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Analysis of State Operation 
and Maintenance Costs at 

Superfund SitesSuperfund Sites

ASTSWMO
Long-Term Stewardship Focus Group
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What Is the LTS Focus Group?
The mission of the Long Term Stewardship Focus Group is to:
1. Facilitate and promote State/Territorial implementation of reliable, 

effective, and protective long term stewardship at contaminated sites.
2. Identification of the resources necessary to conduct long term 

stewardship activities. 
3. Develop and communicate State program strategies to promote effective 3. Develop and communicate State program strategies to promote effective 

communication among interested parties regarding institutional controls 
and long term stewardship.       

George Klein, NJ (Chair) Catherine LeCours, MT
Robert Stout, MO (Vice-Chair) (Greg Light, AK – former member,

Region X position vacant)
Mark Berscheid, CA Paul Locke, MA
James Carroll, MD Catherine Sharp, OK
Jere “Trey” Hess, MS Heidi Sorin, OH

Jennifer Patterson, ASTSWMO staff

http://www.astswmo.org/resources_longtermstewardshi p.htm
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Purpose of the Study

• Compare and analyze factors affecting costs at 
sites where States are responsible for O&M. 

• Report on State and Territorial costs associated 
with the long-term operation, monitoring, and 
maintenance (O&M) of Post Construction 
Completion (PCC) activities at sites on the 
National Priorities List (NPL) and post-removal 
action sites. 
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Data Collection

Fund-lead (NPL or 
Removal)

Define Universe by Querying CERCLIS
Post Construction 

Completion w/State 
Conducting O&MRemoval) Conducting O&M

Collect Data Using Standardized Process
• Site Demographics
• Contaminants and Media
• Site Remedy (Description/Background)
• Estimated and Actual Annual Costs
• Description of Data Anomalies
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Description of the Data Set

• Information on 24 Fund-lead NPL sites
• Site size & location• Site size & location
• Contaminants of concern & impacted 

media
• Estimated costs & actual costs
• Information on any Five Year Review or 

optimization studies 
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Regional Distribution of Sites
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Size of Sites in the Study
Range: 1 – 302 acres Average = 59 acres
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Actual O&M Cost Data
• Average cost/year is $1,479,261

(weighted average
of $167,621)

• Total Site O&M
(summed over all years)

Ranged from
$9,978/site
to
$8,712,890/site
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Findings
Unable to conclude that there is a direct 
relationship between groundwater-related O&M 
and higher O&M cost.

• Intuitively, sites with 
impacted groundwater 
are likely to have higher 
O&M costs than sites 
with only soil 
contamination

• Data too variable to 
evaluate this hypothesis
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Findings
States are spending 
the most money on 
contractual expenses 

• Costs associated with 
staffing are the second 
greatest expense

-Personnel
-Fringe
-Indirect

contractual expenses 
by a large margin.
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Findings
Optimization can result in reduced O&M costs 
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Findings
Costs to States are significantly reduced when 
other parties assume costs for O&M.

• Settlements • Settlements 
with known PRPs

• Conduct PRP 
searches to find 
unidentified
PRPs 
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Findings

Cost estimates 
developed for 
the ROD may the ROD may 
not accurately 
predict the 
actual cost 
of O&M.
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• Development of new or improved cleanup 
technologies has a significant impact on 
the cost. the cost. 

• Costs associated with O&M at Mega Sites 
may need to be evaluated differently.
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Possible explanations for differences 
between estimated and actual costs:

– Time elapsed between the ROD and the start 
of O&M

• Time value of money
• Efficiencies realized through the remedy design

– Periodic reviews may identify opportunities 
for cost savings or failures of the remedy that 
need to be addressed.

• Modifications to the ROD may effect actual costs
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• Some states have created funding 
mechanisms to generate revenue 
specifically for the purpose of cleaning up 
hazardous waste sites.  hazardous waste sites.  

– Colorado’s a Hazardous Substance Relief Fund

– Pennsylvania’s Hazardous Sites Cleanup Fund



�������
���	
��

�

�

������
������
��

��	�������
�� 
���

Recommendations
• States should develop processes that 

accurately predict future long-term O&M 
liabilities in order to secure adequate long liabilities in order to secure adequate long 
term funding. 

• States should benchmark with other States 
regarding developing cost estimates and 
funding tools to support the long-term 
maintenance of remedies.
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Recommendations

• State programs should educate their 
stakeholders regarding the magnitude stakeholders regarding the magnitude 
and uncertainties associated with long-
term O&M costs
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Recommendations
• Work with EPA to select remedies that are 

the most effective for over-all protectiveness, 
beneficial reuse, and cost at both the beneficial reuse, and cost at both the 
remedy and O&M phases. 

• States should be involved during 
development of the ROD - scrutinize all NPL 
remedies and O&M plans at the time of 
remedy selection
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Recommendations

• Remedial process optimization should 
be specified in the RODbe specified in the ROD

• Implement Explanations of Significant 
Difference (ESD) and/or ROD 
amendments when they will reduce 
long-term O&M
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Next Steps
• Solicit additional sites to fill data gaps and 

increase representativeness of this 
ReportReport

• Begin 2007-2008 effort, focusing on:
– how States are estimating and projecting

their future costs
– sources of funding States use to support

long-term O&M activities at these sites.
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How YouCan Help
• Distribute the 2007 Report

within your program
• Identify sites in your state/• Identify sites in your state/

territory that should also be
included

• Eagerly await the telephone
call/email from your 
friendly Regional LTS 
Focus Group member this 
Fall/Winter


