites. Thirty-six percent of States indicated that there
are sites within their State that score above 28.5, are not selected for the NPL, and a State
program is not a viable option for addressing the site.
How Can We Improve the Site Assessment Program?
In light of reduced State and federal resources, the Focus Group sought State’s
recommendations on improving the Site Assessment Program. By far, the most frequent
response was “Promote fullest achievable integration of Site Assessment with State cleanup
programs and EPA Removal and Remedial”. The second highest ranked response was
“Streamline Preliminary Assessment (PA) and Site Inspection (SI) documents”. Two
recommendations ranked closely as the third most popular response. They were “Allow a
modular approach to Site Assessment documents (e.g., like ASTM Phase I and II process) with
more flexible work plans” and “Strengthen State’s in-house capabilities”.
States were also asked about best practices and how their own State has improved the PA/SI
process. State-identified best practices included increasing the use of field screening
equipment, combining PAs and SIs for remote locations or common geographic locations,
sampling during the Pre-CERCLIS screening, standardizing and streamlining documents, using
GIS technology and mapping and broadcasting the uses of PA/SI to other agencies.
Trends in the Site Assessment Program
The research also gathered information on how States use their Cooperative Agreement
funding. These results revealed a number of trends in the Site Assessment Program.
For example, the research results indicate that more States are beginning to use Pre-CERCLIS
Screening Assessments and these assessments form a vital part of the overall Site Assessment
process. A significant majority (60.5%) of States representing all EPA regions reported that Preiii

CERCLIS screenings form either an integral part of that particular State’s Site Assessment
process (34.2%) or were a significant part of the Site Assessment Program for that particular
State (26.3%). Nearly all States that participated in this research believed that the Pre-CERCLIS
Screening Assessments were useful in prioritizing sites for CERCLIS entry, moving a site to a
State program, eliminating the site from further consideration as a Site Assessment candidate
site, developing a PA/SI strategy, and even obtaining an initial idea of sites that might
eventually warrant Hazard Ranking System packages for inclusion on the National Priorities List.
These results suggest that Pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessment should be a national priority for
EPA funding as they are an effective tool for many States to initially screen sites, thereby
lowering the Preliminary Assessment backlog and prioritizing sites that truly are candidates for
further Site Assessment resources.
A significant majority of States (over 80%) agree that Site Reassessments (RAs) are an effective
tool for their State in determining if further actions are needed under CERCLA. The research
also suggests that State involvement during the RA process is beneficial. Site Reassessment will
likely become a more dominant portion of the Site Assessment Program as the initial
assessment of a site becomes outdated due to shifts in population and land use.
A majority of States (69%) indicate that targeted site discovery initiatives are valuable. States
responded that these initiatives are useful for identifying sites for the NPL and for other
programs (e.g., Brownfields), providing finality for a site through CERCLIS decisions, and
increasing staff knowledge about industry sector/sites.
Cooperative Agreements
The participating States in this research are well-positioned to offer suggestions based on direct
Site Assessment Program knowledge and experience. For example, ninety percent (90%) of
participating States report having a Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement with EPA. The
majority of participants use State personnel to perform Preliminary Assessments (71.8%) and
Site Inspections (64.1%).
State feedback regarding the value of Site Assessment Cooperative Agreements between EPA
and States reflect the broad spectrum of beneficial outcomes that result from such
partnerships. Two such outcomes,“CERCLA Site Assessment activity gains the attention of
responsible parties, sometimes getting them to the table to negotiate State-lead cleanups” and
“Our State’s Cooperative Agreement contributes a significant portion of our agency’s resources
for prioritizing and assessing sites in our State, providing the sampling and documentation
necessary to manage the sites under State and federal non-NPL programs such as State
voluntary cleanup, State and federal removal, Brownfields, Superfund Alternative Approach and
State- and industry-specific cleanup programs” that were noted ranked nearly evenly with
iv

“Gets sites listed on the NPL.” These responses reinforce the research finding that States
regularly use Site Assessment reports and data to achieve both NPL and non-NPL cleanup
outcomes, multiplying the benefit of the national Site Assessment Program.
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Introduction
The Superfund Site Assessment Program is a partnership between the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and States. Since its inception in the early 1980s, the Superfund Site
Assessment Program is the foundation of the national Superfund Program, charged with
assessing more than 45,000 potentially contaminated sites.
The primary purpose of the Superfund Site Assessment Program (referenced hereafter as “Site
Assessment Program”) is to identify releases or threats of releases of hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants that may endanger the public health, welfare, or environment and
to determine whether those sites qualify for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL).
During the site assessment process, EPA and States collect data to identify, evaluate, and rank
hazardous waste sites based on Hazard Ranking System (HRS) criteria. The Site Assessment
program addresses the initial steps for the assessment of sites that enter into the Superfund
process. States and EPA also direct sites to non-NPL programs if these programs can better
address the specific conditions. Examples of non-NPL programs include State and Federal
removal programs, State Voluntary Cleanup programs, State Superfund programs, and other
State-specific cleanup programs (e.g., State Dry Cleaner programs). In its Superfund Site
Assessment Program: Benefits Beyond NPL Listing (March 2011) and the Superfund Site
Assessment Program: Benefits Beyond NPL Listing Phase II (March 2012) reports, the
Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste Management Officials (ASTSWMO) Site
Evaluation Focus Group (Focus Group) demonstrated that nearly half of all sites evaluated by
the Site Assessment Program are addressed by non-NPL programs. While serving its primary
purpose of identifying the sites best cleaned up through the NPL process, the Site Assessment
Program truly provides a gateway to a variety of State and Federal cleanup programs,
leveraging more than 20,0002 non-NPL site outcomes nationwide since program inception.
In this Analysis of Site Assessment Program Cooperative Agreements with States report, the
Focus Group is following up on the findings of the Superfund Site Assessment Program: Benefits
Beyond NLP Listing reports. The previous reports collected and reported the numbers of nonNPL outcomes on a national scale, however, their scope did not include investigating how these
beneficial outcomes occur. The goals of this report include showing how States leverage
CERCLA Site Assessment work products to achieve cleanup outcomes, both NPL and non-NPL.
Additional goals included gathering and analyzing information on how States:
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Use their Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement funding;
Employ efficiencies and best practices to improve the Site Assessment program; and
Track non-NPL beneficial outcomes of sites evaluated with their Site Assessment
Cooperative Agreement funding.

This Analysis paper reports on the Focus Group’s research methods and shows how States use
Site Assessment work products to achieve both NPL and non-NPL cleanup outcomes,
multiplying the benefits of the Site Assessment Program. The report also describes: trends in
the Site Assessment Program; State’s recommendations for improving the Site Assessment
Program; availability of State programs to address NPL-caliber sites; and tracking non-NPL
outcomes.
Research Methods
The Focus Group conducted research in January 2013 and thirty nine States and the District of
Columbia agreed to participate. The research was categorized into eight topics of interest,
which represent significant areas of activity in the Site Assessment Program and were arranged
in the general order one follows in evaluating a site. The eight topics were: Cooperative
Agreement, Pre-CERCLIS Screening, Targeted Site Discovery Initiatives, Preliminary
Assessment/Site Inspection, Hazard Ranking System, Reassessment, Outcomes/Tracking and
Overall Site Assessment Program Improvement.
The Focus Group set a high response rate goal and employed strategies to boost the response
rate through: a) personalizing the contact with States by having each Focus Group member send
an e-mail invitation with a direct hyperlink to the research tool to States in their region; b)
limiting the length of the research tool; c) designing a user-friendly electronic research tool with
clear instructions; d) allowing adequate time to complete the research tool; e) explaining how
the results will be used and why it is important; and e) sending reminders encouraging States to
participate.
Respondents were also encouraged to offer their own unique response to many questions and
to add comments. Comments are shown in Appendix A. A copy of the research tool is included
in Appendix B.
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Research Results
This section reports the research results in the order of the categories developed. Results are
reported in a narrative fashion with an accompanying bar or pie chart. Not all States offered
information for each area. The number of participating States is identified in each section.
Comments offered by participants are included in Appendix A.
As stated the Focus Group was successful in achieving a high participation rate. Thirty-nine
States representing all 10 EPA regions and the District of Columbia (hereafter referred to
collectively as States) contributed to this research, providing a nation-wide response rate of 78
percent (%). The Focus Group believes that this high participation rate increases the data’s
validity and usefulness. The participating States are shown in Table 1.
Table 1
States Participating In Research Project

EPA Regions
Region
I
MA

Region
II
NJ

Region
III
DC

Region
IV
AL

Region
V
IL

Region
VI
AR

Region
VII
KS

Region
VIII
CO

Region
IX
CA

Region
X
AK

ME

DE

FL

IN

LA

MT

ID

NH

MD

GA

MI

NM

ND

OR

RI

PA

KY

MN

OK

SD

VT

VA

NC

OH

TX

UT

WV

SC

WI

TN

Total States by Region
5

1

6

7

6

5

1

5

5

1

3

Total
States
= 40

1. COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS
Many States partner with EPA via Superfund Cooperative Agreements to fund States to conduct
site assessments within their jurisdiction. States receiving this assistance develop the necessary
professional and programmatic capacity to investigate Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) sites and determine which
merit federal NPL cleanup assistance or are more appropriately addressed by other programs.
This section of the research collected information on how many of the participating States have
EPA Cooperative Agreements and the State’s views of the benefits associated with these
agreements. A significant majority (90%), or 36 out of 40 participants, reported that their State
has a Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement with EPA.
With respect to the benefits of partnering with EPA through a Site Assessment Cooperative
Agreement, States were asked to rank six possible responses in order of importance. A field to
enter any additional comments regarding Site Assessment Cooperative Agreements was also
provided. State feedback regarding the value of Cooperative Agreements reflects the broad
spectrum of beneficial outcomes that result from such partnerships.
Superfund Site Assessment Program: Benefits Beyond NPL Listing (March 2011) and Superfund
Site Assessment Program: Benefits Beyond NPL Listing Phase II (March 2012) show that funds
spent on Superfund Site Assessments result in benefits beyond NPL additions. State’s ranking
of the list of Cooperative Agreement benefits in this section of the research, along with their
answers to questions in later sections show how States leverage CERCLA Site Assessment
activities to strengthen all of their programs in order to achieve cleanup outcomes, NPL and
non-NPL both.
Thirty-six states responded to the question regarding Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement
benefits. The weighted total scores for the six choices shown in Figure 1 show that States value
all of these six benefits, and that none of the benefits are valued significantly less than that of
getting sites listed on the NPL.
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Figure 1 - Benefits of Site Assessment Cooperative Agreements
1

Score is a weighted calculation. Items ranked first are valued higher than the following ranks, the score is the sum of all
weighted rank counts.
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CERCLA Site Assessment activity gains the attention of
responsible parties, sometimes getting them to the table to
negotiate State-lead cleanups.
Contributes a significant portion of our agency's resources
for prioritizing and assessing sites in our State, providing the
sampling and documentation necessary to manage the…
Gets sites listed on the NPL.
Experience with the CERCLA process helps our State make
better choices about NPL listing priorities and Removal
referrals, and gives our agency knowledge to help USEPA…
CERCLA Site Assessment activity provides valuable follow up
to USEPA Removals, providing the additional sampling and
documentation necessary to manage the sites, enforce…
Provides valuable field sampling and desk research
experience that pays off when our CERCLA Site Assessment
personnel coordinate with, or later work in, our State's…
Other (fill in your own benefit in the comment box below
and assign it a ranking here).

Number of States Responding = 36

Additional benefits offered by States as “Other” included:


All of the above (benefits) are important to our cleanup program



Allows us to evaluate sites referred by other programs within our department, such as
Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)



Forges valuable relationships with our EPA counterparts



Ability to screen sites to determine most appropriate course of action (e.g., State
Superfund, State Voluntary Program)



Information and data compiled during the PA/SI (Preliminary Assessment/Site
Inspection) process can be useful to our personnel in future involvement at a site; such
as, sampling data and historical information
7



Provides resources to evaluate sites that are a priority and lack responsible parties (RPs)
with the means to reimburse our program for the evaluations

2. PRE-CERCLIS SCREENING ASSESSMENT
The purpose of this section of the research was to determine if Pre-CERCLIS Screening
Assessments were being used and how significant these types of assessment activities are in
the overall Site Assessment program of the responding State. A total of 38 States responded.
The use of Pre-CERCLIS screenings as an overall part of States Site Assessment programs was
striking, as demonstrated in the responses to the first question, “Are Pre-CERCLIS Assessments
a significant part of your State’s Site Assessment program or process?” (Figure 2). Only 7.9 %
of the respondents indicated that Pre-CERCLIS assessments were not used at all. A significant
majority (60.5%) of the States reported that Pre-CERCLIS screenings were either an integral part
of that particular State’s Site Assessment process (34.2%) or were a significant part of the Site
Assessment Program for that particular State (26.3%). When this statistical figure (60.5%) is
coupled with the remainder of States that reported rare to occasional use of Pre-CERCLIS
screenings (31.6%), an overwhelming majority of 92.1% of the States use Pre-CERCLIS
screenings as part of the State Site Assessment toolbox.

Significant Part
26.3%

No
7.9
Used
Occasionally
31.6%

Integral Part
34.2%

Figure 2 – Percentage of States that use Pre-CERCLIS Assessments in their Site Assessment Program
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These results show that the Pre-CERCLIS screening element of the Site Assessment program is
an important front-end part of the Site Assessment program for most States. The comments
also were indicative that this is still a rather new part of several States programs and was
growing to become a more integral part of a particular State’s Site Assessment process.
The results of the second question, “Does your State conduct sampling during Pre-CERCLIS
assessments?” indicates a much wider range of practice amongst the States regarding sampling
at this phase of the Site Assessment process. Of the 38 States that responded, 39.5% (15)
indicated that the State conducted sampling during Pre-CERCLIS assessments, with 60.5% (23)
indicating the State did not collect samples during Pre-CERCLIS assessments; see Figure 3.
Several States commented that while the State itself did not sample during Pre-CERCLIS
assessments, some relied on responsible parties, contractors, and other sources (Phase II
assessment data, for example) for the sampling data.

Yes
39.5%

No
60.5%

Figure 3 – Percentage of States that conduct sampling during Pre-CERCLIS Assessments

The response is thus somewhat misleading and perhaps skewed low in that most States who
responded indeed used sampling data during the Pre-CERCLIS assessment process, although
many did not independently collect samples using State Site Assessment resources. One State
commented that a particular EPA region typically did not allow sampling during Pre-CERCLIS
assessments;
the
information
presented
on
EPA’s
public
website
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/programs/npl_hrs/pre-cerclis_scrn.htm specifically states
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“minimal sampling” as an option. The Focus Group agrees that targeted sampling for a PreCERCLIS Screening Assessment could be a cost-effective way of determining whether CERCLIS
entry criteria are met and evaluating whether a release or threat of release of hazardous
substances, pollutants or contaminants was present at a site consistent with Preliminary
Assessment criteria.
The third question, “Are Pre-CERCLIS assessments an effective tool in your State for prioritizing
sites needing further assessment (and thus only entering sites into CERCLIS that appear to be
more significant sites/releases) or referring sites to a State program prior to CERCLIS entry?”
received a very positive response regarding the value of Pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessments.
(Figure 4) Of the 38 States that responded, 76.3% (29) indicated yes. These 29 States who
answered “Yes” represent all the EPA regions. Of the States providing comments, nearly all
believed that the Pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessments were useful in prioritizing sites for
CERCLIS entry, moving a site to a State program, eliminating the site from further consideration
as a Site Assessment candidate site, developing a PA/SI strategy, and even obtaining an initial
idea of sites that might eventually warrant Hazard Ranking System packages for inclusion on the
NPL.

No
23.7%
Yes
76.3%

Figure 4 – Percentage of States that find Pre-CERCLIS Assessments an effective prioritizing tool

From the responses to these questions, it is clear to the Focus Group that most States value the
Pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessments as an important part of the overall Site Assessment
10

process. The research results along with the comments show that more States are beginning to
use these assessments. These results should incentivize continued considerations for EPA Site
Assessment funding as they demonstrate that many States lower the Preliminary Assessment
backlog by using Pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessments, thereby focusing future effort on sites
that truly are candidates for further Site Assessment attention.
3. TARGETED SITE DISCOVERY INITIATIVES
This section of the research collected information about whether targeted site discovery
initiatives (i.e., discovery efforts that target a specific industry, environmental concern or
geographic area) are beneficial to States and if so, why. States were asked to rank seven
possible responses: six positive attributes and one negative (i.e., that targeted site discovery
initiatives are not useful). A field to enter any additional comments regarding targeted site
discovery initiatives was also provided.
According to the 37 States that ranked any or all of the seven options, the benefits ranked as
depicted in Figure 5:
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In addition to ranking benefits, 12 States entered comments. Several States indicated that their
State does not conduct targeted site discovery initiatives. Two of these States indicated that
due to resource constraints they do not conduct targeted site discovery initiatives. One State
also noted that targeted site discovery works well, but had caused problems in the past when
their Cooperative Agreement included a quota, which resulted in pressure to send in sites just
to meet the quota that perhaps should not have been on CERCLIS. Another State noted that
targeted site discovery was valuable as it aided in inventorying abandoned mine sites.
A majority of States (25 of the 36 participants, 69%) indicated that targeted site discovery
initiatives are useful. Eleven States responded that targeted site discovery initiatives were not
very useful. These States were located in Regions 1, 2, 3, 5, 6 and 8, with the greatest
concentration (i.e., three States) in Region 1. Eight of these 11 States commented that their
State does not conduct initiatives. In addition, of the 11 responding States, 55% rely on EPA’s
contractor to perform Preliminary Assessments versus 18% of the total States participating in
the research. The States that are less familiar with the initiatives due to not using them also rely
more on EPA contractors to conduct the work. These States also have a less active role in the
Site Assessment Program than States that perform their own Preliminary Assessments.
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4. PRELIMINARY SITE ASSESSMENT AND SITE INSPECTION
This section of the research was intended to document how States leverage Preliminary
Assessments (PA) and Site Inspections (SI) to gain additional benefits for their State. This
section was also used to determine how the PA/SI process can be improved to benefit both EPA
and States.
Thirty-nine States responded to this question. (Figure 6) The majority of participants, 71.8%,
(28) responded that they perform their PAs internally. States in EPA Regions 2, 4, 5 and 9
reported that they perform their PAs internally. The remaining regions included at least one
State that reviews PAs developed by either an EPA contractor or a State contractor.

No, Oversee a
State Contractor
That Develops
PAs
10.2%

No, Review PAs
Developed by
EPA's Contractor
18%

Yes
71.8%

Figure 6 – Percentage of States that perform their own Preliminary Assessments
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5. SITE INSPECTIONS
On the related question of whether the States also performed their own SIs, as seen in Figure 7
the majority of States responded that they performed SIs using State employees (64.1% or 25
states), while the remainder used a State contractor or an EPA contractor to perform SIs (35.9%
or 16 states). The States that reported that they perform their own PAs also perform their own
SIs, with the exception of three States in Regions 4, 8 and 10 that develop PAs but not SIs.

No, Oversee a
State Contractor
That Develops SIs
15.4%

No, Review SIs
Developed by EPA's
Contractor
20.5%

Yes
64.1%

Figure 7 – Percentage of States that perform their own Site Inspections

The 25 States that perform their own SIs were asked to report whether they use their Site
Assessment Cooperative Agreement funding to purchase and maintain field sampling
equipment such as Geoprobe® and x-ray fluorescence (XRF). Of these, 68%, or 17 States, use
Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement funding to purchase and maintain field sampling
equipment. (Figure 8) The equipment can be used for more cost-effective sampling
approaches like dynamic work plan sampling in the case of the XRF or to reduce subcontractor’s
cost in the case of the Geoprobe®. The ability to maintain the equipment is important since
maintenance costs are high and many States may have difficulty paying for maintaining the
equipment.
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No
32%
Yes
68%

Figure 8 – Percentage of States that use Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement funding to purchase
and maintain their own field sampling equipment (Note: Respondents are comprised of States that
Perform Site Inspections)

6. USE OF SITE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM TO ACHIEVE NON-NPL BENEFICIAL OUTCOMES
As described previously, the Focus Group has demonstrated that nearly half of all sites
evaluated by the Site Assessment Program are addressed by non-NPL programs. In addition to
identifying the sites best cleaned up through the NPL process, the Site Assessment Program
truly provides a gateway to a myriad of State and Federal cleanup programs, leveraging more
than 20,000 non-NPL site outcomes nationwide since program inception. While the Benefits
Beyond NPL Listing Phase II (March 2012) report collected and documented the numbers of
non-NPL outcomes on a national scale, its scope did not include investigating how these
beneficial outcomes occur. The goals of this section include investigating how States leverage
CERCLA Site Assessment activities to strengthen all of their programs in order to achieve
cleanup outcomes, both NPL and non-NPL. Participants were asked “Within the constraints of
your Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement scope of work, do other programs within your
State benefit from the Site Assessment Program in the following ways?”
States were asked about the use of Site Assessment in prioritizing sites for voluntary cleanup
action, enforcement or a State fund-lead cleanup. As portrayed in Figure 9, 36 of 37 responding
States (97.3%) reported that Site Assessment reports and data are used for prioritizing sites for
State voluntary cleanup, State fund-lead cleanup or enforcement. Nearly half of States
representing Regions 1 through 9, or 45.9%, were able to leverage Site Assessment reports and
15

data for either a majority or for a significant fraction of these non-NPL decisions. More than
half of States (51.4%) reported occasional reliance on Site Assessment reports and data for this
purpose, including States in Region 10.

Never
2.7%
For a Majority of Those
Types of Decisions
13.5%

For a Significant Fraction
(>10%) of Those
Decisions
32.4%

Occasionally
51.4%

Figure 9 – Frequency of use of Site Assessment reports and data to prioritize sites for voluntary
cleanup action, enforcement or a State fund-lead cleanup

Thirty-four of 38 responding States (89.5%) representing all EPA regions reported that Site
Assessment reports and data are used for identifying sites for Brownfields redevelopment or
used for planning a Targeted Brownfields Assessment, see Figure 10. Six States (15.8%) were
able to leverage Site Assessment reports and data for either a majority or for a significant
fraction of these non-NPL decisions.
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Figure 10 – Frequency of use of Site Assessment reports and data to identify sites appropriate for
Brownfields redevelopment or to plan a Targeted Brownfields Assessment

As depicted in Figure 11, 36 of 37 responding States (92%) representing all EPA regions
reported that Site Assessment reports and data are used for identifying sites for a State-led
response to control human exposure. Seventeen States (45.9%) were able to leverage Site
Assessment reports and data for either a majority or for a significant fraction of these non-NPL
decisions.
While the research was meant to be comprehensive, the Focus Group knew that it could not
anticipate every beneficial use of the Site Assessment data and so the Focus Group solicited
input on other possible uses of the data. Other reported uses of these reports and data
included to:


Request EPA emergency removal assistance



Evaluate possible future enforcement



Refer to local (City or County) agency



Encourage Potentially Responsible Parties to enter State Voluntary Cleanup Programs
(VCP) or Brownfields
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Refer to other State cleanup programs (e.g., Underground Storage Tank, Solid Waste,
RCRA)



Provide a baseline for more intensive future investigations that will determine the
nature and extent of contamination and lead to a specific cleanup program (VCP, etc.)

For a
Majority
of Those
Types of
Decisions
8.1%

Never
2.7%
For a
Significant
Fraction
(>10%) of
Those
Decisions
37.8%

Occasionally
51.4%

Figure 11 – Frequency of use of Site Assessment reports and data to identify sites for State-led
responses to control human exposures

In an effort to improve the PA/SI program, the Focus Group asked States to identify their State
best practices to improve efficiencies in the PA/SI process. Twenty-one responses were
received. To review the complete list, please see Appendix A. The responses fell into three
categories including: use of technology, streamlining PA and SI processes, and use of real time
field screening equipment. Responses included:


Conduct all PAs and SIs internally



Conduct several PAs in the same area or at the same time



Standardize and streamline documents



Use Geographic Information System (GIS) technology and mapping
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Combine PA and SI for remote locations. Conduct watershed approach to help with
access and holistic understanding.



Remove need to wait for approval from EPA before moving to the next stage (PA to SI).



Use field equipment (X-Ray Fluorescence, colorimetric, field GC) to screen samples in
the field and only send subset to the lab to save time and money. Use of State-owned
Geoprobe® means no contractor costs.



Spread word about PA/SI program to other State agencies (emergency response,
enforcement, bankruptcy, drinking water). This allows them to identify potential PA/SI
sites.



Sample during pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessment (PSA) to lead to abbreviated PAs and
SIs.

In summary, the research identified many additional beneficial outcomes to using PA/SIs
beyond NPL determination. Many States use PA/SI funding to purchase or maintain field
equipment. States use Site Assessment reports and data to identify Brownfields
redevelopment sites or plan Targeted Brownfield Assessments. The research identified that the
most significant use of the data is to identify sites needing State-led response to control human
exposure. States identified several ways to improve the PA/SI process including increased use
of field screening equipment, combining PA/SI, area-wide PA/SI and broadcasting the uses of
PA/SI to other agencies.

7. HAZARD RANKING SCORING (HRS) DOCUMENTATION AND RECORDS
The purpose of this section of the research was to determine how many States develop Hazard
Ranking Scoring Documentation Records (HRS packages) for EPA and solicit input from States
on how to improve the HRS Documentation Record preparation phase. Information gathered
was also used to evaluate if States have other programs (e.g., State-funded Superfund or
Brownfield) for sites that are eligible for placement on the NPL (i.e., HRS score greater than
28.5) but are not listed.
States were asked if they develop HRS packages for EPA. As seen in Figure 12, 8 out of 38
responding States, or approximately 21%, indicated that their States prepare HRS packages for
EPA, while 30 or approximately 79% do not. All of the eight States that reported preparing HRS
packages also perform their own PAs and SIs internally, perhaps indicating an overall more
active role of these States in the Site Assessment Program.
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Yes
21%
No
79.0%

Figure 12 – Percentage of States that prepare HRS packages for EPA

For sites that score above 28.5 and are not selected for the NPL, States were asked if they have
other authorized State programs to manage these sites. Out of 37 responding States, 35, or
approximately 94%, indicated that their States have other programs for managing these types
of sites, while 3 or approximately 8%, indicated that they have no means of managing these
sites. (Figure 13) Of the 35 States that have other programs, 62.9% have State-funded
Superfund, 82.9% have Privately-Financed Voluntary Cleanup, 48.6% have State-funded
Removal, 40% have State-funded Brownfield Programs, 37.1% have industry specific programs
such as dry cleaner or Underground Storage Tank funds, 85.7% have State Enforcement, and
11.4% have other State programs. (Figure 14) Five States with authorized State programs to
manage these sites commented that this capability applies only to sites with viable responsible
parties. The 3 States that responded that they have no means of managing these sites have
Voluntary Cleanup programs. The Focus Group believes their response may have been based
on their experience that NPL-caliber sites are not typically suited for their Voluntary Cleanup
programs or sites typically enter Voluntary Cleanup programs prior to HRS scoring.
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Figure 13 – Percentage of States with authorized State programs for managing sites
that score >28.5 and are not selected for the NPL

Figure 14 - Availability of authorized State programs for managing sites
that score >28.5 and are not selected for the NPL
85.7

State Enforcement
Specific Industry Program (e.g. Dry Cleaner Program)

37.1

State Funded Brownfield

40
48.6

State Funded Removal

82.9

Privately-Financed Voluntary Cleanup

62.9

State Funded Superfind

11.4

Other

Number of States
Responding = 37

States were also asked if there were sites that scored above 28.5 that were not selected for the
NPL and an authorized State program was not viable for addressing the site. As seen in Figure
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15, of 36 responding States, 13 or approximately 36% indicated that there are sites within their
State that score above 28.5, are not selected for the NPL, and their State program is not a viable
option for addressing the Site. Twenty-three or 64% indicated that State programs are viable
options for addressing sites within their States that score above 28.5. Therefore, while the
previous question showed approximately 92% of States have authorized programs available,
36% of States indicate that sites that score above 28.5 may not be suited for these State
programs.

Yes
36.1%

No
63.9%

Figure 15 – Percentage of States indicating whether sites that score
>28.5 and are not listed on the NPL are suited for other State programs

The Focus Group also sought input from States on how to improve the HRS Documentation
Record preparation phase and ranked those suggestions. For improving the HRS
Documentation Record, the majority of the 31 respondents indicated to only include the
information and references necessary to justify the assigned value for sites where only one
pathway needs to be scored to achieve a site score greater than 28.5. The second highest rank
for improvement involved risk management decision-making. Specifically, the States would like
to tailor the level of quality assurance reviews to whether comments on the Documentation
Record are expected and if a viable responsible party exists. The third highest rank for
improvement would allow the use of field screening data in the Documentation Record. The
fourth highest rank for improvement would promote policy decision-making by EPA
headquarters and regional staff and less by EPA General Counsel. The fifth highest rank for
improvement involves structuring EPA Headquarters Quality Assurance Contractor’s contract
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with incentives to reward them for more timely preparation of HRS Documentation Records.
Other comment responses on how to improve the HRS packages included: no issues with
current process, include the vapor intrusion pathway in the scoring, revise to reflect current
issues (e.g., soil vapor), incorporate State risk numbers, require contractor to cross check
important ranking criteria to ensure accuracy, and minimize attorney’s input in the process.

8. REASSESSMENT
This section of the research was used to determine who initiates Site Reassessments (RAs), if
RAs are an effective tool in the overall site assessment process, and what were the reasons to
conduct RAs. An RA is the gathering and evaluation of new information on a site previously
evaluated under the federal Superfund Program to determine whether further Superfund
actions are needed. Site Reassessments allow EPA to make appropriate changes in CERCLIS.
States were asked who initiates Site RAs, the State only, EPA only, or both – States and EPA. Out
of 37 responding States, the majority of the States (26, over 70%) replied that both entities
initiate Site Reassessments in their State, with each State and EPA initiating approximately 15%
of the RAs, as depicted in Figure 16. These results illustrate that both the States and EPA take
an active role in starting RAs in the respective States, with the majority of the RAs being a
collaborative effort with shared responsibilities.

State Only
13.5%

Both State
and USEPA
70.3%

USEPA Only
16.2%

Figure 16 – Frequency of State, EPA or joint initiation of Site Reassessments
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States were asked if Site Reassessments are an effective tool for their State in determining if
further actions are needed under CERCLA. As seen in Figure 17, over 80% of the responding
States (29 out of 36) indicated that RAs are an effective tool in determining if further CERCLA
actions are needed at sites. All EPA regions were represented by these States except Region 10.
Out of the remaining 7 States that indicated that RAs are not an effective tool, 4 States had no
involvement with the RA initiation. Four States commented that they did not specify if RAs are
an effective tool mostly because their States do not conduct Reassessments. These findings
indicate that State involvement or input during the RA process is beneficial in determining
further needed actions at CERCLA caliber sites. In addition, States who have an active role in the
RA process appreciate the value of RAs as an effective tool in addressing CERCLIS sites.

Figure 17 – Percentage of States indicating RAs are an effective tool in determining if further
CERCLA actions are warranted

Some of the States that utilize RAs provided the following comments:


Often used to move a site to archived (No Further Remedial Action Planned or
NFRAP) status on CERCLIS for sites that have languished on CERCLIS for years or
decades.



In some cases there are data gaps, assumptions, or receptor information that
may have caused a site to score (conservatively) using SI worksheets in the past.
However, receptor issues may have changed and sites may no longer score. Data
gaps may point to need for sampling to determine whether there is really a
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release or impact to a receptor which may change the score. Also, on closer look,
many "observed releases" cannot actually be tied to the site, e.g., contaminants
not found on or used at the site. With reassessment, some sites drop out.


For sites with an older PA or SI that were not addressed under another State or
Federal program, this is the only means to collect contemporary information to
determine the risk posed by a site and determine if it qualifies for additional
State or Federal response.



They allow us to re-evaluate a site using more current considerations (e.g., vapor
intrusion pathway), or if a new contaminant should be tested for that wasn't
considered before, or if a removal site was designated NFRAP based on
inadequate post-removal testing.



It allows sites to enter our Brownfield Program earlier. It also allows the State to
request EPA to reopen Superfund investigations of properties.

States were asked for the reasons why their State (or EPA) decided to initiate CERCLA Site
Reassessment activities at their sites and to rank each of the 10 provided reasons in order of
importance to their State’s program (with number one being the most important reason).
(Figure 18)
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Note: The full text of the reasons is in Appendix B, Reassessment Section, Question 3.
The top three ranked reasons were:


The site was considered to need a more complete assessment. The site just
needed a second look.



More receptors/targets at site (e.g. New development around site) warranted a
Reassessment.



State or Responsible Party (RP) assessment work at the site resulted in the
discovery of more impacts to targets, resulting in a greater potential HRS score,
and/or more risk to human health or the environment associated with the site.
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The common theme for those top three reasons can be summarized as being that outdated
previous assessments often did not account for the current receptors being exposed to
contamination. These top three reasons highlight that previous assessments become outdated
over time due to changing site conditions. Changing site conditions may result in an increased
risk to human health and/or the environment. This finding points out the significance of RAs in
the site assessment process as an important tool to identify higher risk sites that warrant
further action.
When these responding States were asked to identify other reasons to conduct RAs, some
States observed that reassessments allow for site re-evaluation using more current
considerations (e.g., vapor intrusion pathway), and additional testing for a new contaminant
that was not considered before or if a removal site was designated “No Further Response
Action Needed” based on inadequate post-removal testing.

9. TRACKING AND OUTCOMES
The purpose of this section was to ascertain how the States track progress on Other Cleanup
Activity (OCA) State Lead Sites. Sites that have completed the Superfund remedial assessment
process and qualify to remain on the CERCLIS List (i.e., score 28.5 or greater) may be addressed
under the Superfund program if they are placed on the NPL. In an earlier section of this report
regarding HRS packages, 3 of the 35 responding States indicated they had no State program to
address these sites. While the remaining States reported they had State-authorized programs,
36% of States indicated that sometimes these programs are not viable options for addressing
these sites. Those sites that are addressed under State environmental cleanup programs may
be categorized by EPA as OCA-State Lead Sites.
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A Formal
Tracking System
35.1%

Information Can
Be Gathered by
Researching
Individual
Project Files
64.9%

Figure 19 – How States track progress on other OCA State Lead Sites

When States were asked how they track progress on OCA-State Lead Sites, most of the
responding States (24 or 64.9%) indicated that there was no formal tracking of specific
parameters. (Figure 19) Individual file review was required to understand the progress
accomplished at each site. The remainder of responding States (13 or 35.1%) tracked
achievement of specific milestones using a database. Milestones primarily included the stages
of investigation, cleanup and closure as pertinent to the individual State's program. The
software used to track progress at sites varied widely by State and included Access, Excel,
Oracle, Tempo, and software developed exclusively for use by individual States.

Yes
24.3%
No
75.7%

Figure 20 – Percentage of States that track redevelopment of OCA State Lead Sites
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States were asked if they track the economic benefits associated with redevelopment of OCAState Lead Sites and use it to tell "success stories”. As seen in Figure 20, 28 of the responding
States (75.7%) did not specifically track this. The 9 that did (24.3%) primarily tracked economic
benefits of redevelopment through their Brownfields program tracking mechanism. Many
more States may tell "success stories" through their Brownfields programs, but did not provide
a link to this information because they interpreted the question to refer to OCA State Lead Sites
only. In fact, a survey of the links provided by seven States to their websites showing
information on "success stories" indicated that States typically did not differentiate OCA-State
Lead category sites from their larger entire State population of sites. Interestingly, two States
defined "success" at these web sites in a broader context than redevelopment and reported on
the benefits of achieving site cleanup milestones. Since, the question specifically asked for
benefits associated with redevelopment, it may have failed to capture other benefits the States
might report.

No EffortMajor EffortAlready
Understaffed/
Tracking
No Funding
28.6%
34.3%
Minor EffortCan Reassign
Staff
37.1%

Figure 21 – Level of effort for States to track OCA State Lead Actions for EPA

Respondents were evenly divided in describing the level of effort involved in responding to
EPA's recent request that States provide information on the status of OCA-State Lead Sites, with
10 (28.6%) responding that they were already tracking the information and that this reporting
required no additional effort, 13 (37.1%) responding that the requirement only required minor
effort and 12 (34.3%) indicating that a major effort was required. (Figure 21) This may reflect
variation between how States track progress on sites overall or variations in the level of detail
requested between EPA regions. Based on comments, this may also be due to a variation in the
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number of OCA State Lead Sites in each State as some States commented that they did not
have many OCA State Lead Sites. In addition, some States commented that they were unaware
of an EPA request to provide information on OCA State Lead Sites and the question may have
been asked before States knew the full details of what information they would be asked to
provide.

Electronic Form
Available to States
and Submitted to
USEPA Headquarters
18.9%

Other
16.2%

Respond to USEPA
Regional Information
Request Once Per
Year
54.1%

Option to
Include This
Information in
Cooperative
Agreement
Quarterly
Reports
10.8%

Figure 22 – How best to tell OCA success stories to EPA

In the interest of telling OCA success stories to illustrate the benefits of non-NPL cleanups,
States were asked about the best method for reporting this information to EPA. The largest
number of responding States (20 or 54.1%) indicated that they would prefer to include this in
response to a yearly EPA request. Only 4 respondents (10.8%) wished to include this
information in quarterly reports. The remaining respondents were almost evenly divided
between an electronic form (7 or 18.9%) and some other reporting mechanism (6 or 16.2%)
(Figure 22) . Based on the comments received, most of the respondents selecting "other"
preferred not to report success stories at all because of limited personnel resources.
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10. IMPROVING THE SITE ASSESSMENT PROCESS
The purpose of this section was to collect State recommendations on ways to improve the Site
Assessment Process. States were asked “If one could start from scratch and design the process
by which potentially contaminated properties/sites are assessed, how would your State do it?
What would the process look like?” Respondents were instructed to select their top three
recommendations from nine possibilities and invited to offer their own suggestions.
Thirty-eight States responded to this question, as seen in Figure 23. By far, the response
selected most frequently was “Promote fullest achievable integration of Site Assessment with
State cleanup programs and EPA Removal and Remedial”. The second highest ranked response
was “Streamline PA and SI documents”. Two recommendations ranked closely as the third most
popular response. They were “Allow a modular approach to Site Assessment documents (e.g.,
like ASTM Phase I and II process) with more flexible work plans” and “Strengthen State’s inhouse capabilities”.
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CLP: The Contract Laboratory Program

Of the 9 possible responses, “Improve communications between States and EPA”, “Improve
Contract Laboratory Program” and “Streamline Hazard Ranking System Documentation Record
Requirements/Process”, were selected least frequently. The 5 States recommending improved
communication represent four EPA regions, which may suggest individual communication
challenges versus a more systematic problem in a specific region. Likewise, the 8 States
recommending that EPA should “Simplify Cooperative Agreement and Grants Management
Process to reduce administrative burden” represent Regions 3, 4, 5, 6 and 10. States in Regions
3, 4, and 6 recommended the Contract Laboratory Program be improved. One State expressed
frustration with the length of time to receive analytical data results and the resulting impact to
achieving its work plan commitments. The lack of priority placed on streamlining the Hazard
Ranking System may be a reflection of how few States prepare Hazard Ranking System (HRS)
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packages for EPA. According to the summary in the HRS packages section, only 21% of the
responding States prepare HRS packages.
Five States offered a specific suggestion as one of their top three ranked responses. These
included:


Resolve lack of EPA resources to review and comment on State work products which
slows the process



Require less EPA oversight on individual reports



Eliminate Contract Lab Program requirement during PA/SI phase of assessment



Improve and increase grant funding



Authorize States to conduct all CERCLA assessment and remedial actions while
continuing the federal Removal program
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Conclusions
In the Superfund Site Assessment Program: Benefits Beyond NPL Listing (March 2011) and
Superfund Site Assessment Program: Benefits Beyond NPL Listing Phase II (March 2012)
reports, the Focus Group demonstrated that nearly half of all sites evaluated by the Site
Assessment Program are addressed by non-NPL programs. While serving its primary purpose of
identifying the sites best cleaned up through the National Priorities List process, the Site
Assessment Program is truly a gateway to a variety of State and Federal cleanup programs,
leveraging more than 20,000 non-NPL site outcomes nationwide since program inception.
In this Analysis of Site Assessment Program Cooperative Agreements with States report, the
Focus Group follows up on the findings of the Benefits Beyond NPL Listing reports. The
previous reports collected and reported the numbers of non-NPL outcomes on a national scale,
however, their scope did not include investigating how these beneficial outcomes occur. The
goals of this report include showing how States leverage CERCLA Site Assessment work
products to achieve cleanup outcomes, both NPL and non-NPL. Additional goals included
gathering and analyzing information on how States:


use their Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement funding;



employ efficiencies and best practices to improve the Site Assessment program; and



track non-NPL beneficial outcomes of sites evaluated with their Site Assessment
Cooperative Agreement funding.

In order to achieve these goals, the Focus Group prepared a research tool that was distributed
electronically in January 2013 to all States. States were asked about eight topics: Cooperative
Agreements, Pre-CERCLIS Screening, Targeted Site Discovery Initiatives, Preliminary
Assessment/Site Inspection, Hazard Ranking System, Reassessment, Outcomes/Tracking and
Overall Site Assessment Program Improvement. The Focus Group received a high response
rate to the research. Thirty-nine States representing all ten EPA regions and the District of
Columbia participated in this research providing a nation-wide participation rate of 78%. The
Focus Group believes that this high response rate increases the data’s validity and usefulness.

How Does the Site Assessment Program Leverage Beneficial Outcomes?
With respect to investigating how non-NPL beneficial outcomes occur, the research results
show that States regularly use Site Assessment reports and data to achieve both NPL and nonNPL cleanup outcomes, multiplying the benefit of the Site Assessment Program. Site
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Assessment work products are used by States for identifying and prioritizing sites for State
voluntary cleanup, State fund-lead cleanup or enforcement, Brownfields redevelopment,
Targeted Brownfields Assessment and State-led response to control human exposure, among
other uses. The research identified that the most significant use of the data is to identify sites
needing State-led response to control human exposure.
Nearly all of the responding States (97%), reported that Site Assessment reports and data are
used for prioritizing sites for State voluntary cleanup, State fund-lead cleanup or enforcement.
Nearly half of these States, or 45.9%, leverage Site Assessment reports and data for either a
majority or for a significant fraction of these non-NPL decisions.
A significant majority of the responding States (85.5%), representing all EPA regions, reported
that Site Assessment reports and data are used for identifying sites for Brownfields
redevelopment or planning a Targeted Brownfields Assessment. Sixteen percent of States were
able to leverage Site Assessment reports and data for either a majority or for a significant
fraction of these non-NPL decisions.
Nearly all of the responding States (97.3%), representing all EPA regions reported that Site
Assessment reports and data are used for identifying sites for a State-led response to control
human exposure. Forty-six percent of States were able to leverage Site Assessment reports and
data for either a majority or for a significant fraction of these non-NPL decisions. Other
reported uses of these reports and data included to:


Request EPA emergency removal assistance



Evaluate possible future enforcement



Refer to local (City or County) agency



Encourage Potentially Responsible Parties to enter State Voluntary Cleanup Programs or
Brownfields



Refer to other State cleanup programs - Underground Storage Tank, Solid Waste, RCRA



Provide a baseline for more intensive future investigations that will determine the
nature and extent of contamination and lead to a specific cleanup program (Voluntary
Cleanup Program (VCP), etc.)

Many States partner with EPA via Superfund Cooperative Agreements to fund States to conduct
site assessments within their jurisdiction. States receiving this assistance develop the necessary
professional and programmatic capacity to investigate CERCLIS sites and determine which merit
federal NPL cleanup assistance or are more appropriately addressed by other programs.
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State feedback regarding the value of Site Assessment Cooperative Agreements between EPA
and States reflect the broad spectrum of beneficial outcomes that result from such
partnerships. Two of these outcomes were “CERCLA Site Assessment activity gains the
attention of responsible parties, sometimes getting them to the table to negotiate State-lead
cleanups” and “Our State’s Cooperative Agreement contributes a significant portion of our
agency’s resources for prioritizing and assessing sites in our State, providing the sampling and
documentation necessary to manage the sites under State and federal non-NPL programs such
as State voluntary cleanup, State and federal removal, Brownfields, Superfund Alternative
Approach and State- and industry-specific cleanup programs”, which ranked nearly evenly with
“Gets sites listed on the NPL.” These responses reinforce the research finding that States
regularly use Site Assessment reports and data to achieve both NPL and non-NPL cleanup
outcomes, multiplying the benefit of the Site Assessment Program.

How Can We Improve the Site Assessment Program?
In light of reduced State and federal resources, the Focus Group sought State’s
recommendations on improving the Site Assessment Program. The participating States are
well-positioned to offer suggestions based on direct Site Assessment Program knowledge and
experience. For example, 90% of participating States report having a Site Assessment
Cooperative Agreement with EPA. The majority of participants use State personnel to perform
Preliminary Assessments (71.8%) and Site Inspections (64.1%).
States were asked “If one could start from scratch and design the process by which potentially
contaminated properties/sites are assessed, how would your State do it? What would the
process look like?” By far, the response selected most frequently was “Promote fullest
achievable integration of Site Assessment with State cleanup programs and EPA Removal and
Remedial”. The second highest ranked response was “Streamline PA and SI documents”. Two
recommendations ranked closely as the third most popular response. They were “Allow a
modular approach to Site Assessment documents (e.g., like ASTM Phase I and II process) with
more flexible work plans” and “Strengthen State’s in-house capabilities”.
States were also asked about best practices and how their own State has improved the PA/SI
process. The responses fell into three categories including: use of technology (GIS),
streamlining PA and SI processes, and use of field screening equipment. Responses included:


Conduct all PAs and SIs internally



Conduct several PAs in the same area or at the same time
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Standardize and streamline documents



Use GIS technology and mapping



Combine PA and SI for remote locations. Conduct watershed approach to help with
access and holistic understanding.



Remove need to wait for approval from EPA before moving to the next stage (PA to SI).



Use field equipment (XRF, colorimetric, field GC) to screen samples in the field and only
send subset to the lab to save time and money. Use of State-owned Geoprobe® means
no contractor costs.



Spread word about PA/SI program to other State agencies (emergency response,
enforcement, bankruptcy, drinking water). This allows them to identify potential PA/SI
sites.



Sample during pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessment (PSA) to lead to abbreviated PAs and
SIs

The Focus Group also asked States how to improve the HRS Documentation Record preparation
phase. The majority of the respondents indicated that for sites where only one pathway needs
to be scored to achieve a site score greater than 28.5, include only the information and
references necessary to justify the assigned value. The second highest rank for improvement
recommends applying a risk management decision-making approach to tailor the level of
quality assurance reviews to whether comments on the Documentation Record are expected
and if a viable responsible party exists. The third highest rank for improvement would permit
the use of field screening data in the Documentation Record.

Trends in the Site Assessment Program
The research collected information on how States use their Cooperative Agreement funding.
These results revealed a number of trends in the Site Assessment Program.
For example, the research results indicate that more States are beginning to use Pre-CERCLIS
Screening Assessments and these assessments form a vital part of the overall Site Assessment
process. A significant majority (60.5%) of responding States representing all EPA regions,
reported that Pre-CERCLIS screenings form either an integral part of that particular State’s Site
Assessment process (34.2%) or were a significant part of the Site Assessment Program for that
particular State (26.3%). The comments indicate that this is still a rather new part of several
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States’ programs and is growing to become a more integral part of a particular State’s Site
Assessment process. It appears targeted sampling for a Pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessment
could be a cost-effective way of determining whether CERCLIS entry criteria are met and
evaluating whether a release or threat of release of hazardous substances, pollutants or
contaminants was present at a site consistent with Preliminary Assessment criteria. Nearly all
responding States felt that the Pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessments were useful in prioritizing
sites for CERCLIS entry, moving a site to a State program, eliminating the site from further
consideration as a Site Assessment candidate site, developing a PA/SI strategy, and even
obtaining an initial idea of sites that might eventually warrant Hazard Ranking System packages
for inclusion on the National Priorities List.
These results suggest that Pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessment should be a priority for EPA
funding as they are an effective tool for many States to initially screen sites thus not only
lowering the Preliminary Assessment backlog, but identifying sites that truly are candidates for
further consideration through the Site Assessment process.
A significant majority of States (over 80%) agree that Site Reassessments (RAs) are an effective
tool for their State in determining if further actions are needed under CERCLA. Of the States
who indicated that RAs are not an effective tool, most States either had no involvement with
the RA initiation or did not conduct Reassessments. These findings suggest that State
involvement during the RA process is beneficial in determining whether further actions are
needed at CERCLA caliber sites and in appreciating the value of the RAs. The majority of States
(over 70%) indicate that both States and EPA take an active role in initiating RAs. Stateidentified reasons for why RAs are effective highlight that previous assessments become
outdated over time due to changing site conditions, which may result in an increased risk to
human health and the environment. This finding points out the significance of RAs in the site
assessment process as an important tool to identify higher risk sites that warrant further action.
Site Reassessment will likely become a more dominant portion of the Site Assessment Program
as the initial assessment of a site becomes outdated due to shifts in population and land use
that affects targets near a site.
A majority of States (69%) indicate that targeted site discovery initiatives are useful. The
highest ranked benefits were: 1) useful for identifying sites for the NPL; 2) documentation;
used for identifying sites; ultimately addressed by other programs (e.g., Brownfields); 3) useful
for CERCLIS decisions/provides finality for site; and, 4) staff become expert/knowledgeable
about industry sector/sites through the discovery initiative. Of those States indicating that
these initiatives are not useful and offering an explanation, all the commenters stated that their
State does not conduct these initiatives
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Availability of State Programs to Address NPL-Caliber Sites
This research shows that Site Assessment work products are used by States for identifying and
prioritizing sites for non-NPL State programs such as voluntary cleanup, fund-lead cleanup or
enforcement, and State-led response to control human exposure. Therefore, the Focus Group
was interested in learning whether State programs are addressing both NPL-caliber and sites
that do not score above 28.5.
Thirty-six percent of States indicated that there are sites within their State that score above
28.5, are not selected for the NPL, and a State program is not a viable option for addressing the
site.
For those sites that score above 28.5, are not selected for the NPL and a State program is a
suitable option, the research shows a variety of State programs exist. Approximately 92% of
States indicated that their States have other programs for managing these types of sites while
approximately 8% indicated that they have no means of managing these sites. Of the 35 States
that have other programs, 62.9% have State Funded Superfund, 82.9% have Privately-Financed
Voluntary Cleanup, 48.6% have State Funded Removal, 40% have State Funded Brownfield
Programs, 37.1% have industry specific programs such as dry cleaner or Underground Storage
Tank funds, 85.7% have State Enforcement, and 11.4% have other State programs. Five States
with authorized State programs to manage these sites commented that this capability applies
only to sites with viable responsible parties.

Tracking Non-NPL Outcomes
States were asked if and how they track progress on Other Cleanup Activity (OCA) State Lead
Sites. Most of the responding States (64.9%) indicated that there was no formal tracking of
OCA State Lead Sites. Individual file review was required to understand the progress
accomplished at each site. The remainder of responding States tracked achievement of specific
milestones using a database.
A significant majority of States (75.7%) did not specifically track redevelopment economic
benefits. The9 that did (24.3%) primarily tracked economic benefits of redevelopment through
their Brownfields program tracking mechanism.

39

Summary
In summary, the research results show that States regularly use Site Assessment reports and
data to achieve both NPL and non-NPL cleanup outcomes, multiplying the benefit of the Site
Assessment Program. Site Assessment work products are used by States for identifying and
prioritizing sites for State voluntary cleanup, State fund-lead cleanup or enforcement,
Brownfields redevelopment, Targeted Brownfields Assessment and State-led response to
control human exposure, among other uses. The research indicates the most significant use of
the data is to identify sites needing State-led response to control human exposure. State
feedback regarding the value of Site Assessment Cooperative Agreements between EPA and
States reflect the broad spectrum of beneficial outcomes that result from such partnerships.
While a variety of State-authorized programs may be viable options for cleaning up sites that
advance through the Site Assessment process, they may not be suitable for addressing NPLcaliber sites. Thirty-six percent of States indicated that there are sites within their State that
score above 28.5, are not selected for the NPL, and a State program is not a viable option for
addressing the site.
Research results show that Pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessment are becoming a more vital part
of the overall Site Assessment process and suggest that they should be a priority for EPA
funding as they are an effective tool for many States to initially screen sites, thereby lowering
the Preliminary Assessment backlog and prioritizing sites that are truly candidates for further
Site Assessment resources. Site Reassessments and targeted site discovery are also valued.
Site Reassessments may be used more frequently as site assessment documents become
outdated due to shifts in population and land use.
States recommend the Site Assessment Program be improved through program integration and
making documents more efficient (streamlining and modular approach). State-identified PA/SI
best practices included increased use of field screening equipment, combining PAs and SIs for
remote locations, area-wide PA/SI and broadcasting the uses of PA/SI to other agencies.
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Appendix A
ASTSWMO Site Evaluation Focus Group
Research Tool: State Comments

Cooperative Agreement:
The benefits of a Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement for my State are:
-

-

-

[Our state] does not have a SA Cooperative Agreement; however we work with EPA Region
VI SA to address sites which the PA/SI process provides benefits (gain data/NPL designation)
I put in a rank order but all of the above are important to our cleanup program.
Ability to screen sites to determine most appropriate course of action (i.e., State Superfund,
State Voluntary Program).
Provides resources to evaluate sites that are a priority and lack O/Ops with the means to
reimburse the department for the evaluations.
[We] had a pre-remedial cooperative agreement for only one year. We have completed
several PAs but no SIs and therefore haven't really gotten into the Hazard Ranking system.
So many of the answers in this survey are basic guesses as to what we might do and a
couple of the questions haven't been answered at all.
I thought the choices you provided were excellent and reflect the benefits I would have
selected to acknowledge.
Information and data compiled during the PA/SI process can be useful to [our state]
personnel in future involvement at a site; such as, sampling data and historical information.
Allows us to evaluate sites referred by other programs within our department, such as
RCRA.
Please note that historically the state's site assessment cooperative agreement provided
significant resources to assist us in providing sample documentation at sites, but we are not
getting money for this work anymore.
Forges valuable relationships with our EPA counterparts. Rank #2

Pre-CERCLIS Screening:
Are Pre-CERCLIS Assessments a significant part of your State's Site Assessment program or
process?: Comments:
-

Our departments Site Assessment activity has declined steadily over the years, and our
PA/SI grant is therefore important to retain at least a baseline level of site assessment work.
We just started doing these within the last couple years.
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-

-

-

The majority of the sites in this program are assessed using Pre-CERCLIS screening. This tool
is the lowest-cost way that our state gets valuable information to move sites to the next
step in the cleanup process.
It is the first step in our SAS process for finding site to conduct more work on.
Historically we have used frequently but EPA has requested we minimize their use and go to
PA instead to expedite the process.
There needs to be a more effective mechanism for discovering new sites in order for PreCERCLIS Assessments to become a more significant part of the Site Assessment Program.
Pre-CERCLIS screening is becoming a larger part of our SA Program.
Only began formally using them within the last year when Final Agency Decisions were
replaced with Superfund Remedial Site Assessment metrics
Pre-CERCLIS Screenings are used for prioritize and delineate future Site Assessment
projects.
Was used more in the past.
Without Pre-CERCLIS Assessments a majority of the sites that we now have in [our state]
List of Potential Hazardous Substance sites would never be evaluated timely due to lack of
State funding.
Pre-CERCLIS Assessments are an essential and foundational part of our Site Assessment
Program and are necessary to establish CERCLA assessment priorities.

Does your State conduct sampling during Pre-CERCLIS assessments?: Comments
-

-

In most cases we have data from the reporting party.
State funded site assessment actions include Phase I and Phase II investigations prior to
CERCLIS entry.
We conduct sampling for our own state program and internal state priority system.
We conduct limited, focused sampling based on the site's history to determine if a release
requiring further evaluation has occurred at the property. Often, this goal cannot be
achieved without some sampling data.
Although sampling has not been conducted on any Pre-CERCLIS assessments, they could be
done in the future if needed.
If we have sufficient contamination data in file, no. If we don't have sufficient
contamination data, yes.
Not at this time although EPA would probably support us if we wanted to do this.
We have used both state program staff as well as state contractors to conduct Pre-CERCLIS
assessments.
Mostly no sample collection during PCS phase. However, "screening sampling" (e.g., XRF)
may be conducted.
May occasionally use X-ray fluorescence screening.
Primarily using field based technologies.
Not all the time but we try to do it more and more frequently as for our state it makes the
process more efficient in the long run.
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-

Not usually, but sometimes.
EPA Region 1 has typically not allowed sampling during Pre-CERCLIS assessments.
Our staff has been training using Pre-Redial grant dollars to acquire samples properly and
then later log them in to EPA's Equis database using Scribe.
Determining if there has been a release of hazardous substances is essential in determining
priorities for CERCLA site assessment.

Are Pre-CERCLIS assessments an effective tool in your State for prioritizing sites needing further
assessment (and thus only entering sites into CERCLIS that appear to be more significant
sites/releases) or referring sites to a State program prior to CERCLIS entry?: Comments
-

-

-

This should be the goal.
Some selected sites warrant pre-CERCLIS assessment.
Most of the sites we conduct Pre-CERCLIS screens on are not entered into CERCLIS.
DEQ likes having the ability to choose which Pre-CERCLIS screenings sites will move on to
CERCLIS listing and follow-up.
A visit to the site quickly gives us an idea of proximity of residences, also if the area is using
groundwater for potable purposes. This is important when looking for vapor intrusion or
drinking water targets.
The Pre-CERCLIS assessment allows us to focus on the information that is most valuable to
determining a strategy to move the site through the cleanup process.
It is prioritized based on site score.
Pre-CERCLIS Assessments are a very effective tool for prioritizing sites needing further
assessments; however, as stated in Question 1, site discovery is a limiting factor in this
process.
We anticipate Pre-CERCLIS Screenings will allow for better decisions regarding sites that are
entered into CERCLIS.
We only do a few Pre-CERCLIS Screenings a year so we try to focus on the more severe sites
that have a potential for NPL listing to start.
Currently used to review sites that appear to warrant federal activity. However, sometimes
in the course of that review, it becomes evident that addressing sites through the State
program should be attempted first.
- We evaluate cases where drinking water has become contaminated and are trying to
identify sources. We know if we find a source site that it will most likely score >28.5
because we have ground water targets. Having the ability to sample ground water during
this phase allows us to track plumes and screen out sites that would not score on the HRS
insuring that we only put NPL caliber sites on CERCLIS.
- This question is an understatement. Without Pre-CERCLIS assessments, our State program
would not be near as advanced as it is today. It has provided valuable training to staff, and
prioritization to sites needing additional state and Federal oversight.
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- As stated above, the pre-CERCLIS assessments are an essential and necessary part of the
site assessment process for determining CERCLA site assessment, remediation, and removal
priorities.

Targeted Site Discovery Initiatives:
The benefits to my State of Targeted Site Discovery Initiatives (i.e., discovery efforts that target a
specific industry, environmental concern or geographic area) are: Comments
-

-

Targeting sites helps us meet our objective to inventory inactive mine sites.
Site Discovery works well, but caused problems in the past when the grant included a
quota. There was pressure to send in sites that perhaps should not have been on CERCLIS
just to meet the quota.
The most important outcome is to be able to use federal resources to prioritize sites for
follow-up work.
Our state does not have the resources to conduct industry-sector wide screenings. We
focus on sites with evidence of a release only.
The [State’s] SAS does not currently participate in Targeted Site Discovery Initiatives.
We don't do this, sorry.
We haven't utilized targeted initiatives.
Although this may be a valuable tool, we have not used it in our state.
[our state] has never conducted a Targeted Site Discovery Initiative.
Site discovery initiative have not happened in [our state] for many years.
Such initiatives have not been conducted in our state in recent years.
These investigations were previously done in [our state] but have been halted due to
funding limitations. During our assessments of two specific sectors, many sites were
identified that needed CERCLA site assessment activities, and several of these eventually
were referred for removal actions and additional CERCLA remedial site assessment.

Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection:
Does your State rely on CERCLA Site Assessment reports and data to guide or support decisions
by other programs in your agency: Comments:
-

Our state has some, but very limited, capacity to conduct state-led response to control
human exposures.
We have occasionally identified a source of contamination coming from an active RCRA
facility and have referred it to RCRA.
We used to use CAs for equipment but not anymore.
I hope that in the future PA/SI work can evaluate vapor intrusion as this is a real threat to
public health.
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-

-

-

-

When appropriate, other state programs do benefit from the information gathered during
the Site Assessment process.
We work with EPA and their contractors to target sites and sampling where information on
impacts to receptors would help prioritize sites for state program response or enforcement
10b) Sometimes the only information we have on old abandoned sites is work that was
done for site assessment program SI. This is often the starting point for potential
prospective purchasers doing due diligence 10c) Similar to 10a...We work to focus site
assessment sampling on determining if any.
Receptors are actually affected so that actions can be taken to mitigate exposure.
Rarely because over the last 10-years, [our State] has used their state brownfield program
(Clean [state] Fund). This fund is diminishing, so [our state] may perform this task using the
site assessment CA more in the future, but unknown if or how.
[our State] typically only uses the federal site assessment process if we have an orphan
property, difficult or multiple complex PRPs, state authority issues, or a very complex
technical site.
Site Assessment funding provides nearly all of the funding to assess potential sites in [our
state]. The Site Assessment program is the key element in determining whether or not a
site proceeds through either the CERCLA site assessment process, is a candidate for a
Brownfields assessment, or gets referred to a State cleanup program or trust fund cleanup
program.

Is the data from the PA or SI used for any other purpose not listed above?
-

-

-

For referral to other programs...UST, solid waste, RCRA.
Provided to properties owners so they can understand potential risks with land use
changes.
It often provides the "gorilla in the closet" to encourage PRPs to enter the Voluntary
Cleanup Program or Brownfields Program.
EPA Region 10 permits us to collect a few grab samples as part of our federal PAs, which is
helpful in determining whether releases have occurred.
Yes, some of the well data have been used in unrelated projects (i.e., looking for well
elevations or certain contaminants in a regional setting). Also, some real estate
transactions use the information to see what sites are around a certain area. And they are
useful in that they contain historical information on the disposal and operational practices
at old sites.
To provide better definition of the nature, degree, and extent of contamination at a site
that most often results in either an RP-lead, state-lead, federal removals action, or (more so
in the past) listing on the NPL.
Data is used to determine if a site can qualify as a no further action needed or if any risk is
involved.
To remove NFRAPs from active database.
Data from SI's is often used to request EPA emergency removal assistance.
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-

Possible future enforcement actions or referral to a local (City or County) agency.
For identifying sites for potential Removal Action from the Region I Removals Program.
That pretty much covers it.
In [our state] research to identify past owners and operators of facilities for responsible
party determinations is also conducted during PAs and SIs. Integrated Assessments are also
conducted at sites that may be removal action candidates.

Please describe any best practices that your State has to improve efficiencies in the PA/SI stage
of site assessments. Please fill in the box below.
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

We try to 'spread the word' about the purpose and capabilities of our program with other
sections in our agency, including emergency response, region waste managers and staff,
enforcement, bankruptcy, and public drinking water, which helps them to identify problem
sites that may be eligible for addressing through Superfund (first assessed through PA/SI).
Our State & Federal Removals coordinator is also in close communication with our PA/SI
Program Coordinator to promote synergy. Ideally, PMs who work PA/SI projects are first
trained to assist lead PMs with PA/SI assessments before receiving their own assignments.
Combining PAs and SIs for remote locations saves significant resources and time. Using a
watershed approach also helps with access and providing a more holistic understanding of
contamination. It also helps in coordination with the water quality program.
We conduct all aspects of PAs and SIs in house, including analysis of samples.
We will often conduct several PAs in the same area or at the same time to minimize
mobilization costs and enable a single background section write-up to apply to more than
one site.
Haven't developed any best practices yet. We are on our first cooperative agreement and
we are still feeling our way. Plus we've had difficulties with our contracting process, so a lot
of planned work has not been completed yet.
When we do a Pre-CERCLIS survey and it is a site we plan to propose for further work, we
submit the Site Discovery form along with the Pre-CERCLIS survey. And more recently, we
have used our state remedial contract to perform some supplemental investigation work
during the SI stage in the event that a site could be impacting human health or the
environment. This bridges the time gap that would be expected if we were to wait to get
the additional data in an ESI.
[Our state] has not been particularly successful in improving the efficiencies of a very timeconsuming and involved processes of conducting PAs and especially SIs.
We investigate site history before conducting a site visit. We have a list of multiple sites to
investigate in a region during the site discovery and PSA process. We keep a list of resources
on hand that we refer to during the PA/SI process. We work as a group during the PA/SI
process to get everyone's input. We have a mapping SOP and a Pre-and-Post Sampling
Checklist to help the PA/SI process.
More resources, more funding.
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-

-

-

-

-

-

-

[our department] routinely gains efficiency through the use of ARCGIS (ARCMAP) for all our
projects. This includes layers with parcel information, GW well targets, etc., which greatly
improves our efficiency.
We have standardized and streamlined some documents and practices, such as the
following: • Data Quality Objectives in Work Plans; • Site Conceptual Models in Analytical
Results Reports; • Site Access agreements ; and, • Site Health & Safety Plans.
Use of template report preparations, integration of GIS, use of a small group of staff to
refine specific skillsets.
Use of GIS-based information for decision-making; - Use of field screening techniques (XRF,
direct-push probe, mobile laboratory, etc.); - Use of flexible work plans during SI/ESI.
The [department] has tried to streamline the Site Assessment process by moving sites as
quickly as possible from the PA and through the SI stages to attempt to get final
recommendations for NPL listing as soon as possible.
Numerous efficiencies have been identified by the department and other state agencies in
the past. While some have been adopted by headquarters, some have not.
Based on my experiences, doing PA/SI with limited sampling provides more useful data up
front to either move a project forward sooner or drop it from the list of sites.
Hiring technical assistance contractors to carry out field work, so that we do not have to
maintain equipment.
EPA contractors do this work. We work with them and EPA to optimize workplans to
address HRS issues and receptor issues that could affect state response action.
Because we sample during the PSA phase and determine with some level of confidence that
a release has occurred at a site, we complete abbreviated PAs and quickly move to the SI
phase to evaluate areas of concern. We employ field screening analytical methods using
direct push technologies coupled with CLP quality data during our investigations.
Performing the PA and then having to wait for formal approval on the report from the
Region is often time-consuming. States cannot begin spending time on the SI work-plan,
until the signature from the Region has been secured. Region V does not appear to have
the resources to turn projects around quickly enough for states to perform both of these
activities in one grant cycle any longer due to the new approval process.
[Department]/DoR is continually learning how to meet all the facets/requirements of
QA/QC that are needed to ensure samples are collected properly and are legally defensible.
I am not sure this is the answer you are looking for but it is # 1 concern for us.
Use of field analytical techniques such as XRF, field colorimetric analysis and field gas
chromatography is a key element for [our state] in establishing program efficiency and
savings in analytical costs as more samples per site gives a significantly better quality
assessment with greater confidence in determining site risks and impacts and determining
site priorities for additional site assessment, removal action or remedial work. [our state]
also has the ability to operate our own drill rigs, Geoprobe units, etc., which saves on time
and funding in minimizing an extensive and expensive contract process and allows us again
to maximize sampling efficiency per site.
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Hazard Ranking System:
For sites that score above 28.5 and are not selected for the NPL does your State have other
authorized State programs to manage these sites?: Comments
-

-

-

-

-

1. [Our state] doesn't have a program, but does have legal authority to require cleanups
through consent decrees. We also have a VCP.
2. [our state] has a "mini" CERCLA type statute and regulation that has adequate tools to
oversee and require investigation and cleanup actions at private party sites that score over
28.5. It becomes more difficult when federal agencies are PRP because they invoke their
lead CERLCA agency authority which blurs the State enforcement authority.
1. But only if there is a ready and willing PRP. My state does not have a State Superfund
Law and relies on its Nuisance Law to require cleanups. This means that the process
requires a lot of our attorneys time and involves our AG's office - not the preferred method
of enforcement.
EPA "refers" these sites to departments Cleanup Program for follow-up.
3. Voluntary compliance programs only. If there is no viable Responsible Party, [our state]
has no way to manage sites scoring above 28.5 on its own.
State-Funded Response Program actions using state-funding provided by the Environmental
Fund.
We have a State Priority List Program.
This is for question 13 above. We prepare the Quickscore, not the complete HRS package.
[Our state] does not have a state Superfund program.
[Our state’s] Part 201, Environmental Remediation program handles these sites.
[Our state] has its own superfund law that allows us to require responsible parties to
address releases of hazardous substances, including petroleum. The state does not have a
mechanism to address sites without viable responsible parties.
In certain cases we have a limited amount of State Orphan funds under our Brownfields and
Redevelopment Program that we can utilize for higher priority sites
Documented discharges where an RP is known are managed by our State's private Licensed
Site Remediation Professional Program. Cases that fall out of that program are handled by
our Enforcement Program. If no viable RP exists, we have a Publicly Funded Program that
has the ability to perform cleanups.
The Division of Remediation is the [state’s] Division that is responsible to oversee the
cleanup of such sites.
[our state] in the past has performed HRS documentation records, but the time involved in
preparing these was not beneficial compared to performing more lower level site
assessments and assessing more sites. [our state] also has a Memorandum of Agreement
for NPL-caliber sites through State programs if there is a willing responsible party who
wishes to participate with [our state].
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Are there sites in your State that score above 28.5 that are not selected for the NPL and an
authorized State program is not viable for addressing the site?: Comments
-

-

-

-

-

There are multiple federal agency sites that score above 28.5 and, in some cases; there are
challenges between State authority and the federal agencies utilizing their delegated
CERCLA authority. Some federal agencies’ interpretation of EO 12580 delegating them
CERCLA lead agency authority means they do not need state involvement regardless of
state cleanup regulations.
We have had many sites that scored over 28.5 that EPA chose not to pursue. If the state
cannot find a viable PRP, the site sits contaminated until we reopen it due to complaints or
other factors.
We have enough flexibility (if not the funding) to handle all situations.
We hope that the site will eventually change ownership and that environmental problems
can be addressed as part of our Brownfields Covenant Program.
A former State Priority List site, was too expensive to clean with using just state funds.
Sites without viable PRPs.
We have the authority to address all sites but we do not always have the resources to
respond to the site (program staff, enforcement staff or cleanup dollars).
Possibly.
[Our state] has limited resources to address sites without viable RPs.
As there is only a limited amount of State funds; only those that present the greatest risk to
human health and the environment are selected, therefore, a lot of sites that score above
28.5 may be excluded.
Some sites have taken a good number of years to get the resources to get listed.
Sites may score at SI stage with minimal information as to whether there is an observed
release to media or actual contamination of a receptor. Therefore a site may score but not
actually have enough information as to whether there is an actual release to GW or SW.
Many sites score on likelihood of release and potential to impact receptors with no solid
sampling data. Therefore, they do not rise to the level of enforcement and do not
necessarily trigger state program unless they transfer or the site owner enters our voluntary
cleanup program.
If site is orphan, [our state] has little to no resources to address it.
However, this is all dependent on funding if the site gets addressed timely.

What would most improve the HRS Documentation Record preparation phase?: Comments
-

Revise to reflect current issues like soil vapor, and ability to incorporate state risk numbers.
Require the Contractor to cross check important ranking criteria to ensure that it is
accurate. We have experienced cases where a contractor takes information out of an OLD
PA and uses it, without checking its accuracy, in the HRS Documentation process. It has
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-

been very difficult in the past to challenge the contractor and get correct information in the
HRS. These have been important issues like, "where is the PPE?"
Most of this is not applicable, since [our State] does not do any HRS ranking work.
Not familiar enough with the process to comment.
No comment on this since we do not prepare HRS packages.
[our state] has not prepared a full HRS package in recent years.
No issues with the current process/program.
[Our State] has programs; however state funding is very limited, therefore limiting state’s
ability to investigate/remediate orphan sites that won't go NPL.
Include the vapor intrusion pathway in the scoring.
Minimize input of attorneys on the process. The scoring process should be as objective as
possible.

Reassessment:
Are Site Reassessments an effective tool for your State in determining if further actions are
needed under CERCLA?: Comments
-

-

Sometimes, things are just missed or conditions have changed, that need attention.
It allows sites to enter our Brownfield Program earlier. It also allows the state to request
EPA to reopen Superfund investigations of properties.
Reassessments have not occurred much, if at all, in [our state].
They allow us to re-evaluate a site using more current considerations (i.e., vapor intrusion
pathway), or if a new contaminant should be tested for that wasn't considered before, or if
a removal site was designated NFRAP based on inadequate post-removal testing.
If new information indicates a change in site conditions since the original assessment it is
reasonable to perform reassessment.
Often used to move a site to archived (NFRAP) status on CERCLIS for sites that have
languished on CERCLIS for years or decades.
[Our state’s] SAS does not currently use Site Reassessments, so it is not a very effective tool.
The majority of [our state’s] Site Assessment work is in the form of Reassessments.
Not really utilized.
Seems that EPA is reluctant to reassess sites.
These rarely occur in [our State].
In some cases there are data gaps, assumptions, or receptor information that may have
caused a site to score (conservatively) using SI worksheets in the past. However, receptor
issues may have changed and sites may no longer score. Data gaps may point to need for
sampling to determine whether there is really a release or impact to a receptor which may
change the score. Also, on closer look, many "observed releases" cannot actually be tied to
the site, i.e., contaminants not found on or used at the site. With reassessment, some sites
drop out.
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What were the reasons that your State (or USEPA) decided to initiate CERCLA Site Reassessment
activity at the sites counted in questions above?: Comments
-

-

-

We have not had to initiate any site re-assessment to this point. If necessary, we would
probably do them in conjunction with EPA.
They allow us to re-evaluate a site using more current considerations (i.e., vapor intrusion
pathway), or if a new contaminant should be tested for that wasn't considered before, or if
a removal site was designated NFRAP based on inadequate post-removal testing.
Our state] pursues voluntary compliance through Responsible Parties wherever possible.
We resort to the Site Assessment program primarily where RPs are not financially viable or
uncooperative.
These ten reasons are all about equally common and important to our agency.
Site Reassessments appear to be the only type of assessment work allowed by Region 1 at
sites which alreadyhad a PA/SI for at least the past 5 years.

Outcomes/Tracking:
How does your State track progress on OCA-State Lead sites?:OCA-State Lead Sites We have a
formal tracking system that tracks the following parameters:
-

-

-

Environmental covenants, benefits, funding sources.
All milestones of the site.
Actions taken.
Site progress.
Some of the critical information gathered for VCP projects includes site name, address,
application date, Certificate of Completion date and the EPA CERCLIS archive date.
The state is currently in the process of developing and implementing a comprehensive
cross-program database. The parameters tracked may vary by program.
Our database tracks the actions completed at a site (e.g., order issued; [our state] started
and completed; risk assessment started and completed; FS started and completed;
proposed plan issued; ROD issued; remedial design started and completed; remedial action
started and completed; institutional controls; O&M requirements; project schedule; etc).
Discovery, Investigation, Clean Up, Certification
We have a formal tracking system that tracks the following parameters: reports received in
the last 4-years have been recorded in our Case Management System (CMS) so we can see
what reports have been received by [our department]. Prior to that, required file review or
knowledge of the department’s project manager to update status in notes in CMS
Completion dates of significant project events (RI, FS, etc.) and updates to site status.

52

If applicable this tracking system uses the following software:OCA-State Lead Sites
-

Proprietary, developed in-house with a contractor.
Oracle
EXCELspreadsheets & an Access Database.
TEMPO database
Access 2003
Do not know the software but there are two databases called "Envirostor" and
"Geotracker".
Access

Comments: OCA-State Lead Sites
-

We do not have current OCA - State Lead Sites.
Brownfields (tracking system), VCP programs.
We have workshare meetings where we discuss the status of these sites with EPA contacts,
and these sites are maintained on the State Master List which is reviewed periodically.
Bureau of Remediation & Redevelopment Tracking System ("BRRTS")
We have to manually compare state sites to EPA OCA list because there is no link between
the two.
EPA has used the OCA designation as a mechanism to track CERCLIS sites where the VCP is
the primary lead for the assessment and cleanup.
Tracking done on a site by site basis.
Our IT management does not want us to upgrade our Access database. They want us to
switch to a different database, even though the current system is functioning as needed.
We have a formal tracking system to track sites in our universe, but it is not set up to track
sites classified as OCA-State Lead.
Yes. Can you provide a link to your "success stories"?: Does your State track the economic
benefits associated with redevelopment of OCA-State Lead sites and use it to tell "success
stories"?
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/waste-mgmt-remediation/brownfields/success-stories.aspx
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Land/MarylandBrownfieldVCP/ERRP_Superfund/P
ages/index.aspx
http://dnr.wi.gov/topic/Brownfields/Success.html
http://www.adeq.state.ar.us/hazwaste/bf/default.htm
http://www.superfund.utah.gov/docs/BrownfieldsNLwinter2013.pdf
http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/Success/index.cfm
http://www.kdheks.gov/remedial/milestones.html
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Does your State track the economic benefits associated with redevelopment of OCA-State Lead
sites and use it to tell "success stories"?: Comments
-

We do not require the reporting of economic information; however, if we obtain the
information, we will put it in our site summaries.
[our department] works closely with a State University to manage the Brownfield sites in
[our state].
[our state] is working to collect economic data, when possible, on VCP sites, including those
with an OCA designation.

How does USEPA's recent request that States track the status of sites addressed through OCAState Lead actions impact your State?: Comments
-

-

-

-

Not aware of the request.
So far, no detailed information has been requested by the Region on these sites. The effort
to respond to the information requested should be minimal. If more detail is required in
the future, please keep in mind that staff time spent preparing reports reduces staff time
available to move sites through the cleanup process.
[our state] only has 12 OCA sites.
We only have a few OCA sites. If there were many OCA sites, this would require major
effort.
It is anticipated that this can be done with minimal effort. We already utilize a one-stopshopping database; though it is not currently refined for the purpose, it likely could be.
Specifically identified OCAs are rare for us.
[our state] already tracks OCA sites. The level of effort is minor.
EPA has not told us to track the status of state superfund sites. Occasionally, an RPM will
inquire about the status of a site in hopes EPA can declare the site NFA and count the
accomplishment. It is also unclear what information EPA needs from states for OCA sites
and why the information is needed.
Will take some effort to determine site status even with CMS information. Will need to
confirm with project managers.
Even though we have a formal tracking system to track sites in our universe, each site would
have to be researched individually to determine progress.
Would be easier if US EPA would develop a standard tracking sheet that we could simply
update when they needed it.

Other. Please describe: In the interest of telling the OCA success stories to illustrate the benefits
of non-NPL cleanups, what would be the best way for your State to provide this information to
USEPA?
-

Workshare meetings.
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-

-

We do not have many resources to respond to sites. It is difficult to prioritize telling
"success stories" over site cleanup.
Voluntary Remediation Program specifics.
We do not spend resources to broadcast state cleanups. The action information in our
database is publicly available to anyone. EPA could access our information via our website
and query the specific site they are interested in and determine what is happening at the
site.
Would not want to have to perform this level of reporting. Would prefer to just stick with
current status.

Overall Site Assessment Program Improvement:
Other: If one could start from scratch and design the process by which potentially contaminated
properties/sites are assessed, how would your State do it? What would the process look like?
Please select up to three choices and offer your own suggestions.
-

-

-

-

Improve and increase grant funding.
Less EPA oversight on individual reports.
Authorize the states to conduct all CERCLA assessment and remedial activities. Continue to
have a Federal Removal program.
Do away with CLP requirement during PA/SI phase of assessment.
US EPA does not appear to have the resources it needs to review and comment on state
work plans, reports, etc. This slows down the process considerably, and makes it woefully
inefficient.
In working with Regional RPMs, it has become evident that state Project Managers have
more knowledge and experience in conducting assessments and cleanups due to their being
involved in the full process (hands-on experience). EPA RPMs have limited real world
experience in conducting assessments and cleanups - their experience is in reviewing
documents. It is time for Congress to recognize this fact and provide for state authorization
under CERCLA.
In our PA/SI Reports, there is a lot of repetition of information that was previously stated in
the same document or another reort. It would be nice to cut down on this. 2) To us this is
the most complicated and frustrating event during the PA/SI process due to it being very
tedious and the EPA not being 100% clear on what they want. 3) More integration would
result in a faster and smoother
Overall PA/SI process.
Additional need: HRS Quickscore software continues to be plagued by bugs and minor
functional issues.
Allow for alternative to SCRIBE for traffic reports.
Use in state, certified environmental labs to do the work rather than the CLP process.
Considering the disparity of the amount of work or level of effort (e.g., work plan
development, obtaining access agreements, conducting field work, arrangements with the
CLP laboratory, data validation, writing/reviewing the draft report and making edits based
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on EPA comments prior to finalizing a completed report that is approved) required to
produce an analytical results report, it should be given more weight in terms of metrics than
producing a worksheet for a CERCLIS pre-discovery which may only take a couple of hours
to review and complete. In addition, the significance of closing a site out and obtaining a No
Further Remedial Action Planned status on CERCLIS should be included in the metrics for
the current designation of Superfund Remedial Site Assessment decisions. It would seem
that if a “bean” is given for completing a simple pre-discover worksheet with minimal time
and effort, than surely the culmination of a NFRAP designation that may take years to
achieve should be as equally, if not more so, important than the initial pre-discovery
worksheet.
- The three options above really point to revising the sampling approaches to collect the data
most useful for determining the real potential for risk from sites. Although more expensive,
more groundwater sampling data would often help determine whether there was a real
potential to impact receptors. It seems that many sites score at the SI stage but may not
score if the HRS package quality data was collected. Also, many source areas could be
completely eliminated during removal actions if removal program could clean up to State
cleanup standards. There would need to be an easy contracting mechanism to allow EPA
removal contractors to complete the removal without having to stop work and have the
State pay for another contractor to complete cleanup to State standards. The State could
pay for that portion of the cleanup work needed to go above and beyond EPA action levels
and finish cleanup. In many cases this might be the most efficient way to eliminate risk.
- In addition to the three above, [our state] is very concerned with the additional QA/QC
requirements proposed by EPA that will place additional burdens on already reduced
resources.
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Appendix B
ASTSWMO CERCLA and Brownfields Research Center
Site Evaluation Focus Group
ASTSWMO Site Evaluation Focus Group - Research Tool
Introduction /Purpose
The Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste Management Officials (ASTSWMO) Site
Evaluation Focus Group is conducting research to identify the benefits provided by United
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Site Assessment Cooperative Agreements with
States. This research is designed to collect information on the ways States use the Site
Assessment Program to leverage beneficial outcomes. The goals of this research are to identify
how:


States use their Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement funding;



Site Assessment Program activities compliment and support other State and federal
programs;



States track the non-NPL beneficial outcomes of sites evaluated with their Site
Assessment Cooperative Agreement funding; and



Efficiencies and best practices can improve the Site Assessment Program.

The Focus Group will compile the results into a summary report that will be available on the
ASTSWMO website. The summary report is intended to be used by EPA and States alike in
illustrating the benefits provided by Site Assessment Cooperative Agreements with States. The
Site Evaluation Focus Group hopes that the efficiencies and best practices identified through
this research can help improve the Site Assessment Program and make the most effective use
of available resources in light of anticipated federal budget cuts.
This research tool is organized chronologically from the early stages of the Site Assessment
Process (Pre-CERCLIS Screening) to the end (Listing, Tracking Outcomes). Less than 15 minutes
is needed to complete the questions. Adding comments in the space provided is appreciated.
For more information on the ASTSWMO Site Evaluation Focus Group, please go to
www.astswmo.org. Thank you for your time.
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Who is completing the Research Tool?
Name
Telephone
E-mail
Name of State Environmental Regulatory Agency
Cooperative Agreement
1) Does your State have a Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement with USEPA?
___yes or ___no
If no, you may end the questionnaire unless your State had a Cooperative Agreement in
the past or your State has opinions about the federal Site Assessment Program. We
value your opinion.
2) The benefits of a Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement for my State are:
(Rank each of these in order of importance to your State’s program with number one
being most important.)
___

Gets sites listed on the NPL.

___

Provides valuable field sampling and desk research experience that pays off
when our CERCLA Site Assessment personnel coordinate with, or later work in,
our State’s cleanup or brownfields programs.

___

Experience with the CERCLA process helps our State make better choices about
NPL listing priorities and Removal referrals, and gives our agency knowledge to
help EPA be more effective when working in our State.

___

CERCLA Site Assessment activity gains the attention of responsible parties,
sometimes getting them to the table to negotiate State-lead cleanups.

___

CERCLA Site Assessment activity provides valuable follow up to EPA Removals,
providing the additional sampling and documentation necessary to manage the
sites, enforce under State law, or facilitate brownfields redevelopment.

___

Our State’s Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement represents a significant
portion of our agency’s resources to prioritize and assess the large backlog of
sites in our State , providing the sampling and documentation necessary to
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manage the sites, enforce under State law, or facilitate brownfields
redevelopment.
___

Write another benefit in the space below, and assign it a number:

______________________________________________________________________________
Comments:
Pre-CERCLIS Screening
Pre-CERCLIS Screening is the process of reviewing data on a potential site to determine whether
it should be entered into the CERCLIS active site inventory for further evaluation.
1) Are Pre-CERCLIS Assessments a significant part of your State’s Site Assessment program
or process?
o No
o Used rarely or occasionally
o A significant part of the process and program
o Form an integral part of the Site Assessment process or program.
Comments:
2) Does your State conduct sampling during Pre-CERCLIS assessments?
o Yes
o No
Comments:
3) Are Pre-CERCLIS assessments an effective tool in your State for prioritizing sites
needing further assessment (and thus only entering sites into CERCLIS that appear to
be more significant sites/releases) or referring sites to a State program prior to CERCLIS
entry?
o Yes
o No
Comments:

Targeted Site Discovery Initiatives
Targeted site discovery initiatives focus on a specific environmental concern, location or
industrial sector such as:
Contaminants:
lead, perchlorate, etc.
Industries/processes:
dry cleaners, lead smelters, manufactured gas plants, etc.
Environmental media:
contaminated groundwater/aquifers/watersheds,
sediments
Bankruptcies
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-

Spills/Releases
Geographic area: environmental justice area, sensitive receptors

The benefits to my State of Targeted Site Discovery Initiatives (i.e., discovery efforts that target
a specific industry, environmental concern or geographic area) are:
(Rank each of these in order of importance to your State’s program with number one being most
important.)
o Useful for CERCLIS decisions/provides finality for site
o Useful for identifying sites for the NPL
o Staff become expert/knowledgeable about industry sector/sites through the
discovery initiative
o Documentation used for identifying sites ultimately addressed by other
programs (e.g., Brownfields)
o Useful for responding to citizen or media inquiries
o Efficient method of clearing backlog of sites
o Not very useful to my State
Comments:
Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection
A Preliminary Assessment (PA) is the assessment of a site using available historical records,
interviews and site reconnaissance to determine if the site could present an environmental or
human health risk and whether or not it requires further investigation. A Site Inspection (SI) is a
sampling investigation with the purpose of determining if the site had a release of hazardous
substances that has reached nearby targets. Information collected during the PA and SI is used
to calculate a Hazard Ranking System (HRS) score.
1) Does your State perform its own PAs?
 yes
 no, review PAs developed by USEPA's contractor
 no, oversee a State contractor that develops PAs
2) Does your State perform its own SIs?
 yes
 no, review SIs developed by USEPA's contractor
 no, oversee a State contractor that develops SIs
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3) Does your State use Site Assessment Cooperative Agreement funding to purchase and
maintain its own field sampling equipment (e.g., XRF, geoprobe, etc)?
 yes
 no
Based on previous research conducted by this ASTSWMO Focus Group, it’s clear that the Site
Assessment Program is being leveraged by State/territories to provide additional benefits
beyond USEPA’s original goal of evaluating sites for the National Priorities List. The purpose of
the questions are to determine the ways that States and territories benefit from the use of
PA/SIs beyond the NPL listing process. Within the constraints of your Site Assessment
Cooperative Agreement scope of work, do other programs within your State benefit from the
Site Assessment Program in the following ways?
Does your State rely on CERCLA Site Assessment reports and data to guide or support decisions
by other programs in your agency:
a. Prioritizing sites for a voluntary cleanup action, for enforcement, or for a State fund-lead
cleanup:
o
o
o
o

Never
Occasionally
For a significant fraction (>10%) of those decisions
For a majority of those types of decisions
Comments:

b. Identifying sites appropriate for Brownfields redevelopment or planning a Targeted
Brownfields Assessment:
o
o
o
o

Never
Occasionally
For a significant fraction (>10%) of those decisions
For a majority of those types decisions
Comments:

c. Identifying sites needing a State-led response to control human exposures:
o
o
o
o

Never
Occasionally
For a significant fraction (>10%) of those decisions
For a majority of those types of decisions
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Comments:
Is the data from the PA or SI used for any other purpose not listed above?
Please fill in the box below.

Please describe any best practices that your State has to improve efficiencies in the PA/SI stage
of site assessments. Please fill in the box below.

Hazard Ranking System
The Hazard Ranking System (HRS) is the screening portion of the NPL evaluation process where
the information gathered during the PA/SI phase is evaluated to determine whether or not a
site is eligible for listing on the NPL. Potential threats to human health and the environment
posed by actual or potential releases are considered. Current pathways evaluated under the
HRS include: groundwater migration, surface water migration, soil exposure and air migration.
For the site to be eligible for the NPL it needs to score 28.5 or greater.
1) Does your State develop Hazard Ranking Scoring Documentation Records (HRS
packages) for US USEPA?
o Yes
o No
2) For sites that score above 28.5 and are not selected for the NPL does your State have
other authorized State programs to manage these sites?
o Yes
o No
Comments:
If yes, please check those programs that apply:
o State Funded Superfund
o Privately-Financed Voluntary Cleanup
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o State Funded Removal
o State Funded Brownfield
o Specific Industry Program (e.g., Dry Cleaner Fund)
o State Enforcement
Other _______________________
3) Are there sites in your State that score above 28.5 that are not selected for the NPL and
an authorized State program is not viable for addressing the site?
o Yes
o No
Comments:
4) What would most improve the HRS Documentation Record preparation phase?
(Rank each of these in order of importance with number one being most important.)
__

Incorporate risk management decision-making: Tailor level of quality assurance reviews
to whether comments on Documentation Record are expected and whether a viable
responsible party is known to exist

__

Encourage use of field screening data in Documentation Record

__

For sites where only one pathway needs to be scored to achieve site score >28.5,
include only information and references necessary to justify assigned value

__

Structure EPA Headquarters Quality Assurance Contractor’s contract with incentives to
reward faster HRS Documentation Record preparation

__

Promote policy decision-making by EPA Headquarters and Regional staff and less by EPA
General Council

Write another suggestion and assign it a ranking:___________________________
Comments:

Reassessment
A Site Reassessment represents the gathering and evaluation of new information on a site
previously assessed under the federal Superfund Program to determine whether further
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Superfund actions are needed. A Site Reassessment serves as a supplement to rather than a
replacement for traditional assessment activities (e.g. PA, SI). The documentation allows EPA
staff to make appropriate changes in CERCLIS, such as returning a No Further Remedial Action
Planned (NFRAP) site to an active status in CERCLIS, or giving a NFRAP status to sites that were
referred to other cleanup authority programs.
1)

Who initiates the Site Reassessments? (Please check which applies)
O

State only

O

EPA only

O

Both State and EPA
If checked:

How may (in %) were initiated by:

State: ______%
EPA: _____%
2)

Are Site Reassessments an effective tool for your State in determining if further
actions are needed under CERCLA?
o Yes
o No

Comments:
3)

What were the reasons that your State (or EPA) decided to initiate CERCLA Site
Reassessment activity at the sites counted in questions above?

(Rank each of these in order of importance to your State’s program with number one being most
important.)
___

State or RP assessment work at the site resulted in the discovery of more
impacts to targets, resulting in a greater potential HRS score, and/or more risk to
human health or the environment associated with the site.

___

Heightened community awareness and concern about the site.
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___

The responsible party (RP) conducting work at the site went bankrupt, had
reduced means to proceed, or became defunct.

___

The RP proved uncooperative, and might benefit from the motivation that
increased CERCLA activity can provide.

___

The site was considered to need a more complete assessment. The site just
needed a second look.

___

State/RP conducted actions at site. Reassessment was conducted after those
actions were deemed completed to assess if site still scores high enough to
warrant further actions under CERCLA .

___

Lowered benchmarks for contaminants warranted a Reassessment.

___

More receptors/targets at site (e.g. new development around site) warranted a
Reassessment.

___

After federal removal action was completed.

___

Existing site data is more than 5 years old.

Write another reason and assign it a ranking:___________________________
Comments:

Outcomes/Tracking
Sites that have completed the Superfund remedial assessment process and qualify to remain on
the CERCLIS List (i.e. , score 28.5 or greater) may be addressed under a State environmental
cleanup program. EPA refers to these as "Other Cleanup Activity (OCA)-State Lead" sites.

1) How does your State track progress on OCA-State Lead sites?
o Information can be gathered by researching individual project files
o We have a formal tracking system that tracks the following parameters:
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________
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This tracking system uses the following
software:_______________________________________________________________
Comments:

2) Does your State track the economic benefits associated with redevelopment of OCAState Lead sites and use it to tell "success stories"?
o No
o Yes, Can you provide a link to your "success
stories"?_______________________________
Comments:

3) How does EPA's recent request that States track the status of sites addressed through
OCA State Lead actions impact your State:
o No effort - Already tracking
o Minor effort-Can reassign staff
o Major effort - Understaffed/No funding for task
Comments:

4) In the interest of telling the OCA success stories to illustrate the benefits of non-NPL
cleanups, what would be the best way for your State to provide this information to EPA?
o Option to include this information in Cooperative Agreement Quarterly Reports
o Respond to EPA Regional information request once per year
o Electronic Form available to States and submitted to EPA Headquarters
o Other:__________________
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Overall Site Assessment Program Improvement:
If one could start from scratch and design the process by which potentially contaminated
properties/sites are assessed, how would your State do it? What would the process look like?
Please select up to three choices and offer your own suggestions.
o Streamline PA and SI documents
o Allow a modular approach to Site Assessment document s (e.g., like ASTM Phase I and II
process) with more flexible work plans
o Improve Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) Process
o Avoid sample duplication between Site Assessment, Removal and Remedial Programs
o Simplify Cooperative Agreement and Grants Management Processes to reduce
administrative burden
o Improve Communication between States and EPA
o Streamline Hazard Ranking System Documentation Record requirements/process
o Promote fullest achievable integration of Site Assessment with State cleanup programs
and EPA Removal and Remedial Programs
o Strengthen State’s in-house capabilities
o Other_________________________
Comments
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