ATTACHMENT A

1. What is the current status of the State’s raafsoprogram and the relationship
between the State and Regional OSCs?

2. How has this relationship changed or the pmt@s$ransition sites changed since
2001 (i.e., has it improved, worsened, remain ungbd)? Specifically, how has it
changed (i.e., what has improved, have things wedeand what areas may warrant
improvements)?

3. What is the level of the State’s involvemenEBR®A removal action sites?

4.

a. Does the State work with EPA to review priestand select sites for removal
actions? If yes, how?

b. Does the State meet regularly with EPA to disagmoval action priorities and
review status of ongoing removal actions? If yesy loften?

c. Does the State send written requests for ERBA&tasce? Does the State have an
informal referral system (or no involvement) for&® selection of TCRAS? If yes,
describe.

d. Does the State program have an active onaienhen EPA is conducting
TCRAS? If yes, describe.

e. Has the State entered any written agreemeetfajding State and EPA
responsibilities during removal actions and thegion of sites? If yes, is it a site-
specific agreement or a programmatic agreemery@slfplease provide language in
the agreement.

f. What types of work does the State perform aA E#moval action sites?

g. Does the State provide cost share for EPA raemtions? If yes, under what
circumstances?

h. What information does EPA provide the Statenujponover of a removal site
and does the information allow for effective anficegnt transition to long-term
remedial activities?

i. How does the State coordinate with EPA regay@inforcement actions at
removal sites?

Are there federal agencies (e.g., DOD, DOE, BLMieotthan EPA taking the

lead at removal action sites in your state? If so,

a. Which federal agency (or agencies)?



b. How do you coordinate?
c. Are there any differences in the removal actioocpss?

5. Does EPA (or other lead agency) request StR¥#&Rs? If so, is the State able to
provide in the timeline specified?

6. Are ICs in place at post-removal sites? Ifvgbat plans are in place for
inspection/follow-up to ensure the ICs are impletadrand remain protective?

7. Does the State account for projected reuskeoptoperty when a removal action is
being planned and conducted? If so, how?

8. Are there other considerations/actions takethbyState during the removal that
would take into consideration a designated propege, e.g., use of borrow pit as
constructed wetlands?

9. Are most of the removal actions being condueteSuperfund NPL sites or non-NPL
sites (which generally require a greater post-reahagtion role for States)?

10. Has the Brownfields law of 2002 changed whahl@gow removal actions are
conducted and how sites transition to a State ale@nogram(s) after completion of the
removal actions (e.g., timing of use of Brownfiélthds)? Describe.

11. Do some removal action sites transition toStage’s Brownfields or Voluntary
Cleanup Program or complete cleanup under anothés 8eanup program?

12. What additional actions could States takenprove the effectiveness and efficiency
of site transitions?

13. Are there any/other specific State concerns?



ATTACHMENT B
Summary of 2007 State Questionnaire Responses @iipiRe

REGION 1
Four of the six Region 1 States responded.

1. All four States reported they have a good ty gerod working relationship with

EPA’s Removal Program. Several States cited clas&ing relationships with EPA
OSCs. One State reported that they request assestiaom the EPA Removals Program
for high risk sites where there is no other altéwea responsible parties are either absent,
not viable or recalcitrant.

2. All four States indicated that the working telaship with EPA’'s Removals Program
has improved since 2001. One State respondethiatearn and improve based on
successful case after successful case and eachakawtion is a learning opportunity.
Another State reported improvements have occueddal that State actively seeking out
assistance from EPA’'s Removals Program since 200fhat communication with EPA
could be improved. Another State indicated thatlevthiere is an annual meeting between
managers to discuss priorities, resources of thgrams and coordination issues that
arise, one area that could use improvement is trkimg relationships between EPA
OSCs and State project managers. The State felththaelationship between OSCs and
State project managers was critical to the sucalegrojects. Several other States also
indicated that their relationship individual OSG@ enake a significant difference in the
actual implementation on a site specific basis.

3a. Three of the four States reported that theyrarolved with establishing priorities.
The fourth State indicated that removal actionsde@ded on a “case by case” basis. The
process to set priorities and the level of Statelvement varies between the States.

3b. Three of the four States responded that thesgt megularly with EPA to review
priorities and ongoing removals actions. One offthe States reported that there do not
regularly meet with EPA. One State indicated thatEPA Removal staff generally meet
with the State’s regional offices on an annual fizend sometimes more frequently to
discuss current projects, potential projects, asddns learned. Another State responded
that the communication between the agencies woells serving to provide status

reviews while a removal action is being implementadne State they have designated a
point of contact for EPA’s removals program and BRA assigned an OSC to be a
liaison for EPA’s removal action and emergency oesg program within that particular
State.

3c. All four States indicated they send a writtequest for EPA assistance. Three States
indicated there are informal communications, ansloime instances a site visit is
conducted with EPA, prior to their written requesEPA. One State indicated that they
felt they could make improvements in this area



3d. All four States responded that they are in@dlwhen EPA is conducting the
removal. The involvement ranges from active invoteat in planning to involvement
with many phases of the removal action (providimguit on the scope of the removal
action, offering alternatives for managing waséss,sting with community relations,
coordinating between EPA and the municipality, idgimg ARARS, and serving as
liaison between EPA and other State programs). Rate indicated they are involved to
the extent their resources allow. Another Staternented that they were involved but
sometimes not as involved as much, or as in timehanner, as desired, especially if
long term operation and maintenance is anticipated.

3e. None of the States currently has written agesd(s) with EPA although one State
indicated that they are seeking agreements onite® where removals actions are
involved. A second State responded that they agabimg to delineate joint
responsibility on a case-by-case basis but itligrsfiormal at the moment. The same
State indicated that on a recent case they agoetadté care of all oil issues while EPA
handled hazmat issues, and are also in the proteesiding how to go forward with
general assessment of the property.

3f. All four States are involved to some extent;, the work they perform varies from
State to State. States reported assisting witmpignreviewing of work plans, providing
field oversight and site security, providing ARARSSIpplying mobile lab, helping with
sample collection, identifying alternatives to mgaavastes, acting as liaison to other
environmental programs and State agencies, arrghgial participation and assisting
with community relations. Some States have thatgloh a site specific basis to conduct
a portion of the work (e.g., State may take on guation of the work at a site with both
oil and hazmat). One State indicated that the nsylze involved in PRP lead removal
actions such as providing input on PRP documentgpésof work and sampling plans)
and, at non-NPL sites, developing solution to asklieng term remedial issues after the
removal action has been completed.

3g. All four States responded that they do novigi®a direct cost share. Most States
provide in kind assistance and some States candarother services on a site specific
basis.

3h. Three States reported that they receive irdtion such as action memo, closure
memo, PA/SI report, POLREPS, press releases affidddta packages. EPA now posts
removal documents to a web page for each actidhesmformation is very easy to
access and work with. Often EPA gives the Statg®pnity to review the drafts which
helps States tailor the final disposition of theecaOne State commented that sometimes
the information may not be presented in a format it usable for establishing
institutional controls (such as a map showing ttterg of residual soil contamination

that requires future activity and use restricticausdl other remedial activities.

3i. Three of the States reported that there isesiewel of coordination between the
States and EPA on enforcement. Often enforcemdraridled on a case by case basis
and generally EPA takes the lead on enforcementfopval actions.



4. One of the four States indicated that theredarial agency other than EPA that has
taken the lead in performing removal actions. @teer three States indicated that there
are no other federal agencies conducting removglrecin their respective States.

4a. The one State reported DOD has conducted T&RIANTCRA and US Coast Guard
has also taken the lead on at least one removahaatan NPL site.

4b. With respect to DOD the State coordinates wi#m through a review and comment
process. The State attempts to stay involved iasgects of the decision making and
implementation, including the decision on whetleecanduct a removal action, what that
action will be, review of all implementation plard oversight of the work.

4c. Yes there is a difference in the removal acfimcess. The decision to implement a
removal action is less collaborative. DOD generaibkes the decision to implement a
removal action without much input from the State.

5. All four States reported that they provided ARAIn a timely manner. One State
reported that in some instances the process mayfdrenal. Another State questioned
how the ARARs were applied to EPA’s removal actions

6. Most States responded that IC’s are not tyjyigalt in place at the completion of a
removal action. Some States indicated that IC’ d\grieally put in place at the
completion of all final remedial actions and are tesponsibility of the PRP, if one is
present, to ensure that the ICs remain in placeaamébllowed. Several States also
indicated that there should be more discussiosfduring the removal action. One
State reported that they have an audit systemdorerthe ICs remain in place and are
complied with.

7. All four States reported that projected propeguse is considered when a removal
action is being planned and conducted. Severad$Staported that often additional
remedial work is required to achieve site condgitimat are compatible with making a
final decision on property reuse. Some States hakdased cleanup regulations are that
allow for consideration of current and future pnapeise, and IC’s are an integral part of
the process where cleanup is based on a less tiestiicted future use scenario. One
State responded that they account for projectesereucomments to EPA, through the
State site manager interaction with OSC.

8. Two States responded that they consider thypss tof proposals. One State indicated
that they would consider on a case by case basiseded to tailor a removal action to
accomplish multiple objectives. One State indicdted they would not consider these
types of proposals.

9. Most States responded that the majority of raisoactions are conducted at non-
NPL sites. One State indicated that there not nnampval actions are being conducted



at NPL sites any more. Another State indicated idsaioval actions are conducted at
both NPL and non-NPL sites.

10. All four States responded that overall theyemét noticed any impact on removals
as a result of the Brownfields law. One State radpd that because federal brownfield
funds cannot be used while an EPA removal actidreisg conducted, some sites may
require more careful planning.

11. Most of the States reported that the majarfityemoval action sites transition into

the State remedial program. One State reportetelh@xperience with removal actions
transitioning to State remedial program. One Statiated that while most of the

removal actions transition to the State remediagpam, there are some sites where there
is no viable responsible party and are no Statedsftio address the long term
remediation issues.

12. One State responded that it may help to regefthat all sites that require additional
cleanup after a removal action is completed to rteestandards under the State’s waste
site cleanup program. Another State respondechtbad money and human resources for
the programs would help with timely transitions.thd State suggested establishing
training between EPA OSCs and State project masdggromote a better
understanding of the responsibilities, resourcekliamtations of the respective

programs. The fourth State indicated that prospegurchaser/redeveloper outreach
may help.

13. Two States responded that they had no addlt@mncerns. One State indicated that
the lack of EPA Removal funding and getting EPAerasted in removal actions in their
State was a concern. Another State indicated tiva¢mtly there is little discussion of
ICs/PRSC as they relate to EPA removal actionglaiscarea may warrant additional
discussion.

REGION 2

1. NY and NJ both report a good working relatiopshith EPA Region Il Removals
program.

2. No changes in the relationship since 2001.

3. What is the level of the State’s involvemenERA removal action sites?

3a. In both States site discovery results in arraf process for EPA involvement.
3b. Yes, minimum of once per year.

3c. Communication with EPA precedes the formattemi request in both States and
facilitates EPA involvement.



3d. Often yes. States assist local communicatgitesdiscovery, site security.
3e. NJyes, NY no.

3f. Discovery, characterization, security.

3g. No. NJ MOA has a $25K threshold for EPA.

3h. POLREPs

3i. Both States provide enforcement related infdram to EPA.
4. NY no, NJ yes

4a. DOD and DOE (NJ)

4b. no answer

4c. no answer

5. NJ yes, NY unknown

6. No NJ, Unknown NY.

7. NJ no, NY indirectly.

8. No

9. Non-NPL

10. no answer

11. NJ yes, NY unknown

12. Better communication, dedication of additiostalff.

13. no answer

REGION 3

1. Overall the responses in Region 3 was thatdlaionship with the states and OSCs
was good to very good.

2. Most states agreed that the relationship hasoweol since 2001 with better
communication between the states and the OSCs. Wwieis dependent on the
experience of the OSC and can vary between OSCs.



3a. As sites come to the attention of either EP#erstate, the information is shared
through correspondence, phone calls and updatese Than open dialog as to the
appropriate prioritization.

3b. The response to this question varied widelypnftavo states saying no; two states
saying on a site by site basis and one state (Miadylsaying that they have routine
monthly meetings.

3c. All of the states have sent written requestsRé.. Informal referrals are also made.
One state (Delaware) may execute the work throogkractors on behalf of EPA.

3d. The responses varied from no involvement (Wesfinia), to assisting EPA on
TCRASs and providing support (Maryland), as need#tier states just provide ARARS.

3e. All states have no formal written agreement.

3f. Delaware conducts field oversight to TCRA impentation which can includes
generating the Purchase Orders for funding, selgeticontractor, approving removal
cost. Three states primarily provide oversightaivaties and coordination with local
governmental agencies, as needed. The states promdments on documents when
requested previous discovery and investigative Waf&st Virginia stated that the
involvement can vary greatly from no involvemenptoviding analytical assistance to
providing personnel.

3g. All state in Region 3 do not provide cost shalewever, Delaware can use program
funds for implementing the TSCA upon EPA reimbursatn

3h. All states in Region 3 receive or expect tenee copies of reports for their records.
Pennsylvania and EPA share any available informatiben combining site work
efforts. Currently, Pennsylvania is not taking l&d on remedial cleanups due to
funding issues. To date, Pennsylvania says reqgsetegd O&M transitions at NPL sites
have been satisfactory

3i. The response was usually on a site-by-sitesbdesides providing background
information such as inspection reports, West Viayiwill provide withesses when
necessary and appropriate. They also provide tealhassistance when requested.

4. Three of states in Region 3 reported other tddagencies taking the lead at removal
actions.

4a. The federal agencies included DOE, DOD, NASA tlwe Army Corps of Engineers.

4b. Pennsylvania has an agreement with the DODidkatifies the work to be
performed at specific sites. DOE sites are handfed case by case effort. In Virginia,



the work with DOD is conducted under the DSMOAWiest Virginia, the removal
action was conducted under an administrative order.

4c. Yes. Due to differences in policies, procedumed chains of command; the process
is usually different from agency to agency. Petuasya noted that funding appears to
be more critical than at the EPA level.

5. All Region 3 states provide ARARs to EPA witline timeframe specified.

6. The response was generally, ICs are not in @apest-removal sites. If
environmental concerns remain, then these sitegracessed through the remedial
process and ICs are implemented and managed asf plagt remedial action.

Delaware has an O&M program and inspections thaiagea any ICs concerns.
Pennsylvania is relying on their legal staff formitoring and in the future the pending
legislation on the Environmental Covenants Actritbece this requirement. West
Virginia may have groundwater monitoring requiremsdsut it varies on how it is done
either by EPA (or their contractors) or sometinigsState personnel.

7. Of the states that responded to this questiovas divided half yes and half no.

8. The response to this question was again diwd#dno and two states giving
consideration to commercial industrial reuse armmdigdwater impacts.

9. The majority of Region 3 states said most rerhagons are conducted at non-NPL
sites. One State said both NPL & non-NPL.

10. The response to this question was again dividgh more nos. One state;
Pennsylvania cited their state program had morarofimpact while West Virginia
thought it gave an opportunity to facilitate redepenent.

11. The majority of states say some removal sitwssitioned over to the state cleanup
programs.

12. All states agreed that early coordination amdmunication helps keep the sites
moving through the programs.

13. None were really expressed except that if thexe not a removal program states’
interaction would be limited and sites may not decuately addressed because of states’
limited resource.

REGION 4
1. Alabama’s relationship with the assigned OSGsimproved markedly over the last

two years. Kentucky heavily relies on EPA assistaand has great relationships with
the OSCs. Florida’s removal actions are genelafifed to immediate or emergency



actions. They work with EPA to identify and estsalblpriorities for non-emergency
removal actions. They have a good relationship WA with recent improvements due
to EPA outreach. South Carolina is very activeiyolved in State-lead and Federal
lead projects. They have a good working relatignglith EPA at the management and
OSC level. Georgia has a good relationship witA EEoordination with OSCs mostly
involves PRP-lead removal actions that transitromfEPA oversight to longer-term
state-lead remedial actions.

2. In Region 4, South Carolina, Kentucky, Floridag Alabama report improvements to
communication and prioritization of sites. Geotgilationship remained good, but
improvements could be made to prioritizing Browltfisites that may not benefit from
EPA removal oversight.

3. South Carolina’s level of involvement variesiwiore involved at large, complex
sites that have a higher likelihood of becomingéStaad remedial sites, and at those
sites where there is likely to be public involvermen

3a. In Region 4, states are generally less involvidld setting priorities and more
involved with referral of sites. Referral of sitestween EPA and the states is more
informal through meetings, emails, and phone calls.

3b. In Region 4, Georgia and South Carolina do¢fawee a set schedule but will meet
on an “as needed” basis. Kentucky meets everytdwioree months. Florida meets
twice per year at Regional Response Team MeetamgsEPA regularly attends their
yearly hurricane response exercise. Florida heentey started meeting more
consistently with EPA and they are attempting talggsh quarterly meeting between
EPA and their district offices. Alabama has ae-sneetings with EPA to track progress
of removals, and they coordinate closely with tig®A PA/SI Coordinator.

3c. In Region 4, the responding states reporteisites are initially referred informally
with phone calls, emails and meetings, and thdovi@d up with written requests.
Florida and Alabama report that they are workingdgelop a more formal referral
process.

3d. In Region 4, South Carolina, Kentucky, Floridad Alabama have active on-site
roles for the larger complex sites with previouspticipated state involvement. Georgia
usually does not have much of an active on-siteurdkss it is a PRP lead site that will
transition to state remedial oversight.

3e. None of the states that responded reportedhbpihad any written agreements.
3f. In Region 4, the responding states reported thestly provide technical assistance

with reviewing reports and coordinating public papation. South Carolina, Florida,
and Alabama may provide field support through samgpdr providing equipment.



3g. In Region 4, states do not provide any costisy for the removal action. South
Carolina and Kentucky might provide funds to achkievhigher level of cleanup.

3h. In Region 4, all states reported they recdiva pollution reports by EPA. Only
Alabama believes the information in the POLRERui§icgent. Closure reports can be
obtained when sites are transitioned to state rexhpbgrams.

3i. Region 4 states generally share PRP informaitsmd in enforcement actions.
4. no answer

4a. In Region 4, two federal agencies includingRiepartment of Energy and the
Department of Defense (including the Army Corp afjibeers) are federal agencies that
are or have performed removal actions.

4b. In Region 4, states coordinate directly with ldad federal agency usually under
federal facility agreements.

4c. Region 4 states did not report any major céffiees in removal actions.

5. In Region 4, states are able to provide ARARs iimely manner. Alabama reports
some difficulty providing meaningful or very speciRRARs when requested to do so
too early in the process. Georgia and Floridaesg®d concern that state ARARs may
not get enough consideration as clean up goakh&removal action.

6. In Region 4, ICs are not generally used at reahastion sites, and are more likely
used by state or federal remedial programs witlseonhby property owners. ICs may be
used at DOD sites in South Carolina, and Floridantucky reports that ICs are put in
place if needed. Alabama does not have fundsaiatain ICs.

7. In Region 4, states account for projected refigeoperties when removal actions are
conducted, but they have little control as to weethPA'’s final removal action goals are
protective of future uses. Additional post-remoaetion remedial activities might be
needed.

8. In Region 4, with the exception of Alabama, deated property reuse is a factor that
is considered during removal actions.

9. In Region 4, removal actions are conducted amaodusively at non-NPL sites with
the exception of some DOD sites.

10. In Region 4, with the exception of Kentuckytasadid not report any major changes
since enactment of the federal Brownfield law i®20 Kentucky reported that targeted
Brownfield assessments have lead to removal aciibesme municipally owned sites.



11. In Region 4, with the exception of Kentucky,séhtes report that removal action sites
typically transition to the states under variowgessuperfund programs. Kentucky
reports that just about all the removal sites Haa@n completely addressed by EPA.

12. In Region 4, better coordination and transfenfmrmation from EPA is needed.
South Carolina would like EPA to provide all infaatron about a removal action without
having to ask for it. Kentucky desires to havetcagtor selection and removal activities
expedited. Florida has developed procedures toavepeffective transition of removal
sites, and would like increased consideration atesARARSs during the removal process.
Alabama has scanned all files into electronic fdrtoallow easier information transfer.
Georgia would like to work more closely with EPAdaRRPs to ensure removal action
do not hinder future state remedial requirememtd,ta provide more information as to
what remedial actions will be needed after traositi

13. Region 4 states did not really provide any o#ipecific concerns that weren’t
covered above.

REGION 5

1. Three states within Region 5 report that thexeten active removal program. Most
states report that they work closely with the O8@risure that removal sites are
conducted in order to address state concerns ffilples All states provide a single point
of contact for the OSC’s to communicate with tregesbn removal activities within the
state. Some states also provide a single remowalslination individual to act as a
liaison with the Region.

2. Most states report that relationships have reethrelatively unchanged since 2001
with one state reporting a slightly better relasioip. Since most states within the region,
generally reported a good relationship before,dbiss not affect much. Two states
reported that decreased funding within the Regemdecreased the states ability to
conduct removal assessment activities for the RegiAnother difference was that there
has been a major shift toward emergency preparedhashas taken some emphasis
away for time critical removal activities.

3a. The relationship (between each state and Regicuch that all states feel they can
routinely discuss and refer sites to U.S. EPA.

3b. All reporting states indicate that regular nregst do not take place but are not
necessarily needed due to the fact that if disonssneed to take place, they have the
ability to discuss directly with the Region. Regi® conducts superfund mid-year and
year-end meetings for all superfund programs, ohalgiremovals. During those
meetings removal issues are discussed but areyisoakite specific.

3c. All states indicate that formal written reqseste submitted to Region 5 that request
removal activities. Once an OSC has been assigmesh states indicated that they



assign a coordinator to work with the OSC on egdtific removal action. One state
also mentioned that if site discovery forms aredeelethey assist in the process.

3d. All Region 5 states indicate that they havaetive role in each time-critical removal
action. The “coordinator” will monitor the progeeand assist the OSC in decision
making. The level of involvement varies with thie nd the circumstances, but it is
generally agreed that at a minimum each stateasslign a coordinator that works with
the OSC. Beyond that level of involvement, it widlry from case to case and site by
site.

3e. One state has recently drafted a program sp&@U with EPA. All of the states
indicate that site specific agreements can be emdsed when needed.

3f. All reporting states indicate that they providehnical expertise on all sites in which
they are needed. Three states have programsdladiiogv for some field support ranging
from Geoprobe sampling, analytical services, sad, gndoor air, and eco evaluations.
These activities are conducted as needed.

3g. Three states, indicated that generally the ansano. Two states indicated that on a
site specific basis there may be a need for c@sirgh Three states indicated that in-
kind services and activities have been used toigeocsome cost sharing activities. These
services are generally provided through state funds

3h. One state mentioned that the OSC web sitefoagdpd a lot of site specific
information following the removal action. Over tpast several years, the
implementation of the OSC web site has proved ta Baluable asset to the states. Three
states mentioned that a structured process isauatssarily used on each site, but
information is passed down (such as POLREPS, antemo’s, final reports) on a site by
site basis and but is mostly dependent upon thafsp®SC.

3i. It was generally agreed upon by each stateethi@rcement at each site is handled on
a case by case basis. Having the “gorilla in theat” has been a valuable asset to each
state.

4. no answer

4a. no answer

4b. no answer

4c. Three states mentioned no (or not that theyaasare of). One state indicates that
DOD performs removal or interim removal actions@atnerous facilities within the state.

Coordination on these sites is pursuant to the DBM@d there is coordination between
DOD and the state.



5. All states agree that, when requested by ERAsthtes will provide ARAR’s in a
timely manner. Two states mentioned that a gedRI&R letter is used to respond to
EPA and it can be modified to meet site specifqureements.

6. Answers from the states were generally all olverboard.
* The state project manager will determine if and@eeded.
* Most sites do not require IC, but if they do ihesndled on a site
specific basis.
* Typically no.
e This has just become an emerging issue.

7. Two of the states indicate that through thigitesspecific cleanup standards
(residential, commercial, industrial), their rees@& somewhat be accounted for. One
state indicates that it focuses mostly on remotres pose and immediate risk to public
health and the environment. If the future endafdée site is known, that information is
passed along to the OSC for cleanup considerations

8. Three states listed this as not being an is€uree state mentioned that the use/reuse
situation will be conveyed to the OSC prior to thmoval action.

9. All states generally mention that most of thmoval actions are conducted at non-
NPL sites.

10. Two states mention that the Brownfields law hat affected the time critical
removal sites. Two states mention that they agattyy more cautious about referring
sites for removal actions due to the Brownfields.lal his is due to a concern that the
site may not be eligible in the present or futureféderal Brownfield money if there is a
removal action currently conducted on the site.e @sue that was brought up by one
state is “what marks the end of the removal, andndould the site once again be
eligible for federal Brownfield funds?”

11. The general answer by all states is that “yleat some removal actions transition into
a state cleanup program. One state noted thalInBERA’s meet state cleanup
standards. If upfront communication takes pladevéen the state and EPA, a smooth
transition can occur to obtain a more thoroughrulpa

12. All states agree that when there has been comeation and coordination up front,
transitions can most effectively be managed. @ae $rought up that there is a need for
better coordination with local governments which a#rease participation and get more
sites into the Brownfield/Redevelopment phase.

13. Listed below are specific suggestions by etate:
 EPA needs to “close out” removal actions more dyiajiven the federal
Brownfields eligibility issues.
» Continue the coordination and communication befdueing, and after the
removal action. Otherwise the sites will slip tigh the cracks.



« Recommend that EPA continue to aggressively fuadémoval program as
it has made, and will continue to make, a signiftqaositive contribution to
the quality of life within the state.

* Encourage EPA to allow states to use the Cooperétireement to fund
some removal assessment activities during and inatedy after the removal
actions. This would result in a more complete reahand/or a better idea of
what's left behind to promote redevelopment.

REGION 6

1. All Region 6 states replied that they have adgworking relationship with EPA.
States are able to refer sites to EPA if the TCRI\lve too costly or complex. 2 states
replied that they will provide a cost share to E®#Aremoval actions referred to them;
either in funds or in-kind services.

2. States felt that generally their relationshithvEPA has remained roughly the same
since 2001. One state, Louisiana, replied thatrowgments could be made in
communication and determining what levels of comtaton will remain after the
TCRA.

3a. All states work with EPA on removal actionesit Methods included: Holding

regular meetings and conference calls; direct rafef sites for removal action if it is

beyond state capability; working closely with indival OSCs assigned to a removal
action.

3b. Three states conducted regular meetings WA ®© discuss removal actions either
monthly, semi-annually, or annually. Two stategliesl that they did not have regular
meetings and that removal action follow-up was domea site-by-site basis.

3c. All Region 6 states formally request remoweaiam assistance in writing, although
the state and EPA have already informally discusisedite at length prior to the written
request.

3d. Three states replied that their onsite roldetermined on a site-by-site basis. The
remaining two took a more active role onsite dummegioval actions — assisting with
property access, taking the lead on community ioglaf direct oversight, performing
additional sampling to reach consensus on cleasweld.

3e. Three states do enter into written agreemeaiits EPA. In each case it is a site
specific agreement which describes state and fedeles. (example agreement from
Oklahoma)

3f. States provide a wide range of services ator@&inaction sites: Preliminary site
assessments, community relations, property actedsnical input, laboratory analysis,
cost share, oversight, additional sampling forestatrposes, and coordination with local
officials.



3g. Four states provide some sort of cost shareefooval actions. They may take the
form of cash or at larger sites may be a combinabiocash and onsite services. Texas
will provide a 10% cost share to EPA for referrégéss Texas will also provide a cost
share for sites headed for the NPL and the remaetbn would occur as part of the
remedy but must be completed as a TCRA in ordprdatect human health.

3h. EPA provides a variety of information uponesturnover: Initial removal
assessments, post removal action reports, GIS akdabf sample locations, sample
results, site recommendations, SSSRs for NFRAB. site

3i. Generally, states provide whatever assistaBP& requests. Most often the
coordination involves gathering and sharing PRPormation and monitoring the
property for changes in ownership.

4a. 2 states did not have any other federal ageedprming TCRAs. 3 states did.
TCRAs were performed by the USACE and USFS.

4b. Responses ranged from “no formal processhécagency informing the state of the
proposed action and soliciting information aboytlegable state and federal laws. Texas
in particular has increased its knowledge of monitrelated sites and has reviewed,
commented and approved remedial action documedtgnaastigation reports, including
EECAs.

4c. Of the states with the USACE performing rem@a@ions the response was that
communication was less, and although the statekepsinformed of site progress the
federal agency was getting its “orders” from farthp chain and the state had little input
into decision making. No comments were made reggrthe USFS.

5. States are able to provide ARARs to EPA (oeotbderal agency) in a timely manner
even though a formal process to request them magxnst.

6. Two states responded that ICs were not in papest-removal sites. The other state
responses ranged from negotiating one with EPAdfdite is headed toward the NPL, to
the state not being certain of what ICs were plamedhat site and they were developing
a system to track them.

7. Two states replied that they do not accounttli@r projected reuse of a property
before/during a removal action. Two other stategehrisk based standards that dictate
cleanup levels based on the current property uskeaafuture owner is provided the

opportunity to remediate a site to a more protecsvandard if the property use has
changed. One state, Oklahoma, replied that ofieescare interested in acquiring a

property to alleviate environmental contaminatiord ageneral blight. In these cases
Oklahoma DEQ works proactively with cities to clegmthe site. If the intended reuse
of the property is unknown, DEQ and the city willeanpt to determine the most likely

future used based on current growth trends.



8. Two states replied “no”; Texas cited cost rexguvssues and an inability to improve
property. Two states replied that site specifiaditons would determine any other
considerations at removal sites. One state repghatl in one case they created farm
ponds on nearby properties where the owner agreddrtate clean soil. In another case
a city obtained a Superfund Redevelopment Grantafeite and subsequent removal
actions took into account the city’s plans forgedy reuse.

9. Four states replied that most removal actiocsuiwed at non-NPL sites. Texas
replied that removal actions may occur at NPL aod-NPL sites. A site undergoing a
removal action may have been proposed to the NPhdtuactually listed.

10. All Region 6 states replied that they havess®n any changes.

11. Four states replied that sites do transitioa state program(s) for remediation. One
state replied that their sites did not.

12. All states replied that open and frequent comoation with EPA was key in
improving effectiveness and efficiency of site s#@iions. Themes included: Establish a
process for site transition ahead of time; leverfageral response actions (and $) to meet
individual state cleanup standards; states cattédeiinteraction between EPA and local
communities where a removal action is underway.

13. States cited various concerns: Improve thesistency of documentation for
completed removal actions especially at older sibere contamination was left in
place; explanation by EPA on why a removal actioaswnot performed; state
inclusion/review of removal assessment workpland @aports (especially when waste
will be left in place); dwindling funds for TCRAs:d subsequent competition among
Region 6 states for federal $, which in turn mayageprotection of human health;
responses to natural disasters, acts of terrorssngther homeland security incidents
could decrease the $ available for EPA to perfor@RAs. An on a positive note,
Oklahoma felt that being invited to OSC Readinesssning was a valuable opportunity
and wanted to continue participating.

REGION 7

1. In Region 7, Nebraska and lowa noted they ddhawe a formal removal program.
Kansas and Missouri use their Management Assista@noperative Agreement (MACA)
to work and coordinate removal activities in thetate with EPA. Nebraska noted they
are performing some emergency removal actions (adeimovals) with EPA and has
performed some smaller emergency removals under atdhority. lowa, generally,
provides comments to EPA for the larger removaissitMissouri and Kansas
communicate and coordinate with EPA on all remauals in their state. All four states
noted their coordination and cooperation has beewl gvith Region 7 EPA. But it was
noted by one state that the amount of coordinatr@hcooperation is based on the EPA
OSC that is assigned to the removal site.



2. In Region 7, lowa and Missouri believe thetietaship and process has not changed
much from 2001. Kansas and Nebraska believe tagaeship has changed for the
better. Nebraska noted that they have increasaddpability in emergency responses
and they now conduct and exercise with EPA for gaecy responses. Kansas noted
they have executed a removal agreement with EP#ptieanotes communication and
coordination at removal sites. Missouri notes tiedter coordination with certain OSC’s
for new removal sites needs to be improved andER# should conduct some in-house
training sessions to help OSC’s understand thessageof good communication and
coordination with the states.

3a. In Region 7, lowa provides inputs for only Bger removal sites. Kansas,
Missouri and Nebraska have more involvement wit BPtheir removal sites. Most of
Nebraska'’s involvement occurs during the site rafgreriod. Kansas and Missouri take
a more active roll with Region 7 throughout the ozal action.

3b. In Region 7, lowa, Kansas and Nebraska mabtERA on an “as needed” schedule.
Missouri tries to meet quarterly with EPA to dissuemoval actions. All four states
indicated that meetings or teleconferences coulartanged quickly, if needed.

3c. In Region 7, lowa does not believe a requesa femoval action was ever generated
by the state. Kansas and Nebraska both utilizateew request to EPA for assistance.
The 2 states use the “Request for Federal Actionhfto ask EPA for a removal action.
Missouri does refer sites to EPA for removal acibnt Missouri did not indicate the use
of a specific form.

3d. In Region 7, lowa and Nebraska does not haactve role in EPA removal
actions, although Nebraska did indicate they cduliey thought it was necessary.
Kansas and Missouri are active for EPA lead rensvBboth states meet with EPA to
discuss the removal actions, review the Action Meandum, provide comments on site
documents, and provide field oversight, when needed

3e. In Region 7, Kansas is the only state to lsasigned agreement with Region 7 for
removal actions at a program level. Below is theeament language:

Purpose

The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding (N1@& to document an
agreement between the U.S. Environmental Protectigancy (EPA), Region VII,
Superfund Division and the Kansas Department ofltHeand Environment (KDHE),
Bureau of Environmental Remediation. Both partiage agreed to implement elements
described in the Association of State and TeratdBolid Waste Management Officials
(ASTSWMO) guidance document Guide for CoordinatadriFederal Removal Actions
with State Remedial Activities.@ This documentlioes the need for communication
and coordination between EPA and KDHE for EPA leathoval activities and it
facilitates the transition of a removal completionanother remedial program. The use



of this document will establish a forum for disdossand a mechanism to document the
needs of one party to the other.

Goal

The goal of this MOU and the use of the ASTSWMOdguis to establish a
formal mechanism to communicate and coordinate EE28 removal activities with
KDHE. With improved communication and coordinateach party will understand the
needs or requirements of the other party. Thisetstdnding will enhance the current
communication and coordination system and will doent the proposed actions to be
taken by both parties. This enhancement will gae and money and will facilitate the
transition from a removal activity to long-term eaand maintenance or to another
remedial program.

Scope

The guidance document provides a series of subjhatsshould be discussed
prior, during, and after an EPA removal actionom® of the subjects include, but
are not limited to: State and EPA objectives anspoesibilities, site access,

integrated assessment actions, clean-up standdads, use assumptions,

community relations, liability assurances, scheslutetifications, documentation,

institutional controls, and post-closure activitiesThe EPA and KDHE have

agreed to have a minimum of one formal site plagmireeting to discuss these
subjects prior to the signature of the removal cactmemorandum for large

removal sites. For purposes of this MOU large reahsites are defined as those
sites identified by EPA which are believed to berenivan $50,000 dollars. This
formal meeting can occur face-to-face or with &dehference. For the small
removal sites (less than $50,000) EPA and KDHE feyreed to a minimum of a

telephone notification or teleconference. The tgpd manner of communication
will be decided by KDHE and EPA based on time c@ists and the complexity

of the removal activity.

This document represents our mutual intent to c@dpe communicate and
coordinate in the area of removal activities in $tate of Kansas.

Missouri includes the removal action sites for vihitcprovides the EPA management
assistance in its workplan for the managementtassis portion of the Superfund
consolidated cooperative agreement (MACA), andhigroving coordination to keep the
MACA Workplan current.

3f. In Region 7, all states provide ARARs to EPMebraska also will help EPA with
disposal options and on as “as needed bases” avilbpn site visits and review
documents. Kansas and Missouri are involved giinout the removal action. Both
states meet with EPA to discuss the removal actreview the Action Memorandum,
provide comments on site documents, and providie éreersight. Also noted by Kansas
is the coordination of the post-removal long-temecfor the site. Missouri also



coordinates with EPA on post-removal long-term cpramarily at removal sites where
the state agrees to be the grantee in restrictiverants.

3g. In Region 7, all 4 states (lowa, Kansas, Miss@nd Nebraska) indicated they do
not provide any cost sharing for the removal action

3h. In Region 7, lowa does not typically receimg amformation from EPA after the
conclusion of a removal action. Kansas, Nebraskd,Missouri do receive Polreps, and
various removal documents. If additional remed@lons were necessary the
information would be provided to the remedial grouip Region 7, lowa and Nebraska
do not provide long-term assurances to EPA priartafter the removal action. Kansas
will provide some assurance the removal action malfe a long-term maintenance
agreement (for sites with waste left in place).sdéuri will address long-term
maintenance by a restrictive covenant on a casgabg-scenario. Kansas, Missouri, and
Nebraska noted due to tight state funding thastates can not take on too much
financial responsibility for long-term maintenarateremoval sites.

3i. In Region 7, lowa rarely becomes involved viRA regarding enforcement actions.
Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska all try to have¢ésponsible party voluntarily perform
the removal action. If the responsible party tsateitrant or there is no viable
responsible party, the site is forwarded to EPAtlhe removal action. Once the site is
forwarded to EPA the states communicate and coateliwith EPA as needed for the
enforcement activities.

4a. In Region 7, all the states lowa, Kansas, dissand Nebraska noted that the
Department of Defense (including the Army Corp afjiaeers) is a federal agency that
is or has performed removal actions in their staféssouri also noted the Department of
Energy and General Services Administration hasopexd removal actions within the
state.

4b. In Region 7, lowa does not coordinate withdtiesr federal agency because EPA
has the lead on these sites. Kansas, MissouriNabdaska use the Defense / State
Memorandum of Agreement (DSMOA) Program to cooriremd communicate
removal actions with the state. Missouri also wile Federal Facility Agreements at
NPL sites, Memorandum of Agreements with fundingeagients, and Federal Facility
Compliance Agreements to provide for the necessamymunication and coordination
activities.

4c. In Region 7, all the states (lowa, Kansasshlisi, and Nebraska) indicated there is
no process difference in the removal actions fes¢hother federal agencies. A different
name for a document may occur but the proces®isdme.

5. In Region 7, lowa, Kansas, Missouri and Nehseagkreceive requests from EPA or
other federal agencies requesting ARAR’s and thst in most cases, are able to
respond the specified timeframe.



6. In Region 7, lowa, Missouri and Nebraska hawgéd or no IC’s in place for past
removal actions unless they were part of a listgoe®und site. Kansas has reviewed all
the past sites and verified there are IC’s in pfaceany removal action that has left
waste in place. Recently, Missouri has begun & ®moval sites by becoming the
grantee of the restrictive covenant. lowa, Misgamnd Nebraska have no plans to
inspect or follow-up at past removal sites. Kartsasalready reviewed all the past
removal sites and have or are working on instigut@®’'s at those sites where waste was
left after the removal action. Kansas plans tcehi®/s in place for all future removal
sites where they are appropriate.

7. In Region 7, lowa does not consider future eeafghe property for removal actions.
Nebraska expects the EPA OSC to coordinate withoited government for future
property use. Kansas and Missouri have an aatieewith EPA to discuss future
property use to determine cleanup standards arsipp@$C needs.

8. In Region 7, lowa and Nebraska do not lookraperty reuse for removal actions.
Kansas and Missouri try to integrate the removabaavith future use.

9. In Region 7, lowa, Kansas, Missouri and Nehsdskve responded that most of the
removal actions are taken at non-NPL sites.

10. In Region 7, lowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nekaichave all responded that the
Brownfields law has not changed the removal actartbeir transition to other state
cleanup programs.

11. In Region 7, lowa has not had any sites ttimmsirom an EPA-lead removal action
to a state program. Kansas, Missouri, and Nebriagka sites transition from an EPA-
lead removal action to a state program.

12. In Region 7, lowa, Kansas, and Nebraska haatiddional actions to improve the
effectiveness of site transition. Missouri stdtesEPA regions need to understand how
the state programs work and therefore, the sitekldoansition easier.

13. In Region 7, lowa, Kansas and Nebraska dichae¢ any additional state concerns
related to removal actions. Missouri states threycancerned about the reductions of
federal funding to the states for participationhia Superfund Program. lowa, Kansas,
Missouri, and Nebraska also noted they do not hastate funding source to conduct
post-removal activities.

REGION 8

1. In Region 8, Montana and South Dakota have stathorities and conduct state
removal actions. All states coordinate with EPAewla federal lead removal is
conducted in their respective states. StatespnoNide input and comments on planning
documents and removal activities. The degree ofdination varies and appears to be
largely dependant on the OSC.



2. Some states reported that communication andregagement level has improved and
EPA provides regular reports of activities. Otbtes do not believe that much has
changed. It was mentioned again that the degreeromunication is largely dependant
on the individual OSC that is responsible for tamoval action. One state specifically
expressed concern about EPA activities on tribadda It was reported that EPA will do
removal work on tribal lands and will not informetistate.

3a. The degree of coordination varies betweeestdtlo state has a routine forum to
discuss sites and establish priorities. Most stegport that EPA will sometimes conduct
removal actions without coordinating with state teats.

3b. Some Region 8 states report that regular ngeticcurred in the past but they are
not currently meeting on a regular basis. Sontest@o receive regular reports about
ongoing EPA removal actions in their states.

3c. Montana reported that a formal written reqségted by the state division
administrator is required prior to a removal acti@ther states reported that the referrals
are informal and can be accomplished through wribteverbal requests.

3d. All states report that they have an activesibe+ole for removals that are conducted
at NPL sites. Montana and Colorado report that tteenot have an on-site role at non-
NPL removals. Utah and South Dakota report they tto have on-site roles.

3e. Some states will enter site-specific agreesmtremoval projects. None of the
Region 8 states have entered agreements for thevediprogram. Utah has a Superfund
Memorandum of Agreement (SMOA) that includes resgalities for removal projects,
but the SMOA is very old and outdated.

3f. States generally review planning documengsoms, and decision documents and
provide ARARs. Some states will provide field aight as necessary and assist with
community relations activities.

3g. Most states report that they do not cost shlaremoval actions. Colorado reported
that they have provided a cost share on a verydahbasis and it was a result of site-
specific considerations. The general policy ato€ado is to not provide cost share for
removal actions.

3h. Region 8 states report that generally remagtabns do not require long term
remedial activities and they are not provided amgiimore than what the OSC has
provided during the removal action. The amourihfdrmation they receive is
dependant on the OSC and their willingness to doate with the state.

3i. Region 8 states universally report that EPAgoot coordinate enforcement
activities for removal actions with the state.



4a. BLM, USFS, DOD, DOA, DOE.

4b. Coordination with other federal agencies isagally very poor with some exceptions
noted by South Dakota. States typically provideAR and have requested funding
from the other agencies to support state involvemb®hxed ownership sites typically
require better communication.

4c. Some states report that there are differemcdshat non-EPA agencies consider
removal actions final actions when additional wisrkecessary. Other states report that
there isn’t much difference, but that non-EPA agemdo not have a thorough
understanding of the process.

5. States generally do provide ARARs. Howevesdme cases the information about
the site is incomplete and it is difficult to besthat the ARARS list is comprehensive
for the individual site conditions.

6. Some states report that they do not have relhsaea that require ICs. Other states
report that this is a problem. When ICs are nergdbe states do not have the resources
to inspect and maintain these sites.

7. All states reported that this is an importansideration but not all states include this
factor in determining the appropriate cleanupwds also noted that in most cases EPA is
mitigating an immediate threat, which does not lgself to considering the ultimate

reuse of the property.

8. There are situations when other factors effectsions during the removal actions
process. In most cases however the land use sidre the driving forces behind the
decisions.

9. Most of the states reported that the majorityemovals are conducted at non-NPL
sites.

10. No states have observed any changes in reraotrahs as a result of the 2002
Brownfields Law.

11. Colorado and Montana have each had one aitsition from removal to a state
program. All states indicated that they would ¢destransition from removal to state
programs a viable option.

12. Most states did not answer the question. Btated that they need to facilitate
seamless transitions.

13. a. Increased funding for civilian federa¢ages to perform removal work.
b. Improved coordination within EPA when sites tréinsi between the removal
and remedial programs.
c. Consistent compliance with cleanup requirementwéxn sites.



REGION 9

1. California and Arizona both have independentaeal action programs. California
and EPA jointly decide which agency will conducE@RA. Arizona screens sites for
either the NPL or the State’s Water Quality AssaeaRevolving Fund (WQARF)
cleanup program. There is limited joint EPA andt&involvement on TCRAS unless
EPA removal actions are conducted on or near dlsitehe State has involvement. Joint
involvement on a TCRA is identified as occasionalalifornia and rare by Arizona.

2. California considers that the relationship eewDTSC and EPA has improved since
2001 with a good working relationship between svéthoth agencies. Currently, all

local requests for TCRASs are reviewed by CalifolDepartment of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) and EPA Arizona considers thelatienship productive but
unchanged since 2001.

3a. Yes, EPA and California review each statelaca agency proposed TCRA and
decide the appropriate agency to conduct the remadwaome instances, EPA and
California jointly conduct aspects of a larger re@caction. Arizona does not work with
EPA to review priorities for removal actions. Hoxge, Arizona may refer sites to EPA.

3b. California meets with EPA and local agencesgputarly to coordinate on removal
actions that will be conducted. Arizona does rentehnon-site-specific removal action
meetings.

3c. Neither California nor Arizona have formaleetl processes. California together
with EPA, decide which agency will take the leadT@RAS.

3d. In general, the states do not have an activate role for the majority of removal
actions. However, in California, occasionally, b&PA and the State conduct activities,
especially at large removal sites.

3e. None were reported in Region 9.

3f. California may conduct a portion of the invgation or removal activities. Arizona
has not been involved.

3g. No.

3h. In California, a minority of sites are turn@eer to the State and these are usually
sites with previous State involvement. Arizonaads aware of any site turned over to the
State. The States are provided the informatiouati@ removal actions that they
request. There is no post removal coordinatiositas that EPA is the sole lead agency.



3i. Generally, the States are not involved witfoezement at EPA lead removal sites.
In California, if both EPA and the State are inverlwvith a site and have costs, if EPA
litigates, it would ask whether the State woule Itk join the cost recovery litigation.

4a. California reports that at a minimum, DOD, BLWSDA Forest Service, and DOE
are conducting removal actions on their currerfoomer properties. Arizona is not
aware of other federal agencies conducting remactins.

4b. California coordinates with DOD, through fotragreements. There is little
coordination with other federal land managemenheigs. Some federal agencies such

as USDA sometimes request ARARS, but there is defjaate communication to refine
the state ARARs for the sites.

4c. California reports that DOD conducts actigtie a manner similar to EPA. The
other federal agencies appear to be adhere musholéise NCP and guidance than EPA.

5. Yes. Yes, EPA allows reasonable periods o¢ tiomrespond to ARARS requests.

6. Generally not. Generally, there is not follag-on ICs.

7. In most cases removals are conducted to meejaheral requirements for protection
of public health and the environment. Howevedgfails of the reuse are known they
may be factored into the cleanup.

8. No.

9. The statistics have not been gathered. How@&adifornia believes that there are
more TCRAs being conducted on non-NPL sites.

10. Itis not apparent.

11. Sites are more likely to transition to thet&tenforcement or orphan programs than
to the VCP.

12. California notes that EPA and the State coolatdinate regarding all EPA ER
removals and could consider post removal site care.

13. No.
REGION 10
1. The relationship is generally ok. Not much tlaanged since the 2001 report. Some

states have good communication and coordinatianfobunany it is project-specific. For
others, the level of communication/coordinatiodependant on the OSC.



2. Some states have had no changes in the redhiar transition process since 2001.
For others, it is dependent on external issue$y aacourt decisions (resulting in
improved coordination) or level of political inva@ment (can be positive or negative).
For those states that have experienced chandess lieen primarily in the way states
evaluate their level of involvement (availabilitifanding, personnel, etc)

3a. Most states maintain their own internal lgdtgriority sites, and then have
discussions at a site-specific level to determir@eremoval action may be justified or to
request assistance. One state does not.

3b. All states do not have any regularly-scheduteetings. One state does meet
annually with the EPA for a specific set of sitesuad a marine water body, but does not
for any other sites. If discussions take placeutpaorities or status of actions, it is
usually through email and phone. Some states trépomg face-to-face meetings
specifically for an update on an ongoing actiommede are usually more informal and
occur directly between the state site manager<ss.

3c. Only one state sends written requests fostasgie, usually after an initial phone
conversation. Answers to this varied from “kind t@f “no.” Some states felt they had
informal referral systems based on personal oner@neonversations with OSCs. Many
used an informal process such as this before mavsite up for a higher level of
consideration.

3d. There is always a state representative, isolia that may be present on-site at some
point during the removal action. States resporidatithey usually chose their own level
of involvement. At “problem” sites or ones whehere are significant community
concerns, then the state might choose to be there frequently. At a minimum, states
are in communication with OSCs during a removabact

3e. Two states have no written agreements abatg/fetderal responsibilities during
removal actions or for transitions. One state tise\ction Memo to document the
expectations of the state, and one uses an MOWKA]arovided).

3f. Extremely varied. Items that were generatlyared by all states are: input on work
plans; limited site visits or inspections; inputsate rules or application of ARARS.
Items that were included by more than one staggiew of EE/CAs; review of other
specific documents such as removal action reporegtings with EPA to discuss work
scope and objectives. Items that were only inadugleone state: permit exemptions;
sampling; participation in public meetings; meesingth local entities. It was pointed
out that in some cases, even though the state RAchBve come to agreement on work
plans or actions, those agreements are not abylEtPA.

3g. Only one state responded yes, and they prowdme level of funding, in-lieu labor,
or utilization of existing state resources (laboratcontracts, consultants, other
subcontractors).



3h. All states received removal action reportem8 states received lab analyses/data,
other miscellaneous reports from federal contractand specifics on the final
disposition of any waste (volumes, disposal locetjo One state pointed out that these
reports are often late or of poor quality.

3i. It hasn’'t been an issue for two states. Tiherotwo states indicated that they are
separate processes; one stated they let EPA dimibmw-up enforcement actions, and
the other pointed out that they had their own ergorent options.

4. All states replied yes. Agencies listed we&HS, BLM, DOD, DOE, NPS, and FAA.
There were a wide degree of responses as to teedévoordination. One state gets no
outreach or coordination at all and have balkddttihg states be involved, while one
other state has good communication and coordinafi¢re other two states had
intermediary responses, indicating good relatigmskith some agencies but poor with
others. Alaska has an agreement with DOD that toeyply with the Munitions
Response Committee Charter which requires statgecsnis prior to an action at a
munitions site, with an option for formal dispuésolution.

5. All states responded yes. One state pointethatithe EPA asks them for “targeted
cleanup levels” while federal agencies request ARARII states responded that they
can respond to requests in the specified timeline.

6. All states responded “sometimes” with an iradion towards “usually not.” States all
required some sort of deed notice or restrictiar,the method of achieving that is
inconsistent or varied. A few pointed out thastisi better addressed under remedial
programs.

7. All states responded yes. In most cases utiieef use was addressed through the
recommendation of ARARs (residential or industdalanup levels). In some site-
specific cases, a future use was planned pridre@dmoval action, so the work was
specifically tailored for that reuse. In anothits, the selected removal action was
guided by the state towards minimizing long-termntenance.

8. All states responded no. States said thatahegometimes considered, but not
typically implemented as part of the removal actidirhasn’t yet come up in two states,
but they indicated that they would take that intocunt if they could foresee a future
use.

9. One state had only non-NPL, one had only NRd,the other two had both.

10. All states responded either no, or that inaget come up. Many responded that
reuse is more often considered now because of Bields.

11. Varied responses. One state responded ne {ederal, always federal); two states
responded yes; one state was unknown.



12. Most responded that good, upfront communicatias key. One stated that well-
defined cleanup standards upfront helped makerteeps go smoother. One responded
that a federal willingness to work with the EPA wbmake the state’s job much easier.

13. Two responded no. One expressed a needritinaed funding to get action at sites
that the state can’t afford to take action at. ©xygressed a need for better continuity at
sites; removal actions are only one small parhefdverall site cleanup, so if no other
action was taken then the cleanup was insuffidiectuse it left high levels of
contamination remaining at sites.
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