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Executive Summary
The Superfund Site Assessment Program, under the Comprehensive Environmental, Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), is a partnership between the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and States. Pre-CERCLA Screenings (PCSs), performed as part of the
Superfund Site Assessment Process, are considered initial reviews of sites to ensure
uncontaminated sites or sites ineligible under CERCLA are not entered into EPA’s Superfund
Enterprise Management System (SEMS) active inventory for further Superfund-financed Site
Assessment activities.
This report focuses on States’ use of the PCS process. The goals of this report are to:
 Obtain additional information about States’ use of PCSs and whether additional flexibility
in use of federal funds during the PCS process would be beneficial;
 Report on the number of PCSs performed and their outcomes; and
 Provide recommendations to EPA regarding the PCS process with supportive, illustrative
case studies.
The Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste Management Officials (ASTSWMO) Site
Assessment Focus Group (Focus Group) is comprised of State members from all EPA regions.
The broad geographical distribution of the Focus Group members helped it collect nationally
representative data about States’ use of, and recommendations for, the PCS process. In addition,
the EPA Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation (OSRTI) supplied national
data on the number of PCSs performed and their outcomes. Based on this research and the data
collected for Analysis of Superfund Site Assessment Program Cooperative Agreements with
States: Benefits of Effective State and Federal Partnerships (May 2014), the Focus Group
presents the following key findings about the PCS process:






Nearly all States use PCSs with a significant majority reporting PCS is either an integral
or significant part of their Site Assessment process;
More than 75% of States representing all EPA regions view PCS as an effective and
valuable tool for prioritizing sites needing further assessment or referring sites to other
programs;
Since PCS inception, 83% of PCSs performed have resulted in a determination that the
site should not be added to the SEMS active inventory, saving Superfund resources, and
avoiding any unnecessary stigma on the property;
PCS appears to be an effective tool for large, complex Site Assessment projects such as
site discovery, screening sites, and special projects (e.g., Navajo Nation uranium
contamination); and
Many States believe that sample collection during PCS leads to more informed decisionmaking for determining whether to enter the site in SEMS, providing property owners
information for beneficial reuse, informing removal actions, determining if a site should
enter a State clean-up program, reducing future sampling costs and streamlining future
planning for a site.

The Focus Group offers EPA the following recommendations:


EPA should make PCS a funding priority as it is an effective tool for States to screen
sites, ensuring that uncontaminated or ineligible sites are not unnecessarily entered into
SEMS for further Superfund-financed assessment activities;
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States would benefit from greater flexibility with access to more resources during the PCS
phase;
The single activity in which States most desire additional flexibility is the ability to collect
focused samples during PCSs;
PCS should continue to be an integral part of the Site Assessment process given the
relatively low cost of PCS work and its effectiveness in prioritizing sites and serving as an
initial assessment tool;
EPA should evaluate PCS process efficiencies and best practices recommended by EPA
regions and States. These practices include access to EPA or outside contract
laboratories; and
EPA and ASTSWMO should work together to inform EPA regions and States of updated
EPA guidance and policies offering flexibility during the PCS phase, and PCS process
efficiencies and best practices such as the ability to collect focused samples.
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Introduction
The Superfund Site Assessment Program, under the Comprehensive Environmental, Response,
Compensation and Liabilities Act (CERCLA), is a partnership between the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and States. For non-federal sites, the Site Assessment process, as
warranted, may include Pre-CERCLA1 Screening (PCS), a Preliminary Assessment (PA), a Site
Inspection (SI), and evaluation through the Hazard Ranking System (HRS). This report will focus
on the PCS process and the beneficial outcomes obtained by States through use of the PCS tool.
PCSs are considered initial reviews of sites to ensure uncontaminated sites or sites ineligible
under CERCLA are not entered into EPA’s Superfund Enterprise Management System (SEMS)2
for further Superfund-financed Site Assessment activities. PCSs are generally conducted by
States following the EPA guidance Improving Site Assessment: Pre-CERCLIS Screening
Assessments (EPA/540/F-98/039, October 1999).3
The ASTSWMO Site Assessment Focus Group (Focus Group) has conducted research and
reported findings related to Superfund Site Assessment work, which include the following reports:





Superfund Site Assessment Program: Benefits Beyond NPL Listing (March 2011);
Superfund Site Assessment Program: Benefits Beyond NPL Listing Phase II (March
2012); and
Analysis of Superfund Site Assessment Program Cooperative Agreements with States Benefits of Effective State and Federal Partnerships (May 2014).

In the Focus Group’s May 2014 research project regarding Site Assessment Program
Cooperative Agreements, the Focus Group queried States on their use of PCSs by asking States
to respond to the following three questions:




Are Pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessments a significant part of your State’s Site
Assessment program or process?;
Does your State conduct sampling during Pre-CERCLIS assessments?; and
Are Pre-CERCLIS Screening 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?

The results provided by the 38 participating States in the May 2014 report indicated:


92.1% of responding States use PCSs;

During this research project’s data collection phase, Pre-CERCLA Screening was known as Pre-CERCLIS
Screening. As indicated in Footnote 3 below, the EPA is reviewing the PCS Guidance and is likely to change the
name from Pre-CERCLIS to Pre-CERCLA, as CERCLIS is no longer the information system used by the EPA
Superfund Program.
2 In 2014, the EPA Superfund Program implemented a new information system, the Superfund Enterprise
Management System (SEMS). SEMS has replaced the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Information System (CERCLIS).
3As part of the Superfund Program Review process, the EPA is reviewing its PCS Guidance Document (EPA-540-F98-039; OSWER 9375.2-11FS) and a revision may be issued in the near future.
1

ASTSWMO – Site Assessment Focus Group

1

Benefits of Flexibility During Pre-CERCLA Screening





60.5% of responding States report PCSs are either an integral or significant part of their
Site Assessment Program;
39.5% of responding States conduct sampling during PCSs with other States using
analytical results from sample collection from other assessments (e.g., Phase IIs); and
76.3% of responding States indicated that PCSs are an effective tool for their State.

States believe PCSs are useful in prioritizing sites for SEMS inclusion, moving a site to a State
program, eliminating the site from further consideration as a SEMS candidate, developing a PA/SI
strategy, or even obtaining an initial idea of sites that might eventually warrant a HRS package
for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL).
As part of its May 2014 report's Summary and Conclusions, the Focus Group recommended EPA
make PCS a funding priority as it is an effective tool for States to screen sites, thus ensuring that
uncontaminated or ineligible sites are not unnecessarily entered into SEMS for further Superfundfinanced assessment activities. Additionally, the Focus Group concluded that targeted sampling
during PCS is cost-effective. Based on these recommendations, and because a significant
majority of States use PCS, the Focus Group chose to conduct additional research on this topic.
This report furthers the work of the May 2014 research findings by focusing on States’ use of the
PCS process. The goals of this report are to:
 Obtain additional information about States’ use of PCSs and whether additional flexibility
in use of federal funds during the PCS process would be beneficial;
 Report on number of PCSs performed and their outcomes; and
 Provide recommendations about the PCS process with supportive, illustrative case
studies.

Research Methods
The Focus Group is comprised of State members from all EPA Regions and benefited from this
broad geographical reach to collect nationally representative data about States’ use of PCSs. In
addition, the EPA OSRTI supplied national data on the number of PCSs performed and their
outcomes. Based on this research and the data collected for the May 2014 research project, the
Focus Group prepared recommendations about the PCS process.
State Use of PCS
In order to collect data about State use of PCS, the Focus Group prepared a set of three
questions:




Would your State benefit from EPA allowing greater flexibility in spending more
cooperative agreement funding during the Pre-CERCLIS Screening Phase?;
Do you have any examples of sites in your State where sample collection during the PreCERCLIS Screen resulted in better decision making for the site?; and
Do you have any examples of sites where lack of expending resources during the PreCERCLIS Screen resulted in drawn out, resource intensive Preliminary Assessment and
Site Investigation phases?
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Each representative on the Focus Group reached out to States in their respective EPA Region
and conducted follow-up phone calls, as necessary, to obtain responses.
Following receipt of State responses, Focus Group members pursued case studies illustrating
how a PCS which included sample collection led to beneficial outcomes or increased the
efficiency within the CERCLA Site Assessment process. The case studies are presented in
Appendix A of this document.
Number of PCSs Performed and Their Outcomes
The Focus Group was interested in following up on the May 2014 PCS research results which
indicated nearly all (92.1%) of the 38 responding States use PCS with a significant majority
(60.5%) reporting PCS is either an integral or significant part of their Site Assessment process.
To expand these findings, the Focus Group contacted EPA OSRTI to determine how many PCSs
are performed each year and, of these, how many PCS sites are added to the SEMS active
inventory. The Focus Group was interested in evaluating national and regional totals and
determining whether there were any trends, and if these numbers would confirm the May 2014
report’s conclusion that PCSs lower the PA backlog by prioritizing sites for further Site
Assessment resources.

Research Results
State Use of PCS
The Focus Group received a high response rate to the State Use of PCS research tool with
representation from all EPA regions. Thirty-five States (“States”) responded and are identified in
Table 14.

Table 1– Responding States by EPA Region
EPA Regions
Region Region
1
2
MA
NJ

Region
3
DE

Region
4
FL

Region
5
IL

Region
6
AR

Region
7
IA

Region
8
CO

ME

MD

GA

IN

NH

VA

NC

MI

TN

MN

OK

OH

TX

Region
9
AZ

Region
10
AK

LA

KS

MT

CA

ID

NM

NE

SD

NV

OR

Total

UT

WI
Total States by Region
3

1

3

4

6

5

3

4

3

3

36

This section summarizes participant’s responses to the three questions. Comments offered by
participants are included in Appendix B.

4

The Cherokee Nation, located in EPA Region 6, also responded to the survey questions.
ASTSWMO – Site Assessment Focus Group

3

Benefits of Flexibility During Pre-CERCLA Screening

The first question posed to State Site Assessment programs was – Would your State benefit
from EPA allowing greater flexibility in spending more cooperative agreement funding
during the Pre-CERCLIS Screening Phase?
The responses indicated variability between regions and States on how the PCS process could
be more beneficial to States. The responses were organized into four categories: those States
responding that greater flexibility during the PCS process would benefit their State (22 of 35);
States already having considerable flexibility (6 of 35); States where this is not applicable as they
do not conduct PCS or did not state a preference to increasing flexibility (6 of 35); and one State
with a simple answer of “no”.
From the thirty-five States responding to the first question, twenty-two States (63%) indicated
additional flexibility during the PCS process would be beneficial to their State 5. The States
responding positively represented EPA Regions 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 10. While some of the
responses only indicated a general preference for more flexibility, other States provided specific
areas in which greater flexibility would be beneficial.
As indicated by eleven of the twenty-two States which desired increased flexibility, the most
beneficial single activity would be the ability to collect samples during PCS. Multiple responses
added that allowing sample collection during the PCS may eliminate the need for, or serve as a
substitute for, PAs. Providing resources for limited sample collection at the PCS stage was also
identified as an opportunity to reduce the number of PAs and SIs required. One State commented
that revising the PCS guidance to allow for more sampling would be complemented by adding
guidance regarding performing rapid and limited target assessments. Two States indicated they
would like the ability to collect samples during a PCS, but had concerns that insufficient sample
collection could result in a no further action determination when there may be an unidentified
release at a site. Some States also commented that they were unaware of the ability to collect
PCS samples or their EPA Region did not support this activity. EPA guidance is currently being
updated to reflect the most recent EPA policies allowing focused PCS sample collection.
In addition to comments asserting the value of sample collection during the PCS process, another
responder recommended that EPA should permit more flexibility in allocation of PA/SI grant
funding, by allowing States the option to perform more PCS and fewer PAs if that fits current
needs, and that the best of all “PA-equivalent” worlds would be sampling combined with a flexible
report format. Using this approach, the report’s content and focus would be based on the type of
site, instead of the rigid federal PA format. The other part of such a hybrid arrangement would
have the State choose whether to recommend adding the site to SEMS. One State commented
that currently a PCS is solely used as a formality to get a site into the SEMS active inventory, but
increased flexibility could add to their use of the PCS. Another State commented that the PCS
provides an early opportunity to bring multiple entities together to assess the site. A few States
responded they do not use the PCS tool, however, they believe having a flexible process would
be preferred.
From the thirty-five States responding to the first question, six States (17%) indicated they
currently have great flexibility during the PCS process and did not indicate any areas in which
additional flexibility would be valuable to their State. These States represented EPA Regions 2,
7, 9, and 10, with half located in Region 7. One State indicated that due to this flexibility they
were able to use Pre-CERCLA funding to employ a watershed approach when screening mine
sites, allowing them to assess as many mines as possible in given areas.
5

The Cherokee Nation also indicated a preference for increased flexibility.
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From the thirty-five States responding to the first question, six States (17%) did not indicate a
preference on increasing flexibility during the PCS process and indicated the question was not
applicable to their State. These States represented EPA Regions 3, 6, 8, and 9. Four States
commented that their State does not conduct PCS (or possibly other Site Assessment) work. One
State commented that their program was fairly mature and most sites in their State have already
received some level of assessment so information is usually available for any reassessment work
they may perform. One State commented that they had not heard of EPA allowing sampling
during a PCS, however, did not indicate any preference to have additional flexibility during PCS.
The second question posed to States was – Do you have any examples of sites in your State
where sample collection during the Pre-CERCLIS Screen resulted in better decision
making for the site?
Thirty-two States responded to the second question. The responses were organized into three
categories: States that collected samples during a PCS that led to better decisions (14 of 33);
States that did not have examples where sampling led to better decisions (16 of 33); and States
that do not conduct PCS (2 of 33)6.
From the thirty-two States providing any response to the second question, fourteen States
commented there were examples in their State where sample collection had led to better
decisions. Two States provided only a “yes”, a few other States simply provided site names, and
other States provided the outcomes they considered positive decisions as a result of sample
collection during a PCS. The positive impacts provided were:







Obtaining evidence to assign a site “no further remedial action planned”;
Providing information to property owners who may wish to use the property for residential
purposes;
Informing Removal Actions;
Determining if the site should enter into State programs;
Reducing future sampling costs; and
Streamlining future planning for a site. One State commented that they were able to go
straight from a PCS to listing as a result of collecting samples early.

The third question posed to States was – Do you have any examples of sites where lack of
expending resources during the Pre-CERCLIS Screen resulted in drawn out resource
intensive PA and SI phases?
Of the thirty-one States responding to this question, more than twenty percent (7 of 32) of States
responded affirmatively that they could identify one or more specific examples of sites where a
resource intensive PA/SI was conducted that would have been unnecessary if PCS samples had
been collected. One State observed that these cases occurred before their State routinely began
collecting samples during the PCS.
Three States commented that they have ample flexibility to collect data/screen sites during the
PCS and, therefore, this situation has not occurred. The ten States identifying specific site
examples or stating that their current level of flexibility prevented the situation from occurring were
largely in regions with the highest level of PCS activity (see Table 2).
6

The Cherokee Nation did not have any examples where sample collection during the PCS resulted in
better decision making at the site.
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Two States responded “no” due to State-specific circumstances (e.g., don’t use PCSs to screen
sites, seldom perform PA/SIs).
One State observed that based on communications with other States, EPA Regions or EPA Site
Assessment Managers can be inconsistent about whether PCS sampling, and what type of PCS
sampling (e.g., private wells), is permitted. This State also believes the Abbreviated Preliminary
Assessment (APA) is as valuable as the PCS for streamlining the assessment process.
Number of PCSs Performed and Their Outcomes
The Focus Group contacted EPA OSRTI to request a report of national PCS activity and
outcomes. The results are shown in Table 2 and are listed by EPA Region and federal fiscal year.
The source of this information is the EPA’s SEMS active inventory which recently replaced the
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Information System
(CERCLIS).
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Table 2 - Number of Pre-CERCLA Screenings and Outcomes by EPA Region and Federal Fiscal Year
(Source: Superfund Enterprise Management System (SEMS) - As of 12/18/2014)
Region / Fiscal Year
Region 01 - Total Sites with Pre-Screening
Added to Active Inventory
Not Added to Active Inventory
Region 02 - Total Sites with Pre-Screening
Added to Active Inventory
Not Added to Active Inventory
Region 03 - Total Sites with Pre-Screening
Added to Active Inventory
Not Added to Active Inventory
Region 04 - Total Sites with Pre-Screening
Added to Active Inventory
Not Added to Active Inventory
Region 05 - Total Sites with Pre-Screening
Added to Active Inventory
Not Added to Active Inventory
Region 06 - Total Sites with Pre-Screening
Added to Active Inventory
Not Added to Active Inventory
Region 07 - Total Sites with Pre-Screening
Added to Active Inventory
Not Added to Active Inventory
Region 08 - Total Sites with Pre-Screening
Added to Active Inventory
Not Added to Active Inventory
Region 09 - Total Sites with Pre-Screening
Added to Active Inventory
Not Added to Active Inventory
Region 10 - Total Sites with Pre-Screening
Added to Active Inventory
Not Added to Active Inventory
Total
Added to Active Inventory
Not Added to Active Inventory
Percent of Sites "Screened Out"

<=2000
21
4
17
7
6
1
0
0
0
6
1
5
0
0
0
0
0
0
184
68
116
295
36
259
158
92
66
1
0
1
672
207
465
69.2%
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2001
59
2
57
15
4
11
3
3

2002
1

2003
83

1
71
8
63
1
1

83
263
15
248
0

13
7
6
2

44
14
30
161
3
158
13

48
18
30
210
5
205
1

13
266
41
225
37
7
30
21
16
5
3
3
618
90
528
85.4%

2
5
4
1
263
74
189
34
17
17
117
72
45
3
3
514
183
331
64.4%

2004
60
8
52
195
9
186
0

2005
16
2
14
95
7
88
34
34

2006
99
19
80
116
12
104
0

2007
118
2
116
99
19
80
0

2008
2
1
1
85
4
81
0

90
15
75
71
2
69
12

1
163
40
123
38
1
37
46
28
18
7

82
24
58
125
7
118
36
7
29
133
20
113
13
1
12
42
16
26
27

63
9
54
52
1
51
55
2
53
430
37
393
2
1
1
76
15
61
0

62
12
50
16
8
8
25
4
21
313
8
305
1

66
23
43
16
8
8
40
4
36
128
44
84
4

1
71
25
46
20
7
13
58
3
55
78
9
69
1

2010
8
2
6
66
31
35
9
6
3
62
22
40
36
16
20
42
1
41
58
8
50
1

1
50
13
37
2

4
28
10
18
0

1
43
8
35
1

1
98
21
77
0

7
859
107
752
87.5%

27
713
92
621
87.1%

2
686
66
620
90.4%

369
94
275
74.5%

1
304
52
252
82.9%

380
107
273
71.8%

12
209
20
189
6
3
3
10
8
2
14
1
13
557
92
465
83.5%

893
96
797
89.2%

7

2009
23
23
8
8
1

2011
5
4
1
21
5
16
7
4
3
75
21
54
49
27
22
31
31
81
9
72
25
1
24
241
8
233
23
6
17
558
85
473
84.8%

2012
8
1
7
54
10
44
4
4

2013
1

63
15
48
41
11
30
79
3
76
85
6
79
52
7
45
283
8
275
16
1
15
685
66
619
90.4%

33
4
29
45
18
27
27
4
23
50
10
40
92
3
89
46
2
44
21
1
20
387
53
334
86.3%

1
71
10
61
1
1

2014
9
3
6
44
30
14
20
12
8
29
10
19
75
26
49
13
1
12
37
4
33
104
3
101
52
7
45
19
1
18
402
97
305
75.9%

Total
513
48
465
1,210
170
1,040
80
65
15
807
220
587
924
141
783
437
33
404
2,480
400
2,080
707
81
626
1,312
324
988
139
11
128
8,609
1,493
7,116
82.7%
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Table 2 indicates the highest level of PCS activity occurred in the early to mid-2000s, with over
600 PCSs produced in 2002, 2003, 2004, 2006, 2007 and 2012. Approximately 8,600 PCSs
have been prepared through 2014. EPA OSRTI offered the following observations about the
data:
 Piloting of PCS began in the late 1990’s, with full implementation beginning in 2000;
 States were very interested in using the PCS tool, but EPA Regions may have required a
few years to add PCS to State Cooperative Agreements, reflected by the 2002 surge in
PCS numbers;
 By 2004, PCSs accounted for over 50% of total assessments;
 The increase in PCS activities was independent of the number of non-PCS assessment
activities. The number of non-PCS assessment activities declined beginning around 2000,
primarily due to budget reductions;
 PCS work declined to 350 to 400 per year beginning in 2008 (excluding an EPA Region 9
special project). This decline may be partially attributable to EPA Region 7’s completion
of screening EPA Emergency Response Removal Program potential sites;
 Various regions have implemented special projects resulting in a temporary increase in
PCS activities; and
 In 2014, the most recent year for which data is available, PCS accounted for about 50%
of total assessments.
EPA Regions 2, 7 and 9 show the greatest use of PCS. The greater use of PCS in these regions
is due to region-specific circumstances, such as special projects, site discovery initiatives and site
backlog management optimizing the use of PCS. PCS appears to be an effective tool for a wide
range of sites with varying complexity, with the following specific examples:




Region 2: Puerto Rico site discovery project (2003-2004);
Region 7: Backlog of potential sites identified by the EPA Emergency Response Removal
Program (2005-2007); and
Region 9: Uranium contamination in the Navajo Nation special project (2011-2012) in
addition to the I-710 Corridor Project (2010-present).

Comparing the annual results for PCSs performed to the number of sites excluded from the active
inventory (SEMS), the percent of sites “screened out” exceeds 80% during ten of the past thirteen
years. Since PCS inception, 83% of PCSs performed have resulted in a determination that the
site should not be added to the Site Assessment active inventory, preserving Superfund resources
and preventing any unnecessary stigma on the property. This finding supports the research
results from the May 2014 paper in which more than 75% of States representing all EPA regions
view PCS as an effective and valuable tool for prioritizing sites needing further assessment or
referring sites to other programs.
With the current national focus on reducing the existing backlog of sites awaiting a listing decision
and diminished EPA funding, it remains to be seen whether PCS work as a percentage of total
assessments may decrease. Given the relatively low cost of PCS work and its effectiveness in
prioritizing sites, the Focus Group believes they should continue to be an integral part of the Site
Assessment process.
Summary of PCS Case Studies
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The Focus Group collected case studies from States in EPA Regions 1, 4, 5, 7 and 9 illustrating
how a PCS which included sample collection led to beneficial outcomes, specifically, not adding
low risk sites to SEMS, increasing efficiency within the CERCLA Site Assessment process, or
integrating Removal and Remedial resources. The case studies, presented in Appendix A,
demonstrate benefits to other federal and state programs including Brownfields, Removal , and
Enforcement programs, as well as resulting in a more informed decision to not add the site to
SEMS, and a more efficient PA. The types of samples collected during these PCSs included
groundwater, soil, and source waste. Groundwater samples were collected from domestic, water
supply, and permanent and temporary monitoring wells. In one case, a backhoe was used to
investigate an alleged disposal area. Many States believe sample collection during PCSs leads
to better decisions such as:







Obtaining evidence to not add a site to SEMS;
Providing property owners information for beneficial reuse;
Informing Removal Actions:
Determining if a site should enter a State clean-up program;
Reducing future sampling costs; and
Streamlining future planning for a site.

In some States, the State and the Superfund Removal program have fully integrated their
response with the Superfund Remedial program, conducting PCS assessments or Site
Inspections at many Removal Evaluation sites. Pre-CERCLA Screening sampling provided a
crucial bridge between Removal Actions and voluntary long-term State management of risks at
select Removal sites, allowing better definition of the extent of contamination.

Summary and Recommendations
In the Analysis of Superfund Site Assessment Program Cooperative Agreements with States:
Benefits of Effective State and Federal Partnerships (May 2014), the Focus Group researched
eight Site Assessment topics, including States' use of PCS. The research results show nearly all
(92.1%) of the 38 responding States use PCS, with a significant majority (60.5%) reporting PCSs
are either an integral or significant part of their Site Assessment process. In addition, more than
75% of States representing all EPA regions view PCS as an effective and valuable tool for
prioritizing sites needing further assessment or referring sites to other programs. States believe
PCSs are useful in prioritizing sites for SEMS entry, moving a site to a State program, eliminating
the site from further consideration as a SEMS candidate, developing a PA/SI strategy, or even
obtaining an initial idea of sites that might eventually warrant a Hazard Ranking System (HRS)
package for inclusion on the NPL.
As part of the May 2014 report's Summary and Conclusions, the Focus Group recommended EPA
make PCS a funding priority as it is an effective tool for States to screen sites, thus ensuring that
uncontaminated or ineligible sites are not unnecessarily entered into SEMS for further Superfundfinanced assessment activities. Additionally, the Focus Group observed that targeted sampling
during PCS is cost-effective. Based on these recommendations, the Focus Group decided to
conduct additional research on this topic.
This report furthers the work of the May 2014 research findings by focusing on States’ use of PreCERCLA Screening Assessments. The goals of this report are to:
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Obtain additional information about States’ use of PCSs and whether additional flexibility
in use of federal funds during the PCS process would be beneficial;
Report on the number of PCSs performed and their outcomes; and
Make recommendations about the PCS process and provide supportive, illustrative case
studies.




State Use of PCS
Thirty-five States (“States”) representing all EPA regions responded to the Focus Group's PCS
research tool. When asked whether their State would benefit from greater flexibility in spending
more cooperative agreement funding during the PCS phase, a significant majority of States (28
of 35) responded they would benefit from greater flexibility or their State already had considerable
flexibility. These States represent all EPA regions. Only one State responded “no”, with the
remaining States (2 of 35) offering no preference or indicating their State does not conduct PCS
(4 of 35).
The single activity in which States (11 of 22) most desire additional flexibility is the ability to collect
samples during PCS. Multiple States commented that PCS sample collection may eliminate the
need for a PA and reduce the number of sites needing further Site Assessment resources.
Fourteen of thirty-two States responded there were examples in their State where sample
collection had led to better decisions. The examples of better decisions provided as examples
included:







Determining whether to enter the site in SEMS;
Providing property owners information for beneficial reuse;
Informing Removal Actions;
Determining if a site should enter a State clean-up program;
Reducing future sampling costs; and
Streamlining future planning for a site.

Number of PCSs Performed and Their Outcomes
National data provided by EPA OSRTI shows approximately 8,600 PCS have been performed
through fiscal year 2014. The highest level of PCS activity occurred in the early- to mid-2000’s
with over 600 PCSs produced in 2002, 2004, 2006, 2007 and 2012. Several regions have
implemented special projects resulting in a temporary increase in PCS activity. In the most recent
year for which data are available (2014), PCS accounted for about 50% of total assessments.
Comparing the annual results for PCSs performed to the number of sites excluded from the active
inventory (SEMS), the percent of sites “screened out” exceeds 80% during ten of the past thirteen
years. Since PCS inception, 83% of PCSs performed have resulted in a determination that the
site should not be added to the SEMS active inventory, saving Superfund resources and
preventing any unnecessary stigma on the property.
Key Findings and Recommendations
The Focus Group developed its key findings and recommendations based on State responses to
the PCS research tool, the national data provided by EPA OSRTI and the Analysis of Superfund
Site Assessment Program Cooperative Agreements with States: Benefits of Effective State and
Federal Partnerships (May 2014) results.
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The Focus Group offers the following key findings:






Nearly all States use PCS with a significant majority reporting PCS are either an integral
or significant part of their Site Assessment process;
More than 75% of States representing all EPA regions view PCS as an effective and
valuable tool for prioritizing sites needing further assessment or referring sites to other
programs;
Since PCS inception, 83% of PCSs performed have resulted in a determination that the
site should not be added to the SEMS active inventory, saving Superfund resources and
preventing any unnecessary stigma on the property;
PCS appears to be an effective tool for large, complex Site Assessment projects such as
site discovery, screening the backlog of sites and special projects (e.g., Navajo Nation
uranium contamination) and
Many States believe sample collection during PCS leads to better decisions such as
obtaining evidence to assign a site “no further remedial action planned”; providing property
owners information for beneficial reuse; informing Removal Actions; determining if a site
should enter a State clean-up program; reducing future sampling costs; and streamlining
future planning for a site.

The Focus Group offers EPA the following recommendations:







EPA should make PCS a funding priority as it is an effective tool for States to screen
sites, thus ensuring that uncontaminated or ineligible sites are not unnecessarily entered
into SEMS for further Superfund-financed assessment activities;
States would benefit from greater flexibility in access to more resources during the PCS
phase;
The single activity in which States most desire additional flexibility is the ability to collect
focused samples during PCSs;
PCS should continue to be an integral part of the Site Assessment process given the
relatively low cost of PCS work and its effectiveness in prioritizing sites and serving as an
initial assessment tool;
EPA should evaluate PCS process efficiencies and best practices recommended by EPA
regions and States. These practices include access to EPA or outside contract
laboratories; and
EPA and ASTSWMO should work together to inform EPA regions and States of updated
EPA guidance and policies offering flexibility during the PCS phase, such as the ability to
collect focused samples, and PCS process efficiencies and best practices.
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Appendix A - Case Studies
Case Study #1: PCS to Removal Action - AgForce Chemical Site, Region 7
Site Description
The AgForce Chemical site is an abandoned commercial pesticide, herbicide and fertilizer mixing
and distribution facility near Herington in Morris County, Kansas. The operating company declared
bankruptcy and the site was abandoned in 2008. The site included several batteries of pesticide,
herbicide, and fertilizer tanks as well as other areas of abandoned drums and containers, as well
as several burn areas.
Site Discovery
In 2008, the Kansas Department of Health and Environment (KDHE) was requested by the
Kansas Department of Agriculture to assess the facility after its abandonment. An adjacent
landowner also expressed concerns to KDHE as his pond was the immediately downstream
receptor of surface runoff and he used the pond for watering cattle.
Pre-CERCLA Screening Effort
A Pre-CERCLA Screening (PCS) was initiated by KDHE after receiving the initial complaint from
the adjacent landowner and a referral from the Kansas Department of Agriculture, which had
conducted previous compliance actions while the AgForce facility was operating. During the PCS,
three samples were taken in liquid spill areas where several tanks had discharged, overflowed or
been compromised to the point of leaking. A burn area and the downstream containment pond
were also sampled. Alachlor, propachlor, prometon, metolochlor, pendimethalin, dicamba,
bentazon, dacthal, picloram, dichlorprop, metribuzin, propazine, simazine, atrazine, and 2,4dichlorophenoxyacetic acid, as well as large amounts of ammonia, nitrate and phosphorus, were
identified in spill areas. The sample from the downstream containment pond contained multiple
herbicides and elevated nitrate levels. The containment areas were beginning to breach and offsite releases were beginning to occur.
Upon completing the PCS in May 2008, the site was referred to EPA Region 7 for a time-critical
Removal Action. In August 2008, EPA removed 26 large-volume tanks and a number of drums
and totes from the site. EPA removed all remaining liquids and soil contaminated by spills. EPA
completed all site actions by October 2009.
Benefits of Pre-CERCLA Screening
The KDHE PCS allowed an expedited assessment of the immediate site risks and rapid
prioritization for a referral for a CERCLA Removal Action. The EPA On-Scene Coordinator was
able to use the KDHE PCS to provide necessary information for the Action Memorandum,
significantly reduce removal costs (especially analytical costs) for determining tank contents,
waste characteristics, and hazardous substances present, and have an initial assessment of the
site to begin removal activities. The site was referred directly for a Removal Action after the PreCERCLA screening and not delayed by discovery, completion of a PA, and the other tasks related
to discovery and PA activities.
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Figure 1 - AgForce Chemical Site and PCS Sample Locations
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Case Study #2: PCS to Enforcement - Hennepin Public Well #5 Site, Region 5
Site Description
The site is located in EPA Region 5 near the small town of Hennepin, Illinois (population 700). It
is situated in a sparsely populated area approximately 1-mile north of town. A zone of chlorinated
solvent contaminated groundwater was located along the Illinois River bluff approximately 0.2
miles east of the river. Arcelor-Mittal Steel operated a large industrial steel finishing facility until
2009 west of the impacted groundwater zone. The facility is currently abandoned.
Site Discovery
Groundwater samples collected in 1992 first indicated the presence of chlorinated solvents in the
public water supply. The community had three wells: two were clean and one showed chlorinated
solvent contamination. From 1993 until 2007, tetrachloroethylene (PCE) was detected 19 times
in the one contaminated well. In 2008, the village was asked to temporarily cease using the
impacted well due to contamination issues. This prompted the mayor of the village to contact
Illinois EPA and a Pre-CERCLA Screening (PCS) was conducted in 2009/2010.
Pre-CERCLA Screening Effort
Prior to the PCS, contamination was known to be in the public water supply well, however, the
extent of contamination and source was not completely determined. Since there was a steel
finishing plant located upgradient from the contaminated water supply, it was always assumed
that was the source of contamination; however, further investigation was necessary to gather the
information to confirm this.
Using Illinois EPA’s Geoprobe, five piezometers were installed throughout the area. From the
piezometers, groundwater elevations and flow direction were determined. The piezometers were
also used to collect groundwater samples that were analyzed for suspected chlorinated solvents.
Groundwater flow direction results confirmed that the steel finishing plant was immediately
upgradient from the contaminated public well. The analytical results suggest that the source of
contamination from the public well was indeed the abandoned steel finishing facility.

Pre-CERCLA Extended Effort Benefits
The information collected during the PCS was more than usually gathered in a PCS investigation.
Typically, in EPA Region 5, the time that is allocated to conduct a PCS would be only enough to
perform a site visit and complete the PCS checklist. In this case, the PCS checklist would
conclude that further investigation was required under a PA and SI. The recommendation would
be approved by the Region and the site entered into SEMS before work on a PA and SI could
begin. It can take up to two years from site discovery to the first collection of field samples using
this process. The deactivation of a public supply well made it critical to obtain data in a more
rapid manner.

Since the State of Illinois already has its own Geoprobe, the necessary groundwater information
was relatively cheap and easy to obtain. Illinois EPA also has their own internal laboratory to
analyze the samples which also kept the costs to a minimum. The information gathered at the
conclusion of the PCS was enough to bring the responsible party to the table for discussions
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about their contribution to the contaminated groundwater well. In 2012/2013, the responsible
party (Arcelor-Mittal Steel) agreed to drill a new community well for the town of Hennepin. All of
this was possible due to the timely data gathered during the PCS.
Illinois EPA’s experience with this site showed that in some cases it may be worth spending
slightly more time to gather data at the PCS stage. Emphasis on NPL listing alone in the
administration of CERCLA Cooperative Agreement funding can delay successful project
outcomes like the one at the Hennepin Public Well #5 Site. In this case, collecting field data during
the PCS allowed the same successful conclusion as a full PA and SI at a lower overall cost and
in a more timely manner.
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Figure 2 – Hennepin Public Well # 5 Site
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Case Study #3: PCS to Not Added to SEMS - Sewell’s Falls Recreation Area
Abandoned Furnace Site, Region 1
Site Description
The Site is located within US EPA Region 1 in Concord, New Hampshire. The site was a small
industrial furnace dating from the early part of the 20th century. The site consisted of the apparent
remains of former site structures and the rusted abandoned cylindrical metal furnace lying on its
side in a wooded portion of a parcel of conservation land called the “Sewell’s Falls Recreation
Area.” A number of public trails run through the recreation area so the remains of the furnace
were accessible to the public.
Site Discovery
An archeologist studying historic industrial activities in New England reported the abandoned
furnace to the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services (the Department).
Information provided by the archeologist included tax records and patents filed by the property
owner which indicated the furnace was used for the production of carbon disulfide. No other
chemicals were described as used or generated by the process. The archeologist was concerned
residual contamination may be present at the location.
Pre-CERCLA Screening Effort
There had been no previous investigations of this site. Therefore, a critical first step was to
determine if a release had occurred that was still present and accessible to the general public
using the recreation area. Collecting limited samples of the areas most likely to show
contamination was a natural first approach to this assessment. The Department visited the area
and created a sketch of features. Then the Department collected five soil samples from features
that seemed most likely to be contaminated. Carbon disulfide was not detected in any of the
samples.
Pre-CERCLA Extended Effort Benefits
The Pre-CERCLA Screening allowed the Department to obtain the information it needed to
determine if a release had occurred that would warrant further comprehensive investigation under
a Preliminary Assessment and Site Investigation. Without a limited sampling effort with the PreCERCLA Screening, a larger amount of time and money would have been spent on Preliminary
Assessment and Site Investigation reaching the eventual conclusion that the site did not warrant
inclusion in the SEMS active inventory.

ASTSWMO – Site Assessment Focus Group

17

Benefits of Flexibility During Pre-CERCLA Screening

Figure 3 - Sewell’s Falls Recreation Area
Abandoned Furnace Site with Campfire Ring
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Case Study #4: PCS to Brownfield Site - Avalon Wetlands Park Project, Region 9
Site Description
The Site is located within US EPA Region 9 and is in an environmental justice area of South Los
Angeles approximately 5 miles from downtown. This site is in a densely populated area that is a
mix of residential, commercial and industrial facets with the Los Angeles River approximately 3
miles to the northeast. It is approximately 9 acres and was previously utilized as a metro transit
maintenance yard beginning in 1901. Historical operations included vehicle and railcar
maintenance, paint booths, milling and hazardous waste storage areas. Groundwater beneath
the Site is located at approximately 165 feet below ground surface (bgs). Based on historical
operations potential contaminants of concern included Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs), Total
Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH), Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) and heavy metals.
Site Discovery
An area-wide Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I) was conducted in 1990 on behalf
of Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) which was in the process of evaluating potential
new school sites. The Phase I identified this site and 48 other properties near the Site as having
the potential to be affected by environmental impacts. Several of the 48 other properties were
determined to be NPL caliber sites with the potential to contribute to the contamination at the
subject site. Based on the results of the Phase I, LAUSD conducted a limited Phase II Site
Investigation (Phase II) of the Site later in 1990. The Phase II results indicated that the Site had
been impacted from previous operations, specifically heavy metals and VOCs, therefore, LAUSD
decided not to pursue acquisition of the Site. The Phase II revealed that groundwater beneath
the Site was impacted by VOCs, however, it did not confirm that releases of VOCs in vadose zone
soils at the Site contributed to the groundwater contamination.
In 2004, the City of Los Angeles approached the State of California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) to allocate funding for further Pre-CERCLA efforts. Although the City
of Los Angeles did not own the property at the time, they had hopes of turning this Site from a
former metro transit maintenance yard into a wetlands park. Based on review of existing data,
DTSC was able to obtain $44,543 from EPA Region 9 in Pre-CERCLA Screening funds to conduct
additional sampling activities at the Site to try to remove the remaining uncertainty surrounding
the Site’s level of contamination and potential contribution to underlying groundwater
contamination.

Pre-CERCLA Screening Effort
The Pre-CERCLA Screening sampling effort was conducted in 2004. While it was successful in
reducing the uncertainty there were still data gaps. The potential for two former clarifiers to have
contributed to underlying groundwater contamination was still unknown. The Pre-CERCLA
Screening investigation did, however, reveal that the Site was not as impacted as previously
thought and that it did not warrant any pursuit for possible inclusion in the SEMS active inventory.
In 2004, DTSC made recommendations to the City to conduct some additional supplemental
sampling specifically around the former clarifiers. As the City’s vision of transforming this
underutilized facility into a wetlands park were slowly becoming a reality, the City was able to
leverage the sampling results obtained during Pre-CERCLA Screening efforts and obtain funding
from the City’s redevelopment agency to perform the DTSC recommended work. The
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supplemental sampling results indicated that VOCs were elevated but localized and limited to the
top 20 feet immediately around the clarifiers. This ruled out any potential contributions from the
site to the underlying VOC plume in groundwater located at approximately 165 feet bgs. Since
groundwater had not been impacted, remediation of the site was financially viable, fitting within
the City’s budget and allowing for the redevelopment of the site to move forward.
Pre-CERCLA Extended Effort Benefits
The Pre-CERCLA Efforts provided valuable information to DTSC and EPA Region 9 to determine
if a release had occurred, the extent of the release, and whether or not the Site warranted further
investigation and possible inclusion into the SEMS active inventory. Based on all of the
information generated during the limited sampling efforts it was determined that the Site did not
warrant inclusion in the SEMS active inventory and that the Site could be redeveloped into a
wetlands park. Construction of the park was completed in February 2012, which provided much
needed open space to a densely populated area of South Los Angeles.

Figure 4 - Avalon Wetlands Park Project 2004

Figure 5 - Avalon Wetlands Park Project 2012
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Case Study #5: PCS to Focused Preliminary Assessment - Scott City PCE Site Case Study,
Region 7
Site Description
Scott City is the county seat of Scott County, Kansas. Scott City relies solely on groundwater for
public water supplies. Tetrachloroethylene (PCE) impacted the aquifer the municipality relies
upon for its public water supply.
Site Discovery
In 2008, PCE was identified below its Maximum Contaminant Level in one of the highest-usage
public water supply wells, PWS #1. In 2009, a Kansas Department of Health and Environment
(KDHE) Underground Storage Tank (UST) Trust Fund contractor sampled several monitoring
wells associated with the Pat’s Sinclair UST site in Scott City and PCE was detected in one well
that was not attributable to the UST site. The KDHE’s Public Water Supply Program and the UST
Program requested evaluation of the site by the Site Assessment Program.
Pre-CERCLA Screening Effort
A Pre-CERCLA Screening was initiated by KDHE at the Scott City PCE site. During the PCS, an
additional seven monitoring wells already located in the area were sampled in 2010. PCE was
detected at its maximum concentration in one of the farthest upgradient wells, MW-14, at 6 μg/L,
above the Kansas Risk-Based Standard of 5 μg/L. During research for the PCS, several former
and active drycleaner facilities were identified potentially upgradient of the MW-14 well location.
The site was referred for discovery and completion of a Preliminary Assessment (PA).
During the PA, additional soil and groundwater samples collected with KDHE’s Geoprobe unit
revealed PCE was detected in subsurface soils and in groundwater downgradient two of the
former and active drycleaner facilities identified in the PCS. Based on the PCS and PA sample
results, this site was referred to KDHE’s Drycleaner Facility Release Trust Fund.
Pre-CERCLA Extended Effort Benefits
The KDHE PCS provided several benefits that expedited the assessment process. The PCS
sampling allowed contemporary and independent verification of PCE releases for evaluation of
CERCLA discovery criteria, and additional basis for a site decision with the recommendation of
completion of a PA. Secondly, the PCS provided a mechanism for an initial review of site history
and operational history of nearby facilities in the site area that could be potential sources for PCE
releases to soil and groundwater. This aspect proved to be a key element in scoping for a focused
PA. Thirdly, sampling conducted for the PCS also provided an initial extent of PCE contamination
that allowed the focused PA to further assess targeted areas. The PCS allowed the PA to
immediately focus on the former drycleaners identified in the PCS.
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Figure 6 - Scott City PCE Site
Tetrachloroethylene Results from Monitoring Wells Sampled During PCS
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Figure 7 – Scott City PCE Site
PCE Detections and Dry Cleaner Locations
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Case Study #6: Compilation of North Carolina Case Studies, Region 4
Background
During the five-year Fiscal Year (FY) 2008 to FY 2012 period, North Carolina conducted twentyseven (27) Pre-CERCLA Screening assessments. Of these, three (3) sites were later assigned
No Further Action (NFA) status after a Preliminary Assessment (PA). North Carolina conducted
Site Inspections at nineteen (19) of the sites. At the remaining five (5) sites, sample results
obtained during a Pre-CERCLA Screening Assessment allowed the State and Region 4 to assign
either a “No Further Action” or a “Removal Only” status to the site. Necessary further responses
at all five (5) sites included work by both the State and by EPA Region 4 Emergency Response
and Removal Branch. Four (4) sites involved potentially contaminated drinking water supply
wells. Case studies for those groundwater sites appear below.
All four case studies illustrate how sampling during Pre-CERCLA screening assessments can
provide timely information that allows a State and EPA to better integrate Removal and Remedial
resources. During the same five-year period discussed above, North Carolina referred thirty (30)
sites to the EPA Region 4 Removal Program for consideration to address contaminated potable
wells. At all but eight (8) of these thirty (30) sites, the State integrated its resources with EPA’s,
both in assessment and in funding alternate water provision. At all sites with filter systems, the
State has assumed responsibility for their long-term management. The State and the Superfund
Removal program have fully integrated their response with the Superfund Remedial program,
conducting Pre-CERCLA Screening assessments or Site Inspections at twenty (20) of those thirty
(30) Removal Evaluation sites. Three (3) of those sites are now on the NPL, and another is being
addressed as a Superfund Alternative Site. Site Assessment sampling provided a crucial bridge
between Removal Actions and long-term State management of risks at the remaining twenty-five
(25) Removal sites, allowing better definition of the extent of contamination.
Spectrum Dyed Yarns Site: Pre-CERCLA Screening to Brownfields
Site Description
Located in Kings Mountain, North Carolina, Spectrum Dyed Yarns began its textile dyeing
operation in 1971. Solvent-based dyes were used until 1989. A two acre lagoon was used as
part of the wastewater treatment system.
Site Discovery
In preparation to close the lagoon, samples were collected which indicated releases of
trichloroethylene (TCE), tetrachloroethene (PCE), arsenic, chromium, lead and mercury. In May
1995, twenty six (26) potable wells were sampled downgradient of the suspect lagoon. Five (5)
wells exceeded the State groundwater standards for PCE, TCE and/or 1,2-dichloroethane (1,2DCA), and three (3) exceeded the EPA Maximum Contaminant Limit (MCL) for PCE. On the
basis of the target well survey and sampling, Spectrum extended a water line to serve both the
facility and the homes with impacted water supply wells. A total of nine (9) wells were abandoned
at homes which were provided city water by connection through the Spectrum facility’s water
connection to the city main. From 1995 until 2008, Spectrum continued annual monitoring of the
groundwater. Spectrum ceased operations on September 30, 2008. Shortly thereafter, a
prospective purchaser began evaluating the possibility of reopening the plant using new process
technology and applied to enter the State’s Brownfields Program. The prospective purchaser
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expressed concern about the potential liability associated with providing water supply to
downgradient residences.

Pre-CERCLA Screening Effort
Due to the imminent loss of water to the houses that had been connected through the Spectrum
connection to the city main, State staff evaluated current groundwater conditions and potential
need for an emergency water supply. State staff sampled seventeen (17) potable wells that had
not been previously sampled and were located downgradient from the impacted residences. EPA
Region 4 Emergency Response and Removal Branch (ERRB) contractors collected samples from
five (5) potable wells and five (5) monitoring wells located immediately downgradient from the
plant. No exceedences of MCLs or State groundwater standards were detected in any samples.
Although trace concentrations of chlorinated solvents were detected in wells located near the
lagoon, and in a handful of the further downgradient wells, results indicated that the contamination
was attenuating.

Pre-CERCLA Extended Efforts Benefits
Because Removal Management Levels were not exceeded, EPA Removal was not able to use
CERCLA resources to connect residents having formerly impacted and abandoned wells to a cityowned main. However, results demonstrated that the extent of contamination was limited and
attenuating. The map compilation of sampling results prepared by the State as part of the PreCERCLA Screening was used by the local government to predict the costs of extending city mains
to areas with any potential risk and to confidently pursue waterline construction funding. Part of
that funding came from the prospective developer of the abandoned facility. The prospective
developer has purchased the plant, completed the Brownfields process, and is preparing to begin
manufacturing.

Country Club Lane Site: Pre-CERCLA Screening to Removal Action
Site Description
Six wells contaminated with chlorinated solvents in a rural community near Roxboro, North
Carolina.
Site Discovery
In response to a citizen complaint of a neighbor burning and burying trash on his property, the
Person County Health Department sampled the citizen’s well in December 10, 2008. This well
was impacted by tetrachloroethene (PCE) at 34.6 µg/L.
Pre-CERCLA Screening Effort
Five additional wells were sampled in January and February 2009. All five wells were impacted
above the cancer risk screening concentration (CRSC) of 1.6 µg/L, three were above the EPA
Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 5 µg/L and one was above the Removal Action Level
(RAL) of 11 µg/L. Through the conducting of a target well survey, it was confirmed that all other
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nearby residences were supplied water by a more distant community well operated by a golf
course community.
Pre-CERCLA Extended Efforts Benefits
On March 6, North Carolina Superfund requested a Removal Site Evaluation by EPA Region 4
ERRB. Four wells were above the CRSC and one exceeded the MCL. Bottled water was supplied
and EPA Region 4 Science and Ecological Support Division (SESD) resampled all six wells on
April 1, 2009. In September 2009 SESD resampled all six wells. Five wells exceeded the CRSC,
three of these also exceeded the MCL and one of these exceeded the RAL. Filters were supplied
by ERRB to the three residences exceeding the MCL. The site was subsequently referred to the
State Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch, which continues to maintain the filter systems after the
one year period that ERRB maintained them.

James Austin Road Site: Pre-CERCLA Screening to Not Added to SEMS
Site Description
Four wells contaminated with chlorinated solvents in a rural community near Willow Spring, North
Carolina.
Site Discovery
In March 1993, a well sample was collected by North Carolina Division of Environmental
Management, Groundwater Section (DEM) at the request of a resident. Trichloroethylene (TCE)
and 1,1-dichloroethylene (1,1-DCE) exceeded the EPA Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL). A
second sampling event that included five additional wells showed three wells above the MCL for
TCE and two wells with trace amounts. The 1994 report by DEM concluded that this was a very
old spill and the source could not be identified. DEM installed and sampled fourteen (14)
temporary monitoring wells around the area and concluded that the plume originated from a
nearby autobody repair shop. Two residences are located between the body shop and a creek.
Further investigations were planned but never implemented due to safety concerns after State
personnel were threatened by the body shop owner.
Pre-CERCLA Screening Effort
In 2008, State Site Assessment staff mailed requests for access to sample wells at eight
residences, however, only three residents agreed to allow access. After the State requested a
Removal Site Evaluation, EPA Region 4 ERRB and State staff conducted an updated target well
survey and collected twelve (12) potable well samples in March 2009. Results from this sampling
event indicated that only the body shop well had TCE levels exceeding the MCL. Attempts were
made to discuss results with the well owner, but the resident refused to accept the Health Risk
Evaluation letter or the offer to install and maintain the filter system, and would not sign a receipt
for the letter. The letter was left in his door. The site has not been revisited.
Pre-CERCLA Extended Efforts Benefits
Wells known to have been impacted or considered to be at risk on the basis of ten-year old
sampling data were confirmed not to be impacted currently.
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Seedhouse Road Property: Pre-CERCLA Screening to Not Added to SEMS
Site Description
The site is an alleged drum burial in the 1960’s in a rural community near Statesville, North
Carolina. Alleged source of the drummed waste was the FCX Statesville facility, which was
subsequently listed on the NPL.
Site Discovery
Two citizens claimed to have witnessed truckloads of 55 gallon drums placed in excavated
trenches and backfilled over a period of several weeks in the 1960s. NC Superfund staff met with
the citizens at the property. The citizens pointed out an approximate trench location in an
agricultural field. The specificity of the descriptions, plus the citizen’s apparent knowledge of the
waste handling practices of the FCX Statesville NPL Site, warranted a response.
Pre-CERCLA Screening Effort
North Carolina Superfund staff sampled twenty potable wells located within ½ mile of the identified
trench area. No volatile organic contaminants were detected above the EPA Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCLs) or State groundwater standards. No pesticides were detected. One
well had manganese detected above the State groundwater standard, but the manganese is likely
naturally occurring.
EPA Region 4 Science and Ecosystem Support Division (SESD) conducted a number of on-site
geophysical surveys, and detected weak anomalies in the area described by the citizens. SESD
contractors used a backhoe to excavate a series of trenches down through soil to bucket refusal
in semi-weathered bedrock. No evidence of any waste or previous excavation was found.
Pre-CERCLA Extended Efforts Benefits
The potential for human exposure to nearby residents was investigated in a conservative and
protective manner, using a minimum of resources, and without any undue impact to the interests
of the landowner that might have resulted from a protracted Site Assessment process.
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Appendix B - ASTSWMO Site Assessment Focus Group Research
Tool: State Comments
Would your State benefit from EPA allowing greater flexibility in spending more
cooperative agreement funding during the Pre-CERCLIS Screening Phase?
[Our State] is currently in its first year of EPA cooperative agreement funding in order to develop
a Site Discovery – PA/SI program. Based upon discussions with EPA, there seems to be quite a
bit of flexibility in what types of sites can be included, sampling strategies that can be employed,
and how the results will be reported to EPA. However, given the large amount of federal land and
the rich mining history within [our State], it would be helpful if EPA funding could be used by the
State to evaluate abandoned mines located on BLM, US Forest Service, or National Park Service
lands. It would also be helpful if there were additional flexibility regarding funding for petroleum
contamination that is not co-mingled with a CERCLA contaminant.
Not applicable as [our State] does not screen sites
Would welcome added flexibility to the Pre-CECLIS Screening process
[Our State] already has a lot of flexibility in spending cooperative agreement funding during the
Pre-CERCLIS Screening Phase
Yes, always welcome more flexibility, esp. in light of shrinking EPA resources. Revising the PC
guidance to allow for more sampling would be complemented by adding guidance regarding
performing rapid and limited target assessment. This is usually done at PA phase, but would
complement sampling flexibility.
As far as I know we have not used pre-CERCLA? screening. But flexibility will be helpful.
Yes
Yes
It seems like Region 10 has already provided great flexibility for [our State] DEQ to spend money
on Pre-CERCLIS sites. The best example is in our assessment of mine sites. We employed a
watershed basis approach which meant we assessed as many sites as we could in a particular
area. The result is that we assessed many sites that were not on the CERCLIS list.
We would always benefit from greater flexibility during the PCS. With the reduced amount of
money that they are providing for our assessments, we are trying to complete the PCS with about
three days of work (including a site visit). We are basically using the PCS as a tool to get the site
on CERCLIS and most of the time we already know if the site should be placed onto CERCLIS
before we get involved. It’s more of a formality to use the PCS, get in on to CERCLIS, then we
can use “real” investigation to determine the risks. Many times, it is just adding an extra layer in
the process.
[Our department] would benefit from flexibility in funding during the PCS screening phase. The
benefits to [Our department] would be the same benefits already identified: early opportunity to
bring multiple entities together to assess the site, ability to obtain samples, and an opportunity to
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reduce the back log of Preliminary Assessments and Site Inspections created due to limited
resources at the PCS stage
It seems that there has been flexibility in the way we’ve been allowed to spend funding from the
cooperative agreement however increasing flexibility is always a good thing.
A high level of flexibility already exists and the region has so far been supportive of pre-CERCLIS
screenings. Not quite sure if there is room for more flexibility
Doesn’t matter as [our State] doesn’t do our own Site Assessment work
Yes. We used to do some basic sampling on Pre-CERCLIS screenings, but over the last 4 years
or so we haven’t even done a Pre-CERCLIS screening. We just haven’t been using that route at
all to look at new sites, part of the reason is because of the effort the pre-remedial system requires.
If we could do some quick sampling at the Pre-CERLIS screening, it would be useful; however
what would usually happen is the site is not “Pre-Remedial” worthy and drops out. Back in the
day when we did use Pre-CERCLIS screenings it was just for that, an initial cut to see if had
issues, and whether or not it was worthy of further work in pre-remedial or just a required a State
response.
I do think it would be of benefit to be able to collect relevant information (sampling) on these sites
BEFORE being listed in CERCLIS as there is sometimes a stigma associated with the site once
it is listed. But that is not the usual practice in this Region.
Yes, we do a few pre-CERCLIS screens each year. At this point we only fill out the form, we don’t
do any sampling. However, the sites that we do pre-CERCLIS screens on are sites that are
reported to us by a responsible party as having a reportable release through our own cleanup
program. So they usually have some sampling data associated with them. We base our screens
on that. If we could do some sampling through the pre-remedial process, we might do some
screening on sites that are suspected, or abandoned, and provide better information on those
sites as to whether they should be listed in CERCLIS or not. I think we might end up entering
more sites, since it’s the recalcitrant and abandoned sites that we are most likely to enter into
CERCLIS anyway.
Yes. However, [our State] brings only NPL caliber sites to the CERCLIS pipeline.
Yes, we would benefit from greater flexibility in using pre-CERCLIS screening funding. Most of
our CA funding is for staff time to do screenings. We have also utilized state contractors, with
state dollars, to do sometimes PA and/or SI level work. This work has counted as pre-CERCLIS
screenings under our CA. We can make determinations as to whether these sites should move
forward in the State Superfund system, without the need to do all of the CERCLIS/HRS
documentation, especially if we can see the site will not move forward towards the NPL.
Assuming EPA provides funding for [our State] to conduct site assessment activities, then greater
flexibility would be beneficial. However, currently [our State] is only receiving funding to provide
management assistance to EPA when EPA contractors conduct site assessment activities in [our
State]. We are considering using state funds to more aggressively assess [our State] sites without
involving EPA or fulfilling HRS requirements.
Unaware of any instances where this was a problem in our state, or where our Region has
indicated that we couldn’t do a Pre-CERCLIS Screen. Adequate flexibility already.
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Not applicable as [our State] does not screen sites
Yes, the individual cases vary quite a bit. In some cases, only data review is necessary to
determine if more intensive work is needed. In others, the ability to perform limited sampling to
confirm a release would save the added costs of collecting the demographic information required
for a PA form. An SI has even further requirements for data and reporting associated with deriving
an HRS score that are not helpful in resolving some of the sites [our State] encounters. We
estimate that if we have to complete a PA and SI to be able to collect samples to confirm a release
this adds a minimum of $10,000 to the cost of the evaluation.
We already have pretty good flexibility on how our Grant funds are expended during the PSA
phase.
would not want a site to be eliminated pre-maturely - as we have a site in which we considered
collecting samples during the PA, but had concerns that the site could be eliminated from
CERCLA based on a few samples, still would like the flexibility.
Yes
No
May be useful
[Our State] has had a pre-CERCLIS screening task in its Site Assessment Cooperative
Agreements with EPA for 20+ years now, and it has benefited us tremendously. (I have worked
in [our States] DEQ’s Site Assessment & Cleanup Program since 1993.). I frankly have not heard
of EPA allowing sampling at the screening stage, and as it is, we are allowed only limited sampling
with federal PAs. The federal screenings have helped us over the years primarily at sites where
the RP is/would likely be unable to pay for the cost of a screening, as well as at more complex
sites that are destined to need PAs. We use the same flexible content and format for site
screenings, whether funded by EPA (“federal” screening) or by the RP (“state” screening). Overall,
EPA should permit more flexibility in allocations of PA/SI grant funding, i.e., a choice to do more
screenings and less PAs if that fit our current needs. In addition, being able to collect a few
samples during screenings would be good, though we might not want to do that too often, since
our screening model is a quick, desktop exercise with no site visit. While PAs with sampling are
useful, the best of all “PA-equivalent” worlds would be sampling combined with a flexible report
format. Using this approach, the reports’ contents and focus would be based on the type of site,
instead of the rigid federal PA format. The other part of such a hybrid arrangement would make it
the state’s choice whether to recommend adding the site to CERCLIS (now called SEMS).
Most Definitely Yes.
Would like the flexibility, but have concerns that sites may be eliminated from the CERCLA
process based on only a couple samples
Yes, [our State] would like to see more funding & more flexibility in the initial pre-CERCLIS
screening effort so that limited sampling could be performed. If nothing is found, a lot of money
& time could be saved by not having to do the PA/SI work plans & reports.
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We currently don't do that many Pre-CERCLIS Screening due primarily to the maturity of our
Program. Most of our sites are Sl level or even Reassessments of old sites. That being said, when
doing a Re-Assessment we generally have old data to go on that is similar to having pre-CERCLIS
screening data, and it saves huge amounts of time in determining where to sample and what to
sample for, and most importantly what we are going to do with the data! (Decisions)
Yes, in limited cases. The majority of sites listed on CERCLIS in [our State] already have some
preliminary environmental assessment work conducted by responsible parties or the state. There
are very few sites where we know nothing about the status of the environment.
Do you have any examples of sites in your State where sample collection during the PreCERCLIS Screen resulted in better decision making for the site?
Not yet, but we anticipate that it will.
Not applicable
None
Yes, there are numerous examples of sites however two that come to mind are the Cudahy Park
project and Avalon Wetlands Park project both in Los Angeles, CA.
No, have not performed sampling during a PCS
No
Yes
Yes. [Our State] conducted a PSA at the Yates Lane Drum Site after an EPA Removal Action,
as some wastes remained on the site. PSA sampling allowed to assess the health and
environmental risks at the site, and then to recommend a No Further Action designation for the
site, as well as its removal from the State’s Hazardous Sites Inventory.
I think the greatest decision making benefit was for the property owner. The assessment
educated the owner of the potential risks on their property. Most sites that [our State] has
assessed have not required remedial action under current uses. But there are many sites that
land use changes could result in completed exposure pathways. The best examples of this are
mine sites in the Sun Valley area where there are pressures for residential development. An
abandoned mine site might look like a good home site to some people. Property owners now
have the information to know what would need to be remediated to provide a safe residential use.
Not recently due to lack of funding, but historically we would collect limited samples and use
screening such as XRF data to make our decisions. We would also use this data to help drive
Removal Actions. We have not done that type of investigation for several years. Our deliverables
were much more thorough, but at the same time they provided a better decision in the end. It’s
unfortunate that we are trying to do “bare bones” minimum just to make it fit into our cooperative
agreement.
Recently, [our Department] has conducted lead XRF screening at the PCS stage to determine if
a site requires a PA. Examples: The Exide Corporation (Muncie, Delaware County) PCS
completed in 2013 recommended “No Further Action” since elevated levels of lead were not
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detected during the screening. [Our Department] will be conducting lead XRF screening at the
PCS stage for the Exide Corporation in Logansport and Frankfort.
I would say that with our ability to use our sampling equipment and/or require the responsible
party to do additional sampling during the Pre-CERCLIS Screening process, we are able to obtain
the information needed to make decisions for the majority of our sites.
Yes, numerous sites have gone to State programs, removal action referrals, or no further action
with sampling that did not burden CERCLIS and additional future site assessment or
NPL/Remedial resources.
None
Again, we really haven’t used Pre-Remedial all that much over the last several years, part of the
reason is because it is so ponderous, and also the new sites come into Brownfields and VRAP
and therefore stay out of Pre-Remedial.
No. It is my understanding in this Region that the site can only be sampled after listing in
CERCLIS, and at least a combined PA/SI had been initiated.
No. It could certainly help us determine if we think the site warrants even entering into CERCLIS
and starting that process.
Yes. Example: Mendel lead site. This site is part of the Eckel report’s lead smelter sites list.
Initially, on-site screening was conducted over ten years ago. Subsequent recent sampling in
adjacent neighborhoods revealed low results.
No
Yes, we collected samples as part of Pre-CERCLIS Screens (GI Kart and Cycle and Triangle
East, both in Grand Island and both were sampling nearby private wells).
No, samples have either been collected during the PCS or SI phases with the same result. It
costs a bit more to collect the information to complete an SI and some of this information is not
necessary to the State’s decision-making process in some cases
Almost any of our USI sampling sites could be used as a case study. We actually have one site
where we used the Grant to install monitoring wells and collected and analyzed soils during the
PSA phase and eventually placed the site on the NPL without performing a PA/SI (Mansfield Trail
Dump/Brookwood Road GW Contamination)
None
No
None
No
Yes
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None
No. We only started doing pre-screening a year ago (1st one was last October, 2012), and have
not sampled any of the sites we reviewed (19 sites to date).
At some of our Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS) we have had samples collected early on
and it made for a much better SAP and better decisions about potential hot spots etc. Experience
also tells you that early screening can help reduce sampling costs, streamline planning, thereby
making better decisions.
Yes, Pre-CERCLIS Screenings were conducted of waste disposal sites in [our State] (i.e. landfills)
and recommendations were made for sampling encroaching private water supply wells. [Our
State] used state resources to conduct the private well sampling and used the results to determine
if further investigation was warranted.
Do you have any examples of sites where lack of expending resources during the PreCERCLIS Screen resulted in drawn out resource intensive Preliminary Assessment and
Site Investigation phases?
No.
None
No sites come to mind as [our State] has a lot of flexibility with the funding during the
Pre-CERCLIS Screening Phase.
No specific examples
No
Yes
No. When conducting Pre-CERCLIS Screenings, [our department] considers that they
are to assume that a release has occurred, and that any targets nearby are impacted by
the release. When conducting a Preliminary Assessment, [our department] considers
that they are to suspect and try to confirm a release, and suspect and attempt to confirm
the existence of targets. [Our department] does not suspect impacts that they cannot
confirm. They seek that confirmation in the Site Inspection phase.
I can’t think of any examples.
No
Yes. [Our Department] has conducted a PA on at least two sites that could have been
screened out at the PCS stage if sampling could have occurred. Examples: Quality
Glass (Portland, Jay County). A complaint was received regarding elevated lead and
arsenic in the soil. [Our Department] screened the site at the PA level and did not find
elevated levels of lead or arsenic. Screening at the PCS stage would have prevented the
need for a PA. Bluffton Dump Site 1 (Bluffton, Wells County). A compliant was received
regarding transformers and capacitors being buried. [Our Department] conducted soil
and sediment sampling at the PA level for PCBs and did not find PCBs. The PA sampling
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event used limited resources and could easily have been completed at the PCS stage
where the findings would have prevented the need for a PA.
Generally we are able to determine if there is a hazardous condition (per state authority)
during our Pre-CERCLIS screening process. Our sites very seldom go onto the PA/SI
phase.
Yes, several sites that were entered into CERCLIS before the advent of [our
Department’s] pre-CERCLIS screening process needlessly went through a Preliminary
Assessment that did not require one, no release, state program available, etc.
None
No. No
No.
No
No
No, our Region has given us a lot of flexibility in sites that we want to investigate. I
believe the Pre-CERLCIS Screening issue is more of a Region-by-Region, or Site
Assessment Manager (SAM), consistency issue. In my discussions with colleagues in
other states there seems to be inconsistencies is what SAMs will allow (e.g. I’ve heard
from other states that their SAMs won’t allow them to conduct an APA or Pre-Screen that
only samples private wells, but we do this extensively in our state). I also believe that
the Abbreviated Preliminary Assessment (APA) is equally as valuable as the Pre-Screen
in streamlining the Superfund Pre-Remedial process. We rarely do “full” PAs in our state.
I could pull together some costs for the 4 SI’s our contractor has done recently vs.
evaluation under a PCS. However, all the sites vary considerably in the information
needed to make a wise decision to move on to the next phase. I cannot find a pair of
sites sufficiently similar to show that the variation in time and cost could be attributed
solely to the PA and SI process. In general [our state] finds the exercise of deriving an
HRS Score to have limited usefulness in understanding the sites well enough to make
good decisions. For this reason, we prefer to avoid it, but include it because it is a
requirement to receive funding to obtain the information we do need.
I can’t think of anything that fits here. Like I said we have total flexibility
None
Yes - case study provided
No
None
We really don’t have examples of sites where lack of screening resources resulted in an
inefficient or ineffective PA/SI process. That’s because we rarely propose a site for a
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federal PA unless we already know a fair amount about it (usually through a screening,
whether state or federal), and it’s a medium to high priority for follow-up, without RP
resources to do needed work. A side note is that we’re generally careful about doing
federal PAs, because the required addition to SEMS means the state can lose control of
the site’s future.
No
Yes
None
Maybe? - There was a citizens petition to EPA on a site known as "Faust Valley Road"
that required an expedited PA and SI which took sig. EPA and [State] resources. I don't
know what EPA spent, but [our State] racked up $3,714 for the PA & If we could have
done a PC and avoided the time spent on the doing the formal PA and SI process and
reporting, we could have saved a lot of money that could have used at more deserving
sites. Another $92,175 (a typical SI costs about $20-30K) for the SI work. Turns out it
was a "wild goose chase" and nothing at all was found & the site was NFRAPd in March
2012.
No
No, although sampling under a Pre-CERCLIS Screening at plant closing sites or
brownfields would certainly enhance chances for site redevelopment. [Our Department]
is routinely approached by local governmental units (LGUs) requesting financial
assistance for conducting environmental assessments at brownfields and, more recently,
plant closing sites.
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