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CHARTER OF THE DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE TASK FORCE 

Defense Enyiromnental Response Task Fon:e 

In accordance with the provisions of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1991, Section 2923, a Defense Environmental Response Task Force is hereby ordered as 
follows: 

I. &tablishment 

There is established the Defense Environmental Response Task Force. The Task 
Force shall be composed of the following (or their designees): 

A. The Secretary of Defense, who shall be chairman of the Task Force 

B. The Attorney General 

C. The Administrator of the General Services Administration 

D. The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency 

E. The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army 

F. A representative of a State environmental protection agency, appointed by 
the head of the National Governors Association 

G. A representative of a State attorney general's office, appointed by the head 
of the National Association of Attorney Generals 

H. A representative of a public-interest environmental organization, appointed 
by the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

n. Functions 

The Task Force shall study and provide a report to the secretary of Defense for 
transmittal to the Congress on the findings and recommendations concerning 
environmental restoration at military installations closed or realigned under Title ll of 
Public Law 100.526, as authorized under Section 204(a)(3) of that title. The primaiy 
objectives of the Task Force shall be to: 

1. Determine ways to improve interagency coordination, within existing 
laws, regulatitXU, and administra.tive policies, of environmental resporue 
actions at military installations (or portions of installations) that are being 
closed, or are ~uled to be closed, punuantto Title n of the Defense 



Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public 
Law 100-526); and 

2. Determine ways to consolidate and streamline, within existing laws and 
n:gulations, the practices, policies, and administrative procedures of 
relevant Federal and State agencies with respect to such environmental 
response actions so as to enable those actions to be carried out more 
expeditiously. 

1be Task Force may also make recommendations regarding changes to existing 
laws, regulations and administrative policies. 

III. Administration 

All Task Force members may be allowed travel expenses, including per diem in 
lieu of subsistence, as authorized by law for persons serving intermittently in the 
government service (5 United States Codes (U.S.C.) 5701-5707), to the full extent funds 
are available. 'The expenses of the Task Force are estimated to be $500,000 and shall 
be paid from such funds as may be available to the Secretary of Defense. Man-year 
requirements are estimated to be three. The proponent official is the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Production and Logistics) who will provide administrative support through 
the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment). 

'The Task Force shall be in place as soon as possible and meet as often as 
necessary (estimate is four meetings). The Task Force's final report shall include 
findings and recommendations concerning the environmental response actions at military 
installations closed or realigned under Title n of Public Law 100-526, as authorized 
under Section 204(a)(3). The Task Force should complete its work by October 5, 1991, 
and will terminate on November 5,1991. 

17 April 1991 



SECTION 2923 OF THE NATIONAL DEFENSE AVIHORJZATION ACI' 
FOR. FISCAL YEAR 1991 

Soun:e of Funds for Environmental Restoration at Closin& Installations 

(a) Authorization or Appropriations-There is hereby authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of Defense Base Closure Account for fiscal year 1991, in addition tO any other 
funds authorized to be appropriated to that account for that fiscal year, the sum of $100,000,000. 
Amounts appropriated to that account pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be available only 
for activities for the purpose of environmental restoration at military insta!Jations closed or 
realigned under title II of Public Law 100-526, as authorized under section 204(a)(3) of that title. 

(b) Exclusive Source or Fundiog-(1) Section 2fY7 of Public Law 100-526 is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

"(b) Base Closure Account to be Exclusive Source of Funds for Environmental 
Restoration Projects-No funds appropriated to the Department of Defense may be used 
for purposes described in Section 204(a)(3) except funds that have been authorized for 
and appropriated to the Account. The prohibition in the preceding sentence expires upon 
the termination of the authority of the Secretary to carry out a closure or realignment 
under this title. • 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (1) does not apply with respect to the availability 
of funds appropriated before the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) Task Force Report-(1) Not later than 12 months after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a report containing the findings and 
recommendations of the task force established under paragraph (2) concerning: 

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within existing laws, regulations, 
and administrative policies, of environmental response actions at military 
installations (or portions of installations) that are being closed, or are scheduled 
to be closed, pursuant to title II of the Defense Authorization Amendments and 
Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526); and 

(B) ways to consolidate and streamline, within existing laws and regulations, the 
practices, policies, and administrative procedures of relevant Federal and State 
agencies with respect to such environmental response actions so as to enable those 
actioos to be carried out more expeditiously. , 

(2) There is hereby established an environmental response task force to make the findings 
and recommendations, and to prepare the report, required by paragraph (1). The task force shall 
consist of the following for their designees: 



•' 
(A) The Secrelary of Defense, who sball be chairman of the task fon:c. 
(B) The Attorney General. 
(C) The Administrator of the General SeMces Administration. 
(D) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency. 
(E) The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army. 
(F) A representative of a State environmental protection agency, appointed by the 
bead of the National Governors Association. 
(G) A representative of a State attorney general's office, appointed by the head 
of the National Association of Attorney Generals. 
(H) A representative of a public-interest environmental organiV!tion, appointed 
by the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 



PROCEDURAL RULES OF THE DEFENSE 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE TASK FORCE 

Rule 1: The Defense Environmental Response Task Force was char
tered as a Federal Advisory Committee under Public Law 92-463 and 
shall comply with this Act. 

Rule 2: The Task Force's meeting will be open to the public. 

Rule 3: The Task Force will meet at the call of the Chairman or 
at the request of a majority of members of the Task Force. 

Rule 4: ~The Chai~man will designate a member to preside in his 
absence. 

Rule 5: The Chairman (or another Member of the Task Force pre
siding in the Chairman's absence) shall have the authority to 
ensure the orderly conduct of the Task Force's business. This 
power includes, but is not limited to, recognizing members of the 
Task Force and members of the public to speak, imposing reason
able limitations on the length of time a speaker may hold the 
floor, determining the order in which Members of the Task force 
may question witnesses, conducting votes of members of the Task 
Force, and designating Task Force members for the conduct of 
public hearings. 

Rule 6: A member of the Task Force may designate in writing 
another member to vote and otherwise act for the first member 
when he or she will be absent, or vote through his or her desig
nated Alternate. 

Rule 7: A simple majority of members shall be necessary to 
approve the report of the Task Force. 

Rule 8: These Rules may be amended by the majority vote of the 
members of the Task Force serving at that time. 
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Pub. Law 9Z-463 • Z • October 6, 197Z 

(I) Tho term ·~· hu U.. - ,_..;q u iA _... 
.\51(1) of titlo 5, United Stat. Coda. 

(.) Tho lanD • PraoidODl.i&l ..t......., OOIIIJDiueo• - ... 
ad'Fia>ry ODIDIDiU. whieh ad.;.. U.. p,.;doat.. 

An\J~ 

S.:. 4. (a) _Tho pron.toa. of thia Act or of aay rui., ardoor, or NC'I· 
latioa promaJ.cal*l UDder thia Act ohaiJ ~-= adriaxy COlli· 
miu. ucept lo the ..neat that aay Act o eotablilhiDc aay 
oach adn.ory ..,..,...;u.. opeci5eally ptot idao · 

(b) NothiJi& iD thia Act ohall ba coaan.d 1o apply to uy ad.-.,. 
"""'-'DiU. lllt&blilbed or atil.imd by-

(1) the C..tniiDt.ellipDCO Acu>c7; or 
(t) the Federal R.o"' s,.-_. 

(c) Nothi.Dc iA thia Act lha.ll ba CDIIItn>ed to apply to aay local ciric 
lfOIIP who. primuy faDcQoa il that of I1IDCI.erill( a j>abl>c llnioo with 
n.pect lo a Federal procn-m, or aay State or local """'-'DiU.... eoaDcil, 
board, coauniloion, or oimilar groap est&bliabecl lo adYia or make 
"""""""eadationo lo State or local oollic:i&lo or ~ 

IZDO~ OP OOl"aa.noWU. COIII:kllim 

SIC. 5. (a) ID U.. uercia of ita l&lriolati'n rniew fm>cticm, ead> 
ot&Dding commiU. of the Senate &nO the Hoaoe of Rep..-tati.,.. 
lhall mab a CODtinain« rn-iew of the adiTiti• of ead> ad"'-'" COlli· 
miu. aader ita jan.dictioa to det.ermme wbetbor oach acfn-, 
committee oboald be abolilhed or merged with aay other ad'Fia>ry 
commiu..., 'ffbeth.r the ~biliti• of oach adTiaory commiu. 
lhoald be re-n-1., aad whether rn~h ..tn-,- commiU. port...,.. a 
11-.y faDCtioa llOt ahady being pet fotmed. Each ..a tlt&tldiD« 
committee lhaJJ tab appropriate acbon to obtain the enactnwnt o1 
legiolation 11~ to earry oat the P"'"P.C-. of thia .,b-csiotL 

(b) lD conoidenng legj.lation eot&blisbing, or aathoriziag the 
Mt&bliab.meat of &DJ o.d-riaory committee, eech •:r;r~;::- of 
the Senate aDd of the Hoaa of Rep.--ntatino lhaJJ · I.Dd · 
r'Oport ouch det.erminatiOD to the Sonate or to the H- of BeprMODte
tino, u the aa may be, wbother the hmd:iono of the propoeed 
adn..ry commiU. t.n1 being or cooJd be performed 1>7 ODe or more 
acaci• or by aa ad-riaory committee ahady iA ..,.. ..... , or by 
ealargiag the tD&Ddate of &D orioting ad-riaory commiU.... hy oach 
legillation lhall-

(1) CODt&in & clearly defined pmp<a for the adn..ry 
committee; ' 

(2) ""!uire the membenhip of the ..t-riaory comm.iu. 1o be 
fairly balanced in terma of the pointa of new rep.-nted aDd the 
func:tiono to be performed by the ad.....,. """'-'DiU.; 

( 3) 0011t&in appropriate prori.oi01111 to a.an that the adnea 
aad recotnmtmdati01111 of the ad-riaory oommitt. 'frill 110t ba inap
propriately ialluenood by .!:'.,jpointing aathority or by any 
lpOCi&l iDteroot, but will · be U.. .-It of U.. adTiaory 
ClllllltliU.'I independent jndgment; 

( 4) caatein Jlrori.oiona deallDc with &Dthorizatiaa of app
priatiCIIII, the date for 1111:miamOD of l"'pprta ~!!,:;!, the dun.
tion of the ad-riaory committee, aad the pub · · of reporta 
and other materi&.la, to the ut.ont that the C•nding ClllllltliU. 
determineo the proTllliono of -=boll 10 of thia A..ct to be in..te
q~WA~; aad 

A4 



Federal Advisory CommlttH Act-<ontlnued 

October 6, 197Z • 3 • Pub. Law 9Z-443 

S.c. 7. (a) Tba Dinaor lhall eot&blillh aDd maint&in withiD the 
Olllce of ~t &Del llucigot a Committeo M~t ~
tari&l.. whioh aliall b. rwpoaaible for all matt.en mating co ad"-':r 
nommiua-. 

(b) Tba Direetor ahall, immedia&ely afl.er the 01>-ZDe!l• of thia 
. \ci. inaitute a oomprebez>oift rrriew of the acti.Uieo aDd •wpoaai· 
hili&ieo of each ad ..Wry oommitteo co det.ermi>-

( 1 ) wbo&her llloh a>mmiu.ee ia carr"JiD« oat ita purpc.o; 
(~) •bother, ocm-ic•nc with the pron.i0110 of applicable 

otatata, the n.ponoihilitieo &lllicned CO it "'-ld b. "'"'-~; 
(3) wbother It aboalcl ba JDeried with other ad..;.,.y oommit. 

~;or 

( 4) wbetbu ia at-lei ba aboliobecl 
Tba Di""""'" may from tima co tima l'"ll(jlMK &O>oh iDformatlool u b. 
d-n.._ry to c:&ITT oat bia fw>c:bODIIIDder thia lllt.etioL UJlOII 
the com~Jetioa of the Dl.-or'o reri<• b. ah&Jnnue reoonurenclu•ona 
to the Midomt and to either the .,..,CJ' bead or the eo...,. with 
1-.pect co &dloa be belie- obo.Ud ba ta.lt.L "Thereafter. the Di..-or 
oball carrr oat a oimilar ~new ..... aally. Ap>cy head. ahall cnopen.ta 
...;th the Dii'"OfUJr in mak:in.tt th• revi•wo roqui...-.l hy this lnl'-:bOil. 

AS 
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Rape .. ~· 
CQDCnN, 

c-s.n. ,_,. ...-.-s .. ,.... 
\&ria,. 
El't&bU~. 

llnln • 
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ooope n.tt oa. 
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••DC Coa\rol 
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Pub. l..&w 'IZ-463 • 4 • October 6, 1972 

{e) 'Tho Dirocs.or aiWl p..-ribo admjniMrati•e ,W.Uii.u• &Del._,. 
·~ CODtl'Ob ayplieoblo .c.o od•~ committ-, &Del., &o .Ill.-..;. 
mlllll """""' fouihl&, proncla adnca, ••••noo, &DCI. .,...a- &o 
ad"-1 commiu.- c.o UDpron !heir perfol"'ll&noo. LD ~oat b.io 
tvnctiOftl wulu l.bis out.oction, Ill. Dinctor lball ....,..doli U.O. _.. 
"""'dati""' of .W. o.cencY bead wi~ IWpocl &o ......., of imprcrriac 
Ill. pwto..,..... of adri8ory commi- wb- dutiel an rolalilll &o 
>Nebarocz: 

(d)l (1) Tbe Diroctor, otter otady &DCI. .......Ut&tiao. trith Ill. Qril 
Samoa Commiaion, lball est&blitb pideliDeo wi~ l'lllpocl &o ...,;.,_ 
fair rora of pay for oompa.rablo ...nc. of -~ ltda, &DCI. ,_. 
:oultanta of adri8ory commi~UM in o ,........ wb.ieb I'- oppropn.&. 
recopition &o ~ reopouibiliU.. &DCI. ualilletl:iOftl noquirocl i.Dcf otW 
raJ ...... , factors. Sac.h renl&tiODI :3 prDYicla thM-

{A) DO member ol &11J adriaory oommiueo or of Ill. .U. of aay 
ad..;..ry eommiueo lball recein oompenation ot a rota iD -
of Ule rota 'P""ifiecl for 65-18 of ~ GelloraJ Schedale udlr 
Mctioo M32 of title~. t'nitecl St&tol Cock; ADd 

(B) IUCh memben, while engapd in ~ performonoo of tblir 
duU.. away from U>eir bomeo or rqular pl""* of buC-m, 11107 
bo alloud traft! u~ iDcluciina par diem in lieu of .,.,... 
t.oDol, u ou~risecl by oectioo ~701 o1 title 6, United Stot.a Coda, 
fur pon<ma employed intennir:t.e.utly in ~ Gonl"'llDeelt ~ 

(2) Nothing in l.bis .. beoetion oball pnonnt-
(A) on indindual wbo (wi~ou' reavd &o b..ia ounoo with a11 

ad..;..ry eommiueo) ia a full-time employee of Ill. tTnitecl Stataa, 
or 

(B) on indiYidual wbo immedi&t&ly bofuno b..ia ounoo with &11 
ad..;..ry oommiueo wu 1111eb on employee, . 

from receinng compensation at~ rota "' wbieb be otherooUo .....Ud 
bo oompen••od (or 'II"U eompenated) u a full-time employee of~ 
T" nitecl Stat& 

(e) The Director shall indude in bu~ recomrnend&tiono a 1111111· 
mary of the omounta be· deems n...-ry "lor the u~ of ad..;.,ry 
oommitteeo, including the upou.. for publieotion of re~rta whouo 
appropnato. 

S.:. 8. (a) Each ag.ney head lball eot&bli.ob unifonn adminicr&tin 
I(Ulclalin• ADd "'~' eon~la for adri8ory oommiueo. lllltab
fllhecl by ~t agucy, wbieb sball be eonm.tent wtU. clireeti- of~ 
Dif'fiCtOr under -=t.ion 1 and 31!1d:ion 10. Each agency shall majnr•in 
~c information on ~ nature, functions, r.nd opera&iam of 
,..eb odri8ory oommiueo .,.;~ i'- jurisdiction. 

(b) The bead of each agmcy wbieh bu aD &dYiaory eommitt-oball 
dNijln&te an J..dri8ory Committee .loh.nagement Ol6cer wbo lbaU-

(1) uerciae eon~! and 1111pe...n.ion onr ~ ..cabli.b!!W!'
pi'OOI'<!w.. ond oeeompliahmeota of adYiaor:v tcaUDiU.. lllltab
liabed by~ o.gmey; 

(2) .....,ble aDd main~~ noporta, recorda, and otl>er ptpan 
nf any 1111eb comm.iueo during iu uut.enoe; and 

(3) carry out. on behalf of that ag.ney, the proriaiolla of_,. 
tion ~~~ of title 5. United Stota <'Ada. • i~ r-.pect &o md> 
raporta, ro<nrds. ~ ntb«r pa pen. 

Sl'lC. 9. (a) No adn.orr eommitt.ee ahall be eotabliabed unM. meb 
""'a bl iabmonl ;.._ · 

!l) sr-ifiralh authorized by outut• nr hy th. P..-.sirlent: or 

AS 



October 6, 1972 • s • 

A7 

Fede111l Advlaory Committee Act-continued 

P,b. Law 9Z-46l .. ,.,. ,.,. __ ,_Ia 
,..~~ ..... 

COB\IIIU• 

-... l\abl1eaua. 1A 
hdo~ ... _ •• , .... JetS-· 

11 s ...... "'· 

-· 



--------

Fe<Seral Advisory Committee Act-<:entlnued 

Pub. Law 9Z-41>J • b • October 1>, 197Z 
~··~~~·~'~·~,~~~--~-------
(4 ,.,rt .. u- ad • ....,. men mitt. n.. oc<:tU'ICY of all miAut.oo ab&ll br ce.rWI.! to 

by the chairm&.~~ of !he od f'ilor7 oommiu.o. 

Ped.l~l •tn••r 
er •Pl.,..,, .n.,..,... 

"lp'f'll7 pN-
011411\C•" 
10 S'-\• ll2. 

..__ ""P

po" ••r"'''1•••· 

(d) s .. terti""" (a) (1) U>Ci_(a) (3)_ of thia _.., ohtll-.. :t' 
to uy o4 noory ClOii!JDIUeo a: <'" 1 which t.he Pr.i'*"' or !he of 
the .......,y to which the odnoory oomm.itta r.poru, &comi-;. 
............t with maaan li&od iA _..... 6ai(b) of title a, Ullited &&tao 
Cod&. Al>y -.b d~ ahall ... iA ...nw..c IUid ohall cra&aill 
!he rtiUOGI for lllch ~ U -.b a~ il ~ 
t.he odrimry Ollalllliu.. lhall ;... o. nport at!.& uuuaally ~ 
forth a IWIIIII&I'1 of ito aeeiriti• o.zullllch ralo.ted maaan • WOIIld be 
i.nfonD&tin to the public ..,.;cent with t.he pollq of_.._ a&(b) 
.,f title 5, Uaited Stu. Coda 

(o) Then lhall bo d•ipated u c4cer or omploy• of !he FedNal 
0oftnuDellt to chair or attend oaeh ,.,.,i ... of oioch odYioory ...,mjt. 
r-. The o&oor or emplo_yeo oo rleoi.pated 11 outho<Ued, rb11 •• be 
drtanDilleo it to bo in !he publie iDt..._ to o.djoano uy-.b m rinc. 
~o adrioory committeulwl conduct uy m.,.inc in !he ~of that 
ol&eer or employee. 

(f) .\d>iaory eommitt ... aho.ll not hold LDJ meeti,. ucept at t.he 
eall of, or with the odY'Uie& appronl of, a dlllipted cillicor or 
employee of the Fedora! Gofti'IUDellt, ud iD t.he cuo of odti8ory eom· 
rn.iu- (other tho.n Preeidentio.J od>Uory eocum.itt-), -rith u acu>da 
appro•ed by oueh oGicer or employ-. 

•Y•" ••n ITT or TI.I..HICUrft 

:Soc. 11. (a) EJ:eept wbere prohibited b1 OO<ltro.c:tuo.l ocr-z>ta 
•nterecl into prior to !he e!ec:tiYO date of thia Ac:t, ....,0.0 LDd o.d>i
.ory committe. ohall mako anilable to uy po.rwan,_at octaa1 ooort of 
duplication, eopi• of truoeript. of agency p~ or o.d>Uory 
r.ornmittee rneecjft~ 

(b) M uoed in -non "orney P""""'"''"r" !MUll any proeeed· 
ing u defined in rreetion ~51 (12) of title 5, Ullitecl Stu. Cock 

Soc. 1:1. (a) Eo.eh ageney lhall keep reeordo u will full[ dioelooe the 
di.poeition of uy fundo whieh may De at tbe .u.po-1 o ito o.d...;.,ry 
committee~ and the nablre uwl eztent of their octiTitieo. n.. ~ 
Serriceo Admin.Uuation, or ouc;h other oge11ey u !he P,....;~t may 
d~ote, ohall mamtam finanetal recordo with .-..poet to Pnorrid011tial 
ad.,.,ry eolllllli-. The Comptroller OeneroJ of tbe Urlit8d Stat., or 
uy of lWr autbon-1 rep,_tati._, ahall baft -, for tbe pur
pooe of audit ud eumination, to u7. lllldl recorda. 

(b) Eaeh "1011C7 ohall bo reopoaaible for p...mdillg oupport oemc. 
for MCb ad>iaory committee eotabliabecl by or~ to it ani- t.he 
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Thomas E. Baca 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment) 

Department of ~efense 

Mr. Thomas E. Baca assumed his role as the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Environment) on August 1, 1990. In this 
position, he is responsible for the development, management and 
coordination of environmental programs in the Department of 
Defense. He directs the Defense Environmental Restoration Pro
_gram and budget to clean up hazardous waste sites on current and 
former DoD activities; he is responsible for the overall coordi
nation of the DoD natural resources conservation program and the 
supervision of the Armed Services Pest Management Board. 

Mr. Baca brings a wide range of experience to his present 
position. He has over twenty-five years of experience i the 
environmental area. He comes to the federal government from the 
University of Arizona, where as Associate Vice President for 
Administrative Services, he supervised several administrative 
departments. From 1986 to 1989, he was the City Manager for the 
City of Santa Fe, New Mexico, and from 1982 to 1986 he worked in 
the private sector as an environmental management consultant. 
Mr. Baca served as the Director of the Environmental Improvement 
Division for the state of New Mexico from 1976 to 1982. 

Mr. Baca received his Bachelor of Science degree from the 
University of New Mexico in 1964 and a Master of Public Health 
from the University of Minnesota. He is active in numerous 
professional and civil organizations and has served as Chairman 
of the Section on Environment of the American Public Health 
Association and as Chairman of the Section on Administration of 
the National Environmental Health Association. 



Richard B. Stewart 
Assistant Attorney General 

Environment and Natural Resources Division 
United States Department of Justice 

Richard B. Stewart is Assistant Attorney General for the 
Environment and Natural Resources Division, United States Depart
ment of Justice. Directing a staff of over 300 attorneys, he is 
responsible for the representation of the United States in liti
gation across the spectrum of environmental law, from hazardous 
waste and air pollution to clean water and wetlands, coastal zone 
protection, biotechnology, pesticides, and resource management on 
federal lands and the outer continental shelf. 

Prior to joining the Justice Department, Mr. Stewart was 
Byrne Professor of Administrative Law at Harvard Law School, 
where he has taught since 1971. He has taught and published 
extensively in the fields of administrative and regulatory law, 
environmental law, tort law, and federalism. Most recently, his 
work focused on the development of economic incentives for envi
ronmental protection and international and comparative environ
mental law. He is a graduate of Yale, Oxford, and the Harvard 
Law School. 



Earl E. Jones 
Commissioner 

Federal Property Resources Service 

Earl E. Jones has served as the Commissioner of Federal 
Property Resources Service (FPRS) for the U.S. General Services 
Administration (GSA) in Washington, D.C., since April 1984. 

FPRS is responsible for managing the Nation's multimillion 
ctollar program for the utilization and disposal of Federal real 
estate, a program of multibillion dollar potential. Previously, 
Jones was the Assistant Commissioner of the FPRS, Office of Real 
Property, from 1979 to 1984. Until transfer of the function to 
the Department of Defense in 1988, Jones was also responsible for 
the management and administration of the nation's multibillion 
dollar stockpile of strategic and critical materials. 

Jones joined GSA's real property office in 1962 as a realty 
trainee and served in a number of positions of progressive 
responsibility, including the Deputy Director of the Eastern 
Division from 1971 to 1976, and the Director of the Western 
Division from 1976 to 1979. 

A charter member of the Senior Executive Service established 
in 1979, among many honors earned during his career, Jones 
received the Presidential Rank Award of Meritorious Executive in 
1983 and the GSA Distinguished Service Award in 1984. He is 
actively involved in promoting agencywide community based volun
teer programs, including GSA's adoption of the Prospect and 
Buchanan Learning Centers in Washington, D.C. in February 1988 
under the Partnership in Education Program, and the establishment 
of the GSA Agencywide Volunteer Service Corps in 1989. Also, he 
is a participant in the ongoing D.C. Committee on Public Educa
tion project to upgrade the quality of education and school 
facilities in the District of Columbia. 

A former Army captain, Jones was graduated from West Virginia 
State College with a B.S. degree in business administration in 
1955 and attended Graduate School at the American University in 
Washington, D.C. 



Christian Holmes 
Deputy Assistant Administrator 

for Federal Facilities Enforcement 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Mr. Christian Holmes is currently the Deputy Assistant Admin
istrator for Federal Facilities Enforcement for the U.S. Environ
mental Protection Agency. He is responsible for the EPA's 
cleanup, enforcement and waste management at all United States 
Government agencies, particularly Department of Defense installa

'tions and Department of Energy nuclear weapons production facili-
ties. 

Mr. Holmes has previously served as the Principal Deputy 
Assistant Administrator, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response at the EPA, Director of U.S. Trade & Development Pro
gram, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Refugee 
Programs at the Department of State, and Vice President of a 
Fortune 500 Company. 

Mr. Holmes graduated from Wesleyan University in 1968 with a 
Bachelor of Arts. In 1982, he became one of the first five 
graduates in the history of the University to receive an Honorary 
Master of Arts Degree, in Recognition of Public Service Achieve
ments. 

Mr. Holmes was also the recipient of the U.S. Army Soldiers 
Medal for Heroism in 1971, the Arthur S. Flemming Award (given to 
the top five Federal managers) in 1978, the Presidential Merito
rious Service Award (highest performance award to Foreign Service 
Officers) in 1985 and 1987, and the highest performance award 
given at the EPA, the Environmental Protection Agency Gold Medal, 
in 1990. 



Major General Peter J. Offrinqa 
Assistant Chief of Engineers 

Headquarters, Department of the Army 

Major General Peter J. Offringa is currently serving as the 
Assi~tant Chief of Engineers, Office of the Chief of Engineers, 
the Pentagon, Washington, D.C. He has been assigned to this 
position since February 1988. 

As the Assistant Chief of Engineers, General Offringa has 
~esponsibility for program development of all military construc
tion , real property maintenance, and Army family housing at Army 
installations and facilities worldwide. Prior to this assign
ment, General Offringa served as the Deputy Director for Civil 
Works in the Office of the Chief of Engineers in Washington, D.C. 

General Offringa graduated from the U.S. Military Academy at 
West Point in 1961 and has earned a master of science degree in 
Applied Science from the University of California at Davis. He 
is also a graduate of the U.S. Army Command and General Staff 
College and the Air Force War College. 

He has held numerous responsible command and staff assign
ments both in the United States and overseas. His command 
assignments include serving as Commander and Division Engineer, 
Ohio River Division, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Cincinnati, 
OH; Commander, 130th Engineer Brigade, V Corps, U.S. Army Europe; 
and Commander, 17th Engineer Battalion, 2nd Armored Division, 
Fort Hood, Texas. 

His staff assignments have included serving as a Senior 
Fellow at the Executive Seminar in National and International 
Affairs, Foreign Service Institute, Rosslyn, Virginia; Director 
of Engineering and Housing, V Corps, U.S. Army Europe; Special 
Assistant to the Assistant Division Commander (Support), 2nd 
Armored Division, Ft. Hood, Texas; Staff Management Division, 
Office of the Chief of Staff, Army, Washington, D.C.; and Staff 
Officer, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and 
Plans, Washington, D.C. 

Among his military awards are the Legion of Merit, Bronze 
Star (with 3 Oak Leaf Clusters), Meritorious Service Medal, Air 
Medal, and the Army Commendation Medal. He is also authorized to 
wear the Parachutist Badge, Ranger Tab and the Army Staff Identi
fication Badge. He is also a registered professional engineer in 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 



James M. Strock 
Secretary for Environmental Protection 

California Office of Environmental Protection 

Governor Pete Wilson appointed James M. Strock to be Secre
tary for Environmental Protection for the State of California on 
March 4, 1991. This is an interim position, and the Governor 
intends to nominate him to be Secretary of his proposed "Cal-EPA" 
later this year. 

Most recently Mr. Strock was Assistant Administrator for 
Enforcement, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Appointed by 
President Bush and confirmed by the Senate in November 1989, he 
served as EPA's Chief law enforcement official. During his 
tenure, working under Administrator William K. Reilly, civil and 
criminal enforcement were at record levels, and he implemented 
significant reorganization. He placed particular focus upon 
invigorated federal facility enforcement and criminal enforce
ment. 

Previously he was Acting Director (1989) and General Counsel 
(1988-89), U.S. Office of Personnel Management; environmental 
attorney with Davis, Graham & Stubbs, Denver, Colorado (1986-88); 
Special Counsel, U.S. Senate Environment & Public Works Committee 
(1985-86); Special Assistant to the Administrator, U.S. EPA 
(1983-84); Special Consultant to Office of Majority Leader, U.S. 
Senate (1982-83); Instructor, Department of Government, Harvard 
(1980-81); Moderator, Producer, Lay It On the Line weekly televi
sion program (WDSU-TV, NBC, New Orleans, 1973-74). 

Mr. Strock was educated at Harvard College (A.B., 1977-78); 
Phi Beta Kappa; and New College, Oxford University (Postgraduate, 
1981-82; Rotary Scholarship). lst Lt., USAR-JAGC (1987- ) . 

Mr. Strock is a former Member, Board of Advisors of Toxic Law 
Reporter (1987-89); Board of Directors of Youth Service America 
(1988-1989); Adjunct Fellows, Center for Strategic and Interna
tional Studies (1989) . He received the Ross Essay Award of the 
American Bar Association (1985), and an EPA Special Achievement 
Award (1984). Mr. Strock is a frequent contributor to profes
sional publications. 



Daniel C. Moral•• 
Attorney General 

Office of the Attorney General of Texas 

Dan Morales took the oath of office as the 48th Attorney 
General of Texas in January, 1991, at the age of 34. 

He promised to be an activist Attorney General, exercising 
his Constitutional responsibility to defend state law, counsel 
state leaders, and protect the citizens of Texas. 

Morales began his public service career in 1983 as Assistant 
District Attorney for Bexar County. He served in that capacity 
until 1985, when he was elected to the first of three terms in 
the Texas House of Representatives. 

During his first term in the House, Morales was selected the 
"Outstanding Freshman" by the Dallas Morning News and received 
the "Outstanding Leadership Award" from the Texans' War on Drugs. 

He received numerous other honors during subsequent terms as 
a member of the Texas House of Representatives. The Dallas 
Morning News named him one of the state's "Seven Best Legisla
tors." The San Antonio Express News twice named Morales "Politi
cian of the Year," and the Greater Dallas Crime Commission twice 
selected him one of the "Top Ten Legislative Crime-Fighters." He 
has also received the "Outstanding Service Award" from the Inde
pendent Colleges and Universities of Texas. 

Morales has served as Chairman of the House Criminal Juris
prudence Committee and as a member of the powerful House Ways and 
Means Committee. 

The Attorney General is an honors graduate of Trinity Univer
sity, 1978, and Harvard Law School, 1981. 

He is a member of the boards of the Texas Lyceum Association, 
the National Conference of Christians and Jews, and the World 
Affairs council. He also is a trustee of Southern Methodist 
University in Dallas and Schreiner College in Herrville. 

A native of San Antonio, Morales is an Elder with that city's 
First Presbyterian Church. 



Don Gray 
Senior Fellow and Water Proqram Director 
Environmental and Energy Study Institute 

Don Gray joined the Environmental and Energy Study Institute 
as Senior Fellow and Water Program Director on May 9, 1991. Mr. 
Gray is involved in developing policy alternatives to prevent 
contamination of groundwater and to promote more efficient use of 
water resources. 

Prior to joining EESI, Mr. Gray served as a professional 
staff member, chief investigator, and staff director with the 
House Subcommittee on Environment, Energy and Natural Resources. 
Mr. Gray was responsible for the conduct of subcommittee's over
sight of all programs of the Departments of Energy and the Inte
rior, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agnecy, the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, the Tennessee Valley Authority, the USDA 
Forest Service, and civil works projects of the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

Mr. Gray has also served as an investigator with the House 
Committee on Government Operations, the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations, the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investiga
tions, and the Senate Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. Gray is an honors graduate from the University of North 
Carolina, and received a masters from Princeton University. He 
was awarded the Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship, the Princeton 
University Fellowship, and the American Political Science Associ
ation Congressional Staff Fellowship . 
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DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE TASK FORCE: ISSUES 
Working Draft 
June 13, 1991 

Congress charged the Defense Environmental Response Task Force with making 

findings and recommendations on two categories of issues relating to environmental 

response actions at bases that are being closed: a) ways to improve interagency coordination; 

and b) ways to consolidate and streamline the practices, policies, and administrative 

procedures of relevant federal and state agencies in order to expedite response actions. 

Congress specified that the Task Force make recommendations within existing laws, 

regulations and administrative policies. The Task Force Charter provides that the Task 

Force may also recommend changes to those laws, regulations and policies. To assist the 

Task Force in its deliberations this paper identifies specific issues for potential consideration 

within the broad framework of the Charter. 
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ISSUE #1 

STATEMENT OF ISSUE 

a) To what extent may facilities on closing bases be used by non-military users 
while cleanup investigations or other cleanup activities are being undertaken 
by the Department of Defense (DoD)? 

b) To what extent may DoD transfer a base in parcels that exclude areas where 
ongoing remediation is necessary? How should such parcels be delineated? 

c) To what extent may existing or proposed land uses be a factor in cleanup 
decisions: 

i. if the site is on the National Priorities List (NPL)? 

ii. if the site is regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA)? or 

iii. if the site is not on the NPL and is not regulated under RCRA? 

d) To what extent may the practices, policies and procedures for determining 
allowable uses of the land during and after the completion of remedial action 
be consolidated and streamlined: 

i. if the site is on the NPL? 

ii. if the site is regulated under the RCRA? or 

iii. if the site is not on the NPL and is not regulated under RCRA? 

BACKGROUND 

Statutory Requirements 

Environmental Restoration 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Liability, and Compensation Act 

("CERCLA"), 42 U.S.C. §§9601-75, and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

(RCRA), as amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA), 

2 



§§42 U.S.C. 6901-69921(, are the principal federal statutes governing the cleanup of defense 

sites contaminated by hazardous substances. CERCLA § 120 specifically addresses the 

responsibilities of federal agencies. Under CERCLA §120(a), federally owned facilities are 

subject to and must comply with CERCLA to the same extent as nongovernmental entities. 

In addition, 10 U.S.C. §270l{a)(2), specifically notes that environmental restoration activities 

must be conducted consistent with and subject to CERCLA §120. Section 120(a) requires 

EPA to use the same criteria to evaluate federal sites for the National Priorities List (NPL), 

the list of highest priority sites under CERCLA, as it does for private sites. EPA interprets 

§120(a) to mean that the criteria to list federal facilities should not be more exclusionary 

than the criteria to list non-federal sites. ~ EPA, Listing Policy for Federal Facilities, 54 

m. ~· 10520, 10525 (Mar. 13, 1989). 

CERCLA also establishes certain minimum procedures that must be followed when 

federal agencies transfer contaminated property. Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA provides 

that when the federal government transfers real property on which any hazardous substance 

was stored for one year or more, or known to have been released, or disposed of, the 

federal government must provide a covenant in the deed. The covenant must warrant that 

all remediation necessary to protect human health or the environment with respect to any 

hazardous substance remaining on the property has been taken before the date of the 

transfer, and that the United States will take any additional remedial action found to be 

necessary after the date of transfer. 

Some entire bases are listed on the NPL, including five on the 1988 closure list. In 

other cases, only a discrete site within the base is listed on the NPL. There are 
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contaminated sites on other bases, that are not listed on the NPL CERCl.A § 120(a)( 4) 

requires response actions on non-NPL sites to comply with state laws to the extent that state 

laws apply equally to response actions at non-federal facilities. Some bases contain facilities 

currently regulated under RCRA or state hazardous waste regulatory programs (or both); 

these facilities will need to be closed in accordance with those statutes. HSWA requires a 

treatment, storage, or disposal facility (TSDF) that has released hazardous waste into the 

environment to undertake "corrective action" to clean up the release. Where a base, or 

portion of a base, is both listed on the NPL and subject to state-delegated RCRA 

authorities, conflicts may arise regarding a particular proposed remedial action. 

Transfer of Land 

Other statutory authorities also apply to real estate owned by military departments 

that must be considered in the context of transferring land at a base that is being closed. 

Section 204(c) of the Base Closure Act, for example, reiterates that the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) applies to the actual closure or realignment of a facility 

and the transfer of functions of that facility to another military installation. Other statutes 

impose procedural requirements; 10 U.S.C. §2662(a), for example, provides that the 

Secretary of a military department may not enter into certain real estate transactions, 

including leases and other transfers of property where the value exceeds $200,000, until 30 

days after he has submitted a report of the facts surrounding the transaction to Congress. 

Title 10 of the United States Code, §2668(a), authorizes the Secretary of a military 

department to grant easements for roads, oil pipelines, utility substations, and other 

purposes including "any ... purpose that he considers advisable." 
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Under the Base Closure Act and the Federal Property and Administrative Services 

Act, a federal agency receiving property from another federal agency must pay the estimated 

fair market value for available facilities . .5« Federal Property and Administrative Services 

Act, 40 U.S. C. §571 ~ ~.; Section 204(b) of the Base Closure Act, Pub. L 100-526, 102 

Stat. 2627; Federal Property Management Regulations, 41 C.F.R. §§101-42 to -49. Excep

tions to this general rule are allowed for intra-DoD transfers of real property and if the 

Administrator of the General Services Administration and the Director of the Office of 

Management and Budget both agree. 41 C.F.R. §101-47.203-7. Regulations implementing 

this exception allow no-cost transfers for certain specified purposes including public parks 

and recreation areas; historic monuments; public health or educational purposes; public 

airports; and wildlife conservation. ld. In addition, the McKinney Act, 42 U.S.C. § 11411, 

requires DoD to give non-profit organizations that assist the homeless priority in leasing 

unutilized and underutilized property. 

Section 204(b) of the Base Closure Act requires the Secretary of the military 

department contemplating a property transfer to consult with state and local governments 

to consider any plan for the use of the property that the local community may have. Pub. 

L 100-526, 102 Stat. 2627. States and local governments are generally given priority over 

private individuals in acquiring surplus federal property. 41 C.F.R. §101-47.203-7. 

Issues Surroundin1: Transfers and Conveyances 

Some bases identified for closure contain facilities that are in demand for non

military use. DoD may desire to lease, or otherwise transfer use of, such facilities to non

military users before the base is closed. In some cases the facility may be within an "area 
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of concern" identified by DoD as needing either investigation to determine the need for 

environmental restoration or actual restoration. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) and state environmental regulatory agencies will have different interests in the site 

depending on the state of knowledge about the site, the regulatory posture at the site, and 

the stage of the investigation or restoration. It may be necessary to limit or restrict the non

military use in order to ensure that it does not interfere with the ongoing investigation or 

cleanup. Differing controls or limitations on interim use of facilities may be appropriate 

during the phases of investigation and restoration. 

The procedures for determining interim and final uses of the affected land are likely 

to differ depending on whether the cleanup is conducted under CERCLA, RCRA, or some 

other framework. In addition, the intended interim or final use of the land may or may not 

be a valid consideration in determining cleanup standards, depending on which of these 

statutes governs the cleanup decision. The extent to which planned land uses affect cleanup 

decisions is likely to be highly controversial. If higher levels of residual contamination are 

allowed after cleanup because, for example, the planned use is industrial, measures must be 

taken to ensure that future changes in land use do not expose the public to unacceptable 

risks from the residual contamination. 

Contamination on many bases is limited to relatively small discrete areas. One issue 

raised in such cases is whether the uncontaminated areas may be transferred as separate 

parcels, with the Department retaining the contaminated areas until remedial action is 

completed. 
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A corollary issue is how to define a contaminated area, panicularly where 

groundwater may be contaminated and the extent of that contamination ~.size, direction 

of flow, and speed of the plume) is unknown. It may be difficult to determine precisely the 

boundaries of an "area of concern" prior to completion of cleanup. Another related 

question is whether, and under what circumstances, DoD may transfer uncontaminated 

surface above contaminated groundwater, or contaminated surface above contaminated 

groundwater for which surface remediation is complete. Also, the issue of defining and 

transferring uncontaminated areas is complicated by the fact that activities during the 

remedial design and remedial action could reveal that contamination extends to an area that 

had already been transferred by easement, lease, or some other land use transfer 

mechanism. 

Restrictions such as prohibitions on well drilling or other subsurface activity (if 

subsurface contamination is an issue) may be appropriate. DoD could also sell or otherwise 

transfer parcels of property with a right of entry for monitoring or with other use 

restrictions. How restrictions are implemented will be critical to the protection of public 

health and safety, success of the cleanup, and resolution of future conflicts between the 

military department and its transferees. Restrictions on use are effective if they are made 

a part of the deed and "run with the land" so that later owners cannot extinguish or ignore 

them. Such restrictions also decrease the marketability of the land, making it more difficult 

to obtain purchasers. Lenders may be hesitant to lend money to purchase land which has 

had use restrictions placed on it. 
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Impediments to transfer resulting from threats of liability under CERCLA §§ 106 and 

107 cannot be ignored. Potential transferees (including lessees) of property from DoD could 

be considered "owners or operators" of a CERCLA site liable for the costs of response at 

the site. At Pease Air Force Base in New Hampshire, this problem was resolved by 

legislation providing complete indemnification to the State of New Hampshire and lenders 

for any liability associated with releases caused by the Air Force at the base. 

Indemnification will likely be a recurring issue, since agencies do not have the authority to 

indemnify a purchaser themselves. 

DoD has noted that bases may not be "nearly as valuable to the private sector" as 

they are to DoD. ~Statement of James F. Boatright, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the 

Air Force, before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, at 3 "(May 10, 

1991)). Moreover, the commercial real estate market is still in a slump, id. at 4, which will 

likely impede any large-scale transfers of property for some time. Factors that could affect 

the value of a particular piece of property at a military installation include: 

(1) impact of closure on local economy 
(2) ability of local market to absorb a large tract of land in a short time period 
(3) age and possible negative value of improvements on land 
( 4) availability of public benefit conveyances 
(5) set asides for wetlands, critical habitats, or contaminated areas 

ld. at 9. 

Other factors that may affect land values include the degree of encroachment of non-

military uses upon the base ~. military flight paths, weapons uses, training needs that 

affect local communities); the condition of the base facilities and its improvements; the 

facility's suitability for other uses without significant expenditures; and the value of existing 

improvements that can add to a property's marketability. 
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OPTIONS 

a) Identify the circumstances in which, and the criteria and restrictions under 

which, facilities on closing bases may be leased or otherwise transferred for 

use by non-military users while cleanup investigations or other cleanup 

activities are being undertaken. 

b) Clarify applicable statutes, regulations and policies to indicate that portions 

of bases for which there is no contamination or likelihood of contamination 

may be transferred independent of contaminated parcels. 

c) Identify the differences in the policies, practices and procedures for 

determining allowable uses of land during and after cleanup when the site is 

on the NPL, a RCRA regulated site, or neither. Reconcile those differences. 

d) Reconcile and combine oversight and regulatory responsibilities under 

CERCLA and RCRA at bases being closed or realigned. 

e) Identify and develop criteria for the use of innovative real estate transactions. 

f) Identify and develop criteria for the use of conservation easements or other 

protections for ecological resources for certain properties being sold or 

transferred. 

g) Develop a policy to govern the use of parcels within an "area of concern" 

during the time investigation and remediation is ongoing, including provisions 

regarding access rights, compliance with applicable health and safety plans, 

and subsequent transfers. 

9 



ISSUE #2 

STATEMENT OF ISSUE 

a) To what extent may the practices, policies and procedures for detennining 
cleanup standards be consolidated and streamlined: 

i. if the site is on the NPL? 

ii. if the site is regulated under the RCRA? or 

iii. if the site is not on the NPL and Is not regulated under RCRA? 

b) To what extent may the practices, policies and procedures for executing the 
cleanup be consolidated and streamlined? 

i. if the site is on the NPL? 

ii. if the site is regulated under the RCRA? or 

iii. if the site is not on the NPL and is not regulated under RCRA? 

BACKGROUND 

The roles and responsibilities of state environmental regulatory agencies and EPA 

vary depending on whether a site is on the NPL, is regulated under RCRA, or neither. 

Each of these three legal categories provide distinct opportunities for consolidating and 

streamlining the cleanup process. In particular, the procedures for determining the cleanup 

standards for an NPL site will likely differ from the procedures for determining the cleanup 

standards for a TSDF regulated by a state that has received RCRA corrective action 

authorization from EPA Similarly, the procedures for implementing a remedial action at 

an NPL site differ from the procedures for carrying out a corrective action at a TSDF in a 

state that has a fully delegated RCRA/HSWA hazardous waste regulatory program. 

Moreover, the procedures for determining and implementing cleanup decisions at non-NPL, 

non-RCRA sites may differ from both of these systems. 

10 



Two sections of CERCLA are directly applicable to the questions of determining and 

implementing cleanup standards at federal facilities. Section 121 of CERCLA, addressing 

cleanup standards, is the primary statutory authority for determining cleanup standards at 

all sites listed on the NPL Section 121 delineates the nature of the remedy to be chosen 

and requires that a chosen remedy protect human health and the environment. Section 121 

also provides that legally applicable or relevant and appropriate more stringent state 

standards (ARARs) may apply in determining the proper level of cleanup. 

As already noted, CERCLA § 120 specifically addresses the responsibilities of federal 

agencies for cleanup of hazardous substances. CERCLA §120(a) requires federally owned 

facilities to comply with CERCLA to the same extent as nongovernmental entities. 

CERCLA §120(e)(2) provides that for federal sites that are listed on the NPL, EPA plays 

a significant role in remedy selection. The section directs the federal agency concerned to 
. ' 

enter into an lAG with EPA for the "expeditious completion ... of all necessary remedial 

actions" at the facility. Executive Order 12580 specifies the procedures to be followed prior 

to the selection of the remedy by EPA. Exec. Order 12580, §10, 52 Fed. Reg. 2923, 2928 

(1987). 

For federal sites not on the NPL, CERCLA §120(a)(4) mandates that state laws 

concerning response actions apply. Arguably, all of the procedures contained in the NCP 

may apply even to federal sites not on the NPL. Section 120(a)( 4) raises the possibility that 

§ 121 guidelines on state standards must be followed even for those federal facilities listed 

on the NPL 

11 



Section 120(i) of CERCLA states that nothing in CERCLA §120 "shall affect or 

impair the obligation of any department, agency, or instrumentality of the United States to 

comply with any requirement of [RCRA] (including corrective action requirements)." 

Section 120(i) states only that corrective action authorities apply to federal facilities; it does 

not specify the extent to which those authorities, found in RCRA §3004(u), will apply if 

CERCLA response activities are being conducted at the same time as corrective action 

activities at a federal facility. 

OPTIONS 

a) Identify the differences in practices, policies and procedures for determining 

cleanup standards under CERCLA, · RCRA and other applicable laws, 

including state laws; reconcile those differences. 

b) Identify the differences in practices, policies and procedures for executing 

cleanups under CERCLA, RCRA and other applicable laws, including state 

laws; reconcile those differences. 

c) Interpret CERCLA §120(i) in conjunction with §121 so that RCRA §3004(u) 

requirements do not delay CERCLA cleanup actions. 

d) Reconcile and combine oversight and regulatory responsibilities under 

CERCLA and RCRA at bases being closed or realigned. 

12 



ISSUE #3 

STATEMENT OF ISSUE 

Are there sites for which remediation is not technologically feasible, or for which the 
cost or remediation is simply prohibitive? If so, what uses, if any, can be made or 
such sites, and what mechanisms are needed to protect the public in perpetuity from 
the risks associated with such sites? 

BACKGROUND 

This issue most frequently arises at military installations or former military 

installations that are contaminated by munitions residue. There are many such sites around 

the country with some degree of contamination. Two installations scheduled for closure 

under the 1988 Base Closure Commission report, Jefferson Proving Ground and Fort 

George G. Meade, have significant amounts of munitions residue. For example, at Jefferson 

Proving Ground alone, it is estimated that more than 23 million rounds of munitions have 

been fired, and over 1.5 million rounds remain as high-explosive duds. 

Munitions residue that contaminates military installations exists in many forms. The 

simplest form is the inert fragmentation/ casing which remains after the high explosive fill 

has detonated. On the other end of the spectrum are munitions containing high explosives 

that malfunction (duds) and may be on the surface or (most probably) many feet 

underground. Some munitions have been recovered as deep as 30 feet beneath the surface. 

With the proper stimulus, these duds may detonate. In addition to these two types of 

munitions are many other practice/training devices that may or may not contain an explosive 

charge. 

13 



The regulatory status of unexploded ordnance under RCRA and CERCLA is not 

clear. In fact, there are differing interpretations among EPA and the States of RCRA 

storage, treatment and disposal requirements for the manufacture, testing. handling and 

disposal of ordnance, munitions, and other weapons. DoD is currently pursuing an 

amendment to the U.S. Senate Federal Facilities Compliance Bill (S. 596) that would allow 

the development of alternative regulations to address the RCRA issue. 

Not every military installation, or part of an installation, creates a munitions 

contaminated area to the same degree. For example, several bases may all use one 

bombing range. At other bases, only small arms ammunition may have ever been used. 

Therefore, the scope of contamination may not be easy to determine, and a records search 

by the services may be needed in order to determine the location and extent of unexploded 

ordnance. However, records may be inaccurate or non-existent, especially for actions that 

occurred years ago. 

The feasibility and cost of remediation depends on the future intended use of the 

property and the level of cleanup necessary for the intended use. Surface clearing may be 

adequate for pastures or wildlife preserves. (Surface clearing has been proposed at Ft. 

Meade where munitions contaminated property is being considered for use by the 

Department of the Interior as a wildlife refuge. However, strict controls on human access 

will also be required.) DoD safety standards do not permit custody transfer of lands 

contaminated with explosives that may endanger the public, when the contamination cannot 

be remediated with existing technology and resources. Cleanup of the same property for 

residential or commercial use may be prohibitively costly, if not technologically infeasible. 

14 



---------

This is because more land must be excavated to recover dud munitions buried beneath the 

surface that may be detonated by construction and excavation. Clearing land of ordnance 

not only requires specialized equipment, it can also be very dangerous and extremely labor 

intensive. 

Where adequate clean-up for residential or commercial use is not feasible, DoD 

needs mechanisms to protect the public from residual risks on sites which are transferred. 

First, past land use (and potential hazards) must be clearly identified to future owners. 

Second, restrictions on future land use must be clearly identified to future owners and 

somehow retained with title for all subsequent transactions. Restrictions should be 

commensurate with the residual unexploded ordnance hazard. 

Even with restrictions on future use, liability questions remain. DoD is still liable for 

cleanup resulting from DoD activities prior to transfer. In cases where public access is 

restricted, what happens if there are trespassers or access is required for legitimate reasons, 

~. firefighting? Can DoD ensure that it will not be liable for contamination created by 

future users? 

Remediation costs are proportional to the depth of cleanup. This variability of cost 

is best illustrated by the estimated remediation costs for Jefferson Proving Ground (95 

square miles near Madison, Indiana) according to various levels of cleanup. 

15 



ESTIMATED COSTS FOR VARYING LEVELS OF 
EXPLOSIVE REMEDIATION 

(Estimates provided by Jefferson Proving Ground} 

CLEANUP LEVEL 

Surface Cleanup 
Restricted Cleanup 

3 Feet Deep 
6 Feet Deep 
10 Feet Deep 

Unrestricted Cleanup 
(Technology for unrestricted 
cleanup is currently not available} 

COSTS 

$550 Million 

$2.8 Billion 
$3.8 Billion 
$5.0 Billion 

> $5.0 Billion 

Special Concerns and Considerations 

Present DoD policy requires that plans for leasing, transferring or disposing of DoD 

real property where ammunition or explosives exists, or is suspected to exist, be submitted 

to the DoD Explosives Safety Board for review and approval. DoD regulations (DoD 

6055.9-510) specify that contaminated property cannot be transferred until "rendered 

innocuous." 

Restricting a cleanup to surface contamination may not ensure that the surface 

remains uncontaminated over time. Freezing and thawing of the soil and other physical 

factors may result in subsurface ordnance migrating to the surface. Therefore continuing 

remediation may be necessary, since all remediation tends to be temporary in lands which 

have been heavily contaminated by penetrating ordnance like aircraft bombs and artillery. 

The location of buried ordnance may not be known. Therefore, it may be difficult 

to certify that "clean" sites are in fact really clean. This has occurred at Jefferson Proving 

Ground where large amounts of World War II munitions were found in the course of 

excavating a supposedly clean area. 

16 



Ordnance cleanup is inherently dangerous. The need to characterize and remediate 

a site may conflict with requirements to minimize health and safety risks to cleanup 

personnel. 

In addition to lack of technologies to remediate the site, technologies may also not 

be available for conducting investigations of the site. For example, detectors may not be 

capable of detecting ordnance buried deep beneath the surface or in wetlands. 

The excavation required for a complete cleanup would likely generate significant 

undesirable environmental impacts. Removing 10+ feet of soil over a large area would 

generate impacts similar to strip mining. However, in areas heavily contaminated by 

penetrating ordnance, even this level of clean11p might yield temporary results, as ordnance 

items later work their way to the surface. 

In most cases, installations contaminated with high explosive munitions residue will 

not be suitable for commercial or residential use, not only because of the cost or lack of 

cleanup technologies, but also because it may be impossible to guarantee that a site is in 

fact "clean." 

OPTIONS 

a) Separate highly-contaminated areas from "clean" areas (known as "parceling"), 

so that part of the land that experienced little or no contamination might be 

easily cleaned, verified and released. 

b) Perform surface cleanups sufficient to allow activities where both cleanup and 

human access and exposure is limited,~. wildlife refuges or certain types of 

industrial activities not involving construction or excavation. 

17 



c) Establish mechanisms to protect the public in perpetuity from residual risks 

at sites where remediation is at a lesser level. 

d) Retain title in DoD and designate the area as a wildlife refuge, bird sanctuary 

or similar use not involving public access. 

e) Use funds from the Base Closure Account to research and develop technology 

for explosive ordnance disposal. 
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ISSUE #4 

STATEMENT OF ISSUE 

To what extent can overlapping or duplicative regulatory responsibilities and 
functions be combined or delegated to a single regulatory authority? 

BACKGROUND 

Existing law allows EPA to delegate to states the primary responsibility under 

RCRA/HSW A for overseeing corrective action at TSDFs, but does not allow similar 

delegation of responsibility under CERCIA to oversee remedial actions at NPL sites. The 

potential for delegation of corrective action oversight under RCRA is largely unrealized, 

since few states have met EPA's criteria for authorization. 

Although CERClA does not provide for delegation of that program to individual 

states, CERCIA §121(f) calls for "substantial and meaningful involvement by each state in 

initiation, developments and selection of remedial actions to be undertaken in that State." 
. 

EPA's proposed revisions to the National Contingency Plan (NCP) in 1988 included policy 

options to allow NPL sites to be "deferred" to states to facilitate more rapid cleanup and to 

conserve the federal fund. Amidst growing controversy over this proposed expansion of 

states' role at NPL sites, the EPA Administrator informed a Senate committee in June 1989 

that EPA would defer action on this proposal, and the new NCP includes no such option 

for states. Nevertheless, many states take an active role in federal cleanups of NPL sites, 

often assuming "state lead" under cooperative agreements with EPA Most states also now 

operate their own cleanup programs for remediating non-NPL, non-RCRA sites. 
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Delegation of the RCRA regulatory program to the states is intended to eliminate 

duplication of effort by agencies that have overlapping areas of responsibility. The 

argument is that delegation will expedite cleanups at TSDFs, including those located on 

bases that will be closed. Delegation of RCRA corrective action authority to more states 

might expedite cleanups at a significant number of bases subject to closure. When EPA 

delegates RCRA §3004(u) authority to individual states, it could perhaps adjust the 

delegated authorities to account for the special circumstances encountered at federal 

facilities. 

OPTIONS 

a) Determine why more states have no_t satisfied the criteria for delegation of 

RCRA/HSWA corrective action authority. If delegation is being delayed for 

reasons unrelated to the established criteria, remove those impediments. 

Assist states to meet the criteria 

b) Consider the benefits of a single environmental agency (federal or state) 

having regulatory responsibility for all hazardous substance cleanups at closing 

bases. 

c) Authorize delegation to states of authority to oversee cleanup actions at NPL 

sites where the state demonstrates capability to do so. 

d) Reconcile and combine oversight and regulatory responsibilities under 

CERCLA and RCRA at bases being closed or realigned. 
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ISSUE #5 

STATEMENT OF ISSUE 

To what extent may proceeds from property transactions be used to fund cleanups? 

BACKGROUND 

The 1988 Base Closure Act (P.L 100-526) authorized closures to begin in January 

1990 and end by October 1995. The statute allows DoD to use the proceeds from the sale 

of land at these dosing bases to offset the costs of such closings if the sale occurs by 

October 1995. 

Cleanup of many closing bases will extend beyond five years and final transfer of 

some portions of those bases, therefore, may not occur until after the five year deadline 

passes. Moreover, funds currently budgeted for cleanup of contaminated sites at closing 

bases are insufficient to dean up all such sites. Until fiscal year 1991, cleanup of 

contaminated sites at bases slated for closure was primarily funded under the Defense 

Environmental Restoration Account (DERA), DoD's overall account for environmental 

re.storation at all bases. DERA has $1.1 billion authorized for Fiscal Year 1991. In the 

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991, P.L 101-510, Congress moved all 

funding for cleanup activities at closing bases from the Defense Environmental Restoration 

Program (DERP) at active bases to the Base Closure Account, which was provided with 

$100 million to fund the costs of cleanup at the bases on the 1988 closure list. Congress 

took this action because of its concern that cleanup at dosing bases should not compete with 

cleanup activities at active bases for DERA funds under DoD's worst-first priority system. 
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Applying the proceeds from the property transactions to the cleanup of other 

contaminated sites would supplement the funds appropriated for cleanup and expedite 

cleanup of all such sites. For example, a trust account might be created with the proceeds 

from the lease or sale of land at a site, to be used to pay the costs of long-term operation 

and maintenance of a groundwater pumping and treatment system required as part of the 

cleanup at that site. 

An example of the use of a trust mechanism to fund future clean-up activities is 

found in the consent decree entered in connection with United States of America v. Stauffer 

Chemical Company. et al., Civil Action No. 89-0195-Mc, (D. Mass.). Pursuant to the 

consent decree, the parties allocated responsibility for conducting and paying for cleanup 

activities and agreed to the establishment of two trust mechanisms and an escrow account 

through which past and future cleanup activities would be financed. 

The defendants responsible for conducting future agreed-upon cleanup activities on 

the site agreed to establish a trust (the "Remedial Trust") and provide the trust the money 

necessary to ensure the uninterrupted progress and timely completion of the required 

cleanup work. These defendants will remain jointly and severally liable for any failure of 

the Remedial Trust to comply with the terms of the consent decree. 

A second category of defendants agreed to establish a second trust (the "Custodial 

Trust") and to convey to such trust title to their real property interests in the site. Under 

the terms of the consent decree, the Custodial Trust is responsible for managing the 

property, which includes: 
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implementing land use restrictions that would maintain the integrity and 

prevent the unauthorized disturbance of the caps and other structures that are 

to be constructed at the site as part of the cleanup process. 

permitting access to the site for cleanup activities. 

subdividing the property and locating potential purchasers. 

negotiating and executing the sale or transfer of the property. 

arranging for the sale or transfer proceeds to be delivered to the escrow 

account established by the consent decree (the "Escrow"). 

If any property included in the site is unsalable, the Custodial Trust is to establish 

a further trust to hold and operate the property in accordance with a plan developed by 

EPA in consultation with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The Custodial Trust is not 

to sell any real property included in the site until after certification of completion of the 

remedial action, except in limited circumstances where future cleanup and control of the 

property has otherwise been assured by EPA and the Commonwealth. 

The bulk of the proceeds in the Escrow are to be applied to reimburse the United 

States for response costs incurred prior to the entry of the consent decree and to reimburse 

the defendants responsible for conducting future cleanup activity for their respective costs. 

The defendants responsible for conducting and paying for future cleanup activity are also 

jointly and severally responsible for any failure by the Custodial Trust, any further trust 

established pursuant to the consent decree, or the representative of the Escrow to comply 

with the terms of the consent decree. The Custodial Trust and its trustees are not to be 

considered owners or operators of the site property for liability purposes solely on account 
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DEFENSE ENVIRC)NMENTAI.~ 
REST'ORAl~ION PROGRANI 

ANNUAL REPOR1~ 1~() CC)NGRESS 
F() R FISCAL YEAR 1990 
(.\hrid~cd \ ·crsion) 
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Foreword 

D am pleased to provide the Congress with this report on the accomplishments of the 
Department of Defense Environmental RestoratiOn Program (DERP~ for Fiscal Year 
1990. This last fiscal year has seen steady progres1s on all frpnts as w~ ll,as"·a continued 

mcrease m the level of activity under DERP. The pnmary focus of DERP c6ntinued to be the " 
investigation and cleanup of contaminated DoD sites and formerly used pro~rties. To tt]is end. 

, ~ I·-

over 96 percent of the funds authorized by Congress for DERP in Fiscal Year 1990 w,ere appl iea 
I, t 

to Installation Restoration Program (IRP) efforts. Other significant DER~ efforts included . 
research and development, waste minimization. and manakement system improvements. 

DoD's first priority in the IRP is to identify and clean up those sites that present tl)e.highest 
t 

risk to public health and the environment. By the end of the fiscal year, 89 DoD installations an:d ' 
12 fom1erly used properties were included on EPA's National Priorities Listl (NPL). Remedidl. 
Investigation/Feasibility Study work was ongoing at 81 of the DoD NPL install:hions and removal·: 
actions and/or Interim Remedial Actions had been conducted at 68 of the Dod NPL installations ' 
by the end of Fiscal Year 1990. 

The total number of sites covered by the IRP increased,by 20 percent in Fiscal Year 1990,. to 
more than 17.000 sites at over 1.800 installations. These ne,w sites are attributa~le t6·the.inclus•ion 
of more than 200 smaller installations. such as U.S. Army Reserve Centers, in the IRP. By the 
end of the fiscal year. Preliminary Assessments had been cpmpleted at more th;an .16.000 of these 
sites and Site Inspections at more than 9,000 sites. Remedial Investigations/.Feasibility Studies ,. 
were underway or completed at more than 5...\00 sites and Remedial Actions llhad been initiated 
or completed at more than 1.400 sites. ' · 

By the end of Fiscal Year 1990. IRP work had bee~ completed and nq further a.c,tion !' 
required at more than 6.300 of the sites included in the II}P. The majority oflthc sites rt'quiri1i.~ 
"" further action represent instances where studies have shown that no threat to huma1~ hcal~h . 
or the cnvirumncnt exists and no remedial actions arc necessary. Altho~gh ~tudying Sj_.res tH~t·t 
C\'L'Illtiallv :1rc found tu pose no ri:-:k is a time-consuming process requirin£ consitkubk 1 

... I ... l 

rt'"'t lllfccs. it is an csscntial :tctivitv n.:prL·scntint! si~nificant progress in the IRP. 

I I . 

:\llPtilL·r !lll':tsurc nf IRP prP1-;rl':-.S is 111 the :n·L·;, nf tntcragcncy cooperation. During Fisc:t) YL',\1 

]\Ill(}_ llltl"t:t:-:l·llc:- .-\~rL'L'Illl'llh \\L'I\' '':-:'tl·d \\ tth EP:\ and the states fnr ~I 1),,() :-.:1.:1 
lfi'-Ltll.11tt'lh. l'tllJ;:nl_~ till· lt•l.d tlllllli't't ,If lll'!.tll.!ltt'th '.\ith ,i_\..!rlL'd :t~I"L'l'tllt':lt' t".•r '1:-.- · 
\ t l '. . . . I I .•. I I : ' ' I I . I I It I ' I I .. I Ill I ~ l I ( ' ..., j 

)· J . ~ . 
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· 'Glohol srewardshit' is our shared rcsponsihi!iry 
and shared opportunity 

Pre~ident George Flush 

""f)t1~'11SC !11/(//ht' t'lll'iltll/fllt"ll! 1.\ 1/1!/ 1111 t'ifht'l 111 

fl!'Of'OSifiiJ/1. To choust' ht'/H't't'fl tht'St' '-' 

/fl/{lti,\\'1/Jft• /II tfll.\ !'Cdf \\'11,-/(/ t!/.\t'l/t!/1.\ tft'/;'U.\~· 

tfu t'U{,\ dll,f .~t'l/{(/1/t' t'l/1-/!'til/11/~·11[.;/ 1'01/( ((II.\ 

St·t.:n:tar_, of lkft:lht' }{it:hard ( "ht•llt'.' 
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!'in~di!.L'd between l)ol) :tnd 12 :-.laic:-. in Fiscal Yc~n· Jl)iJ()_ Tlti .... pnl~t\.''-'" illu'-'ILtlt:s the clllph:tst" 

DoD ll:ts placed Pll tkvdoping workahk solutions fur sill' clc~tllllj)'-' in UHl)KT:tti()ll with other 

cogniz:ult agcnciL·~ :111<.1 th~ puhl ic. 

We also have made progress in several relaicd areas under DERI': 

Our manag('mt'lll COfhthi!ities hU\'C IN.'£'11 S!l"t'llgtltcncd rhrou.r...:h ecrsonncl training am/ 
i111proren1cnts to sire tracking and f>riority .\"('!fing tools. 

Research and dn·clopmcnt acti\·ities hare rcsuhcd II! hcftcr. more cost-e}}i.:ctin· 
in\·cstigotion and cleanup techniques. 

Waste minimization projects hm·e heen comrJ!cted to reduce lw:ardous u·aste generation 
rates at our actin· installations. 

Through lhesc and o1her aclivilies, we have made significanl headway in building an 

environmenlal elhic wilhin DoD. The perseverance and commilmenl of our personnel. from the 

inslallalion level up lo 1his Headquarters, have enabled us 10 lead 1he way among Federal 

agencies in lhc invesligation and cleanup of our facililies. This corllinuing dedicalion 10 duly. 

bolh in 1he defense of our nalional securily and in lhe prolcclion of our environmenl, will enable 

us 10 meel 1he challenges ahead. 

As wt: make the transition from the investigation of our silt.·:-; to the more costly ckanup phase. 

we rnusl ensure lhal our efforts are properly focused In ohlain lhc grealcsl bcncfil possihle for 

our ckanur dull:trs. !\.Ltny d1alknges await us in the upcornin~ yc~tr~. :\!though \\l' h~J\"C COllll.' 

a long way in the seven years that DERP has existed. we sti!! h~t'.'l.' Ltr to go. The courst.' we havt: 

charted fur the 1\ltun.: is sound a11d will ensure the achit:vcmcnt or lllll" environmental restoration 

goals. 

The programs ~llld acli\·itics rn;scnted in this rl.·pnrt [lf<l\"idl· Cpn~rcs;-. and thl· public ;! 

L·omprL'IlL"!lsive assl.'ssmcnt of our efforts to date and our p!:i!l'- !"Pr tilL· future. \\·..- IDllk t"l)rward 

tP worh.in~ tP~l'lhL·r \\·itll ~Ill invuh'L'd p~1rtics 111 umtinuin~ till· ~..:rtlt-. . .":tl \\orh. llllldl!Ltcd thu" L11 

tllllkr J)JJ~I'. 
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The Installation 
Restoration Program 

•. 

he Installation Restoration Program (lRP) conforms to the reqbirements of 
• l Na,tional Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Rlan (NCP). 

guidelines are applied in conducting investigation 'and remediation wo~k in the nro&r,h 

The initial stage. a Preliminary 
Assessment or PA. is an instal
lation-wide study ro determine if 
sites are present that may pose 
hazards to public heahh or the 

. environment. Available information 
is collected on the source, nature, 
extent. and magnitude of actual and 
pOiential haz:.Hdous substance 
releases :Jl sites on the installation. 
The next step. :1 Site Inspection or 
Sl, consists nf s:11npling and anal
ysis to determine the c.'<.istencc of 
actu:1l site contamination. The infor
mation gathcrcd is used to evJ.Iuatc 
the site and Jctcm1inc the response 
a~.:tionnccdcd. Uncontamin;.ucd ·"itcs 
dP not proceed to later stages of the 
IRP pn.~css. 

Cnnt:lmin:llcd ~itcs arc fully 
invt:sti!.!.~Ht:d 111 thl..' H.cmedial 
!J·n,:estt~atiun/Feasihilit~· Stud)-· Pr 

H.l/FS. The RJ mav mdudl' ;, 
. . , I : • 

VJflt.'I_Y of SHL' lflVCStl,.!!.~ltiVL', S;Hll· 

plin~. and analyt11..:al ;lctivltlc' to 
dt:tL'rl11lllt: lht: ll;!IUrt:. 1..'\lt:nt .. 11\tl 

... l~lliiii..':H\(t.: td l'illl[.lll\1\l,llltl/\ Til\'" 

It''- u-.. , •I I tlt'" t·1 ~ .d tJ.lllt >11 '" It 1 tl..-t,· r 
lllillt'" lht• lh!.. '" th..- ;.:.t'"lll.'l.d I~'J'IILt 
111>11 l'~"'t'<! f••. llh' , 1111\.Lllllll.Lllt'IL 

'.\: I I I \ t ·, l : ~ 

.,, 
•, I ·,j lo• 

After agreement is reached with 
appropriate EPA and/or state lregu· 
latory authorities on how th~ site 
will be cleaned up. Renledial 
Design/Remedial Action1 or 
RD/RA work begins. During this 
phase. detailed design plans for the 
cleanup are prepJred i and 
impiememed. 

The notable exception to' this 
scyucnce involves Removal Ac:tions 
and Interim Remedial Ac

1

tions 
(IRAs). These actions may he con
JuctcJ at any time Jurinc. the' IR.P 

- I to protect public health or control 
contarnin:mt releases to the environ

ment. Such measures may include 
providing :.tltcmatc. watc=r suppli1es (o 

ltk.:al residents. renHlVIng 'L.Ilfl· 

n;ntr:ncd SPurc~..·s nf t..'<Hll:llllinpnt.-... 
Pr con~tructing structures tn prc

1
vt:nt 

the spread of cont:unin:llHm. 

I 

The Natiorns! 
Priorities list (NPl) 

I , . 
EPA has <;stablished 

Ranking Syst~;m (,HRS) 
uating contaminated sites basecl;;1:l[i: - ,, 

their potential hazard to 
health and t~c environ 
Revised Haza'rd Rankine 

I! ._ 
(HRS2) for evaluation of 
sites has bccri' proposed bY 
The applic~llioh of the HRS.: 
PA/SI data. gCnerate.'i a score 

r • • 

each site evaluated. The sco're' 
' b 11 1 f . .· I . computcu asc( on actors sue 1 

the- amount J.nd toxicity ofqhL' 
t:Hninants prL'1erll. thcir 
nwbilit\' in the L'n~·irnnmcnt. 

. . I 
:tv:ubhtllly 1lf pathv • .-;,ys l~•r 

t'"\f1''"Llrt:. :tnd t,'ht: pnl.\lllllty uf p.._ip~:. 
uLttion ~..·cntns ]!to the sitL·. · · "'-" 

I '. It! 
·n1c .'\'PL IS 

1
:.1 compil:llit~n of iht:' 

'Itt'-.. ,._·,,r,n.~ 2S.5 or hit:hcr hy thl~ 
!IRS Su .. ·h '11t.\ :1rc f1r'-'l prtlj'( 

!••r .'.:!'!. !J,ttn~( Full,l\'"111~ .1 puhl1, 
.•ll:lr\lt'lll j"'t.'"fHI .... I, prnpt•,t·d ~-1.-'1 
'lit'"' :tl.t'. t .... • 111-..~cd 1'11\.il •'!l i'h,·'-1 
·,I.! Ill.(', I". 'j, ·I,·:,·,! C:. 'I: \1: 



The Defense Environmental 
Restoration Program 

ii he Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) was established in I ':184 to 
promote and coordinate efforts for the evaluation and cleanup of contamination at 
Department of Defense (DoD) installations. The program currently consists of two major 

elements: 

The Installation Restoration Program (IRP). where potential contamination at DoD 
installations and formerly used properties is investigated and. as necessary. site cleanups 
are conducted 

• Other Hazardous Waste (OHW) Operations, through which research, development, and 
demonstration programs aimed at reducing DoD hazardous waste generation rates are 
conducted. 

DERP is managcd centrally hy 
the Office of the s~cn:t:lfy of 
Defense. Policy direction anJ over
sight of DERP is the responsibility 
of the D~.:puty Assistant Secretary of 
lkfcnsc (Environment l. Each rniti
t:•ry service anJ the Dck·nsc Logis
tt..:s Agency (DLA) arc n:sponsihk 
for program irnpkmcntJ.tion :11 ttH:ir 

111 st:il bt ion:-.. 

Dq)~lrtm~.:nt · s Environmental R.cs
tor~llinll Program v.:ithin the over
all fr:..~rn~.:work of SAR.:\ anJ the 
Cornprch~.:nsivc EnvironmcrHal 
Rcspunsl'. Cnnlpt!nsation. anJ Lia
hiliry Acr of I ~00 (CERCLA). The 
De-fense Appropriations .·\ct pro
\'ldt:s funtiln~ for DERP. 

Prt:vnnlsly. DER.P :ll...'tivltit'' 

~ 
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DERP Funding 

The Superfund :\rncndmcnh ;tnd 
Re;uHIH,n/:ltlon AL·t 11f I ll:-\(1 

1.S:\RA1 pn'"tde ..:ontlllUtll~ :llllll,lf 

rt~ (ur the Secret;uy til I )clt·n-..c I~> 

\',trr: nut tlu-. pr•,).!Ltlll 111 L••n-..ui!.J 

ihltl ·.~llh the li.S i:ll,lf••lllllt'lll.d 
l'r••lc(IJ••n ;\~~n~.:~ d:l'·\1 1·.,,-,JJ 
:1·.\· I lt,h·r I ~-'-Sil ,.,, \1::•t·•:.::t.! 

l::l;'kllll :Ji.llltlll_ '.\' "·.. :::,· 

HlL"IudL·d Build111~ Dcmnlllill!l :111d 

lkhr1' R.t:mnv;d (B()[)]{) ;tnd tu;
:Lrdt~tl'\ v .. :i'..!t' diS\'Ils;!l. :..;,, HDD!{ 
:Ill!\ lilt:'\ h;I\L' h<..'L"II .._-,llllhh.'lt'<] 

under the pr··~r.1111 sllh't.: I·Y s 

11<..'1..,1:1'-<' hl-..:fH'I l'fillfll> IRI' ,!lh! 

llll\\' !'1•'1'.'~1-- ll'l\lllll'd llll· llilhh 

\JT!lll.tr!\ h.l/.1',,.,,11'- \~.l~h· . 1.1'-l''"·:~ 

5-l 55 85 97 8.3 69 ~0 31 

F,~cJJ YeJr 

i'•. 1.::111. 

,"'I ·: ,, 

'. ,lfl' 'II: :l'i\!h ll!llo!,·.! rh:o•:::·h 

··;··. :····:· .11:.: 

'!' 

DERP lunding has grown steadily. from 5150 
mi!l1on 1n FY 3.! :a :narc th;m $1 bdlion 1n FY 9' 
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·' Sites 

-_•IRP Activity Levels 
Have Increased 

· SlgnlflcanUy 

The number of installations 
included in the IRP has increased 
steadily since the inception of the 
program. Consistent with the De
partment's worst-first policy, em
phasis initially was plact!d on large, 
industrial facilities with the highest 
probability for contamination. 
Effons expanded yearly to include 
smaller installations with lower 
hazard potentiaL In addition, instal
lation reassessments initiated to 
satisfy SARA requirements identify 
additional sites not previously in
cluded in the program. It is antici
pated that Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) correc
tive action permits will continue to 
increase the number of IRP sites as 
these permits are issued to DoD 
installations. 

87 88 
Ascal Year 
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Hy FY X9. 14.401 sit~.:"s at I.Yn 
insl<lllations had been idcntifi.cd. In 
FY 90. these numbers increased to 
17,482 sites at 1.855 installations. 
The installations added in FY 90 
were small. nonindustrial propenies. 
In addition to sites associated .with 
these newly added installations •. new 
sites were defined at installations 
already in the IRP due to recla.<
sification of contaminated areas into 
individual sites and inclusion of 
new sites at installations already in 
the program. The recent program 
growth trend has begun to level off 
and is expected to stabilize over the 
next few years. 

The number of install:itions 
lisred on the NPL_ also increased 
dramatically in FY 90. At the end 
of FY 89, 41 DoD installations 
were listed on the NPL and another 
46 were on the proposed list. By 
the end of FY 90, 89 DoD instal
lations were listed on the NPL and 
none remained on the proposed list. 
(Because EPA has divided 6 of 
these installations into 2 NPL list
ings each, 95 DoD installation 
listings appear on the NPL) 

lAGs Are A Critical 
Step in the Cleanup 
of NPL Sites 

SARA requires that an Inter
agency Agreement (lAG) be 
reached between EPA and DoD 

· within 180 days after completion of 
the Record of Decision (ROD) for 
each NPL-Iisted facility. The I ROD. 
a public document explaining wh1ch 
cleanup alternatives will be used at 
an installation. marl:.s the c6mple· 
tion of the Rl/FS. The completed 
lAG provides J dct:1ilt:d rnanJ~t:· 

ment plan for the effcL'IIVC dc.U1up 
of the LKility. 

I'· 

The involvement of EPA and 
. . r • . . 

state authont1es an prepanng the.~ 

lAG ensures th1eir concurrence, and 
thaefore, enhances the public credi
bility of the course of action taken 
by DoD. The lAG also provides a 
strong management tool for resolv
ing issues risiri.g from overlapping 
or conflicting jurisdictions. 

The lAG negotiation process 
involves the applicable DoD com
ponent and both the EPA regional 
office and ~tate environmental 
authorities. Th1: identification and 
resolution of issues typically takes 
several months. Once the parties 
conclude neg?tiations, the agree
ment is signe4 and made available 
for public cOmment. Comments 
received are considered and appro
priate changes are made before the · 
agreement goes into effect. Revi
sions to four i [AGs were made in 
FY 90 in reSponse to comments 
received from' the public. 

The Department recognizes the 
advantages ot involving all panies 
well before the lAG is requin!d 

' (i.e., before the ROD). Accordingly, 
DoD has involved EPA and the 
states in the IRP process from early 
assessment and characterization 
through fina( cleanup of the site. 
The Departmt;nt seeks a cooperative 
and collaborhtive ongoing effort 
with all parties to avoid discovering 
problt:ms late in the process that 
could result in costly dclays. The 
early est.ablishment of goOO work- · 
tng relation~hips also resolves 
potcntiJ.lly duplicative anJ possihly 
conflicting regulatory rcquircrnc..·nts 
govcn11ng cleanup. such as th1lSL" 

that \loo,.'L·ur t"X:twccn C:ER.CL:\ and 
RCR.-\ ' 

' 
i 

·' 
' ' 
·~ 
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The onkr in which DoD cnn
ducts JR. I' project ;u.:tivities is based 
on a policy assigning the highest 
priorities to sites that represent the 
greatest potential public health :.tnd 
environnH.:nt;.d hazari.ls. Top priority 
is assigned to: 

Removal of imminent thre<lts 
from hazardous or toxic sub
stances or unexploded ordnance 
(UXO) 

Interim and stabilization mea
sures to prevent site deterioriz..a
tion and achieve life cycle cost 
savmgs 

Rl/FSs at sites either listed or 
proposed for the NPL and RD/ 
RAs necessary to comply with 
SARA. 

Anticipating the need i.O refine 
priorities as the DERP matures and 
a large number of sites simultane
ously reach the costly cleanup 
phase, DoD dcvclopcd the Defense 
Priority Model (DPM). The DPM 
uses Rl data to produce a score 
indicating the relative risk to hum:.m 
health and the environment prc
scntcd by a site. The model 
considers the fnllowing site 
characteristics: 

H:u.ard - the characteristics and 
c<mccntratii)J\S of cont;Jminants 

R.c..:L'I'!<ll thl· pn:-..,·n-.:l· of 

I'' >It'll[ 1;1l I ,.,.l'l •[, >I' 

t'ln" r~-..1-.. l'.I"~·,J.q'llft•,l, h ll·,·,,;:rll/l"• 
till· lllll'"rt.l!l• ,. •d l'r·•!<'. trro:• l'llblr, 
h,·,rltll .1:\1~ ill' t'll\ ll<'lltl:,·tli .1!1<1 

1!,·11' . · d' ., .. ; I','.~ . : · !. ·! 1: : :1< • .1:;' 

i'l, .i: .... :. . ·····:t. 1··· 

!11 1:y S'J. ]lt,] > l'tltnpktl·d dn ,·1 

IIPilll'lll ol till· Dl',\1. l )ol) "olrci!l'd 
nmlmcnts fronr El'A, till· st;~ll's. 

cnvironment:d organiz:llinns. ;md 
thc puhlic. In rt.:sponse to con11ncnts 
r~.:c~.:ived. the model was refined. In 
addition. the model has hcen auto· 
mated to facilitate scoring. 

DoD component personnel have 
heen trained in the usc of DPM and 
have scored more than 250 sites 
where RD/RA activities could be 
initiated in FY 90. In this first year 
of implementation. scoring 'results 
were used primarily to identify 
scoring difficulties and gauge model 
pcrfonnance. 

In preparation for the FY 91 
program sconng effon. funhcr 
improvements were made to DPM. 
Most significantly. the methodology 
used to calculate toxicity of con
taminants was changed to renect 
more accurately actual toxicity d~lta. 
Previously, surrogate values were 
calculated relative to the chemical 
hcnzo(a)pyrene. In addition, all 

rnhllrnatron fr11 l'tllll:llrlltl:llll dr.II.H · 

tcristKs cont;tirh.:d rn the 1>1'\1 
chcmicrls data ha:--c w;1." upd:1h:d. 

This updatt.: w;rs conductt.:d ill coop
eration with EPA to ensure corl:--1'\

tency in methods. The DI'M <bt:r 
h:1w currently cnnt;1ins tnorl" th;lrt 

2XO ch~.:micab. including. cxplosrves 
and radiologi<..:als. Other improve
ments to DPM include claritication 
or tcnns and increased user friendli
ness of the automated version. 

In the summer of 19()0, scoring 
was accomplished for nearly 300 
sites where RD!RA work could tx: 
initiated m FY 91. A quality 
assurance review indicated that sit~.: 

scores were more reliable th:ln last 
year due to increased experience 
with the model and improved 
scoring guidance. Confidence is 
expected to increase each year the 
model is applied. 

The Depanment has a continuing 
dialogue with EPA and st~Hes on 
DPM. During FY 91, DoD intends 
lO continue to improve DPM and 
procct:d with full implementation. 

•• ,. :;:tl'•'"',• 



Installation Restoration 
Program Status 

i] he lnstai!Jtion Restoration Program gained significant momentum in FY 90. By the end 
of the fiscal year. R.689 projects were actively underway at sites throughout the nation. 
In keeping with the Department's worst-first policy. considerable effort has been focused 

on the 89 DoD installations included on the NPL. Sixty-eight of the 296 remedial activities 
implemented to date (removal actions, Interim Remedial Actions. and final Remedial Actions) 
have been at NPL sites. 

IRP Status by Program Phase 

COMPLETE 16.Tr'S 
UNDERWAY 658 
RJTURE 48 

COI.IPLETE 9.625 
UNOER\'IAY 1.263 
FUTURE 935 ----lf-• 

CC~.1PLE1C 9 i G 
UNDERWAY .!,Si 1 

rJTUr.:: 1.5-!o 

'.' .-., ... . ... , ·t:, .... . 

PA 

Sl 

AD 

\ 
' ,, 

The end point for IRP sites is 
closeout. A closed out site is one 
where no further actions arc con
sidered appropriate and no further 
response action 1s p!J.nned 
(NFRAP). NFRAP is a relatively 
new Superfund Program term th.::u 
w:1s incorpor:.~ted into tht.: i\CP 
final ruk in March \990. The 
primary criteria for NFRAP is a 
determination that the sitt.: docs 
not pose a signific:.uu thrt.:at to 
public health or the environmcn!. 
NFRAP decisions ::an he made :ll 
any point in the IRP process. hu! 

must be documented and may be 
reversed if future information 
reveals that additional remedial 
activities are warranted. 

This year marks the initiation 
of NFRAP as an indicator of IRP 
progress. At the end of FY 90. 
6.36\ sites. or more than 36 per
cent. were in the NFRAP cate
gory. Closing out these sites h:1s 
rcquire!d considerabk: resource 
c.'<.pcnditures and represents sig
nificant real progrt:ss in the: IRP. 

Installation Restoration Program 
Summary of Installations and Sites 

Number ol Number of Siles Requiring 

Service Installations Sit4~S No Furthef Action 

Army 1,266 10.~59 5.036 

N,1vy ?<0 
~··~ 2.253 775 

A.r r:l,fo"•• .'1 ~ : \ ~:513 -1~8 

~ ~ l ., :-=s:- .. 

.. . : .~. -~ 



In Jun~ J')XX. the Department 
completed negotiatiOn of lAG 
model language for N PL sites with 
EPA. The Office of the Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Environment) (0DASD(E)) subse-
4UC:ntly issued guidance to the com
ponents concerning the state role in 
the lAG process. Nationwide. the 
negotiations simultaneously acceler
ated. Workshops were held with 
EPA and state agencies to refine 
site-specific language for the agree
ments. Training sessions for DoD 
personnel who will negotiate agree
ments also were held. 

Negotiations with state agencies 
revealed concerns, especially re
garding funding and jurisdictional 
matters of RCRA versus CERCLA. 
These and other issues are con
tinually being discussed to settle 
such difficulties. 

The progress already made is 
evident from the number of lAGs 
signed and nearing completion. By 
the end of FY 89. 19 lAGs had 
been signed for DoD installations 
proposed and final-listed on the 
NPL. Bv the end of FY 90. 51 
1:\Gs h;J ht:en signed covering 
DoD NPL installations. In addition. 
anotht:r 3 I lAGs were unden. .. ·J.y. 
Of these. I:-\ lr\Gs were fli..::lr 
compktinn. Tnt:li IRP costs ;Jssu
ciated WLth signed 1:\Cs is 53.27 
hillion. These costs include past 
IRP costs along with future bud
getary cstimJ.tcs for continued in
vf.!stigatinn and de:.mup nf the sites 
at inst:Jil.HitHlS v. hoc :m 1:\(; ~~;,._ 

tx:er\ fin.iiLtnl. 

' ~-y 
f ··-_,-A--· 
\.'-.. /)' 
'~--

1988 

(~--;~ 
1989 

t990 

Si 
18 
13 
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percent of the Defense Environ
mental Restoration Account 
(DERA) costs was developed. This 
procedure was developed through 
lengthy negotiations between DoD 
and the Association of State and 
Territorial Solid Waste Management 
officials. the National Governors' 
Association, and the National Asso
ciation of Attorneys General. Cur
rently, only active DERP sites are 
eligible under this program. 

These negotiations resulted in the 
tkvelopment of a model Defense 
and State Memorandum of Agree
ment (DSMOA) (54 FR 31358. July 
~S. J9S'I). The DSMOA not only 
addresses state agency support at 
NPL sites. but also outlines the pro
cess t'tlr work at non-NPL sites. 
Alon~ with non-NPL reiml'1urse
rnL'nt. the DS~10:\ prnviJcs :..a pro
cess t'tlf DolJ ~mJ the stah.:s to 
resolve technical disputes before 
judicial remedies J.re sought. The 
dispute resolution process is ne(eS
sarv. :1..; most nllll·SPL v.nrk ..;hnuld 
n•1t rt·qturc ;1n; ,,,n ()f 11'rm.il 
.1)-.:fl'CIIU:flt IP ,\l.,'>lfll\'11'-h ..:lculllj''
J'!Jc llS\1()..\ .d"'' 1!1\-huk..; pr•' 

'l'-l•>rh rt·rk, till~ !ht· \~ dlln;.::ll''-'- ·d 

:;,,. ·,J.,~t· t" ·", :·;'' ;:\\· I >l'\1 ·''· 
J ), d ) ', IIH'!I\1 ~ \ • 

- S<)ned lAGs 

lAG Status at 
NPL Installations, 

- lAGs Near Completion 

c==J !AG Negot1J!10ns Underway 

c=J NoAdiOn 

(USACE). has been designated as 
the DoD Executive Agent for 
receiving, processing, and moni
toring CA applications. Each CA 
covers a 2-year period. 

TheCA provides funding at both 
the NPL and non-NPL sites within 
a state. The states' reporting re
quirements are minimal and allow 
them to transfer their oversight 
funding between installations. Pa..o;;t 
costs incurred after October 17. 
19R6 (the date SARA was enacted) 
also arc cov~red in the CA. Cur
rently. past costs at non-NPL sites 
only can be reimbursed through the 
CA. 

All states and territories havt' 
been contacted and encouraged to 
rarticipatc in the OS~10.-\ pro~css 
FavorJ.blc responses h~IVL' hccn 
rccl"ived from more than -10 stalL'S 

;u1t1 territories. DoD Sl~ned I~ 

DSMOAs and II CA..., 1n FY qn. 
tntalin!_! S7.5 milium. 

The progn:s:-. llt:ldl' 111 f·Y 'l() 111 

prt:p.uHl}! DSMO:\-. and ( ·.-\~ n.:prc
'cnh '-L.~n!llc;ul( adncvt:mcnl'- th.11 
\~ Lll t:nh.m(t.' l'l"''lx·r;lllt'll .1111•'11~ 

I ,,.J). Fl'·\. ,11\,J ·-t.11t· .nlth·•rlll<"' 

I'! it' ,·._t.d•li'-hll\t'lli "! \:\1; I.\ ,,,,! 
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Restoration Progress at DoD NPL Installations as of September 30, 1990 

By the end of FY 90. PAs had 
been completed at I 6,776 of the 
17,482 identified IRP sites. Sis 
had been completed at 9.625 of 
these sites. R:c::ed on PA/SI work 
completed to date, approximately 
65 percent of the Department's 
sites have been found to require 
further investigation in the RI/FS 
phase. 

By the end of FY 90. R 1/FS 
efforts had been completed at 916 
of the sites rc:4uiring such inves
tigations. RI/FS activities :.HI.! 

either complete or undcrwJ.y at 7X 
pcrL·~~nt of the sites whuc they Ht; 
nccJ::J. ,\ signific:.tnt incn:ast.' in 
compktions is t.:\pectcd durin~ 

FY •J I. 

At the end of FY 90. '4,059 
remedial activities were knOwn to 
be nec:ded at lRP sites. Of 

1
these. 

21.Jb had been completed and 
I, 191 were underway. During 
FY 90, 428 remedial activ-Ities 
were undertaken at 238 in~talla· 
tions. The number of actiOns is 
greater than the number of instal
lations. as more than one r).pe of 
action was taken at some Or the 
installations. 

gains in th 1: luatiqn and 
up of NPL l;''ites _in FY 90., Com' 
pleted PA acttvtues <J.t l1sted NPl!. 
installation~ increased from·&~- r6 
89, while the number of Rl/li:Ss•. 

I . 
underway increased from 47_·to . , 
81. Further,l· the number of instal1;-:~" 
lations at w'hich IRAs were·raR'e;t~ 

1. • i 
increased f,rfm 30 to 68 in.FY rt: 

FY 90 al~o saw the comp1et},<?.".:·; 
of RODs at the following•'l':wL! 
installationJ: Tinker Air Foice! 
Base (AFB)I

1
in Oklahoma, Qgden 

Defense Depot in. Utah: W)Cst 
Virginia O~dnance Works;-~ aGnd1

• 

For~ Lewis I in Washing~on: ~(:A; 
ROD had been completed1 fo"r fhe; 

i - ... , '-_ 

Concord Na,va\ Weapons Sta!i~~n\ 
in FY 89; hOwever, this instaWll-r, 
tion was re~oved from rhe p;·9~ · 
posed NPL i1n FY 90). This prqg:''"'. 

ress. renec~s) the .e~phasisf .B~ot~~ f ,' 
places on h1gh-pno[1ty IRP S)tes. i\ 

' I . . .:.t_;l'-
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In split: ol tltc 1-'Y 1JO pn~.~rc~' 
registered in ;Ill ph;t.,c:-. qf till· 

IRP. the number of completed 
RI/FS ~1nd RD/RA aclivilies re
ported is lower th;111 in FY X1J. 
This is not indicative of lo'\t 
ground. hut of improved lr;td.:in~ 
of actual site progress and !he 
resulling reclassification of sev
eral sites. 

A centralized IRP s\atus !rack
ing system was aJopted by all 
Department components in FY 89. 
The accompanying rc-cvalualion 
of project status conducted over 
the last 2 years used more strin
gent criteria for delerm ini ng when 
a program phase is complete. This 
resulted in several sites being 
removed from complete status 
and rccategorized as underway or 
awaiting further action. 

. Summary of FY g·o Re:ft;.dial :Activities . · 
Summary f~r all lAP Installations . . . 

Number of Number of 
Type of Activity Activities Installations 

Alternate Water 
Supply/Treatment 14 11 

Incineration 6 3 

Site Treatment/ 
Remediation 103 52 

Decontamination 56 32 

Waste Removal 201 108 

Ground Water 
Treatment 48 32 

TOTAL 428 238 

Status as of September 30. 1990. 

Installation Restoration Program Status as of September 30, 1990 
Summary by Military Service . . _ 

Number of Sites (b~ Phase) 
PA Sl RI/FS AD 

c u F c u F c u F c u F c 
Army 10.~47 5 7 4.469 154 745 301 971 730 134 269 415 135 

Navy 2.222 28 3 1.579 543 64 51 750 531 8 20 1.051 31 

Air Force 3.850 625 38 3,320 566 126 557 2.650 275 116 77J 999 127 

DLA 251 0 0 257 0 0 7 140 J 3 3 4).: 3 

Tot3l:; 16. ii"6 ·J)S -18. 9.625 1.2>33 935 9!6 4,51 1 1.5-:' . ."i ~ l . Otl~i 2.55::! 205 

c ~ Corllpl·~l>:d J\,·:r••r!, • " I!:·> ...... )., flc:r·.-r:·o • ,. ; ~ J\ t: r , • ,\c:r·.-rty f)l:l ::. 

AA 
u F 

276 409 

50 1.03~ 

862 98J 

3 :-s 

I . 1 ~11 2.5:-.: 
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IJoiJ .w;t, nol tL"'-111'1\.-..thk !'or till' 

cont;uttin:tlll'il of the <;it..:. r\notht:r 
sill:, We_,, Yirgini;t Ordnanct.: 
Works. is an tnactivc site th<ll is 
being rcmcJiatcd as ;m 3Ctive .site. 

In FY 90, $5X.6 million was 
spent on activities at fonner sites. 
The following are examples of 
work undertaken by USACE at 
formerly used properties in FY 90. 

Removal Action at 
· Pine Grove Flats, NV 

An old mine shaft in a remote 
part of Nevada was found to con
tain metal canisters of chemicals. 
The party that illegally dumped the 
canisters· re""'ains unidentified and 
no component of DoD ever owned 
the property. However, labels on 
the canisters indicated that they 
were once Army property produced 
prior to 1966 for deactivating chem
ical warfare agents. After the State 
of Nevada issued a Finding of 

:\lk,!;t:d Vtnbtt~JII :tn•l f )rd.:r i 111 

US:\CE ;uHI tl11._· Hun::Ht ,,r Uutd 

r-..bnagcmcnl. lJS:\CL rcrnovcd 
mon: than 400 canist~.:rs from jth~.: 
JO~foot deep mine shaft. Hecausc of 
the mine shaft's instability. it Was 

f d 
- I • 

unsa e to enter an a I rreman s 
hook had to be used to remove). the 
canisters. The age of the canisters 
and the corrosive nature of'i the 
chemicals made it necessary to 
repackage all canisters prior to 
transportation and disposal. Ne~oti~ 
ations with the State of Nevada are 
ongoing to determine if fuhher 
response activities are required. 

I 

Tank Removal at 
Quonset Point, Rl 

I 

During the winter of 1989-90. 
113 underground fuel storage tanks 
were removed from the site. D~ring 
the removal operation. a significant 
amount of soil and ground Water 
contamination was encountered. The 
Rhode Island Department of En-

V\fCJI\11\I.:Il!;d ,\·b!J;J~CIIll'lll propns~.:d #: 
n.:flltlvinc conla1inin;!lcd stJil dowrd'' ' 1

,. 
~ II • . '-- ·. ,' ' 

to the water tatilc. llnmg the holes · · 
with polycthyle

1

flC, anJ bac~filling t : 
with clean mat~rial. ( '-;\,~', 

' #.. 

The Stale li of Rhode . 

accepted a US"\CE cou~ter prqpo,s- · 
al. which resulted ih-' an RA con~· 
sisting of backfilling the holes\Vi'ihi 
the contaminarJd soil. perfonning al 
soil gas analy~is supplemented by~. 
monitoring wei_!:;, and, as necessary.; 
installing ski mining wells tO.recove6~. 
free product i~ the ground w~te'r~· 
An RVFS will be conducted to 
determine the I! extent of.: enVi.'rqry~~· · 
mental contamination and the rieed 
for long~term ~:mediati~~:· 

These negoiiations were initiated· 
by USACE. rJsuhing in a sut>stan.,: 
tial savings bf $500.000 -to ' 
government, .J,.hile achieving '· vu"•·.t: 
pliance with I· regulal':H)' ~-equ.ifei~' 1 

ments and maintaining good re13j. 1 

tions with the ~State' of Rhode Island . 
I' '" 

regulatory agencies. t :':,, .. -'l't . ' 
- ,·'' ·'' 

.• 



Formerly Used 
Defense Sites 

[j he Secretary of the Army is the DoD Executive Agent for the implementation of DERP 
at Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS). As Executive Agent, the Anny is responsible 
for environmental restoration activities under DERP on lands formerly owned or used by 

any DoD components. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is responsible for executing 
the FUDS program. Investigation and cleanup procedures at formerly used sites are similar to 
those at currently owned installations. However, information concerning the origin of the 
contamination, land transfer information, and current ownership must be evaluated before DoD 
considers a site eligible for restoration. 

A total of 6. 980 FU DS with 
potential for inclusion in the pro
gram have been identified through 
inventory effons. By the end of FY 
90. PAs had been initiated at 3.830 
of the sites. of which 1.461 were 
underway and 2,369 were com
pleted. Based on the completed 
PAs. it was determined that 1.588 
sites were eligible and 781 sites 
were ineligible for the FUDS pro· 
gram. Of the eligible sites. 308 
require no further action. but each 
of the other 1,280 sites requires one 
or more rcmt:dial/rcmoval projects. 
Sis had been completed for 110 
projects and were undef\.l.·:..~y for an
other 12'2 projects as of the end of 
FY 90. 

DoD has already funded 6!N 
propcnics for funha invcsug:uion 
and remedi:.tl action. Tilt:'\t' :1ctivitics 
indude -1)0 prnjel'IS :uldn::..;smg h:11.· 
.trdPu..; nr [~l\t\' w.t:-ll' ;liT\\' I ,,:nn 

Ltrntn.lltPil fr~•nt fpniJl·:l-. ll',l·d tilt 

•kl::r~•und '.[<~r.t~:,· lt;··l Ltlt\t..•, ('i 

i.tt~<trtll· .. trtol l,·.t\t..tH~: :'·•1:.,:1\:,,:: 
. I' ·,I : ... : •i •. :I·. ! I 1'1 . H . . . . ''.,:: ,, . 

and explosive waste (OEW) from 
former target ranges or impact 
areas. Prior to FY 88. 94 BDDR 
projects involving unsafe buildings 
or structures on formerly owned or 
used properties were completed. No 
BDDR projects have been con· 
dueled during the last 2 years. 

USACE also represents DoD 
interests at NPL sites where former 
properties are located and where 
DoD may be a Potentially Respon
sible Party (PRP). Former proper· 
tics th: . .lt have passed from DoD 
control may have been contami· 
natc:d by pa!-;t DoD operations as 
well as by other owners, making 
DoD one of seve: raJ PRPs. Ongoing 
US:\CE efforts will detcrmin<.: the 
allix:atlorl, if any. of DoD cleanup 
rcs~msibility. US ACE :~!so cnor<=r· 
Jtcs wtth EPA. stJtc. Jnd otha PRP 
n.."JHl'St:lli;I[IVCS [ll f.il:dll:llc lht• 

\:ic;Hlllfl jlfiH,,.'l'v.: 

\1 :j,,·,·tlll o•l I·Y ·'1'. 1: 1·\ j)\ 

'.\t'r<' !t .[ ·,J <'t: :It,· '.I'! I II!· :i•' 

'" ' . 
:• ... : .... 

Status of Activities at 
Formerly Used Properties 

1.461 UNOERV.'.'.·· 

PA Sites 

122 u~.o::.::·:: ... · 

51 Projects 



Army IRP Progress 

ij he most significant IRP growth among DoD components in FY 90 occurred in the Army's 
program. This growth was the result of aggressive action taken by the Army to evaluate 
all installations and Army reserve centers. The number of sites included in the Army IRP 

increased from 8,642 in FY 89 to 10,459 in FY 90. IRP activities have been completed and no 
further remedial action is planned at 5,036 Army sites, or almost one-half of the sites in the 
program. 

Assistant Secretary of the Army, 
~nstallations, Logistics & Environment) 

I 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army, 
(Environment, Safety & Occupational Health) 

I 

;'~o:. installations I 
~ronmental Coordinator) : 

Army lAP Organization 

By tlh: t'!ll! PI i·l ()I)_ 1':\ \\Of~ 

h.1d l"'o.'t'll <PJllJ 1it'!::d .I( .LIJ htl! J ~ 

·\r:rl'. 11\!' ,rtt·· .r:1.l \I .. ,.,r\.. h.t.l 

. , :···:. ,·r:: •,!, 

I· .·,t: 

!'!: 

'! 

Key to IRP Ae:sponsJbili1es: 

0 Policy promulgation 

tc=lo...... L2...:.:..J •• ~ram management 

I ':e'<·l Progr.un implementation 

~~~·1 Techntcal support 

lln\,r.:\t:r. !he nurlll"l·r "'·,tit'' ·.,her·· 

!\1/FS \\olf~ \'> undcr·.,,r-.. Pr ,<~lOr 

it•r, II\ 

I 'r .,,, I• • 1 .. • 
·:.1 .. : I 'r '>~' . !, • 

t'. 

\: I: j i.": ' 

' . 

tions, bringing the total number of 
Anny NPL installations covered by 
lAGs to 23. RifFS activities arc 
underway at 28 of the Army's NPL 
facilities. Removal actions and 
IRAs have occurred at 30 Army 
NPL facilities. 

The following are examples of 
significant Army IRP project activi· 
ties conducted in FY 90. 

Landfill Closure at 
Iowa Army 
Ammunition Plant, iA 

In Augu"t 1990, the Army com
pktt.:J tht: t:xc:..~v:llion of 3.500 cuhi~.: 
y:1rd" of k:Jd-coHll:unin:llt.:d sod~ 

:tnd thl' com.tructHHl nf ~ 15.000-
I.."Uht~.: ~ :Hd Cl:ty C:tp on thl' i:JnJtiJJ. 
J'hl..'·< .Jl.'\tllrlS \'-t.'rl.." JX'rftlnllt:tl untkr 

.1 k('l\:\ Ll1hlHL' pl:m th.11 w;1" 

·li'J'I•'\~·.! h\ E!':\ II\ s .. ;ptt:llli""L'r 

!•!;...,,-. !"h~.· dr,• • ."~>\cr~ •ll .!lldt!H•n:li 
l.'<llli.t:tlli\.1\L'd '-o'd'- ll''!Uiflll;: (\<.:,t 

'.,111·"1 '1.11! tkl.t\~·.j 1.'\]Pih (<> <•'Ill 

,,· ... 

' i 

_t_ __ 
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. Raplcf Resp~nse at·· .. ·· : 
Valley. Forge General 
Hospital, PA · 

In May 19{}0. the presence of 
pesticides and herbicides was dis
covered by property owners in an 
unused part of the hospital complex. 
One month later, the US ACE Rapid 
Response Team overpacked, trans
poned, and disposed of approxi
mately I 0 drums of hazardous 
chemical waste. The Team was able 
to perform a quick removal of the 
chemicals. Local residents were 
pleased with DoD's concern for 
public health and the environment. 

Removal Action at 
Port Heiden, 'AK 

More than 8,000 drums and sev
eral large-capacity above ground 
a:nd underground fuel tanks were 
abandoned at Pon Heiden Radio 
Relay Site by the Army and the Air 
Force after World War II. The 
remote location of the site required 
large-scale mobilization usmg 
barges for equipment and living 
quaners before the RA began in the 
summer of 1990. HTW as well as 
other regulated materials were 
removed from the site and trans
paned to approved disposal facili
ties in the continental United States. 
Unregulated wastes v.:crc recycled, 
to the e'(tt:nl prJctical, incinerated 
onsitc. nr huricd in lncal approved 
landfills. The rcmnval action w:1s 
successfully cornpkiL'd t".:forc the 
winte-r sc-:1son i"'L'~:Hl. 

ROD. at Hastings. ... ; 
East Industrial Park, · 
NE 

In September I ~90, USACE 
achieved a major milestone when a 
ROD was signed to allow the offi
cial cleanup of the contaminated 
soil operable unit at thc Hastings 
East Industrial Park, formerly the 
Blaine Naval Ammunition Dcpol. In 
1991, USACE will prepare engi
neering design documents for incin
eration of explosives-contaminated 
soils. 

Extensive investigations at Hastings East Industrial 
Parle culminated in the FY 90 signing of a ROD lor 
the cleanup of this FUDS. 
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Navy IRP Progress 

[i he number of Navy sites included in the IRP increased slightly in FY 90. An additional. 
222 Navy sites were added to the IRP last year, bringing the total to 2,253 sites at 
242 installations. IRP activities have been completed at 775 sites, or 34 percent of the 

sites m the Navy program. 

Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
nnstallations & Environment) 

Chief of Naval Operations 
(Environmental Protection, Safety & 

Occupational Health Division) 

Key to IRP Responsibiiiti= 

[=:::J Polky promulgation 

I' ,. ~ I Pro<Jr.!m management 

I.e~ .1 Pro<Jr.!m mplementl1ion 
"Technical support provided by EFOs 

Navy lAP Organization 

P:\ curnrktions at Navy sit~:-. 

tfll.:rt·ast·d from I .9~0 to 2.222 
,\unn:-: 1:y \l() and Sl work was 
ll>lllpktc.l .11 1.57<) sites J.s of !he 
<'thl ,,f tlw (i..,\::tl ye:.H. The numhcr 
••! ·.t:;.·, .tl '.~htLh R.\/J.'S Wt\f\.; W:tS 

.•'i:q·k:,·.! :lldl'.ht'<l ~r • .,n 10111 "1 
• 1:1 ! 1 11 11 \r ~:tl· end ,>f !lh· 

: 1 ., ,II ·,:'.11 !•:\1 "•'"1\., h.lo~ l•<"l'll 

':,'I !II< -~i ·.·.!:I k ; : l\ ·\ 
. , ... · ... 

Commandant of the Marine Corps 
(Environmental Quality Program) 

1.-\G..; wt::rl" st~ncd L·nvcrin~ tivt' 
of tht: :\.1v;. ·~ SPL Llht;LlbtHllh tn 

FY 1)0. hrtn~tn.; thl' h\l.d numtx·r nf 
Savy ~Pl. lrl'l.di:J!llll\'• l'llVL':"t:d h;. 
\:\(;.., ]1\ t.:'l~ht St... h:tVl' h·t:l"ll (11111 

pktcd .11 ~~~ o1! !IlL' ~;L\''> ·.., h-.,tnt 
'l'l ltl,t.di.tt!••tl' I{LFS .l(!l\111l'·, 

!l-: ' ' '! ., . 

The following are examples of· 
significant Navy IRP project activ
ities conduCted in FY 90. 

Cleanup Agreement 
for Camp Pendleton, 
CA 

-.. , 

In October 1990, an agreemenl 
was signe.d by federal, state, and 
military 'officials to clean up haz
ardous ~·aste at Camp Pendleton. 
This marks the first cleanup· agree
ment in EPA's western regioh. ·· ·i 
CleanuH work will incJu(je · th~e1 
removal of contaminated ~aterial 
from the Marine Corps ba.s'e.· .1 

major toxic site and the last large 
undeveloped coastal propcn·y in 
Southern California. Field invcs· 
ligations identified scver:.tl con· 
t:J.min3.nts. including spent oils. 
solvents, pcsti~idcs, met:Jls. :md 
PCBs,' :11 22 areas throughnut the 
125.0CO-:..~crc hasc. C!c:.mup cnsb 
~urrentl;. :1re estimated :ll S~•i.~ 
m i I! t\.)/1 

' ,·"),.: ,. 

. it , . . ~ 

k:. 

I " . ' './ 
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~::Cleanup· Agreement .-· 
. Signed at APG 

In March I t)t)(), the Anny ;md 
EPA sig.nL'd ~HI agrcL'tllL'IIt to clean 
up two Sllpt.:rfund sites ;1! Ahcrdct:n 
Proving Ground. One of the sites. 
the Edgewood Area. was used for 
testing and disposal of chemical and 
conventional munition:; since 1918. 
The agreement sets schedules, 
assigns responsibilitil!s and provides 
for cooperation and consult:uion 
with all involved agencies. 

ANAD Ground Water 
Cleanup, AL 

A series of ground water pump
oul systems have bt:en installed to 
control ground water contamination 
at the Anniston Army Depot 
(ANAD) Alabama. Volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) were disposed 
of in three areas: the Trench Area. 
the Landfill Area. and the Nonheast 
Arc::~. Sixteen extraction wells h:::~ve 
been insw.lkd in these three :::~rcas to 

collect contaminated ground water 
which is tht.:n trt.:3ted t0 remove 
contarni nat io11. 

Cleanups at Rocky 
Mountain Arsenal, CO 

Tn an:ckratc rcmcdiation at the 
Arsenal. the .-\n11y. EP:\. ColoradP 
Dq);\rtrllL'Ill nf I k:alth. and ShL'!I Oil 
Cornp;l!l: h;J\"L' a~rL'l'd th;1t 1.' IR:\s 
:-;hPtild lx; cnndtll"lcd It~ rnltiCL' ~,·nn

tamnl.Hll nn~:r:lltllfl :u1d rL'IIlP\"l' 
hc:dtll tiHl':il" IR ·\.., ~.:ompktnl 

W1lh1n !hL' ].,..,! ~l·.1r llh:ludc tht• 

llhi.dl.ll!•'l\ l 0! [\~0' Ill'\\ lrliL"r~·t·p! 

.l!lol !1~".111\ll"J\: "'-'•h"llh .\11,j lfll" ~·J,, 

"•llll" ··1 ·'i':'l•".llll.l!,·l\ ; .... ~ o~h.!ll 

,j,q~,·.: ·.~. ii, \q "•1:·:1.1\·.· <111\Hll 

·~:1 :-. · ·1.: 

"There is an unabashed willingness to comply with 
environmental regulations at APG." 

._,. .:_:·-~.-~;.< -~: ........ . Senator Barbara Mikulski, Maryland 
···,· 

Incineration of 
Contaminated Soils 
at Louisiana AAP 

In March 1990. the Anny com
pleted the incineration of I 02.000 
tons of explosives-contaminated 
soils. Revised exc:1vation criteria 
were approved by the State of 
Louisiana and EPA. allowing sh3l· 
low excavation of the soils from the 
Area P lagoons in lieu of deep 
c.xc:1vation. Because of the high 
concentrations of explosives in the 
shallow soils, these revised criteria 
were estimated to achieve greater 
than 99 percent explosives removal 
while reducing the amount of soils 
requiring destruction. These me:J.
sures resulted in estimated cost 
s~lVings of $10 million. The total 
projecl cost is approximately $33 
million. 

Ground Water 
Cleanup at 
Sharpe Depot, CA 

.. · 

Sharpe Depot is using exlraction 
wells to withdraw contaminated 
ground water and air stripping 
towers to remove volatile organics 
from the water. Past practices 
involved discharging treated wa1er 
to a Gmal. However, in September 
1990, the Army began sending the 
cleaned water to a nearby pmver 
plant for u.se in steam gcncr:::~tion. 

This practice has significantly 
reduced problems associated with 
discharging treated water in the 
c:::~nal and decreased the use of 
water resources in the area. The 
r:lle of water supplied to the power 
plant, now 300 gallons per minutL' 
(gpm). is expected to increase to 
500 gpm in 1991. 

........ ··'. : ···· ....... . 
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Air Force IRP, Progress 

he number of Air Force IRP sites increased by almost 30 percent in FY 90 to 4.513 
sites at 315 installations. IRP activities have been completed and no further remedial 
action is planned at 448 Air Force sites. 

.!(1 ,·,§.:-•~·1.:1~~\1:...--. 

!.!!l~.i' 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the ,., Force 
(Environmen~ Safety and Occupational Healtl1) 

Key to IRP Respoosibifi1ie 

D Policy promulgation 

1M! Progrnm management 

- Prog;Jm inp1emeo •tao, -Tedrical-

ities are 'underway at all of these "' 
facilities.' Removal actions and 
IRAs have occurred at 28 of the Air 
Force's NPL facilities. 

The following are examples of 
significant Air Force IRP prC?ject 
activities Conducted in FY 90. · 

ROD at Tinker AF~, 
OK 

Air Force IRP Organization 

Tinker AFB became the first Air 
Force installation to sign an agree~· 
ment for cleaning up an NPL site. 
The ROD was approved by EPA. 
along with. Tinker AFB and tht· 
Oklahoma State Department of 
Health. Approximately 100 people , 
attended a public meeting held· in 
April 1990 ·to discuss cleanup op· 
tions for the threr.: segmr:nb p( tht.' 
..;itr:. Thr: mr:eting J!lowr:d tht.· publil'' 

., 

PA work has ~en cornplc!cd at 
J.XSO of the Air Force's ~.513 IRP 
site:;, while Sl wnrk has hccn com
pleted at JJ20 '\Ito. :\\though the 
Air Force's n:t.:LL,~tt"i'-·:uHm of site 
status rcsullcd 111 .t decrease 111 

RI/FS L·nmpktLnn, Lll FY ')(), !he 
numl-x.·r tlf '-IlL'' ·-~here R.l/FS ·.~ Prk 

I" \Jtllkr·.~.l:• tlf '-'•'lllj 1kiL' t!lL'IC.I,l.'d 

[flltll ~--~-1S Ill !·J ,\l) [P :.~11' II\ 

l·l •111 hnthc: Rl I·S 11:\L··.t•_:.:.• 

: :• •I\ •, .11 t • :11 h !.': , . · 'I i:,~ ',: · j,. 't': \ 
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plcted RD!RA work were registered 
at Air Force facililics 111 ~y 90. 
Howevc:r. more than 500 rcmcdi:11 
:.~ctivitics were init1atcd. br

1

ingmg 
the tmal number of Rr\s undcr.-.-·:1~ 

or completed to 1)K9. 

Dunn~ FY t)(J. tht· :\n h•rlt. 
~..••rllpktcd .rr1d -.r;,:rh:d I·\(;, :.•r I i 
'-.1'1 rw.t,tll.rlt••rh l!1r-. 1•r.•tt;!t1 ;!;,· 

h•l.d llll:td'l..·r ••I \11 [·,-:,:· '-.1'1 

Ill . :. I~ ; . 1: • • I: ,\ till , l :' i 1,' j ·\I ; •, 

1 ... i' . ',[ ,\''I· .... i :.: '• : ·~· •. 
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' -:tn upponumty to ask 4UL'Slli'llS :l!ld 
VOICC COIH.:erns rt:gai-ding the 
ullr:nded cleanup altemativr:~ 

Tht.: pr<~pnscd de;ulUp altr:mJtivt' · 
,,,r lht• :=r•'ttl\d w:nt.:r HH.:ludt.'-. lll..;!;rl 

lrn;.: 1 ~~~ C'\\L\I..'llllll \~~·\1-.. ~nn 
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Camp Pendleton cleanup agreements " ... lay tire foun
dation for tire effective working relations/rips wlriclr will 
be crucial to cleaning up these sites expeditiously and in 
a manner fully protective of public health and the 
environment." 

Daniel McGovern 
Regio-n IX Administrator · .· 

, ·.,, ... · Environmental Protection Agency . 
<-:·,,::·:~-:-~>--·: ... -: ... :_·;,--... ;';·; .... -:c·.:'.:·.· ~ ... _:.. ,· :- .. :::.' '?~~~ .·'""':· 

·.; -
.··-.·· .. ,,_ 

Removal Actions 
at Saint Lawrence 
Island, AK . 

A PA conducted by the Navy at 
Saint Lawrence Island in 1989 
identified transformers and drums 
containing hazJ.rdous chemicals that 
posed a threat to human health and 
the environment The overall con
tamination at the site has resulted 
from spills. leaks at storage areas. 
burial in landfills, and random 
disposal of drums. 

In July 1990. the Navy initiated 
the rcmovalnf appro.ximJ.tt:ly 1.000 
drums. 30 trJ.nsformcrs. and 17 
comprcsscJ gas cylinders from the 
site. The ck:1nup crew was oper
ating undc.:r arduous conditions in 
an area where access limitations 
required importation of utilities. 
supplies. equipment. and personnel 
by helicopter. Hazardous wastt:s 
removed from the sit~.· were pack
aged and airlifted nffsitt.:. Transfer 
of the:->c h:rtardmJ" cnnt:Imin:mts 
rt.:llHl\Td the Jltltcnti:d f!lr immt.:diall.· 
dan~cr to lift.: :u11l hc:dth. prcs~..Tvcd 
the (khc!!l' :JrLtll" l..'l·P!~~~:·. :u11l 
tx-t::Hl the pro •. :c-...-... 1d l"ll' Hlll\11\t'tll.d 

..:k:uwp 111 tht• .1rc:t 

NIROP Ground Water 
Cleanup, MN 

In September I 990. a ROD was 
signed between the Navy, the 
Minnesota Pollution Control 
Agency. and EPA. which will aiiO\'-' 
for the cleJ.nup of contaminated 
gro~.;;;d water at the Naval Industrial 
Reserve Ordnance Plant (NIROP). 
The ROD outlines a two-phased 
plan that calls for the installation of 
five pumping wells, and the con
struction of a treatment plant to 
pump and treat ground water to 
meet federal drinking water stan
dards. The selected cleanup plan is 
designed to prevent further move
ment of trich!orocthcnc (TCE) con
taminated ground water toward thl' 
Mississippi River. 

·< ·'··· 

:.·.·~ ·;·· ;;1•: ... '.· .......... ·. ,· ..... :·:./): ,·:·;;: .. ·.~ ': .... ·. 

-ROD for Ships Parts · ·• 
Control Center, · 
·Mechanicsburg, PA · 

A ROD w~1s signed in September 
J~)()() to allow for the cleanup of a 
storm water dr:.~inage ditch con

t~unin;!tcd with PCBs. Remediation 
for the first segment of this non
NPL cleanup has been awarded . 
This work includes excavating 
sediment to bedrock for the first 
:UOO linear feet of the ditch. In 
response to low contaminant con
centrations and safety considerations 
due to sinkholes in the unstable 
kJ.rSt terrain, the Navy has fenced 
the J.rea. Dams hJ.ve bcl!n instJ!kd 
to trap sediments. The remainder of 
the remediation wi!l include 
removal of sediments where com
posite samples indicate conccntrJ.
tions over 5 parts per million (ppm l 
of PCBs and the addition of anlHher 
gabion dam. Long-term monitoring 
and confirmatory sampling are 
included m the overall ditch 
remediation. 

•·. ~ .. ·' :-- ·-.!:.- ... -· .· .. 
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Defense Logistics Agency··~: 
IRP Progress · 

i1 he Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) IRP continued to show steady progress in all 
areas in FY 90. The number of installations and sites in DLA 's program increased 
slightly in FY 90 to 32 sites at 257 installations. IRP activities have been completed a.hd 

no further remedial action is planned at 102 sites; or almost 40 percent of the DLA sites 1n the 
program. 

Key to lAP Responsibilities: 

c::::=J Policy promulgation 

c::::=J Program managment 

I'. '-"'~-I Program imolemetltation 
I ~ .. ·.;,:o~_J Tectmic.31 Sl4lPQrt 

De!ense Logrstrcs Agency lAP Orgamzatron 

Director, Defense logistics Agency 
(DLA-D) . 

I 

Office of Installation Services and 
Environmental Protection 

(DLA-1'1) 

I 

PA/SI work has been completed 
at all of DLA's 257 sites and·R•I/FS 
work is complete or un_derway at 
147 of the 150 sites tai-geted !6r 
such studies. Six remedii:tl adiVities· __ II 
ar'e: complete or undc:~·a'y. ai~6l:A ,_ 
siles. ' 

' 
' In FY 90, lAGs. were signed 

covering two DLA installations. 
TI1ese were the first lAGs co~~
pleted for DLA NPL installations 
PA/SI work has been COi-rjpleted 
~nd RifFS activities are under;v.·ay 
at all three of the DLA, installations 
final-listed on the NPL Removal 
·actions and IRAs have occurred ·m. 
one of DLA 's three NPL factllli~sJ 

In July of FY 90. Slmrl' .-\m1y 
Depot (AD) was transft:rr~d frod1 
th~ ..\mn· to DL..\. nukin~ .. SharrJ..· 
.-\D the. founh DL.-\ "';:;,11:111.!,, 
IL"It:d un the l\iPl~. f-kc:HJSt" ttft' 
.-\nnv w;tS rcspnnsihk' f~,r fllP'i /1: 

the ;""' conducted :11 the ""1.!1 
l.JII!lll thruug.h FY l)(), Sh:Jr;'t: . .-\IJ,,, 
1\•1! 1n,:lwkd tn the 1>1.:\ ;~rc'~r.llll 

''lilll'- ~'lt''-t'lllt'd 111 lith ;~·;·· •;; 
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· Ground Water·· .. · 
Treatment at 
McClellan AFB, CA 

Investigations at McClellan Af-B 
have revealed ground water contam
ination caused by rainwater leachate 
from a I 0-acrc waste pit are;..~. A 
cap w<.~s constructed over the waste 
pits to prt!vcnt further leaching of 
comaminants into the ground water. 
A series of extraction wells have 
been installed to pump ground 
water to an onsite treatment planl. 
The plant has been in operation 
since 1987 and currently is receiv
ing the pumped water at a rate of 
250 gpm. The treatment system 
consists of air stripping and carbon 
filtration. The treated water IS 

released into Magpie Creek; how
ever. future plans call for reclaim
ing the treated water for industri;.~l 

uses. 

Cleanup Effort Earns 
·Environmental Honors 

. at Kelly AFB, TX 

Kelly Af-B h:1s earned n~Jtiorul 

recognition for its dlon~ in ckan
ing up a jet fud spill on tht.: cast 
side of tht.: ba~c nc~1r Quintan:! 
Ro:1d. R~ncw Amcrit::I, a nonrrofit 
organization haseJ in \V:.tshington. 
DC. that promu!L·s a s:1fc and 
healthy envirtlnn~t.:nt. ~Jw;,rded Ke-lly 
.'.FH ;111 Fr1\ lfl'lllm~nt:d .-\chic\c· 
mcnt t\ ward l.'L'rll (ll·:Hc for the 
(_ltnnt:tn:t R.o:1d I'JI,,I Jl' .. l Fut.:l 
Rcct 1vc ry I 'rtliCLI 

Tltc :t'.\;ud "L'IL·ctiPn 1'. h.ht·d 1111 

tfw :thll11y nf .1 pr,l!l't'l [,, ll'''IL'l't. 

:t''>\(>r,·. ,,r cnlun~t·thc en\ lrt•lltlll.'!ll 

:\it' 'tl(l'l''>'> 1•! lliL' j'IPtt'' 1 '.~,I'> tiUt' 

'>.:·· \ 

The Pump and Treat System at Williams Air Force Base is currently recovering fuel from 
ground water on a continuous basis. 

Innovative Cleanup 
System at Williams 
AFB,AZ 

\Villiams AFB is using a new 
aquifer purnring sy:·i!t:m tu tre:t! 
contaminated ground wata at the 
~ite. The system bcGJ.me upt:r:.1hk in 
August I t)90, recovering fuel that 
h:rd contaminated ground \V~llcr 

frnm J leaking underground StOf~I);C 
tank. ThL' down·hrdc rurnrin~ :-y..;
tcnl is L'quipped \~ 1th :1 pr~>du~t 

pump inlet :1pproximately 13 feet 
ahove the \1.-'Jtcr pump inlel. Fluid 
levels arc monitored with a pressure 
transducer to ensure Ihat the fluid/ 
:..Jir intcrf:H.:c is maintained across 
the product inlct. David Annis. 
Prnjcct \hna~cr for the Ariznn:t 
Dt:p;trtnh:nt of Water Resource:--. 
nh.-.L·rvcd J s;.stcrn demonstration 
:md .-.ut~d th:H the testing and re
~,.·,lvcry system w:.ts impressive. and 
11 w~rs ohvious thJt J great deal of 
~_·t't't)fl h:HI tx:cn put into both Jc
't.;..:run~ the system :.tnd Jtbptin!_! it 
111 Ctlnditl~>rr... :!1 ttll.' site. 

-----, 
The Quintana Road project was " ... an environmentally 
successful program, one that can be rcp/icated.:.in many 
communities interested in so/ring similar enrironmental 
prohlt•ms. · · 

Tina llohson 
F\eruti\t' l>irl'ctnr 
H.t·tlt'\\ \nH·rica 



Other Hazardous Waste 
Program Progress 

il he Other Hazardous Waste (OHW) Program, the second element of DERP, examines 
current operations to find cost-effective approaches to DoD's waste management activities 
and to prevent pollution at the point of generation. Funds are provided to promote DoD's 

total quality management of hazardous waste initiatives. Such efforts include research, 
development. and demonstration of pollution prevention and hazardous waste management 
technology. This work involves studies of UXO detection and range clearance ·methods: 
investigation of allemate products, revised specifications, and improved acquisition and operating 
practices: procurement of huardous waste reduction equipment: inforrnation exchange: and other 
environmental restoration and pollution prevention activities. 

In July 1989, DoD published a 
directive entitled ''Hazardous Mate
rials Pollution Prevention.·· In this 
Directive. tht.: prevention of pollu
tion is t:mphasized to replace his
torical end of pipe solutions. This 
policy ret..~uin;::; th:.H hazardous mate
rials be sekctcU. used, and managed 
over their life cycle so that DoD 
realizes the lowest cost to properly 
prott:ct human health and the en
vironment. The preferred approach 
is to avoid or reduce ha7.ardous 
m:.llcriJ.ls use. \Vith thc issu:mcc of 
this Din:ctivc. DoD components J.n: 
rt·quirnl It': 

lndwk ;..:u1d.uh.·t' <Ill h;l!arduus 
lll;lt~·rt.d-.. 111 .ill dn(.:CII\t''>. n:;..:u 

I. I! II >Jh. 111.11 \\J,j I"· ..,~ 1\'!,:l I~~·;\[\! >II .... 

.tthl ••thv; ~111>1.\Jh , . .t~~,_ttlll\'lt\-.. 

r·.,u,·, I 

I ), . '. \. t. 'i' . I I I• I Ill .111\ l. I II I '. II! 'I \ I \ \. 

: ' : • ' ' : . I I ' ' : • • : : I . I I \ , I • ' l ~ I , I ' , I ! j ' ' I I ' 

··.:· ... ::·: '::. 

,, 

Establish adequate reporting to 
track progress in achieving pro
gram goals 

Participate in infom1ation c:>..· 
change on hazardous mataia[, 
pollution prevention 

Cooperate with environmcnt:il 
agencies pursu•ng simibr 
objectives. 

The July 1989 Dircc<ivc aug· 
ments extensive waste minimizatin11 
work already unJcrway within !ht· 

services. especially the JogistiL' 
community. It requires that t;rwirPrl 
fllt;ntal conccms tx· llll(..'~r;ttcd tnt~· 

the lkpartmcnt "L'\L'I-\<LI\ \\<lfk 

In FY t)() ~~~ .::.. ttldlto'l\ 111 

llFRI' Iuthi·. \H't,· 1''•'\tok,l I•'~ 

h.t/,trdo>lJ" '•\,\'>ll' 111!1\l!l\1. .1(1"11 i'l•'l 

!'l.h '"1.11>1.- >'\,llll[li.- ,,[ I llf\\ 

f't••: 1,111\ .1., o•ltl; it ,]·,;11 

·. \. t. : ~.!' '·' 

Hazardous Waste
Source Reduction . 

The Aircraft lntem1ediate Main
tenance Department (AIMD) at the 
~brine Corps Air Station. Yuma. 
Arizona has reduced its generation 
of liquiJ ha:t_anJous waste by t){) 

pcrct;nL This w:.~s accomplished hy 
segregating_ all sources of con· 
centratcd h;JZanJuus w:.~ste and 
nunirni1.1ng the amount of h~t/.· 

:trd\lliS 1113tcnal u~d in c:Kh pr(l· 
L·c..,~. All rinse watL·r gcncr:J.tcd h: 
:\1\1() slmrs j_.., an:1lyt.ed. Jlluwin~ 
~·Jt!lllll,llllll\ nr ~(HH\.:t; I.:O!li:Hlllna!lllll 

iltr<·u~h pn)o.\u,_.t suhsttlult<'ll 1'1 

Lh,Hl~t:l.l ll!"Cftlltun tcdm1quo. F..,t1 

l\l,J[et\ L0'-1 :,.1\'lfl~-, r~:r :c.H .11~· 

0:.~711,11(1(), \l.tth ;1 ~,_·,)rn: ... pt.•lldln;-: 

:rltllt.tl. \t..t'>l\'" fL·,!tJ~·tt!lll ,11 ]tf:-:.tll•l 



:: 'floo 11 o9Cien · 
Defense Depot, UT 

Ogdcn Dcfcn:-.c Dt.:pot hccamc 
tht: first DLA inst~lllation to sign an 
:..t!.!,rcemcnt for dcaning up an NPL 
site. EPA Region VIII, the St~lti..! of 
Utah. and the depot approved a 
ROD for cleanup operations. A 
public hearing was held in July 
1990 lO discuss dc~mup options for 
both the soil and ground water. The 
meeting provided the public an 
opportunity to voice their concerns 
and ask questions regarding the 
cleanup alternatives. 

Approximately 40 cubic yards of 
soil will be removed and incin
erated. A pump and treat system 
with reinjection into the aquifer is 
the proposed remedial action for 
ground \Vater. 

Bioremediation at 
Defense Fuel Support 
Pointin Casco Bay, ME 

Biorcmediation of soil contam
inated with 6,500 mg/kg of JP-5 jet 
fuel beean in August 1990. By 
Novem~r. concentr:nion levels had 
been redu~..:ed by 70 percent. 
:\pproxim~.ncly 600 cubic yards of 
cont:.~minart:d soil was removed to a 
tank dike area where it was fer
tilized usin~ nitrogen. phosphorc..Jus. 
and ptl!:ls~IUrn. \"atur:il rainf:lll 
provided -..llil ll111isture. ·nlc S(lil 
w:1..; :-.r,r~·:td thinl; l(l inchcsl ttl 
. illo\~o; f11r rn:l\lllllHll n\y~cn dit"
fu-.;1111\ 1I1!11 the ..;oil. 

F.Hl1n Lthcn:t!l'r'. d.t!.l lud dcm· 

"lhtr;t!l.."t~ thv l'ft'"·Ch"l' td 'llii!L"tc..·nt 

f't'\'lli.LII•'Ih "I J!' lh-:,.:r.1dlfl:: h.h" 

· · ·r 1.1 ! ; i '.11 ll": · 'T:!! i .'l" I ht' :~·l 

Reinoval Action at" the 
Arctlc·surplus Site, 
Fairbanks, Alaska 

Through a Consent Order with 
EPA, DLA performed a removal 
action at this privately owned site. 
This site was plact.:d on EPA's NPL 
during 19~1). DLA 's objt.:ctivc was 
to n.;muvc the major \Vastes to 
avoid any porential for public expo
sure. Surplus materials had hccn 
placed at the Arctic Surplus Site by 
rhe private owners and operator::; of 
the salvage yard. Most of these 
materials were purchased through 
the local Defense Reutilization and 
Marketing Office (DRMO). a DLA 
teniary level field activity. DLA 
became involved al the site because 
of the potential imminent threat to 
public health. 

lh 1he end ol J·"Y 1)0. ;t<..:ll\"IILt"' 

c..·t~tll[->k!l.:d ;~\ tht.: -..nc in~.:ltah..·d '>l:t_:.: 

ill).! .~.041 empty 5)-g;~llon dnull:-. 
sampling arH.J tcsring I ,X7X full 
55-gallon drums, draining and p;.~ek
aeing 676 bJHcries. excJvating X4 
c~hi~ YJrds nf chlordane-cnntJilli
nated ~oils and 200 cubic yards of 
lead-contaminated soils, and testing 
and draining 135 tr:msform~rs. In 
ad(fltion, an" incinerJtor was disas
sembled and associated dioxin-t:on
taminated materii.lls and soil wcr~ 

removed. The waste materials col
lected during rhcse activitic::; arc 
being transported to permitted toxic 
wa::;te landfills and incineration 
f<.~cilities. 

A total of 1.878 55-gallon drums were tested at the Arctic Surplus Site in 1990 . 



Hawaii Hazardous 
Waste Minimization 
Project 

The Hawaii Hazardous Waste 
Minimiz;:llion Project is a muhi
phase venture in which efforts are 
being developed and implemented 
to reduce hazardous waste genera
tion rat~s and off-island disposal 
needs for all military operations in 
the State. Near-tcnn recommen
dations have been developed and 
are being pursued at 21 Army, 
Navy, Air Force, Marine Corp.:;, 
DLA, and National Guard instal
lmions. These near-term measures, 
defined as activities that could 
reasonably be implemented within 
one year, are estimated to result in 
reductions in DoD's waste genera
tion rates in Hawaii by up to 28 
percent once implemented. Potential 
savings of almost $500,000 per year 
are projected for all of the near
term measures being pursued. 

The next sever~!! phases of the 
project, which is being managed by 
the Navy. ,~.·ill formulate, imple
ment, and cvalu:.Hc long-tenn waste 
minimization measures. The entire 
project is scheduled for completion 
by IY%. 

Asbestos 
Replacement 

A stud...- fnr ~tst-.e:-.tos replacement 
111 p:tddn.,t./;.::~'>1-..cts has been initi
:ttcd :111d tv-.11 1•f the three phases of 
tlu.: stthh h:tvc tx:cn completed. 
l'h' ,ll..':tl ·l,:tr:tmctcr ~~~~J detrimc_ntal 
rn,;tcn.d ,._.fl'L'IIlll).: tc•;ts have been 
l't•tlll'il'tL·d L.tl .... •r:tt••ry tc.:sting of a 
lt\t:d ll''' !nturL· 111 -.,unulatc rotary 
.tnd rL· ... :q,rt-....::tltn;.: ll\turcs accnnltng 
t<~ '\.t·. •, .,l.tthl.trd, ts lllhh:rw:t~ 

I ::::it<t ttt\,·.tt:'.tlt••n·. trh·lutk :tdt!t 

ir • :, 

I .. 

: o• I' ,LII<l f, ![!, 1\~ o 'II 

· .... ~: 1"1: ·· .II I hv ( ; I l' .II 
I ·~·I II.'' I ht• 

'.!.:·. · .. : ... ··.·. 

that this project has establish~d the DoD as the 
waste minimization in Hawaii ... We cdmmend 

your:Jo.re~tig•~t in- establishing this pr~ject." . 
. . . 

~·· 

Electroplating 
Metals Recovery 

cleaning and degreasing operations.:-"~ i 
Used sOlvents are now sent offsite 

Naval Aviation Depot, Norfolk 
has developed a successful program 
to reduce cyanide wastewater gener
ation in their electroplating lines by 
50 percent. The Depot has installed 
two electrolytic recovery units. one 
on the cadmium-cyanide plating 
line and one on the silver-cyanide 
plating line. These units electro
chemically oxidize dissolved cya
nides in the rinsewaters lO produce 
cyanates. Simultaneously. the 
metals (cadmium and silver) are 
reduced to their elemental state and 
recycled to the plating tanks. 
Approximately 99 percent metal 
recovery is achieved. 

and distilled for reuse. reducing· 
costs associated with waste disposal 
and material USage. , , I· 

Hazardous Materials 
Reduction Program 

A' chemical use redudion prb
granl has been established at Tinker: 
AFB. Oklahoma within the ·last 
yea~. This special program reviews'
the .'justification and authorization 
for .'using hazardous materials~basc- .. 
wide. Although the program is new. 
it ,,:.has already acco'mpfis~~-9 .. ~·-~~) 
reduction in the use of some chCm.l'-~ ;.-·' 

. iU . 
ca!s by one-third. The p,rograp~;·~s_J 
cu,'rrently being expand~~d~'tO ma~·a~c 
<.!II chemicals on base by FY 91. 
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. I The Depot's goal is 10 reduce all 
hazardous waste generation by 
exploring additional technologies. 
including recycling uf chromium 
rinsewater and scrubber waters from 
a hard chromc plating line. suhstitu
ting for hard chrome.: plating. con
vening from wat_cr-basc filters to 

dry filters in paint booths. frccZL' 
crystalli7...ation t~catmcnt for mct:II
IJ.den rinse watcr. and ozone trc:\1 
ment for organic chemicals. 

Inventory C@ntli'@~ 
r ~,:,. I • 

J·: 

Solvent Distillation 

lit,· ·.11·.;··•. · .. : !'It ,.,.,t 

h.l'o l ..... ·;,·ll t'li!IJ, .. 1: ,' ' • .I • 

...;l.tllo •II \\. ht, I; "."• I -..1:": \'. 

l•or1 1'1 1 t •.• ,. 

'· 

,I.: 

A trc1inin~ P'"~'·':n ,' .. ~~;u~,~~,·r, 
{J\~rs in the itkntifiL·ation. i:ontrql. 
.'and USl' of hat.:mlnus m:IIL·ri:11~: lu) 
."al'l' tx·cn nnpklllL'ntnl ;II thl· 'N:t·v:d 

r ·\tr StttiPn. \\'hid!'-....·\' l\l:lnd. Til . . I 
• j'fll):!f:\111 [\ tlliCIHkt! l•l lr.l~'l•!\r 

!ll\L'Il!llf\' (tlll!rnJ h\. :1\'lllc:::~...: o>\Cl . . . . I 
.. to~.:!.. in~ nl h:t/:mltl\1\: lll.tt~·r:.d-., .ll11! . I 
!"J~· !Ur!llll~ in 1/IIII'L'd 1ll.l:·l'fLLI·. 1;, 

'>~11'1'1~ !~>r ~''"'thk· f('• .. tk .i::,] :t·u .,· 
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Aerobic · · · · · 
Biodegradation 

The Air Force Enginct.:rin~ 
Service Center i.s developing a full
sc~lc aboveground biorcactor 
capable of treating ground w;.~ter 

and waste streams contarninatcd 
with mixtures of chlorin:..~tcd aro
matic compounds. Bench scale 
experiments have shown tktt it C<lll 

aerobically biodcgradc curnpk:x 
mixtures of solvents <.~nd chemicals 
to non-detectable levels. 

The pilot-scale bioreactor was 
tested at Kelly AFB under a variety 
of operating conditions. The system 
reduced concentr;ltions of various 
solvents from the parts per million 
level down to the parts per billion 
level at a 40-minute retention time. 
Several chlorinated solvents pre
viously considered nonbiodcgrad
able were readily degraded by this 
system. A second field test is 
scheduled for 1991 to collect addi
tional operating d:Ha for usc in the 
design of a full 4 scalc system. 

Aluminum lon Vapor 
Deposition 

The Anny is conducting a !C.-..1 

program at ANAO. Alabama tu 
determine the feasibility of using 
ion Vapor Deposition (IYDI nf 
aluminum in lieu nf cadmium pbt
ing ;.~t Depot f: .. H.:iliti~: ... Cad!lliUl\1 

plat lilt! opcr:Jtions :1rt: :1 Ltr~L' "llllr._·L· 

of hazardous w:1~tc gcncLLI\111\ .11 

r11:111y AD~. Alumtfllllll l\"1) dllc' 
lhll generate h:ll:lrd,IU\ ·.~.s,tc .t111l 

tht.: ;t\ulllilllllll 1:-. IHHlltl\1~ \\',qj._l'l 

l'\pil:'-.llfC to (ll\1\." !ll,lli.'fl.d" 1-. 

rcdu-.:t:d hy the cltnHcLt!l<•l: "' !1\.1; 
tn;..: ,n[u!Ltlll-.. l·tlrlhL·r .. dt!l:l!l:lllll 

[\ [) Jllo>\itk-.. '•liJII.'II••: ,,•;;.•·.,.•! 

:<' .j,[,llh •· • •'1111'·:·.·,! ; .. 

·i.,;·::·· 

Chlorofluorocarbons 
Substitution 

This rcst.:an.:h is intcntlcd to iJen
tify :tnd valiJ:Hc less or non~ozonc 
tkplcting <~hcmativc materials for 
chloroOuorocarbon.s (CFCs). The 
research includes establishing 
benchmark values for military spec~ 
ifications rnatcri<.~.ls using stamt.Jrd~ 
ir.ed techniques for board assembly 
and testing. and cv;JiU;Jting new ;Jnd 
existing alternative cleaning 
materials using the same procedures 
as benchmark testing. Further 
studies will include testing of a 
terpcnc~b3sed solvent th:.lt does not 
contain CFCs. identifying and quan~ 
tifying contamin::mts in recycled 
CFC cleaning solvents, and deter~ 
mining the possible adverse effects 
of ultrasound cleaning on the relia~ 
hility of soldering joints and inter~ 
nal wire bonds on printed wire 
assemblies. 

it... 

-
Spray~Casting 

Th~ Air Fort.:c Engineering Scr
vic~ Ccrl!cr is developing a spr:Jy
~astin~ process 10 rcpla~c.; 

dcctrorbting orcrations. Current 
electroplating processes involve the 
usc of conccntnllcd, complexed 
metal pl:.Hing solutions that require 
extensive ventilation and health and 
safety procedures. 

The usc of this technique will 
provide significant benefits, includ
ing the elimination of hazardous 
waste, reduction of health and 
safety problems, and decreased air 
qualily problems and ventilation 
cosls. Annual savings of $450.000 
associared with material usage and 
waste disposal costs are projec1ed. 
In addition to these benefits. supe
rior coating engineering properties 
(i.e .. yidd strength. tensile strength. 
hardness. ductility) can be achieved. 
A full-scale demonstration is sched
uled at Tinker AFB in FY 93/94. 

. . ··. 



Ground Water 
Modeling 

The Air Foret: ln:-.titutc of Tcch
nulogy·s School nf Civil Engi
neering and Service~ h;1s rnadc 
sig.nific;mt changes to a conlaminant 
transport mtxlcl used in IRP activi
ties to srudy ground water contam
ination. The new model includes 
key physical mechanisms that were 
omitted from the original model as 
a result of mathematical simplifica
tions. lt can provide more accurate 
outputs for given ground water 
conditions and parameters. The 
model is currently in use at Tyndall 
AFB. 

Depot Hazardous 
Waste Minimization 
"(HAZMIN)Technology 

DoD depot operations involving 
c4uipment maintenance generate 
hazardous waste as the result of 
painting, paint removal. cleaning. 
and plating processes. New tech
nologies to decrease the amount of 
waste produced are needed because 
of the high cost. future liability. and 
potential increased restrictions on 
current treatment and disposal 
methods. To achieve these objec· 
tives. the Anny is evaluating sev· 
era! measures, including using high· 
efficiency paint application systems 
to decrease air emissions. extending 
the bath lives of chemical paint 
stripping formulations by filtration. 
and reclaiming and reusing plating 
solutions through the use of electro
dialysis. These test programs are 
being conducted at Sacramento 
(CA), Letterkenny (PA), and 
Corpus Christi (TX) ADs. 

In Situ Field 
Bioindicator Systems 

TI1c Navy currently has no rcli· 
ahlc system that can be used to 
routinely monitor and quantify 
environmental impacts at con· 
laminated sites. To better assess 
such impacts on the marine envi· 
ronmcnt and establish a clear causc
and·effcct relationship with haz· 
ardous wastes of concern. the Navy 
is developing a system to allow 
physical and chemical measure
ments to be conducted simul· 
taneously with measurements of 
biological response in the field (in 
situ). The system is planned for use 
in a variety of environments to 
address various Navy environmental 
problems. 

In Situ Vitrification 

In situ vitrification (lSV) is a 
thermal process that converts con
taminated soil and wa.•:;te into a 
durable product containing glass in 
crystalline phases. In this process. 
the soil is heated to a molten stage 
and allowed to cool to the final 
vitrified product. ISV is designed to 

retain or immobilize heavy metals. 
other organics. and radionuclides in 
the glass structure and to destroy or 
capture organics in an off-gas treat· 
ment system. 

Bcn...:h· and pilot-scJ.lc ISV tests 
were cnnJuctcd at Arnold AFB t11 

tc'>t the rcnwval of contaminant-. 

present 111 soils at the base ftn.' 
training area. In this demonstratum. 
inorgani..::.; were cffcctivt:ly reta111~.:d 
within the melt and ;..;q percent t1f 
the organt...:s 111 tht: ,,,tl \H'rc 
dcstroycd. wtth an ovcr:1ll destnh· · 
tton :tnd rcnwval cfl.t<..:lt•;h:~· nl qq 

f'\=fCCill :\ fuJI.,~_·:lk fl.'lllCiii.IIIPLl .It 

:\rnnhl ·\FB '' ..,~·heduk.! I•' !v·'1:1 
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Research, Development, 
and Demonstration 

11 raditional approaches to hazardous waste site cleanup may not be permanent or 
cost-effective solutions. These approaches can require large capital outlays and 
operating costs and may merely move the problem from one location to another. DoD is 

working to identify and develop permanent cleanup technologies and innovative waste site 
investigation techniques that will be efficient and cost-effective. In addition, significant effort is 
being focused on the development and testing of methods to reduce the generation of hazardous 
wastes at DoD facilities. While these efforts requ1re large financial commitments upfront. the 
potential future cost savings are enormous. 

In FY 90. DoD inveSicd opproxi
matcly S47 million of Environ
mentJ.! R~swration Account funds 
111 Resc:uch. Development. and 
Demonstration (RD&DJ of ckanup 
tcchnologics and hat.ardPus waste 
minimil.atinn. 

RD&D efforts arc coordinated 
hy an lnst:llbtillfl KcstPration 
Tcchn\)lo~y CPnrdin:lling Gmup 
( IRTC(;) wh1dt l·nnsi,as nf rcprc-

· ... ... :• · .... 

scntatives from I!J.Ch componenl. 
The IRTCG encour:.~ges impnwed 
communication anwng the com
ponents to ensure the most dlcctivc 
possible usc of limited RD&D 
funds. In addi1ion. o DoD/EPA/ 
DOE working group eslablishcd in 
1985 addresses the cost of h:Jz~ml
ous waste cleanups. evaluates inno· 
vative technology needs. and devel
ops a coordinated :.1ppro:Jch to these 
efforts. 

The following examples of re
C(...'nt RD&D projects demonstrate 
th(...' progress m:.1dc by DoD and 
illustrate the potential benefits of 
welt-directed research work. 

Composting of 
Explosives· 
Contaminated Soil 

:\ fult-scak pilot dcmonstrati('ll 
ts underway :1t Umatilla Anny 
DeptH, OR. to optimize the com
po:-.tmg llf c:.\plnsivcs-contaminalt.:d 
soih. Tests :1rc: being conductc:d to 

rc:ducc: trc:lllnc:nt time. identify 
1ltffcrcnt com~)St amendments. and 
find the k:.l:\1 C:\fXIlsivc m;ucrials 111 

;u\d to the: ~o:otnpost systc:m. :\ 
lllL',:h:trliCll ,,,-ornl~'stcr, :trprnvcd ,,,r 
\l'-l' \\1th :.:\J1hi-.,1\"L'' <...'Pil\.111llll.1(l'd 

;_. ... •• d h., ... 1·~·~·:1 \111'\,."llfl'\t .llh! \\til .,,. 

··!:::•· 
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Hot-Gas 
Decontamination 

The U.S. t\nny Toxic ;:lnd 
Hazardous Matcri:.~Js Agency 
(USATHAMAJ conducted a pilot 
sludy to determine the operating 
conditions required to effectively 
decontaminate explosives
contaminated equipment. Previous 
pilot studies showed that structural 
components can be decontaminated 
using a heated gas to thennally 
decompose or volatilize explosives, 
with subsequent incineration of the 
off-gases. The compounds evaluated 
in this study were trinitrotoluene 
(TNT) and ammonium picrate. Test 
items i!_lcluded p1pmg, motors. 
powder boxes, and sewer lines. The 
hot-gas process was effective in 
treating items contaminated with 
TNT and ammonium picrate. 

liSATIIt\1VlA i .... t.:\';du:llm;..: till· 

process In dch:nninc..· iL ... ~..:l'fccrJ\'l'. 

lll'Ss on itc:ms contaminah:d with 
chemical agents and other cncrc~.:tic 
and pyrotechnic mah.:ri;lls. ~ 

Hydro blasting 
Wastewater 
Recycling 

The Naval Civil Engineering 
Laboratory conducted field tests of 
a recycling system to reduce the 
volume ofhydroblasting wastewater 
generated at the Naval Shipyards. 
Hydroblasting uses a sodium nitrate 
solution to remove the soft deposits 
on boiler tubes and other parts of 
ship boilers. 

hdd tcstin~ showed th;ll hydw
hlastinc wastewater c;~n he n:cvck·d 
n1nc ~times without ;u..Jv~rsdy 
affecting hoiler tube cleaning opera
tions, potentially reducing waste
water generation by 90 percent and 
resulting in a 2. 7 million gallon 
n.:duction in w<.~stewatcr generation 
at Naval Shipyards. Associated dis
posal costs can be reduced bv 
almost $8 million with syste~1 
implementation and the rcmainine. 
I 0 percent of the wastestrea~ 
treated to meet sewer discharge 
requirements. A portable hydro
blasting wastewater recycling unit is 
scheduled for implementation 
testing at Pearl Harbor Naval Ship
yard in 1991. The technology will 
then be available to other Naval 
Shipyards and Shore Intermediate 
Maintenance Activities. 



···site characterii8uori'1' 
. and Analysis · · · ·· · • 

Penetrometer System 

The Anny h<JS tkvclop(.:d a st;tl<.:

of-the-art Site Charactaiz:uion and 
Analysis Penetrometer Systt:rn 
(SCAPS) for usc in mapping areas 
of soil and ground water contam
ination. The SCAPS is mountco on 
a uniquely engineered truck 
designed with protected work 
spaces to allow access to to.~ic and 
hazardous sites. The SCAPS 
screening penetrometers are 
equipped with sensors that can 
determine physical and chemtcal 
characteristics, strength. electrical 
resistivity, and speCtral properties of 
soils. 

During initial f1elt.l tcsllng 
perfonned in July through Septem
ber 1990. the SCAPS equipment 
successfully delineated petroleum. 
oil, and lubricant contaminated 
zones at Jacksonville Naval Air 
Station and Tyndall AFB. Major 
development efforts are currently 
being directed toward the produc
tion of sensors capable of detecting 
solvents and hydrocarbon products 
at low levels, explosives wastes, 
and toxic and hazardous metal 
wastes. The goal is to produc~ 
sensor systems that respond rapidly 
to the presence of Spl:Cific con
taminants at low levels in soil. This 
effort is being jointly fumkJ hy the 
Am1y. Navy. and Air Fnn.:c. 

The Site Characterization and Analysis Penetrometer System allows rapid collection of 
samples and exploration of subsurface conditions at contaminated sites. 

Toxicology 
Demonstration 

Three sites at the Naval Air 
Station. Whidbey Island, are being 
investigated for toxicological 
impacts on wildlife and the environ
men!. The study is being conducted 
by the Institute of Wildlife and 
Environmental Toxicology at Clem
son University. where analytical 
samples collected from the ongoing 
field work arc being analyzed. 
Radio transmitters have been 
attached to one adult female and 
three juvenik Northern Harriers to 
drx.:urncnt feeding :wd foragin~ 

:1Ct1vitics. Heron nestlin~s have :lisn 
tx·cn identified and ~.:olony hrct:din~ 
and ncstin1! at.:tivitics arc tx:111t'. 
nHHlltnrcd. -r\ pro&r:un rt:\ JL"W :u11i 

\'llf\..:--hnp \-.·:IS t,;tll\du~IL'd Ill :\li~\J',I 
ll)l){) 

Fluidized Bed Paint 
Stripper/Degreaser 

The Army is evaluating the 
feasibility of using a heated fluid+ 
ized bed of. aluminum oxide to 
remove paint and grease from tac
tical equipment parts at main
tenance depots. Production scale 
testing is being conducted at Red 
River (TX) and Lcttcrkenny (PA) 
ADs. The fluidized bed system can 
substantially reduce the generation 
of hazardous waste and provide a 
s~1fer work cnvironmcnL ClosL" 
coordin:llinn is being maintained 
with thL" Air For(l.' :tnd Navy durin:; 
th1s IL'"-1 prcl~LIIll 
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Training of DoD Personnel 
in DERP Activities 

iJ he Defense. Environmental Restoration Program requires a te~m effort to complete 
effectively its varied and complicated tasks. This is especially trtie in the IRP portion of 
the program. DoD has implemented training programs so that personnel can effectively 

manage various aspects of the cleanup process. The following are e1xamples of courses of 
instruction provided in FY 90. 

I Health and Safety 
Training 

DoD personnel who may be 
exposed to hazardous substances 
through their work in the IRP are 
routinely provided training 
regarding sJ.fc opaating pr:.1ctices 
while workin~ in areas of potential 
contamination. u;o;c of persona[ 
protective cyuipmcnt. and the.: oper
ation of cont:.Hninant monitoring 
sysh:ms. ·n1is tratning fulfills the 
requirements of the Occupational 
Safety ~md lh::dth :\ct and helps 
assure the safl.."ty of DoD rcrsonncl 
wPrktn~ :l! IR.P qtc.-... 

DLA DERP Training 

During FY 90. DLA personnel 
panicipated in a variety of training 
programs to improve their effective
ness in managing DERP. Scver:.tl 
DL:-\ t::nvirnnmcntal officers 
au~nded EPA courses on RifFS 
procedures and DoD-sponsurcd 
courst:s on DPM usc. The DL:\ 
Office of Installation Services :.tnd 
Environmental Protc~.:tion FY 90 
conference included sevcr:.tl bhx:ks 
of instruction on the DERP. :\II 
DL.·\ c:nvironmcnta\ officer:-. 
:LIIendcd thc::-.c sessi(.lllS. 

' DERP Training of 
USACE Personnel 

US·ACE is conducting response 
activities under both the RJDS and 
IRP portions of DERP. Courses to 
meet 'training needs are taught b:y 
inhoJ~;c USACE instructors. 
US EPA contractors, and.con{ractors 
under the sponsorship of the Pro
poncnl Sponsored Engini!er Corps 
Training (PROSPEC1"). Progr:.tm. 
Thcst; courses arc d~~igncd ID 

enhJrKe the technical skills needed 
to accomplish the hazardous_.wastc 
rnissilHl. Topics include envinH.I· · · 
mental bws and rc~u1J1ions. safet~: 
and health for ha1.~1rdous W:lSIC 

'' 

sites.-air survcilbncc for h:li'.ardous 
rn;llcn:.J\s, risk as~cssrncnt guidan~c. 
h:.J:t.~rdous rn:llcnals trc;Hmcnt tcdr· ·\ 

L\'C :J··t:;,•nt···· ··•··· •.• ·~ .• ····· .'".;.--.: ,·,·· ::.1;'' · .:··~· . ···.: . ....... 

f11llogy. gnlurHI w~llc..'r invcsll!!.lli<l~ls. 
-.;un{1hn::, fnr hat.ardnus material-.'.· 
.Lilli ·r:Hb.lilllll sat'L·ty Dunn!-: FY fx1. 
(!~!)~( :~_.\( 'F C111pl~>~o...·~·-. 11\\l>l\'•:.1 Ill 
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· Agricuitural son · · · 
Amendments from 
Wastes 

The Anny, in coordination with 
EPA. Rogion IX. California Depart
ment of Health Services, and Cali
forni~ Regional \Vater Quality 
Conlrol Board, has conducted an 
Engineering Ev;..~luation}Cost Analy
sis (EE/CA) evaluating the use of 
zinc-laden sediments from the 
Riverbank Anny Ammunition Plant 
(RBAAP) as an agricullural soil 
amendment. Sediments with ele
vated levels of zinc have accumu
lated in the RBAAP evaporation/ 
percolation ponds from past plant 
operations and waste treatment 
techniques. 

Under the RBAAP lAG. the 
contaminated sediments are required 
to be addressed because of the pres
ence of zinc in excess of the Total 
Threshold Limit Concentration 
(ITLC) criteria, as defined under 
Title 22 of the California Codt: of 
Regulations. 

The EE/CA recommends the usc 
of the zinc-rich sediments as :1 soil 
amendment on zinc-deficient agri~ 

cultur;JI bnd. \Vhcn applied 111 

;Jgronomic;JIIy ;Jppropriate ;Jmounts. 
the zmc m the sediments will 
cnh;Jncc the agricui!Ural prnduc
tivity of the soils. Coincidcntally. 
zinc deficiency is by far thc most 
important micronutrient prohlem in 
C;difomia soils. Spcei(h.:;tlly. a~n
L·ultur:.~l soils in th...: Ktverh:lllk :trc:1. 
:1nd t..:'\.ll.:ndmt. thrnu);:h!llll the :trc:t' 
nf eastem Stanisbus :..~nd eas1cm 
.\1crccd ('lnlllties and S\ltJ!hcrn S:u1 
Jll:lljlllll ( ·,1unty. art: 0..:\lrl-:tdcrcd t,1 
IX: .111101\_:.! ihL' 111!1'\ /11\L·IL''PPibl\l' 

'>lltl ... Ill thl' SUIL' 

l111pkrncntalnlll 111 tht, ll'llHlv;d 

:11111 '1111 :UIIL'lldllll'lll :tL'\1!111, 'dtL'd 

ulcd for I'NI. complie" with h11H1 
the lt:IIL'r ami the spirit of thc N( 'I' 
hy .. promoting treatment vc.:rsus 
nolllrcallllL'nt options atHI usc of 
innovative IL'chnologics ... Usl.' of 
the sediments as a soil amendment 
will hoth remcdiate the con
t:.nninatcd site and provide a bene
ficial source of critical plant nutri

. ents to enhance the productivity of 
tht.: fannland 10 which it will be 
applied. 

Antifreeze Recycle/ 
Substitution 

A study has been initiated by 
DLA to evaluflte the substitution of 
antifreeze. Antifreeze is not regu· 
l:J.ted as a hazardous waste undci 
RCRA. but is regulated by some 
states. The study includes screening 
possible alternative· materials and 
evaluating three t:ommercial recy
cling systems. It is intended to 
reduce the large quantities of anti
freeze waste costs associated with 
waste disposal and material pur
chase costs. 

·Integrated R!'sk::--·.--.- .... ': 
Assessment 
Demonstration · · 

Estimating the! risk posed by 
contaminated marine sediments 
based on laboratory chemical anal
yses only has proven inadequate. To 
predict the environmental impact 
without overestimating or under
estimating the scope of remediation. 
an integrated risk assessment that 
incorporates biological assessment 
techniques with chemical techniques 
may be the best approach. 

This demonstration will support 
two programs, including the assess
ment of the Aquatic Hazardous 
Waste Site at the Naval Air Station 
Nnnh Island and the monitoring of 
contamin:.Hed sediments at the 
Naval StJtion. SJn Diego. It \o,.·i!l 
integrate existing techniques at 
these two sites to provide the Navy 
with a multidimensional approach 
to assess the chemical and bio
logic:.tl implic:Hions of contJmi
n:.tnts in marine scdimems. Standard 
protocols will be! developed for 
risk ass~ssm~nts and dat:J 
intt.:rprctal ions. 
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Program Funding 

I n FY 84, Congress consolidated and expanded DoD programs to clean up hazardous wast~ 
in a separate appropriation entitled the Defense Environmemal Restoration Account 
(DERA), under the Defense Appropriations Act. This has allowed the Depanment to 

accelerate the work and add research and other components to DERP. More than 84 percent of 
DERA funds have been allocated to the IRP since FY 84. In FY 90, 96 percent was expended 
in the IRP ponion of the program. This heavy emphasis is expected to continue in FY 91 because 
of the growth in these high-priority requirements. The FY 91 DoD Authorization Act provides 
$1.1 billion in DERA funding. 
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The Depanmcnt has estimat~J 

the total cost of future DoD IRP 
activities at installations and for
merly used propenie:s to tx 
S9 billion (baseline) to S 1.\ billion 
(adjusted) in FY 87 dollars. The 
bulk of this funding is for the more 
costly RD!RA cleanup phase of the 
progr:.~m. 

The baseline cost estim~Hc v.~1:-. 

developed from infonnation on slit: 
cleanup rcquin:mcnts that 1:-. 

currently avaibhlc. The adju.-:tcd 
cost estimate includes prnjcctiono.; 
for sites where e.xtenstvc Uat;J 
collection i~. undcrway. Once thr-. 
wor~ i:- C\lmpktc, :.1 bcucr Jetlr1Lti11n 
of thL' :-.lit.:'. th;ll ;JCiu:il!~ rc.:qu1rt· 
~kanur will tx po:-.sihk 

200 
Clc:ulllp SI;JIHbrd'i a!..;,, rt:ll\.1111 

unccnam. Some agreeml!niS for 
remcd1:d :Ktion at NPL in:-.t;JllJ.lmn-. 
h;.~vc n,), been rcJ.chcd ''-Lih EP·\ 
:md ... t:ut· agcncLes. Don\\ 111 rcvLC\\ 
the h•l.d progr:1111 ~·,,..,, c .... !rnr.tl;· 

;••.:rr ... !J,.dl\ .t .... llh·]•r••;:r.r·• ·:~otlll" 

Q . .I ltd IIi• 'll" 111!1 •r 111.11 I< 'I! "·· ',,. 
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To pn.:p:1rc rcmcdi;d project 
lll:lnagcrs for scoring sites for the 
f.Y l) I program. DoD d..:velopcd an 
inh.:nsivc twn-day DPM trainin~ 

class. The class includes cxplJ.na
tions of th~ model components. data 
input rcquircmcnrs, and hands-on 
scoring cxpcrienc<! u~ing the uuto
matcd DPM. Approximately 150 
DoD personnel altcnded classes 
held in various locations throughout 
the United States in FY 90. These 
personnel scored nearly 300 sites 
where remedial design/action is 

planned for FY 91. 

Defense 
Environmental 
Restoration Training · 

In late FY 90, a contract effort 
was initiated to study the full spec
trum of training requirements in 
DERP. The first phase calls for a 
needs assessment of all key indivi
duals involved in DERP activities. 
Particular aucntion is being given to 

installation commandcrs. directors 
of cn!.!incas ::md housing. ~nvirnn
mcnt~~l coordinators. onsitc workers. 
and DER.P project management 
officers. ,\Jditimul efforts include 
identifying training th:1t current!~ 

c."(ists that can b..: directly or 
indirectly used to meet DoD's 
needs. Pl)llow-on work will incluJt: 
dcvc!opin!! and t~.:stin~ :1 pmJCL'! 
111:111:1)-!L'f·..; l,.'OIIrSt' (,!f lli..'W 

crnp!PYL'L'" workin).! v.1tlnn thl' 

:\nn: "Y"tcnl. 

Environmental Law 
for the Non-Lawyers 

, : I I ' ~ ~ : '' ' : : 

DPM training prepares IRP project managers to score sites being considered tor remediation. 

relevant to decision makers involved 
in the remediation process. Topics 
included: CERCLA: RCRA: SARA: 
the Historic Site Preservation Act: 
the Clean Air Act: the Endangered 
Species Act; the National Environ
mental Policy Act; fiscal ~nJ con
tracting laws pertinent to environ 4 

ment~l is.sucs, ~n introduction to 

law, legal research. and civil proce
dure; sovereign immunity; enforce
ment mechanisms; and personal 
liability. 

IRP Training of Air 
Force Personnel 

An installation restoration course 
off~red by the Air Fore~ lnstitutL' of 
Technology J.t Wright-Patterson 
.-\FR. Dayton. Ohio has proven very 
:--ucccs.sful. More than 2fX) engi
IIL'L'rs. lawyers. public affairs pcr
:-;pnnel. and hiocnvimnrnt.:ntal engi
lll'L'f" have l'X:en tr.Iined. TI1is 
~,:Pur:--e provid~s an overviev.· uf Air 
h~rce policy and nunagernent guid
.111\.'l'_ hydrogeol1lgy.nlmrnunity and 
rt').!.Ul:ltnry rel;1tionships. interagency 
.l;.:rL'clllc:rHs. and cleanup c.Jse h!:->ltl
rll·.., ·nle ..:our ... ._. ,.., offered inttr 

111:\l· .... 1 ~L'.H .u1d 11 h ,1/lll~,·tp.l!cd 

!11.1! ,•\t'l \(lll Ill\ It\ ld!i.d ... ',\Ill ~"' 

· 1 1·. r ~ • · 

DERP Training of 
High-Level Personnel 

In the spring of 1990. the Air 
Force t:stab!ished an environmental 
course for their commanders and 
general officers. This intensive one
~·eek course challenges senior lead
ership ro become the drivers for 
preparing scht:duks for cleJ.ning up 
sites on their installations. devel
t)ping a tearn approach with regub
tnrs for site ckanup. and estah
lishing a working relationship with 
cummunity leaders. This course will 
J-.c offered fl)Uf times in FY' 91. Tn 
d:11~. mort: than 60 senior leader~ 

h:tvc ~Htt:ntkd the course and it is 
anticipated th:H ova 100 mdividu:1ls 
will attend in FY q I. 



"' ( "I' 
~1-Rt\1' 

NIROI' 
NI'L 

ODASD(Iol 
OEW 
OHW 

PA 
PCB 
PPM 
PRP 

RA 
RCRA 
RD 
RD&D 
RI 
ROD 

SARA 
SI 

TCE 

US ACE 
uxo 
voc 

>·LIIttlii:II ( )il and I bt:trdtHl'-. Suh..,Lull .. ·~·, l'tdluiH,ll t ·,,rlltii).!L'Ih .. ::·· Pl;tll 

~-~~ Furth~..:r 1-:L·spons~_.· .-\ctit)J\ is l'l:llllll .. 'tl 
Nav;d lnduslri"l Reserve ( )rdn;ulL"L" Plan I 

N"lion"l Priorilics Lisl 

Office of the Deputy Assislant Sccrclary of Defense (Environmenl) 
Ordnance and Explosive Wasle 
Olhcr Hazardous Waste 

Preliminary Assessment 
Polychlorinated Biphenyl 
Parts per Million 
Polentially Responsible Party 

Remedial Action 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 
Remedial Design 
Research, Development and Demonstration 
Remedial Investigation 
Record of Decision 

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
Site Inspection 

Trichloroethene 

United States Army Corps of Engineers 
Unexploded Ordnance 

Volatile Organic Compound 



List of Acronyms 

AD 
AFB 
ANAD 
APG 

BDDR 

CA 
CERCLA 

CFC 

DERA 
DERP 
DLA 
DoD 
DOE 
DPM 
DRMO 
DSMOA 

EPA 

FS 
FUDS 
FY 

GPM 

HRS 
!ITW 

1.\(; 

II\ A 
II\ I' 
11\1'1·<; 

I~\ 

I\ I l 

Anny Depot 
Air Force Base 
Anniston Anny Depot 
Aberdeen Proving Ground 

Building Demolition and Debris Removal 

Cooperative Agreement 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 

Act of 1980 
Chlorofluorocarbon 

Defense Environmental Restoration Account 
Defense Environmental Restoration Program 
Defense Logistics Agency 
Depar1ment of Defense 
Dcpanment of Energy 
Defense Priority Model 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office 
Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Feasibility Study 
Fonnerly Used Defense Sites 
Fiscal Year 

Callons per Minute 

lla1.ard Ranking System 
fb;:trdPus ur Tuxic \\/asiL' 

lntL'r:t~t....'lll'Y :\~r~L'rllL'Ill 

lnll'rim 1-\emcdi:d Action 
lrht:III:IIHlfl Rt..·_..,,,,r:ltillll f'n,~r;un 

fn,t.tii:IIH111 f{L'"!I,r:liiCHI Tt..· ... :hntdtl~: { ·~~~~rdtn:ttlrl~ ( ;r,'lll' 
lr1 S1ttl \'ltrifl,_..tiH'Il 

I·>Jt \ ·lf'•'i I l,·l'~'"llltlll 



SUMMARY OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE ACTION. 

AND COSTS FOR THE 

FIRST ROUND OF BASE CLOSURES . 
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CHESG~Y /DESCRiP:Iml 

RUFS 
RA 
RUFS 
?.A 
RifFS 
RA 

RifFS 
RI/FS 
!1H 
R!/F5 
RiiFS 

R! /FS 
o.~. 

"" 
R;IF: 
p~ 

P.! ~~~ 
::.·. 
"" 

c ~ ::: 

~: .. =: 
"'~ r:; :: 

'" 

·-

A~":· BASE CLOSURE/RE~i..l6!o!MENT 

EN'i!RON~ENTAL 'ESFCt~SE ACi iONS 
i S(h)i)) 

PRIOR iT'i LOCATION STAiE FY ll9l FY 1992 FY m3 

!A 
!A 
lA 
!A 
~A 

1.~ 

!A 
lH 
!B 
1B 
lE 
lB 
lB . ' .. 
lB 
lB 
18 
lB 
lB 
lE 
lC 
lS 
1? 

1? 

lt: 

13 
!B 
:r 

ALABAMA HAP 
ALA?AM AAP 
PUEBLO AD 
PUEBLO AD 
UPhHILLA AD 
UMAiiLLA AD 
AMT 
HIH 
BENNETi ANG 
CMERON SW I ON 
CAMERON SiAiiON 
CODEA RivER 
tFENSE MP ASENC'' 
DE=:Hs: ~A? AGENCY 
Fi DES MOINES 
q D~S fi!OI~E5 

Fi Dl'l. 

FT DGUSLHS 
~T ~OU6LAS 

F~ :iCLABIPD 
F: ;;aLA3!R" 

i~:!H~H 

;:FFERSGN PE 
r.mLAM ~L P.SV 

cE•:SST~N AD 
.~EW ORLE-NE 
~!~.£ H?5 

~? ~~:~: ~~E 

!? .~G!iT!A: STC; ::-H[ 

! : . :.~ ~"·; -~.;::~:·.\::: 

- ~·: :~: . -~; E ~GI~:: 
=~·· .· :.~:..:s:~~ 

., 
H. 

AL 
co 
co 
OR 
OR 
M 
MA 
co 
\'A 
VA 
AL 
MDW 
~o• 
lA 
lA 

UT 
UT 

•:.. 

c~ 

!S 
IN 

~: .. 
'I 

10125 
7165 
350 

mo 
400 

2601) 
50 

500 
1250 

550 
351) 
100 

0 
371) 

54<i 
0 

! 50 

3(·(· 

100,:· 
~ ~ 1)(· 

., ..... 

0 
12771 

750 
2500 
4200 
6000 
2000 

24200 
,j 

0 
200 

0 
0 
0 

150 
750 
500 

~4~fi0 

t") 

0 
0 

3CC: 
0 

3~(;!}{i 

35(· 

0 

0 

100•) 
0 

,, 

~ :·:·.j l., 

0 
100 
300 

3000 
bOO 

9700 
22500 

200 
0 
c 

537= 
0 

200 
4i)0 

0 
1000 

,; 
2400 

0 

0 

(; 

~· 

·.:: 

:jt) 

275j 

\' 

i; 

•: 
l ,,,,, 



CC~?!.:;.\:~: 

CUL ':':~;:;~ RESOURcES lH f1 DEVENS M 10 10 oj 

cu~ n~"~~ RESGG.~ES !H PUEBLO AD co I) 20 ~\j(,' 

C~L ;:JRH ... ~~SOURCES 1H UMATILLA AS 0?. v 20 !00 
~~L !UE~ . ._ RESOURCES !H AMT M 0 2Q1; () 

~:.J:..T~R:i!.. RESOURCES !M CA~ERON STATiON VA 50 10 0 
:':!.!! .. iURH!.. RESOURCES !.~ CODE A RIVER AL 0 0 2b 
CULERriL RESOURcES !M Fi DES ~Q!NES ,. 

·" 35 15 0 
C~LTURA~ RESOU'iCES !M FT DOUGLAS UT bO 30 0 
CUL T~1 P.Al RESOURCES !M FT MEADE MD 0 90 50 
CULTUP.A!. RESOURCES !M Fi SHERiDAN IL 20 4•j 0 
CULTURAc RESOURCES !M FT msm N~ 140 400 600 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 1M 6H!THERSBURE MD 0 0 10 
S~LTURA~ RESOURCES 1M LEiTERKENNY AD PA 0 2·j 0 
Clll ':'W'"l Ul..ll.or.f-!._ RESOURCES !M NEii ORLEANS LA 0 2t'JS H 
c~~:.. :'jr..;:.. RESOURCES 1M NlKE APe MD •) !B 0 
CUL!URHL RESOURCES 1M PRESIDIO OF SF CA 61 0 0 
CULTURA:.. :tESQURCES !M YUM P6 HZ SO!i •l 0 

SUBTQ"T-?.!.. 879 1095 !COO 

TGTHL so~~~ 1:~:~s 73~00 
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OS 
Af 
A1 ... 
AF ... 
A1 
AF 
Af 
AF 
/.1 
A• 
Af 

RO/RA 

N-oother A,:B 

Mut~tr Af8 
P..,.. AF9 
Mathor AlB 
Cf.o""'• AlB 
P.-o AfB 
No<too AlB 
C-eorg• AFB 
Mathe' Af9 
p_.Af8 
C"'nvt• AFB 
c-.;. AFB 
Pecw Af9 
0.01'\ute Af8 
Goc'3" A18 
0.0!)!! AFB 

/.1 Moll.o< A. cs 
# t..,...,., AlB 
A~ C~rwte AfB 

1>1 George AfB 
Af NonO<" AfB 
JJ Ctot;• AJ! 
Af N""oo AFS 
... Vo"'9" /.IB 
AF Nof10t1 AfS 
AF G4-ors• AfB 
M Nor.on AF9 
Af Peose AFB 
.. c: Nor'l0t1 AFB 

PeaH A.t8 
f'..:ot!on AlB 

AI Peow AFS 
IJ ~0':"1 .AI! 
,u. Mot~r AFS 
/>F No<too AfB 
A' ~I'M• AFB 
JJJ ~C"! A.F9 
AI P~s.cAF8 

AI- NoftOf'l .AF8 
Af l'orlo.' AfB 
/JJ N:>rton .a_,:e 
~~ !'<.lo.,on Ate 
AI- t.Jo.tfol"' AFB 

,t.f C.O.g< AF8 
Af Nc:1cn AFB 
Af .:~1!' .AFS 
A._r:. NC""''Y'I Af8 

Af C,..~ .AF~ 

Af t~Ot' -'.f6 
A.J P..:lwo A~ 
A' Norto., AFa 
A.: M.o-htr Af: 
:...' C~anvl• A'S 
:....r ":1-:::~"~.::" A.F9 
AF NOf"'"!W" .418 
Ai f'.~Ot'::l:'> AFD 

Ai Nottor. A~8 

..r c-, a· AF9 
,., ~e ... Ol" A.Fa 
;.,• 0 c-ov.o AI e 
• : :'"lc'-CV' .o.t:, 

N':"'!.!)r AiS 
:,..:Y;e AJ~ 

;.J ;.f"O\P A.:~ 

=kf~---~~~~g·~~·~l~? ______ __ 
!,~,~e Tctai 

CA RiffS 
CA llffS 
NH iljfS 
CA 11/FS 
ll R~/fS 

NH Rl/fS 
CA RiffS 
CA RI/FS 
CA RiffS 
NH RI/FS 
I( ltlffS 
CA Rljl'S 
NH RI/FS 
~ 111/FS 
CA RiffS 
CA RiffS 

CA RO/RA 
0. ROllA 
~ RD/l!A 
CA RO/RA 
CA RO/RA 
0 10/RA 
CA RD/RA 
CAP.C/iA 
CA RO/RA 
CA RC),IiA 
(A RO/iA 
NH RD/RA 
CA RD/RA 
NI-l 10_19;,.. 
CA RO/RA 
N~ RD/RA 
CA RD.Ii~ 

CA R?/l!A 
CA RO/RA 
ll RD/RA 
CA RD/RA 
NH RD/RA 
CA RD/b 
0 RD/RA 
CA i0f11A 
CA RD!RA 
CA tD/RA 
CA RO/RA 
0 ROjliA 
CA RD/R~ 

I. CA RD/RA 
CA RD/RA 
,CA RO/R;. 
NH RO/RA 
CA ROIRA 
C• a:>/R.t. 
ll RO/R• 
~~ '0-"ll~ 

CA ~0.1?'
.:::..:. RD IRA 

-:.• RO/h 
CA ~/RJ). 

CA ROf';. 
"-~~ lC.'~.:. 

(;. Ot;:)/P.-1 

:J. ot-;>~ 

/I.C ond W ~i1•s 
2) $11H 

e Si1•s 
2) Sitet 
R.ntdloll~~;gor•O" at e S••e~ 
18 Sittl 
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P!Qn., R_,j <J Do<k""' Qp Ur~ tt J 
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Re........Ciol mv.Siigot~M 
Plo ... RO(e'd ol o.c;. o• Op u.-;o II • 
rJ.u!ti-~lt 
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lA 
lA 
lA 
lA 
lA 
lA 
1A 
1A 
lA 
1A 
lA 
lA 
lA 
lA 
1A 
lA 

.u $ita4 1A 
\cndloil 112 1A 
\codl.ll s;tn II 1 throooh a • 11. 
MJrr-vte ~ 1 A 

Coif CourH Optrobie Urul 1 A 
p.~ on CroYnd....oler 1A 
M! S..0 Opo"lbl• l.Jnrt I A 
Multi-sde lA 
WQ"",.r!t 0rum Sto...,ge A.r.-:1 II l 1 A 

O?f~reonal Costs .~ -.4 on Groundwol., 1 A 

W•'JI<enal c.osr~. (."ntre~l Be~ Op U~t l /.. 
)<! T<>' Coil 1A 
Uod..g..,..,d WO* OJ 5torog. T _.; 1 4 
0,. C.:.ts, lond!.ll II 5 1 A 
Opo-.ti.,.,.,l Coon, NO ~blo u,,, I A 
!ldg 1118 :A 
Lond r:u • 1 1 " 
ACa~ws;,r:-s 1-" 
AVG/-.S Spol! AI"!'CC 1 A 
Bldg II 9 3 2 - Slvd;~~t P11 e~nd F"~ p,, II '2 1 ». 
F.,.l Sl.,ds• ..... lA 
Land Fill It S : A 

\.ondf,ll II 2 1 " 
fWtO ~~t Uno~ 1 A 

~ ~. r#'S' CP'!'ab1. 'Jf\1 1 A 

~atiCf'IOI CM. C~n1ral Be~ ~ Ur::t I A 
Lo--df,H • 2 1 .. 
POlleoch Ad, WCSJe Bu~ Pir. ~.re Tng A.rt>o iA 

~=u~ Ploor«!ion T~ 14ne tl '2 1 A 
~t?t'ono1 C,.os.ts NE Q.,~l Are~ 1 A 
51vdgo Oupcocl '-' i A 
Opt"•attonol Cod\ "-'C. Cispose~\ Ar~o I A 
i.,'nd"!1'9rou,, j:'f'n"'C'J'O"'d" Tonl lA 
Bldg•113 , .. 

C'ca Col.li. C?Jf Cov,.,~ ~rob!• ~""'~ I A 
:...~ o"CC W Sit~ l A 
7.0 :,':lll"'ti .. ..,.., lOt ~ ~·••s 1 A 
F.,.m~ and 7te-o' a• ~a~:; 5:1~' • l l~r., 
Cro5 ~- <;.:.1~ ::.O..n.e 0;:>-.-obl~ l,)o-o..r 

~..;: ea .. 0p'!'M:b~ ~ ...... 

• "' i.:.. 
1A 

1• 
5.-'20C Ta,..\ lA 
::~ :..OCh Fid_ \l'.'o~" Bv" P.1. Jr""t Tf'l4i A-..c: 1.r.. 
WO\rt• '"~ II • 

F •'1' • ro;lono--; .,...., ' 7 
~~~-'·:3plofo""9 !,~ Sc-;! ~:! 
~ .;:et,, rK.P Cpeooob!• l;.·-ut 

"'J~ .....ocloo Jl~ '.'\/.;;._ .. "-~ 0 •- f.,_ T"'g 41M 1 A, 

t-:'-. ~jll.:. J , .. ~.3 ..... "') A......: • j

..... - rCc;'•c:~:._ __ c_.'~- t. ':""" ~""'!> ........ ;-o·•· 
tO/ItA 

BYl_O~ 8Y2_9) 

SQOO 
52.05• 

52.500 
5600 

52,00C 

SQ6 
S1.00C 
58.600 

5'37 
SI,OOC 

$24,037 

SA.SOO 

52,500 

51,500 
510,350 52.500 

SI.SOO 5500 
S500 

s 1.000 se.ooo 
Si,OO? 
51.00C 
51,800 

S1,00C 

5600 

$2.0CG 

S20C. 

55(>0 

56.~ 

S200 

$125 
S10C 
5200 
$300 
5125 

S2.000 
$200 
5300 
s 100 

S\25 

52.000 

s ~ .250 

SI~.OOO 

S:Z.!:xJ 
S2ac 
~i25 

530C 
S200 

!>5C s: SO 
Sj . .x.v 

S:5C 

5150 
S'OC 
s:~5 

5'.!15C S1.:!50 

~2.J;;Q S~J.050 S2J.225 



NAVY BAS~ CLOSURE/REAL!SNHENT 
ENVIRO!H1ENT~L RESPONSE ACTIONS 

CLEANUP: (SOOO) 

CATEGORY/DESCRIPTION PRIORITY LOCATION SiATE FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 

p • ,,.. T 
Hr:l.~o 1B NAVSTA NEll YORK NY 230 0 0 

PAIS! 1B NAVSTA PU6ET SOUND WA 50 0 0 
RD/RA 1B NAVSiA PUGET SOUND WA 0 500 0 
RifFS 1B NAVSTA PUSET SOUND WH 100 0 0 
sr 1B NAVSTA PU6ET SOUND IIA 0 ,. 0 L" 

R! 1A NAVSTA PU6ET SOUND WA (I 700 500 
R! lA ~MVSTA PUSET SOUND liA 0 300 0 
UNIDENTIFIED 1A I'IULTIPLE VARIOUS 0 1575 0 

SUBTOTAL 320 3100 soc 

JMPL!ANC:: 

F:CP.H USi 1H NAVAL HOSPITAL PHIL PA 150 I) (; 
v 

TSCA ?CB 2H NAVHL HOSPITAL ?HI~ ?" .H 0 (1 50 
ASBESTOS 3H NAVAL HOSPITAL PHIL PA t) 

,, f I "70:: ·•· .... !t ... .,.. 

RADON 3H NAVAL HOSPiTAL PHIL ?A 0 0 100 
\IAiER ( PR~TREATi 3H NAVAL HOSPITAL PHiL PA ' 8 0 v 

PROPERTY ASSESS~ENT 3H NAVAL HOSPITAL PHIL PA 0 
,, so ·-· 

RCRA UST 1H NAVAL SHl BROOKLYN NV 
• 50 300 0 

TSCA PCB .,:.: NA\'AL STN BROOKLYN NY 0 0 75(: .. ., 
ASBESTOS 'U ·.Jii NAVAL SiN BROOKLYN NY 0 0 6425 
PROPERTY ASSESSMENT 3H NAVAL STN BROOKLYN NY 0 0 100 
RCRA UST lH NA'IAL STN PUGET SOUND WA v 20 200 
RCRA HAl WASTE FAC UPGRAD lH flA\'AL STN Pij6ET SOUND iiA 2j0 ~•n 0 LOV 

ASBESiOS 2H NAVAL STN PU5ET SOUND WA 250 200 3000 
U~lDENTiF:ED !H ~UlilP~E VA~IOUS n .~., ., . , •"- ... ' 

SUBiGTAL 7·)3 900 moo 

T8T 14:_ E~:n RGWI\E~TA!.. F.~5?0NS:: AC: I GNS ':·o~ 
11\J>J 4000 226 1)(· 

!\ 

\ 
~. 



PA/i)l .. , Pe<~w AfB N>i P4/SI u~r S<• ... lA 5450 

P.o~ AF8 NH P4l51 WoSJ~ t~ f "4~9;:t Plo..,! lA 5117 

Sub T01ol PA/SI 5567 ,;o ---"Tcl-

Cther .. , I'.J'!)tfotl .AI8 CA Olhe• l T M MJr.pl4 5ir" 1.~ 3~00 

AF ~'Jn\.lte AFB ll Ohet Long T..-m ~'()r\"9 ".,...r ~"'d r '•o' lA 52$0 
.>.F Otanut• AFB ll Othot- Qt.-s'lt RPM ~vppo"' lA 560 s~o S60 
AF Goo.gt AFB CA OthO' ~M/SUJ'PO" 16 $120 512J 512~ 

Ai P..a" Af8 NH Other UST PtrnoYQI1 lA SI?J ... P.aM AFB f,jH Olhot- Sotl RttriOYCI gh,... ~ • 1 ~! I"' s 173 ... Nottot' Af8 CA Other L !M Mu!hpl" ~ 14 5~sc 

"'' ~oAFB CA Othe< lTM .Abo"<b-.d W..l: lA 5100 ... Nor!"" AFB CA Othe< On-sit~ IPM ~ I~ 5120 5120 5120 

"'' Mo"'-tAfB CA Ot ..... 0.-... e&PM!~ !A $120 5120 5120 
P.f P•QM AF8 NH Othe• On-~eP.P~y~~/~ lA Si20 $120 ~120 

AF ~rs- A~e CA Ott,• eo~ w~~e w~ P.o- :~ . .,.., •5 !A 5600 
Sub T01ol Otho. 51.556 51.190 Si.St?::• 

Mgr(Mp< 
AF ~Afi CA Mgt!~ TOY lA 520 52C $20 
AF p..,. A.<& NH l>lgt/"'9< ToY lA 520 520 520 
AF Mcl~.et Me C). N<JI/Mp• TOY lA 520 520 520 
AF OcJ~ute AfB ~ Mgi/Mpl TOY lA 520 520 520 
"! !\l.of1.,. AF8 CA Mgt~ lOY lA S2~ 520 520 

S...-b Totol Mst/Mg S.10Q SIOC SIC'J 

i;ubTolal R'fSTORAnON 528 590 54'/>90 ~27,415 

\ 



. . . . .. 

~ 

.s 

.s 
t.} 

t.J 
•• 
M 
t.} 

M 
AJ 
IJ 
M 
Af 

Jl.F 
Af 
AF 

~· AF 
AF 

"" Af ... 
AJ 

(:o,.vt~ AtB 
Pt-OM AlB 
"-'oo''c .. A~8 

'.-;n.e A'8 
Co.....,tto Af9 
c;..,'9" .u:s 
Muho 
Nono" ,t.FS 
Motlo..,r AFB 
Co,.vt• Af9 
Motho• AfB 
c.,nut .. AFB 
Geo<9• AFB 
Non"" m 
C..O.g< AA! 
~-vb T oro/ 

G.otgt Afll 
No110"' A.FB 
Mot~• A'B 
Molho< AFB 
.Y.atlo:~r AfS 
Con..:te AFE 
c-<ge AFB 
N'~l-.c-r AH! 
P~s.e AFB 
Conul"!' Af8 
Svb Total 

Geo~•AFS 
SvbC.ol 

l, 

ll UST T.wing/Alldt lt"41otlcli0'1 
NH US T llf"l'\\'o'CI 

CA A~ v .• vol ~Nil. ... Wro•l",..tf'l p~ 
NH Monpawo< !C-M 1 J t. G$6} 
ll Al.cl•~•,, {GM13 & GS.6l 
CA Tonk Testing 

Eftlol"f'()nmentol S.Mces Q4,,. 
CA US T lemoYCII 
CA Mon_. !OM 1 J & u$6} 
ll us r r...,.....,'Y CJow.., 
CA USTt..,_,l 
~ US T Rtft'oval 
CA Mo"f>>WW• (0M13 & GS6l 
CA Monpo-o< !OM 13 & GS6l 
CA Closur~ Plon1 TSO. HA Vv'T'P 

Prionty I 

CA ROtA ~ of J.foN Storog• Fact!~ 
CA (li!MO ClowN Pion 
CA RCRA ao..,... Coo<i 
CA US T Monogem..,. Pion 
CA ~CRJ\ Co<To<tivo Act:or• 
ll UST ~rnent Pion 
CA P.CRA Oo.vf'f t:J Fir" T..,.;,.,'"g.A~ 
CA A;r Credit ff'Qnder Cmh. 
NH A,;.le~l c:l. ~ T r~•r !.JI"e1 
ll lOA CotrectNe A(t;Ofl\ 

PnOI'Ity II 

IH $25 
IH 520;.1 ~2QQ 

'II 5200 
IH SICS 5108 
:I' ~·o& ~10& $lOS 
IH 560 
IH s.oo $1,719 s t.o; • 
IH $600 S60C 
1"1 s:oe s;os S\Oij 
IH $75 
IH SA5 $180 
IH SJOO SJOO 
IH SlOB $108 SICS 
IH StUB 5108 $108 
IH $1)1) 

S 1,A05 SJ,60A 52.661 

IIH S100· 
IIH s•sc 
UH S500 
llH SJ 
IIH 5700 
!H SJ 
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DoD 6055.9-STD 

CHAPTER 12 

REAL PROPERTY CONTAMINATED WITH AHHUNITION AND EXPLOSIVES 

A. SCOPE 

This chapter contains·particular policies and procedures necessary to 
provide protection to personnel from accidental injury as a result of con
tamination of DoD real property by ammunition and explosives. It requiries 
identification and control measures that are in addition to, not substitutes 
for, those generally applicable to DoD real-property management. Contamina
tion as used in this chapter refers in all cases to contamination with ammuni
tion and explosives. 

B. POLICY 

!. Every means possible shall be used to protect members of the general 
public who may become exposed to hazards from contaminated real property 
currently or formerly under DoD ownership or control. 

2. Permanent contamination of real property by final disposal of ammunition 
and explosives is prohibited. This prohibition extends to disposal by land 
burial; by discharge. onto watersheds o~ ~nto sewers, streams, lakes, or water
ways. This policy does not preclude burial to control fragments during author
ized destruction by detonation, or disposal by dumping in deep water in the 
open ocean when these procedures are authorized by the DoD Component concerned, 
and compliance with applicable statutes and regulations relative to environ
mental safeguards is ensured. 

3. DoD real property that is known to be contaminated with ammunition 
and explosives that may endanger the general public may not be released· 
from DoD custody until the most stringent efforts have been made to ensure 
appropriate protection of the public. Some contamination is, however, so 
extensive that removal of the hazard is beyond the scope of existing tech
nology and resources. Such properties shall be retained until rendered 
innocuous. 

C. PROCEDURES 

1. General. Some DoD real property is contaminated with ammunition and 
explosives due to its use as manufacturing areas, firing and impact ranges, 
and waste collection or disposal areas including pads, pits, basins, ponds, 
streams, burial sites, an·d other locations incident to such operations. 

2. Identification and Control 

a. Permanent records, including master planning installation maps, 
shall identify clearly all areas contaminated with ammunition and explosives, 
and shall be maintained by each DoD installation. These records shall indicate, 
to the extent possible, positive identification of the ammunition and explosives 
contamination by nomenclature, hazard, quantity, and exact locations. If the 
installation is inactivated, the records shall be transferred to the office 
designated by the DoD Component concerned to ensure permanent retention. 
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b. All contaminated locations shall be placarded appropriately with 
permanent signs that prohibit entrance of unauthorized personnel. These 
signs shall be multilingual, when appropriate. The DoD Component concerned 
shall ensure periodically that such signs are restored and maintained in a 
legible condition. 

c. Active firing ranges, demolition grounds, and 
areas shall be assumed to be contaminated with unexploded 
material and shall be controlled accordingly. 

3. Land Disposal 

explosives test 
ordnance explosive 

a. Plans for leasing, transferring, or disposing of DoD real property 
when ammunition and explosives contamination exists or is suspected to exist 
shall be submitted to DDESB for review and approval of· explosive safety aspects. 

b. DoD Component correspondence or reports of contaminated excess real 
property shall state the nature and extent of such contamination, location of 
contaminated lands and improvements, any plans for decontamination, and the 
extent to which the property may be used safely without further decontamination. 

c. When accountability and control of real property contaminated with 
ammunition and explosives are transferred among DoD Components, the action 
shall be accompanied by a like transfer of the permanent records of contamina
tion. 

d. Accountability and control of real property contaminated wi~h 
ammunition and explosives may not be transferred to agencies outside the
Department of Defense and the accountability for such contaminated real pro
perty shall remain vested in the Department of Defense until the property has 
been rendered innocuous. By innocuous, it is meant that it is reasonable to 
assume the real property is not contaminated with live ammunition or ex
plosives to an extent that constitutes an unacceptable risk to the general 
public. When real property is reported to the disposal agency General 
Services Administration (GSA)· after decontamination, information to indicate 
the nature and extent of the original contamination and the decontamin~tion 
methods used shall be enclosed with the report of excess with the requirement 
that they be entered in the permanent land records of the civil jurisdiction 
in which the property is located. 

e. Limited-use outgrants may be arranged with other federal agencies 
for compatible use of contaminated real property such as wildlife refuges, 
safety zones for federal power facilities, or other purposes not requiring 
entry except for personnel authorized by the DoD Component concerned. These 
outgrants shall include all restrictions and prohibitions concerning use of 
the property to ensure appropriate protection of both DoD personnel and the 
general public. 

4. Decontamination Methods and Use Restrictions 

a. Surface Clearing. Visual inspection and electronic detection in
struments shall be used to locate and remove unexploded ordnance located at 
or very near the surface. Later use of the real property shall be restricted 
to activities that do not require excavation of the surface such as wildlife 
preserves, sanitary land fills, and livestock grazing. 
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b. Minimum Depth. A minimum depth shall be used where scarifying 
the area is both possible and allowable. Mechanical procedures such as rake 
or windrower to a 6-inch depth•may be used and followed up with magnet and 
rock picker. This procedure will clear the area of all metal fragments and 
unexploded ordnance on the surface or buried within the scarifying depth. 
Later use shall be restricted to activities requiring minimum disturbance of 
the surface such as limited agriculture or tree farming. 

c. Specified Depth. Unexploded ordnance shall be removed to a depth 
below which any future soil disturbance is expected to be performed by the 
general public. Real property decontaminated by this method may be released 
for unrestricted use to the depth cleared. The reliability of this method is 
dependent upon: 

(1) A determination of the penetration characteristics of the 
unexploded ordnance known or suspected to be present in the soil to be decon
taminated. 

(2) Testing of candidate detection instruments in the specific 
geographical, geological,. and physical features present to determine reliable 
depth of detection for the types of ordnance suspected. An example of such a 
test is contained in DDESB TR 76-1 (reference (;)). 

(" 

d. Any clearance certification shall list the known or suspected 
contaminates, the method of decontamination used, and restrictions, if any, for 
future use to include maximum safe depth of soil disturbance or excavation. 

D. MINERAL EXPLORATION AND EXTRACTION 

I. Ammunition and Explosives Facilities. 

a. Mineral exploration and drilling activities are to be separated 
from ammunition and explosives operating and storage facilities by public 
traffic route explosives safety distances provided there is to be no occup
ancy of the site by personnel when the exploration or drilling is completed, 
and by inhabited building explosives safety distances if occupancy is to 
continue when exploration or drilling is completed, If toxic chemical agents 
or munitions are pr~sent, public exclusion distances must be maintained to 
the exploration or drilling activities. Examples of exploration activities 
are seismic or other geophysical tests. Examples of drilling activities are 
those for exploration or extraction of oil, gas, and geothermal energy . 

b. Mining activities are to be separated from ammunition and explo
sives operating and storage facilities by inhabited building explosives 
safety distances. If toxic chemical agents or munitions are present, public 
exclusion distances must be maintained to the mining activities. Examples of 
mining activities are strip, shaft, open pit and placer mining which normally 
require the presence of operating personnel. 

";:;,·st Amendment (Ch l, 8/19/86) 12-3 
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2. Contaminnted Lands. Exploration, drilling, and m1n1ng are prohibited 
on the surface of explosives or toxic chemical agent contaminated lands. 
Exploration and extraction is permitted by directional (slant) drilling at a 
depth greater than 50 fee~beneath the explosives contaminated land surface 
or by shaft mining at a depth greater than 100 feet beneath such land· surfaQe. 

3. Safety Review of Exploration and Extraction Plans. Military Depart
ment approved plans for mineral exploration and extraction on land that is in 
proximity to ammunition and explosives facilities or land that is contami
nated or suspected to be contaminated with explosives must be forwarded to 
the Chairman, DDESB 'for safety review and approval. Submission will include 
information necessary for explosives safety evaluation consistent with sub
section C.3. above. Relationships with other PES should be included. 

#First Amendment (Ch 1, 8/19/86) 12-4 
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AGENDA 
DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE TASK FORCE MEETING 

KIMBALL CONFERENCE CENTER 

9:00-9:20 a.m. 

9:20-9:40 

9:40-10:00 

10:00-10:20 

10:20-11:20 

11:20-12:00 

12:00-1:00 p.m. 

1:00-1:45 

1:45-3:30 

3:30-3:50 

3:50-4:00 

1616 P Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 

JUNE 19, 1991, 9:00AM-4:00PM 

I. Chairman's Welcome- Mr. Baca, Members 
A. Task Force Mission 
B. Introductions 

II. Base Closure Process: Overview
Colonel Hourc1e 

III. Task Force Procedures- LTC Bryan 
A. Charter 
B. Task Force deadlines 
C. Federal Advisory Committee Act 

Requirements 
D. Operating Rules 

IV. Environmental Response Process: Overview
(Col. Jackson) 

V. Experience to Date: Case Histories 
A. Panel Presentations: 

- Pease AFB (Mr. Cheney) 
- Chanute AFB (Mr. Ayers) 
- Norton AFB (Col. Walsh) 
- Fort Meade (Mr. Torissi) 

B. Task Force Discussion 

LUNCH 

VI. Members of Congress 

VII. Discussion of Issue Papers- Staff 
A. Staff Presentations 
B. Task Force Discussion 

VIII. Next Steps- Mr. Doxey 
A. Schedule of Task Force Meetings 
B. Schedule of Report Preparation 
C. Opportunities for Additional Informa

tion Gathering: 
- field trips 

D. Task Force Assignments 
E. Staff Assignments 

IX. Closing Remarks - Mr. Baca 

/ 
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I What's at Stake I 
Reductions In DoD force structure and budget are dramatic 

Base Closures and realignments are Integral to a balanced drawdown 

By FY 1995: 
• The Army will have 1 0 fewer divisions 

•• 33% reduction In active divisions 
•• 40% reduction In reserve divisions 

• The Navy will have 1 less carrier and 2 fewer carrier air wings 
•• Battle force ships decline by 94 to a total of 451 -a 17% reduction 

• The Marine Corps will retain its 4 divisions - personnel will decline by 
13% 

• The Air Force will have 10 fewer tactical fighter wings - a 37% reduction 
•• 87 fewer strategic bombers- a decline of 32% 



Army 

Navy 

DoD Personn.el 
End Strength in Thousands 

FY 1990 

751 

583 

FY 1995 

536 

\ 

510 

Marine Corps 197 171 

Air Force 

Reserves 

Civilians 

539 

2,070 

1,128 

1,073 

437 

1,654 

906 

940 

%Reduction 

-29% 

-13% 

-13% 

-29% 

-20% 

-20% 

-14% 



I Force Structure I 
FY 1990 FY 1995 

Army Divisions 28 (18 active) 18 (12 active) 

Aircraft Carriers 13 12 

Carrier Air Wings 15 (13 active) 13(11 active) 

Battle Force Ships 545 451 

Tactical Fighter Wings 36 (24 active) 26 (15 active) 

Strategic Bombers 268 181 



I Why close bases? I 

• Forces are going to decline dramatically 
•• All categories of forces affected 
•• Drawdowns from 15% to over 30% 

• Workload will decline accordingly 

• Too few construction and O&M dollars chasing too many projects 

Conclusion: 
We want fewer excellent bases, not a lot of average ones 



j Recent Base Closure History I 
• Legislation stopped closures for a decade 

• In 1988, Secretary Carlucci and Congress agreed to a Commission 
which recommended: 
•• Closing 86 bases (16 major) 
•• Realigning (plus or minus) 59 bases 

• 1988 closures and realignments have the force of law 

• In 1990, Secretary Cheney tried to close additional bases 
•• Old legislation applied 
•• Congress charged list was politically motivated 



j1990 Base Closure Legislation I 
• Exclusive process for closing or realigning bases 

•• Except for actions below thresholds 
•• Except for the 1988 closures 

• · New Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
•• 1991 
•• 1993 
•• 1995 

• Defense Management Review studies n:tay be Impacted 

• GAO Involved early 



I A Complicated Process I 
• Secretary of Defense 

•• Proposes selection criteria 
•• Develops 6-year force structure plan 

•• Recommends closures and realignments 

• President 
•• Nominates commissioners 
•• Approves Commission recommendations 

• Congress 
•• Confirms commissioners 
•• Oversees process and approves final list 



j Final Selection Criteria I 
Military Value: 

1. The current and future mission requirements and the impact on the 
operational readiness of the Department of Defense's total force. 

2. The availability and condition of land, facilities and associated airspace 
at both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

3. The ability to accommodate contingency, mobilization, and future total 
force requirements at both the existing and potential receiving locations. 

4. The cost and manpower Implications. 

Return on Investment: 
5. The extent and timing of potential costs and savings, Including the 

number of years, beginning with the date of completion of the closure or 
realignment, for the savings to exceed the costs. 

Impacts: 
6. The economic Impact on communities. 
7. The ability of both the existing and potential receiving communities 

Infrastructure to support forces, missions and personnel. 
8. The environmental Impact. 
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GOOD MORNING. MY NAME IS LOUIS M. JACKSON. I AM COMMANDER 
OF THE U.S. ARMY TOXIC AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AGENCY <WHICH IS 
ALSO CALLED USATHAMAl. THE USATHAMA IS A FIELD OPERATING 
ACTIVITY OF THE U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS. THE USATHAMA HAS A 
SUBSTANTIAL ROLE IN THE MANAGEMENT AND EXEC UTI ON OF THE ARMY'S 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM. THE AGENCY IS THE CENTRAL MANAGER FOR THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PORTION OF THE ARMY'S BASE CLOSURE 
PROGRAM. 

TODAY, I WILL COVER FIVE BASIC AREAS. FIRST, I WILL IDENTIFY 
THE INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS WITH PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITIES 
FOR THE ARMY'S BASE CLOSURE PROGRAM. SECOND, I WILL DISCUSS THE 
GENERAL POLICIES ESTABLISHED BY THE ARMY FOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESTORATION ACTIVITIES DURING THE EXECUTION OF THE BASE CLOSURE 
PROGRAM. THIRD, I WILL REVIEW THE PROCESS USED BY THE ARMY AS IT 
EXECUTES THE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PORTION OF THE BASE CLOSURE 
PROGRAM. FOURTH, I WILL SUMMARIZE THE ARMY'S ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESTORATION ACCOMPLISHMENTS TO DATE IN THE BASE CLOSURE PROGRAM. 
FINALLY, I WILL DISCUSS THE EXPERIENCE GAINED DURING THE PAST TWO 
YEARS WHILE IMPLEMENTING THE BASE CLOSURE PROGRAM. THIS ANALYSIS 
WILL INCLUDE LESSONS LEARNED ABOUT THE PROCESS AS WELL AS AREAS 
WHERE CONTINUED IMPROVEMENT CAN RESULT IN GREATER BENEFIT TO THE 
ARMY AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES. 

' 1. RESPONSIBILITIES. 
THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY HAS OVERALL RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE 

ARMY BASE CLOSURE ACTIONS. ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY FOR 



INSTALLATIONS, LOGISTICS AND THE ENVIRONMENT HAS OVERSIGHT AND 

POLICY RESPONSIBILITIES FOR THE ARMY BASE CLOSURE ACTIONS. THE 

DIRECTOR OF MANAGEMENT HAS THE EXEC UTI ON RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE 

MANAGEMENT AND EXECUTION OF ALL REALIGNMENTS AND CLOSURES IN THE 

ARMY. THE MAJOR COMMANDS WITH ASSISTANCE FROM THE U.S. ARMY 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS <USACEl ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR EXECUTING THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CONSTRUCTION MISSIONS. 

2. POLICIES. 

THE ARMY ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY FOR BASE CLOSURE AT INSTALLA

TIONS INCLUDES THE GOAL OF CLEANING UP CONTAMINATION TO ALLOW FOR 

THE UNRESTRICTED USE OF THE PROPERTY AT THE TIME OF TRANSFER. 

THE ARMY CONDUCTS THE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PORTION OF 

THE BASE CLOSURE PROGRAM IN A MANNER SIMILAR TO ITS INSTALLATION 

RESTORATION PROGRAM <IRPl. ALL IMMINENT THREATS TO LIFE. HEALTH, 

OR SAFETY ARE REMOVED, CONTAINED, OR ELIMINATED AS QUICKLY AS 

POSSIBLE. STUDIES ARE USED TO IDENTIFY CONTAMINATION EXISTING AT 

AN INSTALLATION. IN ACCORD WITH APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND 

ARMY REGULATIONS, ALL ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION PRESENT ON THE 

INSTALLATION OR MIGRATING FROM IT IS MONITORED AND CONTAINED OR 

TREATED TO ACCEPTABLE PUBLIC HEALTH OR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

LEVELS. 

ON A CASE-BY-CASE BASIS, THE ARMY MAY CONSIDER RELEASING BASE 

REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRACl EXCESS PROPERTY SUBJECT TO LAND 

USE RESTRICTIONS. IN SOME INSTANCES, THESE RESTRICTIONS COULD BE 

REQUIRED IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN LONG-TERM REMEDIAL ACTIONS. IN 

OTHER CASES, IF THERE IS NO IMMINENT THREAT TO HEALTH, SAFETY, OR 
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THE ENVIRONMENT FROM THE CONTAMINATION, AND THE ESTIMATED COST OF 

CLEANUP IS GREATER THAN THE ANTICIPATED RECEIPTS FROM SALE OF THE 

SITE. THE CLEANUP OF THE INSTALLATION MAY BE DEFERRED TO THE 

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PROGRAM IN FISCAL YEAR 96 OR 

BEYOND ON A "WORST FIRST" BASIS. ADDITIONALLY, SOME FACILITIES 

MAY BE CLEANED AND SOLD IN SEPARATE PARCELS RATHER THAN AS ONE 

LARGE PACKAGE. WHEN THE RESTRICTIONS ARE ATIACHED TO THE SALE, 

THE RESTRICTIONS MUST BE COMPATIBLE WITH ACTIVITIES ON 

NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES AND CONSISTENT WITH THE EXPECTED FUTURE 

USE OF THE SITE. IN ALL CASES, ANY RESIDUAL CONTAMINANTS AND USE 

RESTRICTIONS ARE FULLY IDENTIFIED TO THE BUYER. 

IN CASES WHERE THE ARMY INSTALLATION IS BEING TRANSFERRED TO 

ANOTHER FEDERAL AGENCY, THE ARMY TAKES THE LEAD FOR ALL 

RESTORATION STUDIES AND INVESTIGATIONS, THE COST OF ANY CLEANUP 

WILL BE NEGOTIATED BETWEEN THE ARMY AND THE GAINING AGENCY. 

AS A GENERAL RULE, ALL ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION ACTIVITIES 

NECESSARY TO CLOSE OR REALIGN INSTALLATIONS COVERED UNDER THE 

BRAC PROGRAM ARE FUNDED USING THE BASE CLOSURE ACCOUNT, ONLY 

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT ACTIVITIES MAY BE FUNDED FROM THAT 

ACCOUNT. THOSE EXPENDITURES NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN INSTALLATIONS 

IN COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

REQUIREMENTS, SUCH AS RCRA AND NPDES PERMITS, COME FROM THE 

NORMAL OPERATING ACCOUNTS. 

IN MANAGING BASE CLOSURE FUNDS FOR ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 

ACTIVITIES, PRIORITY IS GIVEN TO SITUATIONS WHERE UNACCEPTABLE 

HUMAN HEALTH OR ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS EXIST. ADDITIONALLY, THE 

ARMY WILL MEET COMMITMENTS MADE TO THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
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PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA> AND STATE REGULATORY AGENCIES IN FEDERAL 
FACILITY AGREEMENTS AND CORRECTIVE ACTION SCHEDULES. FINALLY, 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AT SITES WHERE AN ECONOMIC PAYBACK IS 
ANTICIPATED WILL BE CONSIDERED. 

3. PROCESS. 
THE PROCESS FOR CONDUCTING THE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 

PORTION OF BASE CLOSURE IS PATTERNED AFTER THE CERCLA AND SARA 
REGULATIONS. 

THE FIRST STEP IS A PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT. THIS IS A 
QUALITATIVE EVALUATION OF THE SITE. FOCUSED ON ITS SUITABILITY 
FOR TRANSFER. DURING THE PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT. ALL EXISTING 
RECORDS RELATED TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF THE SITE ARE 
EVALUATED TO DETERMINE IF ANY ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS ARE PRESENT. 
A SITE VISIT IS MADE. AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS ARE EVALUATED TO 
DETERMINE POTENTIAL AREAS OF CONTAMINATION (SUCH AS STRESSED 
VEGETATION AND LAND SCARS), AND CURRENT AND FORMER EMPLOYEES ARE 
INTERVIEWED TO DETERMINE WHERE UNREPORTED DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS 
WASTE MAY HAVE OCCURRED. THE ASSESSMENT INCLUDES BUILDINGS <FOR 
SUCH THINGS AS ASBESTOS> , TRANSFORMERS (FOR PCB'S) , AND UNDER
GROUND STORAGE TANKS, AS A RESULT OF THESE EFFORTS, POTENTIAL 
HAZARDOUS WASTE CONTAMINATION SOURCES ARE IDENTIFIED. THIS 
DOCUMENT IS REVIEWED BY THE INSTALLATION; THE INSTALLATION'S 
MAJOR COMMAND; THE BASE CLOSURE, ENVIRONMENTAL, AND DIRECTOR OF 
MANAGEMENT OFFICES AT HEADQUARTERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
(HQDA); AS WELL AS APPLICABLE ELEMENTS WITHIN THE U.S. ARMY CORPS 
OF ENGINEERS (USACE>. THE PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT TYPICALLY 
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CONTAINS RECOMMENDATIONS SUGGESTING FURTHER WORK OR ADDITIONAL 
INVESTIGATIONS BE CONDUCTED TO CHARACTERIZE THE SITE. IF NO 
HAZARDOUS WASTE OR OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ARE IDENTIFIED AT 
THE SITE WHICH WOULD PRECLUDE TRANSFER OF THE PROPERTY DURING THE 
PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT PHASE, THE PROPERTY CAN BE SOLD OR 
TRANSFERRED. IT TAKES APPROXIMATELY 6 MONTHS TO PREPARE THE 
PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT. 

AT THOSE INSTALLATIONS WHERE THE PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 
IDENTIFIES SITES WITH KNOWN OR SUSPECTED CONTAMINATION, A 
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/FEASIBILITY STUDY (RifFS> IS CARRIED OUT. 
THE RI/FS IS USED TO MORE PRECISELY DETERMINE THE NATURE AND 
EXTENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONTAMINATION. · IT IS ACCOMPLISHED 
THROUGH PHYSICALLY COLLECTING AND TESTING SAMPLES FROM THE SITE. 
THE DATA OBTAINED IS ANALYZED TO DETERMINE: WHAT HEALTH RISKS 
MAY EXIST AND WHICH REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES MAY EXIST BASED 
ON A RANGE OF LAND USE SCENARIOS. THE ACTIONS UNDERTAKEN DURING 
THIS PHASE ARE REVIEWED BY AND COORDINATED WITH EPA AND STATE 
REGULATORY AGENCIES. CONCURRENCE IS OBTAINED FROM EPA AND THE 
STATE PRIOR TO INITIATION OF FIELD WORK. EPA AND STATE 
REGULATORS ARE PROVIDED COPIES OF THE RI/FS DOCUMENTS FOR REVIEW 
AND CONCURRENCE. THROUGHOUT THE PROGRAM, THERE IS EXTENSIVE 
INTERNAL ARMY COORDINATION AMONG THE INSTALLATION, MACOM, HQDA, 
AND USACE. AT THE COMPLETION OF THE FS, A PUBLIC MEETING IS HELD 
TO REVIEW THE FINDINGS AND TO OBTAIN PUBLIC INPUT. AT THE 
CONCLUSION OF THE RI/FS IF NO ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP IS REQUIRED, 
THE SITE CAN BE SOLD OR TRANSFERRED. WHEN CLEANUP IS REQUIRED, A 
RECORD OF DECISION (ROD> WILL BE PREPARED. THE ROD IS COMPRISED 
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OF THOSE DOCUMENTS SUPPORTING THE AGREEMENT REACHED BETWEEN THE 

ARMY AND THE REGULATORY AGENCIES ON THE ACTIONS REQUIRED TO 

MITIGATE THE CONDITIONS IDENTIFIED AT A SITE. THE RIIFS PROCESS --
CAN TAKE FROM 20 TO 46 ~ONTHS. EFFORTS ARE UNDERWAY TO EXPEDITE -----
THESE SCHEDULES. 

SOME CLEANUP ACTIONS CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED PRIOR TO THE 

PREPARATION OF A ROD AT THE END OF THE RI /FS, THESE INCLUDE 

REMOVAL AND CLEANUP ASSOCIATED WITH UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS, 

ASBESTOS CLEANUP, AND ACTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH PCB REMEDIATION. 

MANY OF THESE TYPES OF ACTIONS ARE BEING ADDRESSED AT BRAC I 

SITES DURING FISCAL YEAR 91. 

A STATEMENT OF CONDITION WILL BE ISSUED WHEN REMEDIAL ACTIONS 

ARE COMPLETED AND THE SITE IS RESTORED FOR ITS INTENDED END USE. 

THE STATEMENT OF CONDITION CONSOLIDATES INFORMATION GENERATED - . 

DURING THE PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT, THE RIIFS, AND THE REMEDIAL 

ACTION PHASE. IT INCLUDES MAPS AND A LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF THE 

PROPERTY, THIS DOCUMENT BECOMES PART OF THE FORMAL DEED OF 

TRANSFER WHEN THE PROPERTY IS SOLD OR TRANS- FER RED. THE DEED 

FOR PROPERTY BEING CONVEYED BY THE ARMY WILL CONTAIN A COVENANT 

WARRANTING THAT ALL KNOWN REMEDIAL ACTIONS NECESSARY TO PROTECT 

HUMAN HEALTH OR THE ENVIRONMENT HAVE BEEN COMPLETED. IT WILL 

FURTHER STATE, IF ADDITIONAL ARMY-CAUSED CONTAMINATION IS LATER 

FOUND, ITS CLEANUP WILL REMAIN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE ARMY. 
-~ ·------· .. --··-·- ------ ... ---------------- -- .. ··-···-· ----·-· ---- -- ------------------- ·-·- ---- ---·· ----· -----· ... 

IF THE PROPERTY IS BEING TRANSFERRED TO ANOTHER FEDERAL AGENCY 

SUBJECT TO LAND USE RESTRICTIONS, WORDING IS PLACED IN THE DEED 

SO THE PROPERTY WILL REVERT BACK TO THE ARMY IF IT IS NOT USED IN 

CONFORMANCE WITH THE AGREED UPON LAND USE. 
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LONG-TERM REMEDIAL ACTIONS SUCH AS GROUNDWATER TREATMENT MAY 
TAKE MANY YEARS TO COMPLETE. AS A PART OF THE OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE OF ANY REMEDIAL ACTION, MONITORING WILL BE CONDUCTED 
TO ENSURE CLEANUP GOALS ARE MET. ON A CASE-BY-CASE BASIS, 
STATEMENTS OF CONDITION MAY BE PREPARED, AND THE PROPERTY MAY BE 
TRANSFERRED OR SOLD, WHILE CONTAMINATED GROUNDWATER IS STILL 
BEING TREATED. THIS WOULD BE PERMISSIBLE IN AN AREA WHERE 
MUNICIPAL WATER IS AVAILABLE AND WHERE GROUNDWATER IS NOT A 
SOURCE OF DRINKING WATER. ONCE THE ARMY'S GROUNDWATER CLEANUP IS 
COMPLETED, THE STATEMENT OF CONDITION WILL BE AMENDED. 

4. ACCOMPLISHMENTS TO DATE. 
THERE ARE 81 ARMY BRAC I SITES WHICH ARE BEING EVALUATED FOR 

CLOSURE. PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENTS HAVE BEEN COMPLETED FOR 53 OF 
53 HOUSING AREAS AND 25 OF 28 INSTALLATIONS. PRELIMINARY 
ASSESSMENTS WERE NOT PREPARED FOR THE OTHER THREE INSTALLATIONS 
SINCE THOSE INSTALLATIONS ALREADY HAD ONGOING RifFS'S UNDER THE 
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM. RifFS'S ARE CURRENTLY IN 
PROGRESS FOR 22 OF 28 SITES. NO FURTHER ACTIONS ARE PLANNED AT 
FOUR FACILITIES UNDER THE BASE CLOSURE PROGRAM. FUTURE ENVIRON
MENTAL EFFORTS AT THOSE FACILITIES WILL BE CONDUCTED UNDER THE 
INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM. 

SIXTEEN OF THE 53 PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENTS FOR HOUSING AREAS 
INDICATED NO FURTHER ACTION WAS REQUIRED. AN ADDITIONAL 16 
HOUSING AREAS REQUIRED FURTHER SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS AND WERE 
DETERMINED TO CONTAIN NO HAZARDS. AS A RESULT, 700 HOUSING UNITS 
AT 32 OF THE 53 HOUSING AREAS HAVE BEEN CERTIFIED BY THE ARMY FOR 

7 



RELEASE OR TRANSFER, THE REMAINING SITES ARE AT DIFFERENT STAGES 
OF REMEDIATION. 

5. LESSONS LEARNED. 
ONE OF THE ISSUES IMPACTING THE PROGRAM HAS BEEN THE BELATED 

RELEASE OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION FUNDING FOR THE BASE CLOSURE 
PROGRAM. IN FISCAL YEAR 9L THE ARMY FIRST RECEIVED FUNDS LATE 
IN ITS THIRD QUARTER. LATE RELEASE OF FUNDS HAS COMBINED WITH 
THE AMBITIOUS CLOSURE SCHEDULE TO CAUSE CONSIDERABLE MANAGEMENT 
PROBLEMS AND SLIPPAGE. THE ARMY'S SCHEDULES IN THIS PROGRAM WILL 
BE DIFFICULT TO MAINTAIN UNLESS FUNDS ARE RELEASED IN THE FIRST . ---·------------~--- --- ----

QUARTER OF EACH FISCAL YEAR. -------------------- ---- - -- --- -· 
BASED ON OUR EXPERIENCE WITH THE PROGRAM, WE BELIEVE THE 

APPROACH OF RELEASING INSTALLATIONS IN PARCELS IS POSSIBLE AND 
DESIRABLE. THIS PERMITS THE ARMY TO GENERATE REVENUE BY SELLING 
PARCELS AND USING THE RESULTING REVENUE TO HELP OFFSET THE COST ------ ____ _. ____ ·------------------------ ---

OF BASE CLOSURE. THIS CONCEPT HAS BEEN UTILIZED AT FORT MEADE 
,....--.. ______________ _ 

AND WILL BE DISCUSSED DURING MR. TORRISI'S TESTIMONY FOCUSING ON 
THE FORT MEADE EXPERIENCE. THIS APPROACH WILL ALSO BE CONSIDERED 
AT OTHER BASE CLOSURE SITES ONCE THE FIELD STUDIES ARE COMPLETED 
AND UNCONTAMINATED AREAS IDENTIFIED. 

OUR IDEAL IN THIS PROGRAM IS TO CARRY OUT ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESTORATION THAT WILL PERMIT UNRESTRICTED LAND USE. WHEN 
UNRESTRICTED LAND USE· IS NOT POSSIBLE, REUSE OPTIONS SHOULD BE 
NARROWED EARLY IN THE ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE. THEN THE DATA 
GATHERING DURING THE FIELD INVESTIGATION PHASE CAN BE TAILORED TO 
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MEET THOSE NEEDS. THIS WILL RESULT IN A LESS COSTLY PROGRAM AND 
A FASTER SCHEDULE. 

THE ARMY IS CONDUCTING THE BASE CLOSURE ENVIRONMENTAL 
RESTORATION PROGRAM IN CONFORMANCE WITH CERCLA AS AMENDED BY SARA 
AND ITS IMPLEMENTING REGULATIONS, AND THE NATIONAL OIL AND 
HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES POLLUTION CONTINGENCY PLAN <NCPl. AS A 
RESULT, THE PROGRAM IS CARRIED OUT IN COOPERATION WITH EPA. IN 
MANY EPA REGIONS, BASE CLOSURE PLANS AND REPORTS, WHICH ARE 
PROVIDED FOR REVIEW AND COMMENT. DO NOT RECEIVE TIMELY EVALUA
TIONS. SINCE ARMY POLICY IS TO OBTAIN REGULATORY CONCURRENCE ON 
THE WORK BEING DONE BY THE ARMY, _L8..cLOE EPA PARTICIPATION CAN 
SLOW DOWN THE PROGRESS OF THE WORK. 
-----·. 

IT HAS BEEN SUGGESTED THAT IN THE FUTURE BASE CLOSURES FOR 
THE ARMY INTERACT WITH EPA ONLY AT NPL SITES WHERE EPA HAS ACTIVE 
RESPONSIBILITY, AT OTHER FACILITIES, THE ARMY COULD LIMIT ITS 
COORDINATION TO THE STATES. THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND STATE 
MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT <DSMOAl CAN BE USED TO PROVIDE FUNDS TO 

STATES TO EXPEDITIOUSLY REVIEW DOD CLEANUP PROJECTS, THUS HELPING 
TO MAINTAIN OVERALL SCHEDULES. 

THE ARMY'S EXPERIENCE TO DATE IS THAT EPA AND STATE REVIEWERS 
CHANGE SEVERAL TIMES DURING A PROJECT. THIS RESULTS IN MID

COURSE CHANGES IN REGULATORY PHILOSOPHY AND APPROACH. A 
CONSISTENT APPROACH BY REGULATORY- AGENCY REVIEWERS WOULD BE OF 
GREAT BENEFIT. 

SINCE THE BASE CLOSURE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION TIME LINES 
ARE SHORT, AN EARLY MEETING AT THE START OF THE PROCESS WITH 
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. · .. 

REGULATORY AGENCIES TO FORMALIZE THEIR REVIEW PROCESS AND 
PHILOSOPHY IS DESIRABLE. 

IN CONCLUDING, I WOULD LIKE TO ADVISE THE TASK FORCE THAT THE 
ARMY HAS MADE SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS TO DATE IN CONDUCTING THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION PORTION OF THE BASE CLOSURE PROGRAM. 
THE ARMY IS DEDICATED TO INSURING THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF SITES ARE 
RESTORED AND RETURNED TO THE PRIVATE SECTOR IN A TIMELY MANNER. 

THIS COMPLETES MY TESTIMONY. 
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~ .. 
Possible Litigation strategies to Prevent 

the Expedited Transfer of Pease Air Force Base 
from Federal Government ownership 

Section 8056 of the 1991 Defense Appropriations Act (P.L. 

101-511) requires the Air Force to indemnify the State of New 

Hampshire, its lenders and others from any liability for Air Force 

releases of hazardous substances at Pease Air Force Base. By 

indemnifying redevelopers of Pease Air Force Base against certain 

environmental liabilities, Section 8056 may encourage an expedited 

transfer of the Federal government's ownership of Pease Air Force 

Base, which is on the Superfund National Priorities List ("NPL"), 40 

C.F.R. Part 300, Appendix B, before completion of the environmental 

studies and clean-up activities that Section 120 of the Superfund 

Amendments and Reauthorization Act ("SARA") (42 u.s.c. § 9620) 

requires at Pease. 

A possible conflict between Section 8056 and Section 120 of SARA 

would be a major element of any legal strategy employed by opponents 

of an expedited transfer of Pease Air Force Base. Some legal 

theories that might presented in opposition to a transfer are 

outlined below. 

Opponents of the transfer of Pease Air Force Base out of federal 

government hands could file a declaratory judgment action in U.S. 

District court in New Hampshire under 28 u.s.c. § 2201. The 

plaintiffs could allege federal question jurisdiction under 28 u.s.c. 

§ 1331 because the case would arise under federal statutes, and based 

on decisions such as Sierra Club v. Simkins Industries. Inc •. 847 

F.2d 1109, reh'q en bane denied (4th Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 491 

u.s. 904 (1989), an environmental organization could successfully 
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demonstrate standing if some of its members live in New Hampshire and 

allege injury in fact in the form of a delayed clean-up and an 

ultimately more degraded environment for a longer period than would 

be the case absent the expedited transfer. Adjacent landowners to 

the redevelopment could also demonstrate standing. 

The complaint would request a determination that any transfer of 

Pease before completion of the procedure required at Pease by SARA 

Section 120, including the conduct of a Remedial Investigation/ 

Feasibility Study ("RI/FS") and the completion of any required 

remedial action, violates SARA. The complaint would also request 

injunctive relief to prevent the Air Force from transferring Pease to 

non-federal ownership until the Air Force complies fully with the 

SARA Section 120(e) and (h). 

This theory would be premised on the failure of Section 8056 to 

excuse Pease Air Force Base from compliance with SARA Section 

120. 1 Subsection (e) of Section 120 establishes a detailed time 

schedule under which the Air Force must start the RI/FS within six 

months of Pease being listed on the NPL, and must begin any required 

remedial action within fifteen months of RI/FS completion. One 

result of the mandatory action deadlines under Section 120 is that 

any required clean-up at Pease is likely to begin sooner during 

1 The Senate report prov1s1on that explains what eventually 
became Section 8056 of the DoD Authorization Act states that "the 
indemnification provision [for Pease) in no way is intended to affect 
the liabilities of either the Defense Department or of any 
indemnified party under [SARA] .... " s. Rep. No. 521, lOlst 
Cong., 2d Sess. (1990). 
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federal government ownership than would be the case if Pease were not 

federally owned. 

SARA Section 120(h) requires that: 

in the case of any real property owned by the 
United States on which any hazardous substance was 
••. known to have been released, or disposed of, 
each deed entered into for the transfer of such 
property by the United States to any other person 
or entity shall contain . . . a covenant 
warranting that all remedial action necessary to 
protect human health and the environment with 
respect to any such substance remaining on the 
property has been taken before the date of such 
transfer . . . . 

The plaintiffs would argue that subsections (e) and (h) of Section 

120 impose significant additional restrictions and obligations beyond 

those normally required at NPL sites on the federal government before 

it can transfer a federal facility on which a release of hazardous 

substances has occurred. Section 120(h) explicitly requires that the 

federal government warrant in the deed that it has completed all 

necessary remedial action before2 it transfers ownership of any 

federal facility on the NPL. 

The plaintiffs would also argue that any attempt to remove Pease 

from the scope of Section 120 by transferring its ownership before 

clean-up could result in a less effective long-term remedial action 

than if Pease remained subject to Section 120. This position would 

be based on the federal government's obligation to assure long-term 

operation and maintenance ("O&M") tasks at federal facilities cleaned 

2 A necessary precondition to the completion 
remedial action is the selection of the appropriate 
through the conduct of an RI/FS. · 

of required 
remedial action 
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up under section 120. No such federal obligation exists at former 

federal facilities, and payment of O&M costs would depend instead on 

the solvency of the subsequent owner or on the Superfund. 3 

The plaintiffs could also include a claim under Sections 107 and 

310 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 

Liability Act ("CERCLA"), 42 u.s.c. §§ 9607 and 9659, for response 

costs they incurred to investigate the extent of any release of 

hazardous substances from Pease. Such a claim must be preceded by at 

least sixty days notice to EPA and the Air Force, and to be 

recoverable the costs must be incurred consistent with the National 

Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. 'Part 300. Examples of response costs 

that the courts have allowed citizens to recover include soil and 

groundwater sampling and analysis costs. Landowners adjacent to 

Pease could hire a contractor to drill several wells ($5-10,000), and 

send samples collected from them to a laboratory for analysis 

($3-5000). Another reason that the redevelopment opponents might 

include a CERCLA response cost recovery claim is because of a recent 

appellate court decision that allows non-government plaintiffs who 

bring CERCLA cost recovery cases to collect their attorneys' fees. 

General Electric co. v. Litton Industrial Automation Systems. Inc., 

920 F.2d 1415 (8th Cir. 1990), cert. denied, 59 U.S.L.W. 3651 (U.S. 

Mar. 26, 1991). 

3 This argument would probably fail due to the requirement in 
Section 8056 for the Air Force to indemnify the beneficiaries against 
all costs relating to hazardous substances resulting from Air Force 
activities. This indemnification would likely be interpreted to 
include O&M costs. 
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In addition to the statutory claims outlined above, any adjacent 

landowners who oppose expedited Pease redevelopment could include in 

their complaint pendant state law claims such as nuisance and 

trespass if they could demonstrate the migration of contaminated 

groundwater under their property from Pease. Such a demonstration 

might be made based on the Air Force's own Preliminary Assessment of 

Pease under the Defense Environmental Restoration program, or on 

sampling data collected by the plaintiffs as described in the 

preceding paragraph. 

There may be other non-environmental federal or state law claims 

that redevelopment opponents could include as well. 

From the redevelopment opponents' perspective, litigation of the 

type described above would be successful if it survived the 

government's initial summary judgment and dismissal motions, 

regardless of the ultimate outcome. This is so because the 

uncertainty created by the pending litigation would be likely to 

collapse any existing redevelopment financing, and would probably 

deter any new redevelopment financing. The uncertainty created by 

the lawsuit would also have the potential to impair the issuance or 

marketability of any state-issued or -supported bonds for financing. 

The substantial legal issues presented by the federal 

government's transfer of Pease before completion of any required 

remedial action under SARA Section 120 make it likely that a legal 

challenge to such action would survive the government's early 

dispositive motions, resulting in possibly lengthy litigation. 
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MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE TASK FORCE, 

Thank you for the opportunity to present the case history on 

some of the difficulties we have encountered with regard to 

interim use of properties at Norton AFB. While the Norton AFB 

case relates specifically to interim use of properties via lease 

arrangements, I will also discuss some of the impediments which 

could prevent the Air Force from permanently conveying 

properties once the installation is closed in June 1994. 

Let me begin by stating that the Air Force is very much 

concerned about the impact closing our installations will have 

on the local economy and community. While our mandate is to 

close installations, our intention is to do so with minimal 

disruption to the community. Our strategy is to provide a 

smooth transition of properties to productive, private use as 

Air Force programs drawdown and are realigned to other bases and 

as.military and civilian employees are moved to support these 

program transfers. To facilitate this transition, we are 

accommodating development authorities, where possible, by 

leasing facilities to them prior to the actual closure of the 

bases. They in turn can sublease the facilities to private 

firms that can provide civilian jobs in the community. The 

overall effect is to create jobs, bolster the local economy, and 

provide tax revenues prior to the loss of Federal payrolls. 
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To date, the Air Force has entered into leases with the 

Inland Valley Development Agency (at Norton AFB) and Pease 

Development Authority (Pease AFB). Of primary concern today, is 

the lease the Inland Valley Development Agency has with it's 

sublessee, Lockheed Commercial Aircraft Center, Inc.; a 

subsidiary of the Lockheed Corporation. 

BACKGROUND 

Environmental studies to determine the location and extent 

of hazardous waste sites on Norton AFB have been ongoing since 

1982. Twenty-two sites have been identified. Of primary 

concern is a plume of trichloroethylene contaminated groundwater 

which extends across the central portion of the base, including 

the facilities being leased by Lockheed Corporation. 

Contaminate levels in this plume range from several parts per 

billion to as high as 4,600 parts per billion. An interim 

remedial action to remove and treat this TCE contaminated 

groundwater will come online this year. A base-wide remedial 

investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) is scheduled for 

completion in September 1992. 

Norton AFB was listed on the National Priorities List in 

July 1987. A three-party Interagency Agreement (Federal 

-2-



Facilities Agreement) was entered into on June 22, 1989. 

Parties to the agreement include: the Environmental Protection 

Agency (Region IX); State of California, Department of Health 

Services; and the United States Air Force. 

CASE HISTORY 

Lockheed signed an interim lease for the use of docks 3 and 

4 of Building 763 at Norton AFB on July 10, 1990. Lockheed 

plans to use the hangar to maintain and modify Boeing 747 

aircraft. To begin operations, Lockheed obtained a lease for 

only docks 3 and 4, but intends to secure permanent interests in 

docks 1 and 2, other hangars and administrative facilities from 

the Inland Valley Development Authority upon closure of Norton 

Air Force Base, which is scheduled for June 1994. 

Building 763 is a large aircraft hangar used by the Air 

Force since the early 1960s to repair and maintain cargo 

aircraft such as C-135s and C-14ls. In addition to maintenance 

on fuel and hydraulic systems, solvents such as 

trichloroethylene (TCE) have been used for cleaning aircraft 

parts since the 1970s. A small electroplating shop has also 

been operated in the northeast corner of Hangar 763 since the 
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1970s. Historical records, obtained in conjunction with the 

Preliminary Assessment of Norton AFB, document the spillage of 

fuels, other petroleum products, trichloroethylene, and heavy 

metals (such as cyanide and chromium) from electroplating 

operations onto the floor of Hangar 763 over the past 20 years. 

Prior to commencing construction modifications at Hangar 

763, Lockheed undertook engineering studies to determine if the 

concrete floor would support "747" aircraft. In October 1990, 

foundation borings were taken; the results showed that most of 

the floor would have to be removed and replaced with 12-14 

inches of reinforced concrete. 

It was during these engineering investigations that 

contamination was confirmed beneath the hangar floor. 

Subsequent ~nvironmental studies, conducted during February and 

March of 1991, showed that soils beneath the concrete floor were 

contaminated with volatile organic compounds (primarily 

trichloroethylene and toluene) and heavy metals (primarily 

cadmium and cyanide). Heavy m~tal contamination was found to be 

localized in a small portion of the hangar, while volatile 

organic compound contamination occurred under most of the hangar 

floor. The majority of contaminatiqn was found within the upper 

three feet of the soil. 
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The parties to the Interagency Agreement were first informed 

of the potential contamination underlying hangar 763 in November 

1990 and insisted that any actions the Air Force may take with 

regard to removal of contaminated soils be conducted in 

accordance with the Interagency Agreement and consistent with 

the National Contingency Plan (NCP). 

Section 300.415 of the National Contingency Plan addresses 

removal actions and establishes the criteria to be used to 

determine the type of removal action allowed.. Three types of 

removal actions are discussed: (1) emergency; (2) 

time-critical; and (3) non-time-critical. The type of removal 

action to be undertaken depends upon the estimated cost and time 

to complete the removal and imminent or potential threats to . 

human health or the environment. 

As a general rule, emergency removals are conducted as soon 

as a release is discovered and require minimal coordination with 

Federal and State regulatory authorities; time-critical removals 

are conducted within 2-3 months following discovery; and 

non-time-critical removals can take as long as 8-12 months to 

complete. Lockheed had planned to complete the modifications to 

Hangar 763 at least by December 1990 to meet obligations made to 

a major client. A non-time-critical removal would not be 

completed in time to meet these commitments. 
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After considerable deliberation and consultation with the 

EPA and the California Department of Health Services, the Air 

Force decided to conduct a time-critical removal action to 

remove the known levels of contaminated soil underlying Hangar 

763 immediately. That decision was taken in order to protect 

workers in the hangar from ill effects of air venting of the 

contaminants, to prevent further spread of the contaminants by 

water seeping down through broken areas of the hangar floor 

pavement, and to expedite Lockheed's ability to lay the new 

floor and commence its new operations there. 

However, both the Environmental Protection Agency and the 

State of California, Department of Health Services had specific 

reservations as to whether the Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the 

applicable National Contingency Plan regulations allowed a 

removal action to be undertaken primarily for purposes of 

facilitating reuse activities. They refused t~ issue formal 

"approvals" of the action, though they concurred with the 

technical aspects of the removal and expressly agreed not to 

oppose it legally. The Air Force was left to authorize that 

removal action pursuant to its own decision-making authority 

under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (Superfund 

Amendments and Reauthorization Act) and Executive Order 12580 
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which delegates to the Department of Defense many CERCLA 

.authorities of the President with regard to contamination which 

is on military installations or emanating from them. 

This "do it at your own risk" situation is not a comfortable 

one, and the Air Force in the future could find such removal 

action proposals opposed by either regulatory agencies or 

citizen groups. We believe that authoritative guidance from 

Headquarters EPA addressing and clarifying this issue will go 

far in expediting cleanups and property conveyances at closing 

installations. 

Having to independently take removal actions to cleanup 

surface contamination is only one difficulty we have encountered 

in trying to facilitate transfer and reuse of properties. There 

are at least three other difficulties which are seriously 

hampering our ability to convey property at Pease Air Force Base 

and which could hamper property conveyances at Norton Air Force 

Base if not resolved soon. 

1. In the past~ the Environmental Protection Agency has 

opted to list entire military installations on the National 

Priorities List. While this was done to optimize the 
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management of cleanup activities within the installation 

boundaries, it has effectively slowed-down cleanups by invoking 

the requirements in CERCLA for the Air Force to enter into 

Interagency Agreements and to strictly adhere to the National 

Contingency Plan. The coordination and oversight processes 

contained in these agreements are inordinately time consuming 

and cumbersome. Review of documents, regardless of their 

technical content and complexity, typically takes 60 days with a 

30 day automatic extension, if requested. As much as one-third 

of the time it takes to reach a Record of Decision on a Remedial 

Investigation and Feasibility Study is due to reviews and agency 

coordination. 

EPA's decision to list entire installations on the NPL has 

effectively prohibited the parceling and transfer of clean 

properties until all contaminated sites are cleaned-up. An 

alternative approach would be to list.only the areas of 

contamination allowing the uncontaminated parcels to be 

conveyed without delay .. 

The emphasis in the National Contingency Plan has been on 

conducting removal actions which are necessary to protect 

human health and the environment. As discussed in the 

Norton Air Force Base-Hangar 763 Case History, this focus 

has impeded our ability to accomplish removal actions 

specifically for the purpose of conveying property. 

-8-



2. Currently, there are two separate processes, administered 

by separate offices within EPA, which govern the cleanup of 

hazardous waste sites on an installation: (1) those covered by 

the corrective action process required by specific sections of 

the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act; and (2) those 

covered by the remedial action process required under CERCLA. 

These overlapping processes could be rolled into one to attain 

greater program management consistency while, at the same time, 

optimizing both EPA and Air Force staff time and resources. 

3. Presently, EPA and State authorities hold a very 

restrictive interpretation of CERCLA Section 120 (h)(3) which 

effectively prohibits transfer of properties until all remedial 

actions necessary to protect human health and the environment 

have been taken. In the case of groundwater contamination, 

completed remedial actions could take years or several 

decades. House Resolution 2179, recently introduced into the 

Congress, seeks to resolve this dilemma by clarifying the 

statutory language to include remedial actions which have been 

commenced on the property. 

Impediments 1 and 2 could be resolved by clarifying regulations 

or guidance; impediment 3 appears to resolvable only by a statutory 

change to CERCLA. 
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In conclusion, the Norton Air Force Base case history you asked 

that we address today deals with the difficulties we have 

encountered in trying to modify facilities under an interim lease 

arrangement when there is known contamination on or under the 

property. The Air Force can employ its removal authority under 

Section 104 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation, and Liability Act but it does so on its own and at 

risk of alienating the other parties to the Interagency Agreement. 

We would prefer to work in a cooperative, but expeditous manner 

with the Environmental Protection Agency and appropriate state 

regulatory authorities to reach a mutually satisfactory approach to 

these removal actions. 

However, a more important issue is how the Air Force will be 

able to convey properties expeditiously when they are known to be 

contaminated on the surface or in underlying groundwaters. Until 

the questions of whether uncontaminated properties on National 

Priorities Listed sites can be transferred and whether Section 120 

(h) really requires that all remedial actions be completed, the Air 

Force will be prevented from conveying properties in an expeditious 

manner. 
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Good morning, I am Salvatore Torrisi, Chief of the Base 
Closure Division for the u.s. Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials 
Agency, MY testimony today will focus on the environmental 
restoration activities conducted at Fort Meade as part of the 
Army's Base Closure Program. 

Under the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1988, Fort 
Meade was slated for realignment and partial closure with 9,000 
acres being excessed. 

Fort George G. Meade is a permanent Army installation located 
on 13,670 acres in Anne Arundel County, Maryland between Baltimore 
and Washington D.C. The northernmost one-third of the installa-
tion, referred to as the cantonment area, contains 
administrative, recreational and housing facilitiesJ the 
remaining portion serves mainly as a firing/combat range and 
training areas with minimal maneuver areas. CurrentlY Fort Meade 
provides support and services for about 65 Department of Defense 
tenant activities and organizations. The major tenants are the 
National SecuritY Agency (NSAh Headquarters, First ArmYJ Army 
Intel! igence and SecuritY ConmandJ Nava 1 Security Group J and the 
6940th Electronic SecuritY Wing (U.S. Air Force>. In addition, 
Fort Meade provides range and training support for other units of 
the armed services. The 9,000 acre base closure parcel consists 
of the firing/combat ranges and training area south of the 
cantonment area, Tipton Army Airfield, the active sanitary 
landfill, a sewage lift 
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station, an Ammunition SuPPlY Point and potable water SUPPlY 

wells. 

Prior to 1988, the Army was conducting remedial !nvest!gat!ons 

at the active sanitary Jandf!ll and the clean fill area as part of 

the Fort Meade installation restoration program. The Army began 

its base c I osure env i ronmenta 1 restoration eva 1 uat!on by conduc

ting a Pre I iminary Assessment of the 9,000 acre property. The 

purpose of the assessment was to identify all potentiallY 

contaminated areas requiring further environmental investigation 

and possible remediation prior to the release of the property, 

and to identifY all areas where there is no contamination. The 

Preliminary Assessment was completed in October 1989. The areas 

requiring further investigation consist predominantlY of former 

and existing Jandf!lls and former artillery impact areas. Plans 

to conduct additional environmental investigations at Fort Meade 

based on the Preliminary Assessment were final !zed and approved 

by Region III of the u.s. Environmental Protection Agency, and by 

the Maryland Department of Environment in September 1990. The 

plans address the evaluation of potential risks from chemical 

contamination. A site investigation of those sites identified in 

the Preliminary Assessment was conducted. Both the Remedial 

Investigation Report for the active sanitary landfill and clean 

fill area and the Site Investigation Report are expected to be 

completed by December 1991. At this time, the site investigation 

report may identifY a need for additional studies at the base 

closure areas evaluated. This effort will subsequentlY be 
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further environmental <chemical> investigation were 1 imi ted to a 
few areas, no propertY could be immediately released without 
additional study since there was the potential for unexploded 
ordnance to be present throughout the entire 9,000 acres. The 
ArlllY proposed a three phased approach for releasing property at 
Fort Meade. This three phased approach was designed to incre
mentallY parcel the property based on the relative likelihood of 
the presence of unexploded ordnance. 

At Fort Meade, the westernmost part of the installation was 
considered the least likely to contain unexploded ordnance. 
Selection of this tract would have had the added benefit of 
releasing the land most preferred for development first, thus 

' bringing in income to finance base closure activities. 

USHHAMA requested input from the Corps of Engineers Real 
Estate Directorate for assistance in determining the parcel 
boundaries. Specifically, a parcel should contain appropriate 
access and features which make it salable. Once an ordnance 
survey has been performed on a parcel and a Statement of 
Condition approved, that parcel could be released while an 
ordnance survey would begin on the next parcel. 

This three phased parcelling concept was ultimately overtaken 
by events when the Fiscal Year 1991 Military Construction 
Appropriations Act directed the transfer of 7,600 acres of the 
9,000 acres to the Department of Interior. DOl will add this 

tract to the neighboring Patuxent Wildlife Research Center. 
4 



Transferring the proPerty to the Department of Interior for wild

life and surface use only will require only a surface ordnance 

survey that should cause minimal impact to vegetation ·and wildlife 
in the area. 

Major issues that have arisen during the Fort Meade base 
closure environmental restoration program are as follows: 

1. Establishing the extent and degree of the ordnance survey, 

Since past records describing impact areas and caliber of 

munitions utilized are either nonexistent or difficult to 

reconstruct, it is di ff i cu 1 t to determine both the area and depth 
of ordnance clearance required. 

2. Estimating the cost of conducting an ordnance survey while 
knowing the cost is dependent on the amount of unexploded 

ordnance recovered. As I just mentioned, at Fort Meade, this 

information is very limited. 

3. Reconciling the potential need to clear denselY wooded 
areas of Fort Meade in order to conduct ordnance surveys, with 

the desire to minimize the adverse impacts vegetation clearance 

would pose in this environmentallY sensitive area. 

4. Establishing the logistics and parameters for conducting 

an ordnance survey in the large area of wetlands found at Fort 
Meade. Both technical feasibilitY and regulations protecting 
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wetlands had to be considered. Agreement has been reached that 
an ordnance survey will be· conducted In wetlands which are 
traversable by foot. No survey will be conducted in wetlands 
that are not traversable bY foot. 

5. Resolving the conflict between the Department of Defense 
Regulation 6055.9 which governs the transfer of propertY contami
nated with unexploded ordnance, and the Fiscal Year 1991 Military 
Construction Appropriations Act which directs the transfer of 
7,600 acres to the Department of Interior by September 1991. 
Department of Defense Regulation 6055.9 states "Accountability 
and control of real property contaminated with ammunition and 
explosives may not be transferred to agencies outside the Depart
ment of Defense and the accountabilitY for such contaminated real 
property shall' remain vested in the Department of Defense unti 1 
the property is rendered innocuous. BY innocuous, it is meant 
that it is reasonable to assume real property is not contaminated 
with live ammunition or explosives to an extent that constitutes 
an unacceptable risk to the general public." This issue is being 
addressed by Headquarters, Department of Army and the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense. 

6. ClarifYing the uncertain future of the 1,400 acre parcel 
not subJect to transfer to the Department of the Interior. The 
uncertain future use of this 1,400 acres may result in an 
inefficient use of base closure funds by the Army. Under current 
Policy, the Army will prepare and conduct a surface and subsurface 
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ordnance survey in order to release the land without land use 
restrictions. Meanwhile, the local Coordinating Council has 
recommended this tract also be subjected to use restrictions 
similar to those in the lands to be added to the Patuxent 
Wildlife Research Center. IL at a later date, it is indeed 
decided this property too, will be released for restricted 
surface use only, the money spent in expensive subsurface 
ordnance surveys would have been wasted. An earlY decision 
concerning the ultimate use of this acreage would be helpful. 

In conclusion, the environmental portion of base closure 
program is a complex process which is not easilY separated from 
socio-economic issues and is an integral part of these activities. 
It has been a challenge to assure all environmental and regulatory 
issues have been properly addressed. The Fort Meade project will 
be an even greater challenge to complete in a manner which 
satisfies local communitY concerns while simultaneouslY achieving 
maximum return on investment by the Army, The Army has restored 
property at other locations and sold it for local beneficial 
use. It is not easy, but it can be done. 

This completes my testimony, 
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STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE RAY 

TO 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE TASK FORCE 



I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Base Clo
sure Environmental Response Task Force this afternoon to provide 
my views on base closure environmental issues and how they might 
be addressed. 

Last year, I strongly supported Congressman Fazio's efforts 
to establish this Task Force as part of a legislative strategy to 
make base closure environmental activities more visible to Con
gress and provide a dedicated source of funds to support these 
activities. 

Two years ago, the Environmental Restoration Panel held a 
hearing on Department of Defense base closure environmental 
issues -- the first of its kind in Congress. At that time, we 
learned that DoD did not know very much about environmental 
issues affecting base closure. We also found that DoD had not 
factored environmental considerations into its base closure 
decision making process. Lastly, it became clear that DoD did 
not have a very realistic estimate of the costs associated with 
environmental compliance and cleanup activities related to base 
closure. 

Obviously, DoD's awareness of the environmental aspects of 
base. closure has significantly improved since that panel hearing, 
but more needs to be done and this Task Force can play a major 
role in that process. I believe the Task Force's most important 
contribution would be to identify ways to cut through the red 
tape to expedite the characterization and cleanup of hazardous 
waste sites at closed bases. The conflict and overlap between 
federal, state, and local laws and regulations make cleanups at 
DoD bases among the most complex and difficult in the nation. 
Moreover, the mutual suspicion and misunderstanding between the 
regulators and DoD personnel complicate efforts to sort these 
issues out in a timely fashion. In addition, DoD procurement 
regulations, contract procedures, and funding requirements are 
often inconsistent with expedited cleanup efforts. 

Having a cleanup at an active DoD installation get bogged 
down in bureaucratic bickering is regrettable, to allow the same 
thing to happen at a closed base would be nothing short of 
tragic. It would delay the availability of the property for 
alternative uses at a time when the community is feeling the most 
severe economic hardship because of base closure. It would be 
even more tragic because I know what can be accomplished when all 
parties start to pull. together. This year I have assisted in the 
negotiation of supplemental agreements at national priority list 
sites at two Georgia bases. These agreements are expected to 
reduce cleanup schedules in the existing federal facility agree
ments by months or years, without lowering the quality of the 
cleanup itself. With your permission, I would like to provide a 
copy of the Robins Air Force Base agreement for the record. The 
situation at closed bases for expedited cleanups is even more 
promising because the need for quick action is recognized by all 
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parties and there is a greater receptivity to innovation and 
responsible risk taking. 

The Task Force has a tremendous opportunity to recommend 
innovative ways to work through current statutory and regulatory 
requirements, and foster improved cooperation between Dod and the 
regulators to streamline base closure cleanups. Another major 
issue that I think needs to be looked into carefully is the legal 
problems associated with the expedited transfer of land at base 
closure NPL sites. Reviewing the closure, cleanup and transfer 
of property at Pease and Norton Air Force Bases highlighted the 
importance of this problem. Because the Environmental Protection 
Agency has designated all of the property contained in these 
bases as NPL sites, there is concern that all of the property 
would have to be cleaned up before any land could be transferred. 

Equally troubling, it is not clean whether "uncontaminated" 
portions could be carved out for expedited transfer and reuse, or 
that there could be surface leasing of areas affected by sub-sur
face groundwater contamination. 

We have consulted with some Superfund lawyers and the 
attached paper that they have provided suggests that current law 
provides a litigation lighting rod over these base closure NPL 
sites about the size of the Washington Monument. Any individual 
or group who is unhappy about the cleanup or land reuse plan of 
these base closure NPL sites can mount a strong legal challenge 
that would seriously complicate efforts to attract developers or 
lenders. The whole thing could be tied up in court for months 
or years while the community suffers. 

As a result, I have introduced legislation, H.R. 2179, that 
would amend Section 120(h) of the Superfund Amendments and Reau
thorization Act to provide for the expedited cleanup and transfer 
of base closure NPL sites. Since I have introduced this legisla
tion, the number of communities that might be affected by this 
problem has grown from 5 to 14, and this total is bound to grow 
when the next two Base Closure and Realignment lists come out. 

It would be very useful to the Panel and Congress if the Task 
Force could look into this issue and suggest ways of addressing 
it administratively or legislatively. 

In addition, I think it would be worthwhile for the Task 
Force to provide its recommendations on the role of communities 
in making land transfer decisions that involve environmental 
issues. 

Another major consideration by the Task Force would be to 
identify any other base closure related environmental issues that 
are unique and deserve special consideration. Over the past two 
years, we have become aware of the cleanup and land transfer 
issues, but I am sure that there are a number of other environ
mental issues that need to be addressed to facilitate the timely 



closure and economic 
closure candidates. 
problems, the sooner 

reutilization of current and future base 
The sooner Congress becomes aware of these 
it can deal with them. 

In closing, I want to again express my appreciation to the 
Task Force for being invited to appear this afternoon. I look 
forward to the Task Force's report and believe its findings and 
recommendations will materially assist the Department of Defense 
and Congress in dealing with environmental issues associated with 
base closure and realignment actions. I also want to assure the 
Task Force that the Environmental Restoration Panel will be happy 
to assist your efforts in any way it can. We all want to address 
environmental issues in a way that will minimize the economic 
dislocation and hardship of communities affected by base closure. 
Working together, I think we can reconcile environmental require
ments with the needs of these communities. 
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To amend provisions of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compen
sation, and Liability Act of 1980 relating to Federal property transferred 
by Federal agencies. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

MAY 1, 1991 

Mr. RAY {for himself, Mr. FAZIO, and Mr. MATSUI) introduced the following 
bill; which was referred jointly to the Committees on Energy and Com
merce and Anned Services 

A BILL 
To amend proVlsiOns of the Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 relat

ing to Federal property transferred by Federal agencies. 

I Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. TRANSFERS OF CERTAIN FEDERAL PROPERTY 

4 UNDER SUPERFUND. 

5 (a) NOTICE.-(1) Section 120(h) of the Comprehen-

6 sive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-

7 ity Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620(h)) is amended in para-

8 graph (1) by striking out "any contract for the sale or 

9 other transfer of real property" and inserting in lieu there-
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1 of the following: "any contract for sale of, any lease of, 

2 any grant of easement on, or any written agreement for 

3 other transfer of, real property". 

4 (2) Section 120(h) of such Act is further amended 

5 in paragraph (1) by striking out "such contract" and in-

6 serting in lieu thereof "such contract, lease, grant, or 

7 agreement". 

8 (b) REMEDIAL ACTION REQUIRED.-(!) Section 

9 120(h) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

lO Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 

ll 9620(h)) is amended in paragraph (3)(B)(i) by-

12 (A) striking out "all"; and 

l3 (B) inserting after "has been taken" the follow-

14 ing: "in accordance with paragraph (4)". 

15 (2) Section 120(h) of such Act is further amended 

16 by adding at the end the following new paragraph: 

17 "(4) REMEDIAL ACTION REQUIRED.-For pur-

18 poses of paragraph (3)(B)(i), remedial action neces-

19 sary to protect human health and the environment 

20 has been taken on the property if one of the follow-

21 ing conditions exist: 

22 "(A) Remedial action has been completed 

23 on the property. 

24 "(B) No remedial action is required on the 

25 property. 
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"(C)(i) Remedial action has been com

menced on the property with respect to any 

hazardous substance remaining on the property; 

"(ii) the deed entered into for the transfer 

of such property contains clauses (I) assuring 

access to the property so that any further reme

dial action required can be taken, and (II) lim

iting the use of such property to uses that 

would be consistent with the protection of 

human health and the environment; and 

"(iii) the United States agrees to continue 

diligently carrying out any further required re

medial action on the property until all remedial 

action has been completed.". 

(c) AUTHORITY TO REMOVE HAzARDOUS SUB

STANCE.-Section 120(h) of the Comprehensive Environ

mental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 

1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620(h)) is further amended by adding 

19 at the end the following new paragraph: 

20 "(5) REMOVAL.-For purposes of attaining a 

21 condition described in paragraph ( 4), the President, 

22 acting through the head of any department, agency, 

23 or instrumentality of the United States, may remove 

24 or arrange for the removal of, under section 

25 104(a)(l), any hazardous substance on real property 
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1 subject to this subsection, regardless of whether an 

2 imminent and substantial danger to the public 

3 health or welfare or the environment exists.". 

4 (d) AUTHORITY TO SUBDIVIDE AND LEASE FEDERAL 

5 PR.oPERTY.-Section 120(h) of the Comprehensive Envi-

6 ronmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 

7 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9620(h)) is further amended by adding 

8 at the end the following new paragraph: 

9 "(6) AUTHORITY TO SUBDIVIDE AND TRANSFER 

10 FEDERAL PROPERTY.-(A) For purposes of this sub-

11 section, in the case of real property which is subject 

12 to this subsection, the head of the department, agen-

13 cy or instrumentality with jurisdiction over the prop-

14 erty may subdivide the property for purposes of sale, 

15 lease, grant of easement, or other transfer in accord-

16 ance with this paragraph. Such real property may be 

17 subdivided regardless of whether the property is list-

18 ed as a site on the National Priorities List. 

19 "(B) In the case of a parcel of property subdi-

20 vided out of such real property, the head of the de-

21 partment, agency, or instrumentality may sell, lease, 

22 grant an easement, or otherwise transfer the parcel 

23 in accordance with this subsection and other provi-

24 sions of Federal law relating to Federal property 

25 sales or transfers.". 
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1 SEC. 2.. ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION ON CERTAIN MILl· 

2 TARY INSTALLATIONS UNDER REVISED 

3 SUPERFUND LAW. 

4 (a) REPORT.-Not later than 30 days after the date 

5 of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Defense 

6 shall submit to Congress a report on the manner in which 

7 the Department of Defense plans to carry out environmen-

8 tal restoration activities on military installations described 

9 in subsection (b) to take into account the amendments 

10 made by section 1 of this Act. 

11 (b) MILITARY lNSTALLATIONS.-The military instal-

12 lations referred to in subsection (a) are the military instal-

13 lations to be closed pursuant to title II of the Defense 

14 Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Re-

15 alignment Act (Public Law 100-526; 10 U.S.C. 2687 

16 note), pursuant to the Defense Base Closure and Realign-

17 ment Act of 1990 (part A of title XXIX of Public Law 

18 101-510), or otherwise by the Department of Defense. 

0 
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IT IS SO AGREED: 

~ARY D. VBST, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the Air Force 
(Bnvironment, Safety and 
Occupational Health) 

~~ 
CHRISTIAN R. HOLMES, Deputy 
Assistant Administrator for 
Federal Facilities Bnforcement 

. #if/d;P 
~RICHARD F. GILLIS 

Major General, USAF 
Commander, WR-ALC 

• TAHNBR, Commissioner 
~~gla Department of 

Natural Resources 

PATRICK TOBIN, Deputy 
Regional Administrator 
United States Bnvlronmental 
Protection Agency Region IV 
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STAFF ANALYSIS OF B.R. 2179 

This is in response to the Task Force's June 19 request for 
the views of the staff on H.R. 2179, 102nd Congress, a bill "To 
amend provisions of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 relating to Federal 
property transferred by Federal agencies." 

Section 120Chl of the Comprehens~ve Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) requires a Federal 
agency to provide notice of hazardous substance storage, release 
or disposal on real property in the contract and in the deed for 
the sale or other transfer of the property. It also requires a 
covenant in the deed that all remedial action necessary to pro
tect human health and the environment with respect to any such 
substance remaining on the property has been taken before the 
date of the transfer. 

H.R. 2179 would amend Section 120(h) to: clarify what prop
erty transfers it applies to; clarify when remedial action has 
been taken; clarify the ability to use removal actions; and 
clarify the authority to subdivide and transfer property whether 
or not it is on the National Priorities List. It also requires a 
Report to Congress, within 30 days of enactment, on the manner in 
which the Defense Department plans to carry out environmental 
restoration activities on military installations to be closed 
under the Base Closure and Realignment Acts or otherwise. 

This legislation would improve DoD's ability to transfer 
property which poses no health or environmental threat to the 
local community that we believe enhance local redevelopment 
without diminishing DoD's responsibility to clean up contamina
tion from hazardous substances. 

The full benefits of clarification of broader authority for 
removal actions to expedite necessary cleanups would be con
strained by the CERCLA time and dollar limits on removal actions. 
We believe that, for Federal agency removal actions, the limits 
should be site related, not arbitrary administrative limits 
developed to manage Superfund. 



, DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE TASK FORCE: ISSUES 
Working Draft 
June 13, 1991 

As revised by the Defense Environmental Response Task Forr:e 
at its meeting of JIUII! 19, 1991 

(Task Forr:e additions appear in italics) 

Congress charged the Defense Environmental Response Task Force with making 

findings and recommendations on two categories of issues relating to environmental 

response actions at bases that are being closed: a) ways to improve interagency coordination; 

and b) ways to consolidate and streamline the practices, policies,· and administrative 

procedures of relevant federal and state agencies in order to expedite response actions. 

Congress specified that the Task Force make recommendations within existing laws, 

regulations and administrative policies. The Task Force Charter provides that the Task 

Force may also recommend changes to those laws, regulations and policies. To assist the 

Task Force in its deliberations this paper identifies specific issues for potential considefation 

within the broad framework of the Charter. 
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ISSUE #1 

STATEMENT OF ISSUE 

a) To what extent may facilities on closing bases be used by non-military users 
while cleanup investigations or other cleanup activities are being undertaken 
by the Department of Defense (DoD)? 

b) To what extent may DoD transfer a base in parcels that exclude areas where 
ongoing remediation is necessary? How should such parcels be delineated? 

c) To what extent may existing or proposed land uses be a factor in cleanup 
decisions: 

I. if the site is on the National Priorities List (NPL)? 

ii. if the site is regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA)? or 

iii. if the site is not on the NPL and is not regulated under RCRA? 

d) To what extent may the practices, policies and procedures for determining 
allowable uses of the land during and after the completion of remedial action 
be consolidated and streamlined: 

i. if the site is on the NPL? 

ii. if the site is regulated under the RCRA? or 

iii. if the site is not on the NPL and is not regulated under RCRA? 

BACKGROUND 

· Statutory Reaujrements 

Environmental Restoration 

. The Comprehensive Environmental Response, liability, and Compensation Act 

("CERCLA"), 42 U.S.C. §§9601-75, and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

(RCRA), as amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA), 
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i §§42 U.S.C. 6901-69921<, are the principal federal statutes governing the cleanup of defense 

sites contaminated by hazardous substances. CERCI.A §120 specifically addresses the 

responsibilities of federal agencies. Under CERCI.A §120(a), federally owned facilities are 

subject to and must comply with CERCI.A to the same extent as nongovernmental entities. 

In addition, 10 U.S.C. §2701(a)(2), specifically notes that environmental restoration activities 

must be conducted consistent with and subject to CERCI.A §120. Section 120(a) requires 

EPA to use the same criteria to evaluate federal sites for the National Priorities List (NPL), 

the list of highest priority sites under CERCI.A, as it does for private sites. EPA interprets 

§120(a) to mean that the criteria to list federal facilities should not be more exclusionary 

than the criteria to list non-federal sites. ~ EPA, Listing Policy for Federal Facilities, 54 

&g. B&g. 10520, 10525 (Mar. 13, 1989). 

CERCI.A also establishes certain minimum procedures that must be followed when 

federal agencies transfer contaminated property. Section 120(h)(3) of CERCI.A provides 

that when the federal govemffient transfers real property on which any hazardous substance 

was stored for one year or more, or known to have been released, or disposed of, the 

federal government must provide a covenant in the deed. The covenant must warrant that 

all remediation necessary to protect human health or the environment with respect to any 

hazardous substance remaining on the property has been taken before the date of the 

transfer, and that the United States will take any additional remedial action found to be 

necessary after the date of transfer. 

Some entire bases are listed on the NPL, including five on the 1988 closure list. In 

other cases, only a discrete site within· the base is listed on the NPL There are 
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contaminated sites on other bases, that are not listed on the NPL CERCLA §120(a)(4) 

requires response actions-on non-NPL sites to comply with state laws to the extent that state 

laws apply equally to response actions at non-federal facilities. Some bases contain facilities 

currently regulated under RCRA or state hazardous waste regulatory programs (or both); 

these facilities will need to be closed in accordance with those statutes. HSWA requires a 

treatment, storage, or disposal facility (TSDF) that has released hazardous waste into the 

environment to undertake "corrective action" to clean up the release. Where a base, or 

portion of a base, is both listed on the NPL and subject to state-delegated RCRA 

authorities, conflicts may arise regarding a particular proposed remedial action. 

Transfer of Land 

Other statutory authorities also apply to real estate owned by military departments 

that must be considered in the context of transferring land at a base that is being closed. 

Section 204(c) of the Base Closure Act, for example, reiterates that the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) applies to the actual closure or realignment of a facility 

and the transfer of functions of that facility to another military installation. Other statutes 

impose procedural requirements; 10 U.S.C. §2662(a), for example, provides that the 

. Secretary of a military department may not enter into certain real estate transactions, 

including leases and other transfers of property where the value exceeds $200,000, until 30 

days after he has submitted a report of the facts surrounding the transaction to Congress. 

Title 10 of the United States Code, §2668(a), authorizes the Secretary of a military 

department to grant easements for roads, oil pipelines, _ utility substations, and other 

purposes including "any ... purpose that he considers advisable." 

4 



Under the Base Closure Act and the Federal Property and Administrative Services 

Act, a federal agency receiving property from another federal agency must pay the estimated · 

fair market value for available facilities. ~Federal Property and Administrative Services 

Act, 40 U.S.C. §571 ~ill!·; Section 204(b) of the Base Closure Act, Pub. L 100-526, 102 

Stat. 2627; Federal Property Management Regulations, 41 C.F.R. §§101-42 to -49. Excep~ 

tions to this general rule are allowed for intra-DoD transfers of real property and if the 

Administrator of the General Services Administration and the Director of the Office of 

Management and Budget both agree. 41 C.F.R. §101-47.203-7. Regulations implementing 

this exception allow no-cost transfers for certain specified purposes including public parks 

and recreation areas; historic monuments; public health or educational purposes; public 

airports; and wildlife conservation. :W. In addition, the McKinney Act, 42 U.S.C. § 11411, 

requires DoD to give non-profit organizations that assist the homeless priority in leasing 

unutilized and underutilized property. 

Section 204(b) of the Base Oosure Act requires the Secretary of the military 

department contemplating a property transfer to consult with state and local governments 

to consider any plan for the use of the property that the local community may have. Pub. 

L 100-526, 102 Stat. 2627. States and local governments are generally given priority over 

private individuals in acquiring surplus federal property. 41 C.F.R. §101-47.203-7. 

Issues Surrounding Transfers and Conveyances · 

. Some bases identified for closure contain facilities that are in demand for non- . 

military use. DoD may desire to lease, or otherwise transfer use of, such facilities to non

military users before the base is closed. In some cases the facility may be within an "area 
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of concern" identified by DoD as needing either investigation to determine the need for 

environmental restoration or actual restoration. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) and state environmental regulatory agencies will have different interests in the site 

depending on the state of knowledge about the site, the regulatory posture at the site, and 

the stage of the investigation or restoration. It may be necessary to limit or restrict the non

military use in order to ensure that it does not interfere with the ongoing investigation or 

cleanup. Differing controls or limitations on interim use of facilities may be appropriate 

during the phases of investigation and restoration. 

The procedures for determining interim and final uses of the affected land are likely 

to differ depending on whether the cleanup is conducted under CERCLA, RCRA, or some. 

other framework. In addition, the intended interim or final use of the land may or may not 

be a valid consideration in determining cleanup standards, depending on which of these 

statutes governs the cleanup decision. The extent to which planned land uses affect cleanup 

decisions is likely to be highly controversial. If higher levels of residual contamination are 

allowed after cleanup because, for example, the planned use is industrial, measures must be 

taken to ensure that future changes in land use do not expose the public to unacceptable 

risks from the residual contamination.· 

Contamination on many bases is limited to relatively small discrete areas. One issue 

raised in such cases is whether the uncontaminated areas may be transferred as separate 

parcels, with the Department retaining the contaminated areas until remedial action is 

completed. 

6 



A corollary issue is how to define a . contaminated area, particularly where 

groundwater may be contaminated and the extent of that contamination (i&... size, direction 

of flow, and speed of the plume) is unknown. It may be difficult to determine precisely the 

boundaries of an "area of concern" prior to completion of cleanup. Another related 

question is whether, and under what circumstances, DoD may transfer uncontaminated 

surface above contaminated groundwater, or contaminated surface above contaminated 

groundwater for which surface remediation is complete. Also, the issue of defining and 

transferring uncontaminated areas is complicated by the fact that activities during the 

remedial design and remedial action could reveal that contamination extends to an area that 

had already been transferred by easement, lease, or some other land use transfer 

mechanism. 

Restrictions such as prohibitions on well drilling or other subsurface. activity (if 

subsurface contamination is an issue) may be appropriate. DoD could also sell or otherwise 

transfer parcels of property with a right of entry for monitoring or with other use 

restrictions. How restrictions are implemented will be critical to the protection of public 

health and safety, success of the cleanup, and resolution of future conflicts between the 

military department and its transferees. Restrictions on use are effective if they are made 

a part of the deed and "run with the land" so that later owners cannot extinguish or ignore 

them. Such restrictions also decrease the marketability of the land, making it more difficult 

to obtain purchasers. Lenders may be hesitant to lend money to purchase land which has 

had use restrictions placed on it. 
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Impediments to transfer resulting from threats of liability under CERCIA §§ 106 and 

107 cannot be ignored._ Potential transferees (including lessees) of property from DoD could 

be considered "owners or operators" of a CERCIA site liable for the costs of response at 

the site. At Pease Air Force Base in New Hampshire, this problem was resolved by 

legislation providing complete indemnification to the State of New Hampshire and lenders 

for any liability associated with releases caused by the Air Force at the base. 

Indemnification will likely be a recurring issue, since agencies do not have the authority to 

indemnify a purchaser theinselves. 

DoD has noted that bases may not be "nearly as valuable to the private sector" as 

they are to DoD. (~ Statement of James F. Boatright, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the 

Air Force, before the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, at 3 (May 10, 

1991)). Moreover, the commercial real estate market is still in a slump, ll.t. at 4, which will 

likely impede any large-scale transfers of property for some time. Factors that could affect 

the value of a particular piece of property at a military installation include: 

(1) impact of closure on local economy 
(2) ability of local market to absorb a large tract of land in a short time period 
(3) age and possible negative value of improvements on land 
( 4) . availability of public benefit conveyances 
(5) set asides for wetlands, critical habitats, or contaminated areas 

IQ. at 9. 

Other factors that may affect land values include the degree of encroachment of non-

military uses upon the base (~ military flight paths, weapons uses, training needs that 

affect local communities); the condition of the base facilities and its improvements; the 

facility's suitability for other uses without significant expenditures; and the value of existing 

improvements that can add to a property's marketability. 
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OPTIONS 

a) Identify the circumstances in which, and the criteria and restrictions under 

which, facilities on closing bases may be leased or otherwise transferred for 

use by non-military users while cleanup investigations or other cleanup 

activities are being undertaken. 

i) Identify and develop criteria for the use of innovative real estate 

transactions to accomplish such transfers. 

ii) Identify and develop criteria for the use of conservation easements or 

other potections for ecological fl!S()W"Cl!S for parcels that have significcmt 

value as natural areas. 

iii) Develop a policy to govem the use of parr:els within an environmental 

"area of concern" during the time investigation and cleanup ir ongoing, 

including provisions regarding protections from liability, access rights, 

compliance with applicable health and safety plans, and subsequent 

transfers. 

B) Cl&FJY &f'f)lieaBle staftltes, regulatiens &ad pel:ieies te ituJieate that pertians 

ef Beses fer ·.vhieB tHere is ae ~eatami.eatiea er lilEelil=leeEi ef eeatamiaatiea 

ma,r he H"&B5feffed iRdepeaEieBt ef eeat~Beted p&reel-5. 

e) leeatify tl!e Eliffefeaees ia tl!e pelieies, Jlf&etiees aae JlfeeeS!lfeS fef 

tleteHBiniag e:llerw·&ele ttses ef lead tittriag ead after eleB:Bttp 'Nhea the site is 

ea tke NPL; a RCR.'\ Feg~~Iatee site, ef aeitl!ef. Reeeaeile taese diffefeaees. 
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d) Reeeaeile a.ad eeRli:Jiae eYersigRt &Ad regulatOf)' respeH5il3ilities HASer 

CERCL'\ Me RCRA at bases beiHg elesee er realigttee. 

e) ldeatiey &REI Se·,elep eriteria fer the t~se ef illfle·;a.tive real estate tr&RSaetions. 

f) IEieatif)· end Ele-,elep eriteFia far the ttSe ef eetlSeAl&tiOB e&Semeas or ether 

preteeaeas fur eeelegteal researees fur eertaift preperaes betag sale er 

kaasferree. 

g) l>er.~elep a peliey· te gevefR the HSe of p8:Feel5 vAHHB aa "He& of eeaeem" 

dttriag the time iw.·estigatiea &Hd remediatiaa is aageifig, iaelading pre-lisieH5 

regarEiiBg aeeess rights, eofBfJliaaee vAth &J3pHea91e health &BEl saf.ety plans, 

BB:e Sl:leseqaeat trall5fers. 

b) Investigate the potential for redefining the boundaries of NPL sites on miliJary 

bases from including the entire base to an area determined by the source and 

extent of contaminatioiL 

c) Determine the eXtent to which applicable statutes, regulations, and policies 

provide that portions of bases for which there is no contamination or likelihood 

of contamination may be transferred independent of contaminated parcei.s. 
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ISSUE #2 

STATEMENT OF ISSUE 

a) To what extent may the practices, policies and procedures for determining 
cleanup standards be consolidated and streamlined: 

i. if the site is on the NPL? 

ii. if the site is regulated under the RCRA? or 

iii. if the site is not on the NPL and is not regulated under RCRA? 

b) To what extent may the practices, policies and procedures for executing the 
cleanup be consolidated and streamlined? 

i. if the site is on the NPL? 

ii. if the site is regulated under the RCRA? or 

iii. if the site is not on the NPL and is not regulated under RCRA? 

BACKGROUND 

The roles and responsibilities of state environmental regulatory agencies and EPA 

vary depending on whether a site is on the NPL, is regulated under RCRA, or neither. 

Each of these three legal categories provide distinct opportunities for consolidating and 

streamlining the cleanup process. In particular, the procedures for determining the cleanup 

standards for an NPL site will likely differ from the procedures for determining the cleanup 

standards for a TSDF regulated by a state that has received RCRA corrective action 

authorization from EPA Similarly, the procedures for implementing a remedial action at 

an NPL site differ from the procedures for carrying out a corrective action at a TSDF in a 

state that has a fully delegated RCRA/HSWA hazardous waste regulatory program. 

Moreover, the procedures for determining and implementing cleanup decisions at non-NPL, 

non-RCRA sites may differ from both of these systems. 
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Two sections of CERCLA are directly applicable to the questions of determining and 

implementing cleanup standards at federal facilities. Section 121 of CERCLA. addressing 

cleanup standards, is the primary statutory authority for determining cleanup standards at 

all sites listed on the NPL Section 121 delineates the nature of the remedy to be chosen 

and requires that a chosen remedy protect human health and the envirorunent. Section 121 

also provides that legally applicable or relevant and appropriate more stringent state 

standards (ARARs) may apply in determining the proper level of cleanup. 

As already noted, CERCLA § 120 specifically addresses the responsibilities of federal 

agencies for cleanup of hazardous substances. CERCLA §120(a) requires federally owned 

facilities to comply with CERCLA to the same extent as nongoverrunental entities. 

CERCLA §120(e)(2) provides that for federal sites that are listed on the NPL, EPA plays 

a significant role in remedy selection. The section directs the federal agency concerned to 

enter into an lAG with EPA for the "expeditious completion ... of all necessary remedial 

actions" at the facility. Executive Order 12580 specifies the procedures to be followed prior 

to the selection of the remedy by EPA Exec. Order 12580, §10, 52~.~· 2923, 2928 

(1987). 

For federal sites not on the NPL, CERCLA §120(a)(4) mandates that state laws 

concerning response actions apply. Arguably, all of the procedures contained in the NCP 

may apply even to federal sites not on the NPL Section 120(a)(4) raises the possibility that 

§ 121 guidelines on state standards must be followed even for those federal facilities listed 

on the NPL 
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Section 120(i) of CERCLA states that nothing in CERCLA §120 "shall affect or 

impair the obligation of any department, agency, or instrumentality of the United States to 

comply with any requirement of [RCRA) (including corrective action requirements)." 

Section 120(i) states only that corrective action authorities apply to federal facilities; it does 

not specify the extent to which those authorities, found in RCRA §3004(u), will apply if 

CERCLA response activities are being conducted at the same time as corrective action 

activities at a federal facility. 

OPTIONS 

a) Identify the differences in practices, policies and procedures for determining 

cleanup standards under CERCI.A, RCRA and other applicable laws, 

including state laws; reeeaeile these eiffereaees. 

b) Identify the differences in practices, policies and procedures, inclllding DoD 

contracting procedures, for executing cleanups under CERCI.A, RCRA and 

other applicable laws, including state laws; reeeaeile these eiffereaees. 

e) IateFpret Cli:RCLt\ §12Q(i) ia eeRjHHetieH v.~th §121 se that RCRA §3QQ4(H) 

re€J:ttiFemeats de aet delay CERCL'\ ele&AHp aetien5. 

d) Reeeae~le &nd eemBiae eversight &Bd regHlatefY respensieilities Mader 

CERCLA ee RCRA at eases eeiag elesee er realigaee. 

c) Investigate the potential to erpedile the process of detirmining cleanup Slandards 

tJuough the we of standard or generic responses to reauring types of 

contamination, such as petroleum releases. In partiadar; investigate the potential 

for generic RI/FSs and RCRA. Facility Investigation/Corrective Measures Studies. 
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d) Investigate the potential for combining the land use planning process for base 

reuse, enviroivnental assessment of base closure under NEP A. and cleanup 

studies such as an Rl/FS or RCRA FaciliJy Investigation/Corrective Mearures 

Study. 

e) Investigate the potential for expediting cleanup through improved contracting 

policies and procedures. 

f) Evaluate DoD'J resource availability for restoration activities. 
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ISSUE #3 

STATEMENT OF ISSUE 

Are there sites for which remediation is not technologically feasible, or for which the 
cost of remediation is simply prohibitive? If so, what uses, if any, can be made of 
such sites, and what mechanisms are needed to protect the public in perpetuity from 
the risks associated with such sites? 

BACKGROUND 

This issue most frequently arises at military installations or former military 

installations that are contaminated by munitions residue. There are many such sites around 

the country with some degree of contamination. Two installations scheduled for closure 

under the 1988 Base Closure Commission report, Jefferson Proving Ground and Fort 

George G. Meade, have significant amounts of munitions residue. For example, at Jefferson 

Proving Ground alone, it is estimated that more than 23 million rounds of munitions have 

been fired, and over 1.5 million rounds remain as high-explosive duds. 

Munitions residue that contaminates military installations exists in many forms. The 

simplest form is the inert fragmentation/ casing which remains after the high explosive fill 

has detonated. On the other end of the spectrum are munitions containing high explosives 

that malfunction (duds) and may be on the surface or (most probably) many feet 

underground. Some munitions have been recovered as deep as 30 feet beneath the surface. 

With the proper stimulus, these duds may detonate. In addition to these two types of 

munitions are many other practice/training devices that may or may not contain an explosive . 

charge: 
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The regulatory status of unexploded ordnance under RCRA and CERCIA is not 

clear. In fact, there are differing interpretations among EPA and the States of RCRA 

storage, treatment and disposal requirements for the manufacture, testing, handling and 

disposal of ordnance, munitions, and other weapons. DoD is currently pursuing an 

amendment to the U.S. Senate Federal Facilities Compliance Bill (S. 596) that would allow 

the development of alternative regulations to address the RCRA issue. 

Not every military installation, or pan of an installation, creates a munitions 

contaminated area to the same degree. For example, several bases may all use one 

bombing range. At other bases, only small arms ammunition may have ever been used. 

Therefore, the scope of contamination may not be easy to determine, and a records search 

by the services may be needed in order to determine the location and extent of unexploded 

ordnance. However, records may be inaccurate or non-existent, especially for actions that 

occurred years ago. 

The feasibility and cost of remediation depends on the future intended use of the 

property and the level of cleanup necessary for the intended use. Surface clearing may be 

adequate for pastures or wildlife preserves. (Surface clearing has beep. proposed at Ft. 

Meade where munitions contaminated property is being considered for use by the 

Department of the Interior as a wildlife refuge. However, strict controls on human access 

will also be required.) DoD safety standards do not permit custody transfer of lands 

contaminated with explosives that may endanger the public, when the contamination cannot 

be remediated with existing technology and resources. Oeanup of the same property for 

residential or commercial use may be prohibitively costly, if not technologically infeasible. 
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This is because more land must be excavated to recover dud munitions buried beneath the 

surface that may be detonated by construction and excavation. Clearing land of ordnance 

not only requires specialized equipment, it can also be very dangerous and extremely labor 

intensive. 

Where adequate clean-up for residential or commercial use is not feasible, DoD 

needs mechanisms to protect the public from residual risks on sites which are transferred. 

First, past land use (and potential hazards) must be clearly identified to future· owners. 

Second, restrictions on future land use must be clearly identified to future ownerS aild 

somehow retained with title for all subsequent transactions. Restrictions should be 

commensurate with the residual unexploded ordnance hazard. 

Even with restrictions on future use, liability questions remain. DoD is still liable for 

cleanup resulting from DoD activities prior to transfer. In cases where public access is 

restricted, what happens if there are trespassers or access is required for. legitimate reasons, 

~ firefighting? Can DoD ensure that it will not be liable for contamination created by 

future users? 

Remediation costs are proportional to the depth of cleanup. This variability of cost 

is best illustrated by the estimated remediation costs for Jefferson Proving Ground (95 

square miles near Madison, Indiana) according to various levels of cleanup. 
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ESTIMATED COSTS FOR VARYING LEVELS OF 
EXPLOSIVE REMEDIATION 

(EStimates provided by Jefferson Proving Ground) 

CLEANUP LEVEL 

Surface Cleanup 
Restricted Cleanup 

3 Feet Deep 
6 Feet Deep 
10 Feet Deep 

Unrestricted Cleanup 
(Technology for unrestricted 
cleanup is currently not available) 

COSTS 

$550 Million 

$2.8 Billion 
$3.8 Billion 
$5.0 Billion 
> $5.0 Billion 

Special Concerns and Considerations 

Present DoD policy requires that plans for leasing, transferring or disposing of DoD 

real property where ammunition or explosives exists, or is suspected to exist, be submitted 

to the DoD Explosives Safety Board for review and approval. DoD regulations (DoD 

6055.9-510) specify that contaminated property cannot be transferred until "rendered 

innocuous." 

Restricting a cleanup to surface contamination may not ensure that the surface 

.. remains uncontaminated over time. Freezing and thawing of the soil and other physical 

factors may result in subsurface ordnance migrating to the surface. Therefore continuing 

remediation may be necessary, since all remediation tends to be temporary in lands which 

have been heavily contaminated by penetrating ordnance like aircraft bombs and artillery. 

The location of buried ordnance may not be known. Therefore, it may be difficult 

to certify that "clean" sites are in fact really clean. This has occurred at Jefferson Proving 

Ground where large amounts of World War II munitions were found in the course of 

excavating a supposedly clean area. · 
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Ordnance cleanup is inherently dangerous. The need to characterize and remediate 

a site may conflict with requirements to minimize health and safety risks to cleanup 

personnel. 

In addition to lack of technologies to remediate the site, technologies may also not 

be available for conducting investigations of the site. For example, detectors may not be 

capable of detecting ordnance buried deep beneath the surface or in wetlands . 
• 

The excavation required for a complete cleanup would likely generate significant 

undesirable environmental impacts. Removing 10+ feet of soil over a large area would 

generate impacts similar to strip mining. However, in areas heavily contaminated by 

penetrating ordnance, even this level of cleanup might yield temporary results, as ordnance 

items later work their way to the surface. 

In most cases, installations contaminated with high explosive munitions residue will 

not be suitable for commercial or residential use, not only because of the cost or lack of 

cleanup technologies, but also because it may be impossible to guarantee that a site is in 

fact "clean." 

OPTIONS 

a) Separate highly eeetamiaated area5 Hem "elea~" areas (k:Bev8l as "pareel-iag"), 

se that p&Ft ef the lead that e"f)erieaeed little er ae eeatami:natiea might Be 

easi~ ele&aed, -;erified aed released. 

h) PeffeffB st:1rfeee eleaHHps sttffieieat te &ll&lW· aetivities 'Hhere hath eleRAHp ane:l 

BtiHUlll aeeess S:Rd e*fJSSl:tfe is limited, U;;, vlildlife ·reRlges er eertaiB ty}les ef 

ifldastrifkl aeti-:tties aet ifwel¥iag ee115tFlietiea er exear;atiea 
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e) eslablisl! meel!&nisms le preleel tile pHblie iH peFpeiHily frem resi8Hal risiES 

at sites where remediatien is at a lesser Ie·1eL 

a) RelaiH tide iH DeD aHa aesigHale tile area as a ·.vilalife refuge, bird saHelliafY 

er similar ase aet iw1elYiag pa8lie eeeess. 

e) Use fuads frem tHe B~e ClesHre .Aeeeaat te rese&Feh &lui develep teehaelegy 

far eXJJlesive erdftftftee El~ese.l. 

a) Provide a list of bases and formerly used defense sites at which nwnilions 

conJamination is an issue. 

b) Investigate whether any other sites or types of conJamination at closing bases are 

tecluw1ogicaily or economically infeasible to clean up. 
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ISSUE #4 

STATEMENT OF ISSUE 

To what extent can overlapping or duplicative regulatory responsibilities and 
functions be combined or delegated to a single regulatory authority? 

BACKGROUND 

Existing law allows EPA to delegate to states the primary responsibility under 

RCRA/HSWA for overseeing corrective action at TSDFs, but does not allow similar 

delegation of responsibility under CERCl.A to oversee remedial actions at NPL sites. The 

potential for delegation of corrective action oversight under RCRA is largely unrealized, 

since few states have met EPA's criteria for authorization. 

Although CERCLA does not provide for delegation of that program to individual 

states, CERCLA §121(f) calls for "substantial and meaningful involvement by each state in 

initiation, developments and selection of remedial actions to be undertaken in that State." 

EPA's proposed revisions to the National Contingency Plan (NCP) in 1988 included policy 

options to allow NPL sites to be "deferred" to states to facilitate more rapid cleanup and to 

conserve the federal fund. Amidst growing controversy over this proposed expansion of 

states' role at NPL sites, the EPA Administrator informed a Senate committee in June 1989 

that EPA would defer action on this proposal, and the new NCP includes no such option 

for states. Nevertheless, many states take an active role in federal cleanups of NPL sites, 

·often assuming "state lead" under cooperative agreements with EPA Most states also now 

operate their own cleanup programs for remediating non-NPL, non-RCRA sites. 
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Delegation of the RCRA regulatory program to the states is intended to eliminate 

duplication of effort by agencies that have overlapping areas of responsibility. The 

argument is that delegation will expedite cleanups at TSDFs, including those located on 

bases that will be closed. Delegation of RCRA corrective action authority to more states 

might expedite cleanups at a significant number of bases subject to closure. When EPA 

delegates RCRA §3004(u) authority to individual states, it could perhaps adjust the 

delegated authorities to account for the special circumstances encountered at federal 

facilities. 

OPTIONS 

e) DeteFftliae why mere states Ba·le aet satisfied the efitefia f'er delegatieR ef 

RC~\:/HS\lf.A eerreetive aetiea &HtReri~. If aelegatiee is heiag delayed fer 

rea:sefl5 ttftfelatefl te the estaBltsfted eriteria, remeYe these impediments. 

1\ssist states te meet the eriteria. 

e) CellSiEief the e'eHefits ef 8 siHgle eft•tire.ftfftefttal ageHey (federal er state) 

B&¥iag regulate!=)' resfJensiBilir:y t:er all fta:2arEietis Sl:ll:lstanee eleaiH::lps at elesiag 

e!lSes. 

a) &search whether barriers to consolidating in a single environmental agency 

(federal or state) regulatory responribility for all hazardous substance clearwps at 

dosing bases are administrative or statuloly. 

· e) Aittherize delegatiea te states ef &Htherity te evef5ee eleaiutp aet~eftS at ~1PL 

sites \Yhere· the state demenstrates eapaBility te de se .. 
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' . 

d) Investigate specific areas where it is possible to reconcile and combine oversight 

and regulatory responsibilities under CERCLA and RCRA at bases being 

closed or realigned. 
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ISSUE #5 

STATEMENT OF ISSUE 

To what extent may proceeds from property transactions be used to rund cleanups? 

BACKGROUND 

The 1988 Base Closure Act (P.L 100-526) authorized closures to begin in January 

1990 and end by October 1995. The statute allows DoD to use the proceeds from the sale 

of land at these closing bases to offset the costs of such closings if the sale occurs by 

October 1995 .. 

Cleanup of many closing bases will extend beyond five years and final transfer of 

some portions of those bases, therefore, may not occur until after the five year deadline 

passes. Moreover, funds currently budgeted for cleanup of contaminated sites at closing 

bases are insufficient to clean up all such sites. Until fiscal year 1991, cleanup of 

contaminated sites at base~ slated for closure was primarily funded under the Defense 

Environmental Restoration Account (DERA), DoD's overall account for environmental 

restoration at all bases. DERA has $1.1 billion authorized for Fiscal Year 1991. In the 

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991, P.L 101-510, Congress moved all 

funding for cleanup activities at closing bases from the Defense Environmental Restoration 

Program (DERP) at active bases to the Base Oosure Account, which was provided with 

$100 million to fund the costs of cleanup at the bases on the 1988 closure list. Congress 

took this action because of its concern that cleanup at closing bases should not compete with 

cleanup activities at active bases for DERA funds under DoD's worst-first priority system. 
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Applying the proceeds from the property transactions to the cleanup of other 

contaminated sites would supplement the funds appropriated for cleanup and expedite 

cleanup of all such sites. For example, a trust account might be created with the proceeds 

from the lease or sale of land at a site, to be used to pay the costs of long-term operation 

and maintenance of a groundwater pumping and treatment system required as part of the 

cleanup at that site. 

An example of the use of a trust mechanism to fund future clean-up activities is 

found in the consent decree entered in connection with United States of America v. Stauffer 

Chemical Company. et a!.. Civil Action No. 89-0195-Mc, (D. Mass.). Pursuant to the 

consent decree, the parties allocated responsibility for conducting and paying for cleanup 

activities and agreed to the establishment of two trust mechanisms and an escrow account 

through which past and future cleanup activities would be financed. 

The defendants responsible for conducting future agreed-upon cleanup activities on 

the site agreed to establish a trust (the "Remedial Trust") and provide the trust the money 

necessary to ensure the uninterrupted progress and timely completion of the required 

cleanup work. . These defendants will remain jointly and severally liable for any failure of 

the Remedial Trust to comply with the terms of the consent decree. 

A second category of defendants agreed to establish a second trust (the "Custodial 

Trust") and to convey to such trust title to their real property interests in the site .. Under 

the terms of the consent decree, the Custodial Trust is responsible for managing the 

property, which includes: 
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implementing land use restrictions that would maintain the integrity and 

prevent the unauthorized disturbance of the caps and other structures that are 

to be constructed at the site as part of the cleanup process. 

permitting access to the site for cleanup activities. 

subdividing die property and locating potential purchasers. 

negotiating and executing the sale or transfer of the property. 

arranging for the sale or transfer proceeds to be delivered to the escrow 

account established by the consent decree (the "Escrow"). 

If any property included in the site is unsalable, the Custodial Trust is to establish 

a further trust to hold and operate the property in accordance with a plan developed by 

EPA in consultation with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The Custodial Trust is not 

to sell any real property included in the site until after certification of completion of the 

remedial action, except in limited circumstances where future cleanup and control of the 

property has otherwise been assured by EPA and the Commonwealth. 

The bulk of the proceeds in the Escrow are to be applied to reimburse the United 

States for response costs incurred prior to the entry of the consent decree and to reimburse 

. the defendants responsible for conducting future cleanup activity for their respective costs. 

The defendants responsible for conducting and paying for future cleanup activity are also 

jointly and severally responsible for any failure by the Custodi8.1. Trust, any further trust 

established pursuant to the consent decree, or the representative of the Escrow to comply 

with the terms of the consent decree. The Custodial Trust and its trustees are not to be 

considered owners or operators of the site property for liability purposes solely on account 
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of the Custodial Trust's ownership and disposition of such property in accordance with the 

consent decree, so long as the Custodial Trust does not conduct or allow others to conduct 

any activity on the property other than activities permitted by the consent decree. 

OPTIONS 

a) Investigate the feasibility of using a OISiodial or other type of trust funded by the 

proceeds from land transfers to fund long-term cleanup activities at closing 

bases. 

e) Remeve ~e ftrte ye!lf limitstiell 611 tl§e ef lsna trftllSfef preeeeds far eleft11Hj3 

at elesiag Bases. 
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Understanding on Knvironmental Coordination 
and Cleanup at Robins APB, Georgia 

Meetings were held ln Atlanta and Robins APB, Georgia, called tor and led by 
Congressman Richard Ray on 14 and 15 February 1991 and attended at Congreuman 
Ray· a request by senior manage~~~ent otClcials ot the Georgia lnviro~~~~~ental 
Protection Dlvialon, the Knvironmental Protection Agency and the Onited States 
Alr Force. Tbe purpose or the meetings was to identity ways to achieve early 
environmental cleanup actions at Robina APB as part ot ita Inatallat\on 
Restoration Program. As a result, a high level workgroup was formed to make 
suggestions tor expediting the ongoing cleanup, consistent wltb the exletlng 
Interagency Agreement between all parties under Section 120 ot the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act and where 
practicable to suggest other initiatives that could be useful tor other 
installations. 

The workgroup, consisting or the Deputy Regional Administrator, BPA Region IV; 
the Chiet', Land Protection Branch, Georgia lnvlronmental Protection Dlvidon; 
and the Director, Warner Robins Air Logistics Center Environmental Manage~~~ent 
orrice, has Dtt and has developed several rec011111endations tor expedited 
implementation at Robins ArB. Additional initiatives wUl be developed tor 
use at Robins AFB with the goal or enhancing and accelerating base cleanup 
consistent wltb all applicable state and t'ederal lava and regulations. The 
workgroup or designees or the respective members will meet from time to tlme 
as may be necessary to accomplish this goal. 

It 1e the understanding of all parties that thle workgroup baa been and will 
continue to be given the fullest support by all levels ot' the Agencies 
involved. The workgroup will endeavor to make periodic reports or significant 
achievements and successful initiatives. 

Specifically, it 111 understood by all parties that the workgroup shall have 
full dlecretlon to suggest changes to a.n,y activity, procedure, organization, 
guidance, or policy that may result in expediting or enhancing environmental 
cleanup, and tbat workgroup suggestions wlll be given careful consideration at 
the levels or decision required tor implementation. The group will give 
special attention to mea3urea that wlll streamline processes and ellalnate 
unneceuary del~, such as duplicative efforts or failure to share or use 
available expertise or the agencies involved, whlle at tbe sa~~~e Ume being 
tully protective ot' health and the environment and giving ample opportunity 
tor public review and comment. 

Where initiatives that could benefit other installations are noted,- these ~ 
be made the subject or special reports, separate trom any periodic reports, 
that can be forwarded tor review and implementation by the appropriate 
!S&encies, so that the et't'orts or thle group may benetlt the nationwide 
environmental program or the Air Force and the Department of Defense, as well 
as the KPA and the State or Georgia. 



SPECIFIC COMMITMENTS TO EXPEDITE CLEANUP ACTIONS 

RECORD OF DECISION: The Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IV (EPA), Georgia Environmental Protection Division 
(GEPD), and the u.s. Air Force (USAF) will work toward completing 
the Record of Decision by 30 June 1991, vice the original 
scheduled date of October 1991. To meet this date, the parties 
will work jointly to accelerate preparation of the Remedial 
Action Plan with a target date for start of the public comment 
period by 25 April 1991. 

LANDFILL 4: The Air Force will expedite efforts with a goal of 
beginning field work on remedial actions within six months after 
the Record of Decision is signed. EPA Region IV and the Air 
Force will work together to resolve the issue of the need for a 
Section 404 permit so construction of a runon control system can 
begin as soon as possible. 

WETLANDS: BPA and the Air Force will work jointly to define the 
required scope of the wetlands study. EPA personnel will do the 
initial reconnaissance field work during the first week of 
April 1991. The Air Force will complete the remainder of the 
field studies in early 1992, depending upon the results of the 
reconnaissance survey. 

SHALLOW GROUND WATER AQUIFER: The Air Force will expedite field 
testing with a goal of completing the remedial investigation 
report by the end of 1991. EPA, GEPD and the Air Force will 
expedite the review and revision of the report. The Air Force 
will review the wetlands study results and the initial data from 
the groundwater study to evaluate the benefit of installing 
extraction wells to provide a barrier to reduce the contaminant 
burden on the wetlands. 

OTHER ROBINS AFB IRP SITES: The Air Force has formulated an 
action plan to cleanup and close 16 sites in 1991. GEPD and the 
USAF have discussed interim and corrective actions. GBPD and the 
USAF will work together to assure the documentation supports site 
closure. 



REPORT TO CONGRESS ON LIABILITY, 
BONDING, AND INDEMNIFICATION ISSUES 

FOR DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
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HAZARDOUS WASTE CONTRACfS 
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Response Action Contractors' Liability Issues 

Regarding the Defense Environmental Restoration Program 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Conclusions: 

The Department of Defense {DoD) faces a major challenge to cleanup its 
contaminated sites quickly, effectively and without excessive cost to taxpayers. The 
DoD cleanup and remedial program relies on the architectural and engineering 
services and the design and construction capabilities of private sector remedial action 
contractors (RACs). The RAC community expresses reservations about its members' 
future willingness to undertake this work for the DoD because of perceived uncertain, 
but believed potentially large, risk to their firms inherent in DoD's remedial action 
work. In order to better understand the substance and basis of these concerns the 
Department of Defense has endeavored to work with representatives of the RAC 
community, other private sector contracting entities, as well as representatives 
knowledgeable about the practices and concerns regarding the insurance and surety 
sectors of the nation. The study concludes that contractors have the following deeply 
held perception of the current liability situation: 

RACs, because of joint strict and several liability under federal and state 
law, may be found liable when they are not at fault. 

The resulting probability of insolvency through imposition of liability 
without fault is uncertain and therefore unacceptable. 

RACs are unable to secure adequate insurance due to the 
insurance industry's reluctance to become involved where the 
risk is so uncertain and potentially large. 

RACs are also hampered in obtaining performance bonds required 
by the Miller Act for DoD construction contracts. Surety companies 
are reluctant to write bonds. The uncertain and potentially large 
risk for the situation has decreased availability and increased costs 
which are ultimately reflected in DoD's costs. 

RAC's believe they are assuming risks that properly go to DoD as the 
generator of hazardous waste and owner of the site. 

These perceptions have serious implications for the continued progress of the 
DoD's cleanup program, as DoD may not be able to sustain rapid progress in its 
cleanup program without a heavy reliance on knowledgeable qualified contractors. 

The Department has also concluded the following as to the current status of 
response action contracting and the legal liabilities of the Department 



DoD is currently able to get adequate competition for our remediation 
contracts. 

Some well-regarded companies are not bidding on DoD contracts dting 
the risk Issues as their reason not to compete. 

DoD is not able to determine, based on this study, what impact the 
contractor's perceived liability exposure is having on their bid pricing of 
DoD contracts. 

There is no evidence that quality of work on DoD contracts is being 
affected. 

The current liability picture particularly discourages contractor 
participation in innovative remedies as they place potential additional 
risk on the contractor. A contractor's prime defense to their perceived 
liability exposure is to use standard, conservative measures wherever 
possible, thus favoring an excessively conservative approach to 
remediation. 

RACs express a willingness to be liable for their failure to perform 
adequately on their remediation contracts. 

DoD as waste generator, facility owner, and overall manager of its 
remediation effort is and should be ultimately responsible for future 
problems associated with its remediation efforts, however, it should have 
a legal remedy against a non-performing contractor. 

As a waste generator and owner of the contaminated site DoD is 
in a different liability relationship with its contractors than EPA 
with its contractors. As such liability shifting rules developed by 
EPA for dealing with its contractors may not be appropriate for 
DoD. 

Private firms hiring RACs for private cleanup work engage in risk 
sharing strategies with RAC contractors which may be adaptable to DoD 
contracts. 

Different types of remediation projects have different 
inherent risks and therefore may call for different risk 
sharing strategies. 

Appropriate risk sharing strategies should result in reduced 
cleanup cost to the Department and the taxpayer, without 
increasing the ultimate risk to the treasury. 

Adoption of risk sharing strategies may require regulatory 
and legislative reform. 



Res;ommendations: 

Based on the foregoing conclusions, the Department is concerned remedial 
action contractors' perceptions may lead in the future to reduction in competition, 
escalation in costs, lowering of quality, and increased risk to the public. We are also 
very conscious that any recommendation we adopt for action or inaction, will have 
economic consequences. Any choice inevitably confers competitive advantage on 
some contractors and disadvantage on others. We must make sure we understand 
the nature and implications of the incentives and disincentives our choices Imply. 
We must encourage responsible and professional behavior by our oontractors. We 
must avoid creating incentives for behavior that diverts government resources from 
the primary goal of cleanup. Ultimately, whatever strategies we adopt should 
improve the Departmenfs ability to perform effective cleanup in a timely manner at 
a responsible cost to the taxpayer. 

Based on information developed in. doing this report, the Department is 
implementing changes in its contracting strategies and polides within its amtrol to 
resolve some of these issues. These include better acquisition planning including 
varying types of contract strategies, redudng amounts of bonds required on 
construction contracts or use of rolling or phased bonds, allowing irrevocable letters 
of credit in lieu of bonds, and retaining certain work elements under DoD control 
(e.g. signing hazardous waste manifests). The environmental and engineering arms 
of the military departments will continue to examine their current contracting 
practices with a view to recommending changes in guidance, policy, regulations, and 
legislation to enhance the effectiveness of our environmental and remedial action 
contracting. We have tasked them to ensure the scope of their study addresses 
appropriate and equitable risk sharing between the DoD and its contractors in the 
cleanup program, and to make spedfic recommendations for action to be taken. 
The DoD is now also engaged in a comprehensive review of the Federal Acquisition 
Regulations so as to ensure adequate treatment of environmental requirements. 

Two recommendations merit further consideration. The first would resolve the 
extent of liability of a surety to a remedial action contract where their only 
involvement is in providing a bond. This issue was addressed in the last Congress 
by amending section 119(g) of the Comprehensive Response Compensation and 
Liability Act to spedfically broaden coverage for sureties at National Priorities List 
sites. Extending this prindple to all DoD sites, whether or not on the NPL, would 
help bring sureties back into writing bonds for DoD cleanup a>ntracts at a reasonable 
prices. This should broaden competition for a>ntracts, improve timeliness, and reduce 
overall costs to the Departmenl This should not work a disservice to innocent third 
parties, as ultimately it is the Department that is responsible for the remediation. The 
prime purpose of the surety is to ensure the Department receives the fiscal benefit 
of the contracl 

A more wide-sweeping risk sharing concept evolved from discussions during 
the preparation of this reporl This concept would involve limiting a Response 
Action Contractor's liability to outside persons. The Department and any other true 



potentially responsible parties would be designated as those solely responsible for 
damages to innocent third parties for damages arising out of a remediation action at 
a DoD site-logical application of current law as to generators and operators of 
hazardous waste facilities. The DoD's contracts with its RACs would then provide 
for recovery by DoD from the RAC if the damages resulted from the RAC's 
negligence. This concept is similar to the latent damages clause currently used in 
construction contracts. 

The time for preparation of this report was short considering the complexity 
of the issues. Among the areas that still need substantial further analysis are the 
total cost implications of various risk sharing strategies as compared with the long 
term liabilities of the government. We will continue working with the contractor 
community and other interested parties to explore these and other recommendations 
and solutions to improve the Department's clean-up program. 
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BOWNG AIR FORCE BASE 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On 30 • 31 January 1991, the executive level Environmental Contracts FoNm of the Society of 
American Military Enginecn (SAME) met at Bollin& Air Force Base to diSC'ISs the issue$ ofUabili
ty, Indemnification, and Bonding in Environmental Contractina. 

During the forum, the foUowing key issua were raised: 

L There il a risk to the remedial action contractor (RAC) performin& emironmatal 
work. Part of this risk are the unlalowns •ssor.iated with the wort. Another part il the potential 
for third party liability suiu raulting &om the performance of such wort. 

b. RACs are unable to obtain professional performance liability insurance for hazardous 
waste site cleanup projec:ts. The insurance industry is reluctant to provide such insurmce due to 
the high risk of liability associated with the performance of such wort. Available insuraDce only 
coven the period of work performance; not the period during which RACs are most susceptible to 
third party liability suiu. 

c. RACs are unable to obtain surety bonds required for Federal government hazardous 
waste cleanup projects because the surety bond industty sees a hip risk &om liability ill issuing 
such bonds. AvaJ1able bonds are generally for projects of less than SSM value. Some oompania 
arc self-bonding in Of.der to meet governmental requirements. 

d. RACs feel that the Department of Defense (DOD) is raponsible for the presence of 
the hazardous material on the site and therefore, should be responsible for their portion of the risk 
associated with site cleanup. RACs believe that DOD should indemnify RACs performin& work 
against. third party liability to oovcr the government's portion of the risk. 

1n response to the ooncems raised . by RAC:S. DOD representatives indicated that they would 
consider the following potential solutions to resolve the issues raised: 

a. Change lt!e laws so that RACs are excluded as a potentially responsible party for 
liability suiu resulting &om cleanup actions. 

b. Revise the Federal Acquisition ReJulations (FAR) to extend the applicability of 
indemnification to oontractor worlc done as a pan of the De~nse EnvironmeJUal Restoration 
Program. 

c. Limit the statute of limitations for contracton on eDYironmental cleanup projects and 
limit the contractor's liability for a project. 

d. Limit the contractor's liability to that resulting &om their neJ)igence. 

e. Negotiate the risks of a project with the contractor and determine equitable clistn'bution 
of the risk between the contractor and the government as a pan of the oontract. 

•· 
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come to ~ps on these issues, the DOD's cleanup efl'ons may not suc:ICced ana to him 
unsatisfac:tory. He indicated that althoulh the l'onl111 may not reach closure ~n these ·~·~ ~i 
erpec:ted that proaress would be made during these two daJI. I 

C. AGENPA TOPICS 

1. An ASsessment of the Risks and Potentl81 UabUitlu of E.a1riroiUDent1all R•espou,, 
Contractors. Under Fecler.al and St.te uw, at Department of Defense F..::lDtle's. aaiiHhe! 
of These LiAbilities on lmplemenl8tion of DOD's EnYironmenwl Retneclllatlo~ 
Prognun. 

The industry topic l~der discussed, throu&h the use of an aample cleanup emm. 
pOtential liabilities lll,&t are aperienoed by a IV.C perfprmiD& wo~ -ill 111i!l~" 
hazardous ~te site Cleanup efrons. Some1ofthe problema cited w,ere: 
did not cover 100 pe'*nt of the area under consideratioa, and, .u a ~ 

water leakage paths o{which the RAC would be unaware; po~ty of~~~-~~~~m~ 
~rec:lude cow cleanup•of toxic chemic:als, and these chemic:ab may leach out 
c:6mpleted; the technolo&Y chosen for the cleanup (althoulfl qreed to bJ the 
etfcctive; today's t~, seen through the eyes of a jwy ill the future, 

il-: ' 

be negligent. 

The copic leader indicated that, when bidding on a task, the RAC will euminc 
~th ,the .proposed effort and make a decision of bid or 110-tpd aa:ordiqly .. '·' ,..,l ... n, ... !I,'(!.!J~!!!i 
the RACs isl expe.WVC: and. because it only eovers the c:urm1l year and wu.J,D~t 
f'Ptentiallaw suits woUld be c.xpec:ted, is wo~ess. The contnc:tor mlllllook 
~logy, theloow pathS of contaminants, and the location of the ~ relacm. 
site when bidding on a job. There would be. a considerable difference of risk ~~~iill,.lt;Jllljl 

job in the desens of
1

Utah and one on Lhng Island. RACs are rduct~&J~n=t~~=~~~ 
technology ill hazardous waste site cleanup efforts because of the creater risk to 
a'llaw suiL By experience. the RACs have learned that if Water becomes 
loses value, some damages (personal or property) may oa:ur, and people are llOltJI! •o. 

I~ response to a question from a DOD repr~tative, the RAC anende~ estimll~ 
insurance would cost about S250K per year. .Once the work is completed, .the pciiiCJ.:is :h.;r111~: 
and there is I no further coverage. The point was raised by i cootract.Or .that 
pedormed c:Dc:tly to spec:ification, the RAC oould still be taken to court, and ,cvo:;n ,ti,.UJ 

c:Onvinced th~ court that it was neither negli'gent nor contrjbuted to the ·COtJdition in.Stipt 
suit. the defense oosts for the RAC would be substantial. 

I 

One contractor indicated that if he had to work for the pemmcnt without ill~~lllifjl; 
.Ould take efforts to' decrease the risk. such u drill additioaal wdls to 
~undwater laow. This would unnecessarily Rise the cost of dOing the ..iork. ftll.!&'" ~~~•a: 
r~presenta~ indicated that only five percent of the bid c:Oven potential risk 
but this did linle to cover the potential risk costs. 

The RAC represent&~ asserted that they were dealing with an tmbown liabiilitv 
in 'swes will\ differing laws. As a result, thq might not be able· to adequately ~i~d;Ji~:~ 
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SAME ENVIRONMENTAL CONTRACI'S FORUM 
30 • 31 JANUARY lt9l 

BOWNG AIR FORCE BASE 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The executive level Environmental Contracts Forum of the Society of American Military EDiineers 
(SAME) met at Bolling Air Force Base oa 30 and 311anuary 1991 to diSNSS the issuea of4ability, 
Indemnification. and Bonding in Euviroamental Contracting. Ill attendaDcc at thb foi'WII were 
representativeS of the Office of the Depury Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment). Army, 
Na")', Air Force. and Coast Guard and em:utives repreaenting remedial action contractors {RAC.) 
that perform eDYironmental deanup senica for the Department of Defense lllld private Milby. 
A list of attendees for this forum is provided u Attachment A to this report. 

"Ibis forum wu ~red by Captain I ames A. Rispoli, CEC. USN, Vice President, Environmental 
Affairs. Society of American Military Engineers and Mr. Russ Milnes, Priocipal Deputy to the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, (Environment). 

Prior to this forum. in'Yitees were aslted to submit di•cussion papers on any upect of the topic 
issues. Suggested disc"IISvon topics included: what are the liability concerns; wbal are the 
experiences with regard to liability and bonding; how is the risk of performin& en'Yironmental work 
assessed; and how do the problems of liability and bonding affect competition. Seven papen were 
submitted in advance or during the forum. These papers were provided as attacluacau to the draft 
proceedings of the forum. 

:t' 

B. OPENING R£MARKS 

Captain Rispoli opened the forum by outlining the objective of the Environmental Contracts 
Forum. which is to facilitate an ongoing &ank and open disn••von of programmatic and contractual 
issues between industry and the military ser'Yices. He indicated that this was the third session of 
this executive forum, and tltat SAME bad been asked by the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secre
tary of Defense (Environment) to further address the issues of liability, indemnific:alion, and 
bonding to assist them in obtaining views so that DOD might prepare a repon to Congress. To 
increase the dialogue, CAPT Rispoli indicated that additional contractors bad been invited to 
panicipate. CAPT Rispoli stated tltat proceedings of the forum 'M)uld be issued. These 
proceedings would not provide any quotes or ann"bution. He assencd that the forum was DOt a 
place for debate, but was a means to disn.ass the issues so that an in attcadaace could listeD and 
learn. He asked if there 'M)uid be 1117 objec:Qoas in havin& submitted papers publisbcd as a pan 
of the forum proceedings. No objections were raised. 

Mr. Milnca addressed the Corum swine that the only meaDS of solvin& environmental deaaup 
liability problems was through an open forum. He indicated that the Department of Ddensc 
(DOD) bas pledged to comply with its environmental oblipticxls 1bc installation ratoratioa effort 
is imponant. and as the DOD moves from the study phue, it recognizes that action mllll be tlkcD 
to ensure site cleanup progresses smoothly. He emphasized that the DOD wants to &aish the 
cleanup business. Mr. Milnes stated that his office wants to come to grips with the hazardous waste 
site cleanup contract issue. Performance bonding is an issue; legislative fixes may be possible. but 
be did not see this as a solution. He explained that if the DOD and the deanup industiJ do not 
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z. The AvailAbility, Costs, and Limit.:uions or Commercial Insurance to Co'"r the Rlslu and 
Potential Liabilities or DOD's En•ironment:al Contnctors 

An insurance industry representative topic leader stated that insurance underwriters have problems 
with insurin& projec:t.s which have an environmental risk. there arc inherent reuons: the lona 
latency period of tollic exposure and the multiple potential causes of bodily or property harm 
associated with environmental projecu. lhe insurers must establish premiums today Cor liabilities 
which will occur ten or more years in the funue. 

Although liability standards are provided in Section 11!1 ofCERCLA (dealin& with ~eppnce), 23 
states have laws which are contrary to this section. Contractors may be required to shoulder more 
liability than they deserve. New, emtic bodily injury theories are bein& applied. These inc:lude: 
medical suiVCillanee (if an individual is exposed, he or she should be moaitored); immunolalieity 
(ton& term nposure can break down the body's immunity malcin& people more susceptible to 
diseases such as cancers); advance risk of future harm (aposure may iDcrease the possibility of 
future bodily hann); and mental an&Uish (the fear of &ettin& a disease as .a result of exposure). 
Once considered remote as reasons for winning a suit, these theories now make environmental work 
in several states uninsurable. 

Recently, the insurance industry has been involved in coverqe dispute c:ascs.. Policy holders/ 
insurers have asked the courts to look at contracts and determine if an environmental aspect cllists. 
Even though the insurers have thought that a contract bas DO environmental a.spcet, courts bave 
frequently decided dtat it did. PoUution ac:lusion clauses have not been upheld in coun. Since the 
insurance industry does not have faith in drafting future policies, they are simply not insurin& 
arc:hiteet~ngineers. There is a specialty market for insurance, but there are very few players, and 
insurance is expensive. 

Some A-Es are fonnin& risk retention groups. which is a fonn of self-insurance. Although this is 
a potential solution, it does not appear to be working. It is apensive. Many companies do not 
seem to be ready to insure the practices of their competitors. 

The topic leader was asked what type of c:ap the insurance industry felt would provide adequate 
coverage for environmental worlt. The topic leader indicated that he did not have a response to 
this action. An attendee indicated that the EPA currently has under review a SSOM c:ap on 
indemnification to the RACs. The topic leader was asked if there bad been any claim against a 
RAC. The answer was that he did not know of any; there is not a larce dairas history. This may 
result from the long latency period for tollic chemical claims. Oeanup efforts have been onaoing 
for a only few years; only SO sites have been cleaned up. 

The topic leader was asked if this was JOins to be a new market; -were pollution incidents insurable? 
The response was dtat as a result of changes to Superfund, specialty eoverage may occur. A 
question as to whether the federal aovernment would subsidize this type of insurance. brought the 

· response of probably not. Is there a croup to step in and develop a marbt to seD this type of 
insurance? The answer was, not at this time; one of the problems is that insuranoe companies are 
paying on liabilities which they do not believe they insured. 

A RAC representative raised the point that there is DO parantee for professional liability 
insurance. The insurer may chose not to issue or renew t.he insurance. Insurers will not cover 
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Cor a cleanup in oenain states, and theref'ore may choose not to bid. They indicated dial in 
performin& some worlt, they were staldn& the survivability of their corporation. When asked. the 
RACI aplained that. in workina with the private ICClOr, the RAC ahara the risk with the clienL 
lbia protectS the contractor. The point wu raised that the owner of a wute site OWIII the wute. 
and the RAC is helpinc to clean it up. Theref'ore, die site owner must share 1 aood portioo ol the 
risk. 

The issue of strict liability was raised bf the RAC representatives. If anyone bas a COMecdon with 
a hazardous waste site, they are liable. Proper behavior bas not ax:used liability. 

When working Cor the Environmental Protectioll AacocY (EPA) on orphan lites, there is a paler 
risk to the RAC The EPA indemni&a the RAC under Section 119 of the Comprebealive 
Environmental Response, Compensalion, and Uability Al:t (CERQA). 'Ibis IDdemni&catioa only 
covers negliaence and not strict liability. 'Ibe RAC must loot at the state laws when clecicfiD& to 
accept a risk. 

Another issue raised was that in some instances, a DOD activity required 1 RAC to si&n lw:udous 
waste manifesu. This action places liability on the RAC Cor transponin& of wutes. If the RAC 
had known it would be required to do this, it would not have bid on the job without iodcmnifica. 
tion. A DOD representative indicated that. pnerally, the DOD sip the manifest as the aeoenror. 
The RAC representatives indicated that even if the contractor does not liJD the manifest, but 
arranges Cor tranSport. the contractor could be liable, a potentially responsible pany (PRP). Even · 
if the contractor doesn't arranae the transport. but is on site, it may be sued. The contracton 
emphasized that defense cosu are a real-time cash 8ow problem and a real risk CYeD if the 
contractOr is not involved or is innoccnL 

The problems Cor the•RAC were summarized as f'oDows: 

a. There is an inherent risk associated with doing enviroDIDental work. RAC. are dealing 
with anomalies which are inherently difficult to model. 

b. There is an environmental risk of third pany liability. 

c. There is no incentive Cor innovation. Before iMovation win be empl~ by 
contractors. there musr be ao agreement between the client and the contractor, aod the 
beneficiary of the innovative practice is required to assume liability. IMovation is prohibitive 
in a regulatory atmosphere. There is pnerally no innovation in the U.S. 

d. The ard!itect-engineers (A·Es) are bein& apected to accept the liabilities of ochen. 
Liability insurance is not available in the mark&L If it is &Yailable, it is oaly Cor the period 
of the job. 

e. Requiremenu vary from state to swe. There is 1 bript spot for tbe RACI in that 
there is more 8czibility shown when dealin& with states than when dealin& with the Federal 
govemmenL Some states may c:banp the specifications on their cleanup projects to permit 
innovative technolo&Y. Mally see some states asswnin& the liability ofPRPs. State rqulaton 
are a pan of the Record of Decision (ROD), and this permits 8afbility in dealin& with the 
states. • 
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Surety bond companies normally underwrite constn~ction efforts. HOMYer, many of the contncu 
for site cleanup arc dcsi111-build efforts with bondin& required lor both phascL The topic leader 
stated. "Today's state of the an tecllnoloey is tomorrow's malpraclicc." Surety compaaica arc 
reluctant to parantcc dcsil" tccllnoloey which is normally covered bJ profcasional errora and 
omissions insurance policies (which. today, is probably not available to the· RAC for thcac risks)• 

While disc:ussin& the ava~lability and cost of surety bonds, tbc topic leader indicated that the cost 
of surety bonds has not incrcucd l'or hazardous waste site dcanup projeca. It is about one percent 
of the construction cost. Initially. hazardous waste site dean up ooatr'ICIS were thoupt 10 be service 
contracts; then they were required to be construction contrac:u. About two JUI'I.aF tbc surety 
bond market started drying up. The availability of surety bonds ia a major iaue. Some &Yailable 
bonds require 100 percent collateral. Some large constNc:tion companies arc sclf-bonq Siaec 
the pa.ssa~ of Scctioll 119 to CERCLA. three to l'our compaaies baYC reentered the buardous 
waste site bondin& raarkeL The market hu opened up slipdy, bat the uadcrwritera arc not 
fighting for business. Only the major providcn arc comin& back iDto the bazardous wutc lite 
cleanup bondin& arena. and they arc only bondinc work on National Priority llst (NPL) litca 
(covered by Sec:tion 119 of CERa.A). 

The topic leader indicated that the surety bond companies need tbc same liability protection u the 
insurers. The more protection that they receive, tbc more surety companies will reenter the marlccL ·. 
Surety companies. u a rule, will not back i~tive enJineeriq (too much risk). 

A question was raised if any RAC surety bond company had been held to be a PRP? The answer 
-.ias no, but the industry was concerned because of New Jcney commoalaw interprcWioDL Some 
waste site cleanups arc being bonded because they arc bein& considered u non-hazardous (due to 
rilatively low risk). This raises the :lSUe of how hazardous is hazardous? 

An Army representative indicated that they had received more t1w1 l'our qualified bidden on a 
recent job. People arc apparently getting bonds. There is competition. The stage of not ccttinc 
responsible contractors bidding has not yet been reached. One of the RAC representatives 
indicated that the project referred to by the Army may ha~ been a smaD projec:t. People will still 
bid a SSM project. The break point comes l'or projects crcatcr t1w1 SlOM. where there may be 
insufficient bondinl money left. 

The topic leader indicated that the surety bond industry is seekinc clarification relief that such 
bonds only cover performance in accordance with the specifications and the payment of bills; 
bonding does not cover design. third party torts (bodily or property injury), or the performance of 
designs. A few, new, acgressive companies arc issuing bonds l'or less than SSM; bow~r. some of 
these companies may be backing off. Bonds being issued require bigh c:ollateral. Companies 
cannot look at the l'orminl of subsidiaries 10 do bondinc to decrease the liability, due 10 the 
requirements of remaining on the Department of tbe Treasury list of ~~Xeptable sureties for Federal 
CODStNctiOn projects. 

The topic leader asscned that the surety bond business is a very smaD portion of the iDsuraaec 
market. In tbc past. it hu rendered a sraaJI. but reliable profit. Now it is a bic risk. The industry 
is only issuinl bonds on a case-by-case policy and thea only to lone-term CUIIOmerL 
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"prior acts". RACs are payinJ premiums but are not receivina Future c:overaac- The topic leader 
indicated that if states had neJiiaence statements similar to Section 119 of CER~ then 
insurance companies mipt become more interested in provilinJ such insurance. There are 
presently no maJic solutions. 

The topic leader wa.s a.slced the insurance industry's plan of actiaa. The response was that the 
insurance industry is "sluginJ out" solutions on a casc-by<asc basiL The industry hu not been 
able to agree on alternatives to the curTent situation. A formal definition of "pollution emusion" 
is a possibility. A Jenera! discussion on possible approaches (IOiutions) fol&o-d. A law similar 
to Price-Anderson which would be applicable to the IOiic waste cleanup iadustly wu mentioned 
as a potential solution. This solution would create three layers of protection iii the event of 
liability: the insurance layer, the owner/operator layer, and the pemment layer. 

3. Near and l.ona Term EaYiroamear.l Restoration ContnetiDJ Stra,..cs. 

Eadl of the sct'licc representatives made a sbon prescatatioa 011 emironmental restoration 
contracting strateJies. Dcscn"bed were current efforts, current problems, and actions beinJ tabn 
to dean up identified hazardous waste sites. 

4. Tbc Availability, Costs, and Umit.Dtions otCorporate Suretr Bonds to Cowr the Rlskl and 
Potential Liabilities of DOD's Ea'rironmeatal Contrac:ton. 

The topic leader from the insurance industry indicated that there were considerable problems with 
the issuance of corporate surety bonds. Contrac:tors must post a surety bond Cor Federal we :it 
under the Miller Act. AJ. this time, there are few bonds available lor work on hazardous waste lites. 

The topic leader descn"bed the problems of issuinJ bonds lor such tasks. Surety bonds are 
underwritten only to cover the performance of a contnctor and the payment of suppliers lor 
ex~nstruction work. They are written based on the quality of the contractor (ability to do JOOd wortc. 
quality of people on site, equipment, how well the ex~ntnctor has done on similar efforts, and the 
availability of ex~ntractor finances to ful611 the contrad requirements). Underwriters normally 
develop a long-standing relationship with the ex~ntraaor. Uability from third party Nits is not 
norTDally considered (this is normally CXIVercd by ex~mmeraal general liability insurance). Recently, 
however. surety bond issuers have come under attaclt ia the coun room because they are the only 
"deep pocket" remaining in a law suit (RACs are normally people rid1, but asset limited). 

There has been a lack of indemnification Cor surety bond issuers lor hazardous waste site worlc. 
Anyone involved in hazardous waste site work (including the surety bond underwriters who are only 
covering contraaor performance and supply payments) have been found to be liable. If the RAC 
defaults on such work, the surery principal would be required to bire a eompletiDJ c:oatrac:tor aacl, 
consequently, may be ex~nstrucd to have contracted for the removal of hazardous wute and 
subjected itself to liability. 

Another issue with hazardous waste site bondinJ is the bond terminatioa date. Normally, a bond 
is terTDinatcd when all work bas been satisfactorily accomplished on a project. Due the possibility 
of lona time periods associated with hazardous wute lite deanup ICtion (mchadiq the prospeet 
of having to reinitiate work), the bonding company may be required to pay daims lon& after work 
has been completed on a project. 
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the larger the number of contractors in\IOJved in a project, the sreater the dcsree of risk to any one 
contractor. If their work is uninsurable (u it frequently is), the RACa could Jose their company 
u the result of third party liability action. They userted that they have walked away from jobs 
when they could not receive indemnification. They stated that the risks tbcy were concerned ~t 
were those which they could not control Any work on an eiiYironraental site may end up with a. 
Jaw suiL Only five percent of Jaw suits on environmental projects result in a judsment. but 
contracton have to pay defense costs to defend aoo<1 work. lbc aru outside of neppncc (strict 
liability) is of concern. The RAC representative dcelarcd that indemnification 1110uld not dlanp 
the quality of their work. 

The RAC representstives were asked. if aothina is done with reprd to iDdcmni&caiion for DOD 
work. what is the probability of their doina 1110rk? The resp311SC -. they would do feasibility 
studies but would probably not perform any remedial action work without iDdcmnific:alio 1bcy 
stated. the only companies that the DOD 'WOUld be able to hire without iDdcmnific:ation 1110uld be 
those with nothina to lose. 

A question was raised reprdin& when indemnification is needed. The answer was. durinl deanup 
and detailed design because these were the riskiest tasks. These efforts were less controDable. 
During studies, the contr3ctor was further away from being !Wiled u a PRP. 

One of the contractors summarized bis. thoughts. He indicated that eiiYironmcntal work: was 
auemely risk)'. This was due to the application of the concept of strict, joiDt, and several liability. 
It !WaS also due to the laclt of standards wbidl define ne&ligence; the bishJy litipous arena imlolving 
environmental work; the current state of the an of environmental work; and the Ions latency 
periods for hazardous/toxic material npomres (trying to defend oneself 10 to lS ,an later is 
difficult). These risks arc currently funded by: iDsuranc:e (the insurance companies won't 
participate); fees (not a practical idea because fees arc small, risks arc veat); and the net worth 
of the service provider (about 20 per=nt of annual revenue). As a result, this work is becoming 
unattractive, and, in the future, may be more unattractive. The followiDg recommendations were 
made: 

a. A uniform s~ndard of liability is needed. State laws must be preempted. 

b. There should be a comparative standard for negligence instead of strict liability (if 70 
per=nt negligent, then 70 percent liable). This wu defined by another contractor as 
comparative responsibility. The pernment owns the land, put the wute there. and should 
bear a significant portion of the responsibility. 

c. Liability should be capped to the profit of a job. 

d. Statute of limitations should commence after completion of the work aDd nm for four 
years. 

e. The DOD should reimburse the RAC for insuranoe costs or indemnify the RAC if 
insurance is unavailable. 

f. Risk apportionment should be a pan of the contract nc&Ofiations. 
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5. Further Discussion on lndustf7'1 Liability Concerns with Reprd to DOD EaYiroamental 
Restoration Work and Potential Solutloaa to Addre11 These Concema. 

A DOD representative led this topic to aenerate further discussion OD the key iuua and to aplo~e 
potential solutions to these issues. The topic leader indicated that DOD was lookilla for solutions 
that would result in JOOd (technical and timely) deanups of its hazardous waste sites, at a aood 
price. and maintain a JOOd contractor base which earns a fair profit and ila.Yiable community. 1be 
RAC representatives indicated that this would be possible if there was equitable risk slwin& 
between the RAC. and the DOD. 

. . 
It was suggested that valufo,-enJineeriDa dauses in contracts be utilized. Some coatni::ton iDdicated 
that this effort doesn't work very well, due to lack of tiraelineu in the pemmeat's rapouc. 1bil 
JKk of timeliness causes contracton to stop tJyin&. A DOD representative indicated that in 
situations in which a tec:hnolo&Y il approved in the ROD, there il reluctaDoe ID coasidcr Vllue
enpneering proposals because it may mean reopcnin& the ROD. AN~ repraeatative IDdic:atcd 
that his serviQ: welcomes value-en&ineerina. The services indicated that whea tbcy become aware 
of roadbloda, they would take action ID eliminate them. 

A question was raised whether the RACs nonoaDy revalidated the remedial investiption/feasl'bility 
study (RifFS) when contracted to perform remedial desicnlremcdial action (R.DiRA). The RAC. 
agreed that they would revalidate the. data obtained by another contractor. The dcaree of 
revalidation would depend upon the contractor who performed the RJJFS. Such revalidatioa could 
cost up to 20 percent of the llDIRA effort. 

The Navy's Comprehensive Lon& Term Environmental Actio11, Na~ (C E"N) contnet was 
discussed. The llAC. were asked why they bid on these CODtracts sinQ: they did DOt know the 
deanup effort involved. The RACs said that cost-plus (rather than lind fee) conmc:tiDJ of 
CLEAN was a plus. They remarked that they would be better able to define the work and act a 
good price to perfortn a full scope of each task. As long as the dcanup effort wu on the base, the 
possibility of third pany liability was low. The doser to the site boundaries, the p-cater the rilk 
associated with a project. Under CLEAN, each task is negotiated, and the contractor can evaluate 
the risk for each task. Only one pen:ent of the projects in a CLEAN CXlntract are anticipated as 
being a problem. 

In a discussion of contracting strategies versus risk. the RAC representatives indicated that third 
pany liability is independent of the contract type. They did not look at thed price contracts in the 
environmental area because there are too many unknowns and too much time and effort is spent 
in contract modifications. They wanted to be able to address. in the contract, the care to be talc:en 
in determining the risk of the project. 

"'be RAC representatives were asked, what pereentap of CODtracts are biJh risk? The reaponsc 
was, that a large pereentaae of environmental effort requires third party liability and tbenmre, il 
a high risk. One company representative indic:ated that bis compa!l)' will not perform any wort 
without some form of indemnification. Defense costs for liability suits are the bia problem. There 
is no method of predeterminin& how juries will apportion COltS. 

The RAC representatives reiterated that they have the ability to aeaotiate risks for commerc:ial 
projectS. That ability doe£ not currently exist in dealinJ with the DOD. 1bey also indicated that 
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The RAC representatives concluded this disc:ussion by statin1 that contracton arc responsible and 
want to be held responsible for those actions over which they ha...: control. They do not, however, 
want to be solely responsible for liabilities rcsultinl from a site deanup. 

D. MEUING ASSE$SMEN'[ 

CAPT Rispoli asked if all people who would malce decisions reprdin1 these !slues were 
represented in this forum. Participants indicated that there we•e ao other lfOupl which should be 
represented u a part of the foi'IUII. The foi'IUII participants felt. however, that followin& their 
review of the proc:ccdinp and incorporation of their comments, the proceedinp ~d be provided 
to select environmental aroups for commcnL 

CAPT Rispoli indicated that the draft procudinp would be circulaced to SAME and the Oflice 
of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment) and thea be sent with aD submitted 
papen to forum participants for comment prior to &aalizatioll. the forum aneadees qreed with 
these procedures. 

E. MEUING PRQCEEDINGS 

The draft proceedings of the meeting were provided to all attendees on 21 february 1991. 
Comments were received from a US Azmy Corps ofEngineen representative, the NUS Corporation 
representative. and from the American Insurance Association representatives. There comments 
have been incorporated into the proceedinp. 
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The discussion continued with the RAC repreaentatives indicatin& that a ne&Jicenc:e standard emu 
in CERClA and they want a similar 1- modification Cor state laws and the Resource Conser· 
vation and Recovery At::t (RCRA). They do not desire strict liability 10 apply to them. 1be 
overridin& issue is that the RACa are conc:emed that they must assume responsibility for wbat th~ 
did not initially cause. The responsibility should be adjudced 10 the people who put the waste ia 
the land. 

The DOD tope leader asked what the DOD could do to help the contractoR. There were four 
areas of potential chanae; the law, which would be moa difficult to chaoae; the re&Wations (DOD 
indicated that they would wort with the EPA 10 determine bow the rc&Wations mipt be dwlpd); 
policy; and the FAR/contract (DOD indicated that they coulcl direc:tiJ impact these lut two areas 
and achiCYe the qWckeSl results). · 

Indemnification of contractors is now addressed in Pub6c Law (P.L) u.aM aod FAR 52-228.7. 
Under p .L 85-504, the contractor must identify the nature of the risk aod then the Contncan& 
Officer must raise the issue to the service Secretary for authorization. To support iDdcmni&catioa 
of contracton for environment risks would make each service's effort unique. lbc FAR dause is 
based on radioactive material risks and =:ludes construction. A chance to the FAR appears 10 
be appropriate, but it would have 10 be based on a chance in the law. DOD representatives 
considered that such a chanse might be accomplished u a part of the Defense Reauthorization N:t. 

The following potential solutions were identified Cor evaluation by DOD in response 10 the issuea 
raised by the RAC representatives regarding their risks: 

a. Qange the laws so that the RACa are =:Judcd u a PRP. This would resolve the 
Federal issue, but would not resolve the state issues. 

b. Revise FAR 52-228.7 (and possibly FAR 28-311.2) which would extend the applicability 
of indemnification to contractor wort done as a pan of the Defense Environmental R.cscora· 
tion Program. This would make the Federal government the defendant and the contractor 
liable to the government. (This may require a 1- change to accomplish.) 

c. limit the statute oflimitations for contractors on environmental dcanup projects (after 
the statute of limitations, the government assumes full liability) and limit the contractor's 
liability for a project (similar 10 the limit Cor oil spills cscablished in the 011 PoUution At::t of 
1990). 

d. limit the contractor's liability 10 that resulting &om their ne&ligencc. 

c. Negotiate the risks of a project with the contractor and. determine an equitable 
distn"bution of the risk between the contractor and the pcmmcnt u a part of the ODilti'Kt. 

f. The DOD should specify standards of practice for a project 10 which the contractor 
must comply. 

g. A procedure for worlcin& out changes u a reault of unknown conditions nccdl to be 
developed. Cost reimbursable contracting and incentive cost and schedulin& were sugestcd. 
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AIR FORCE 

Col Peter Walsh, USAF 

Chief, Environmental Quality Division 
Headquanen United Slates Air Foree (HQ USAF/LEEV) 
Bolling Air Force Base 
Washinaton. DC 20332-5000 
(202) 767-4178 
fu: (202) 767-3106 

Col Jay Johnson. USAF 

9 Breez.clull Road 
Fon SaJoya. NY 11768 

LtCol Michael Donnelly, USAF 

Olief. Environmental Law DivUion 
Office of The Judge Advocate General (HQ USAF/JACE) 
Bolling Air Force Base 
Washinaton. DC 20332-5000 
(202) 767-4823 

LtCol Bradley Orton. USAF 

ContraCting S1aff Officer 
Operations Contractin& Division (SAF/AQCO) 
The Pen1agon 
Washington, DC 20230-1000 
(703) 614-2289 
fu: (703) 69J.SS89 

Ms. Melissa Rider 

Contracting S1aff Officer 
Operations Contracting Division (SAF/AQCO) 
The Pentagon 
Washington. DC 20230-1000 
(703) 614-2289 
fu: (703) 69J.SS89 
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SOCIE"'Y OF AMERICAN MILrrAilY ENGINEERS 
EXECUTIVE ENVIRONMENTAL CONTRACI'S FORUM PARTICIPANTS 

Captain James A. Rispoli, CEC, USN 

Soc:iery of American Military Encineen 
Vice President, Environmental Affain 

Assistant Commander for Environment, Safety, and Health 
Naval Facilities Encjneefin& Command 
200 Stovall Street 
AJea.ndria. VA 22332-2.300 
(i03) 325-0295 
Fax: ((103} 325-0183 

Mr. Russ Milnes, Co-Cbalnnan 

Principal Depury to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environmmt) 
Office of the Secretary of Defense 
Washington. DC 20301-8000 
(703) 695-7820 
Fax: (703) 614-1521 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PAltTICIPANTS 

COL Laurent R. Hourde, USAF 

Attorney, Environmental Llw 
Office of General CoUDSel 
Department of Defense 
Pentagon 
Washington. DC 20301 
(703) 697-9136 

Mr. Kevin Doxey 

Director, Defense Environmental Restoration Program Division 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment) 
Washington. DC 20301-8000 
(i03) 325-2211 
Fax: (703) 325-22.34 

Mr. Matt Prasteln 

Defense Environmental Restoration Division 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environmmt) 
Washington. DC 20301-8000 
(703) 325-2211 
Fax: (703) 325-22.34 
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Mr. Hal Snyder 

Environmental Restoration Division 
HQ US Army Corps of Enginee11 
ATIN: CEMP·R 
20 Massachusetts Avenue. NW 
Washinston. DC 20314-1000 
(202) S04-4Ir9 

CDR Richard Buddqhaaa, USCG 

Oajms LitiptioD DMsiOD 
U.S. Coast Guard Headquarte11 
Washington. DC 20593.0001 
(202) 267-2245 
Fu: (202) 267-4163 

Ms. Elaine Eder 

Procurement Law Division 
U.S. Coast Guard Headquane11 
Washington. DC 20593.0001 
(202) 267-1544 
Fu: (202) 2674163 

Mr. D&Yid Reese 

Civil Engineering Division 
US. Coast Guard Headquarters 
Washington. DC 20593.0001 
(202) 267-1907 
Fu: (202) 2674163 

Mr. Bob Bo,er 

Direaor, Conmcu Policy Division 
Naval Fac:ilities Engineerin& Command 
200 StoVall Street 
Ala:andria, VA 22332-2300 
(?03) 3~9121 
Fu: (703) 3~169 
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Major Roy IC. Salomon, VSAE 

Environmental Pro&ram Manaaer 
Headquanen United States Air Force (USAFIIJ..£EV) 
Bollin& Air Force Base 
Wuhinaton. DC 20332·5000 
(202) 767..()276 
fu: (202) 767-3106 

Captain John Ahem, VSAF 

Environmental Prop-am Manqer 
Headquarters United States Air Force {USAFII.J.DV) 
Bolling Air fora: Base 
Washington, DC 20332-5000 
(202) 767..()276 
fu: (202) 767-3106 

COL Robert L Keenan, VSA 

Hcadquaners, Department of the Anny {DAEN-ZCE) 
Pcncaeon. Room 1E687 
Washington. DC 20310 

LCOL Mas Todl. VSA 

Deputy Chief Environmental 
Restoration Division 

HQ US Army Corps of EnginccB 
ATIN: CEMP-R 
20 Massachusetts Avenue, NW 
Washington. DC 20314-1000 
(202) 272-0579 
fu: (202) 504-4032 

Mr. Jack Mahon 

Office of Chief Counsel 
HQ US Army Corps of Engineers 
ATIN: CECCC 
20 Massachusetts Avenue. NW 
WuhinlfOn. DC 20314-1000 
(202) 272-0021 
fu: (202) 504-4123 
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Mr. Richard E. Feeler 

Senior Vice President 
Donohue II: Associates 
4738 North 40 Street 
Sheboypn. WS 53083 
(414) 4S8-8711 
Fax: (414) 4S8-0S37 

Mr. Brad S. FlcJey 

Vice President, Administration 
rr Corp. 
23456 Hawthorne Blvd. 
Torrance. CA 90SOS 
(213) 791-2511 
Fax: (213) 791-2586 

Mr. William C. Fry 

Managing Principal 
Dewberry II: Davis 
8401 Arlington Blvd. 
Fairf'D. VA 22031 
(703) 849-0320 
Fax: (703) 849-0648 

Mr. Larry P. Jaworski 

Vice President 
Metcal£ II: Eddy 
3901 National Drive 
BurtOnsville. MD 20866 
(301) 622-6600 
Fax: (301) 421-1418 

Mr. Jim Kimble 

American Insurance Association 
1130 Connecticut Avenue 
Suite 1000 
Washini'Oft, DC 20036 
(202) 828-7100 
Fax: (202) 293-1219 

Mr. Paul B. MacRoberu 

President 
Black II: Veatch Waste Science and Tec:hnolol)' Corp. 
Black II: Veatch Corporation 
Kansas City, MO 
(913) 338-6646 
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Mr. Bill Mahm 

Anod~te Counsel 
Naval Faalities EnlinccrinJ Command 
200 Stovall Street 
Alcundria, VA 22332·2300 
(703) 325-8.553 
fu: (703) 325-1913 

SAME CONTRActS FORUM STAFF 

Mr. Ted Zapobeln:r 

DirectOr, Environmental Restoration Division 
Naval facilities EnJinccrina CoiDIIWid 
200 Stovall Street 
AJCDIIdria. VA 22332-2300 
(703) 325-8176 
fu: (703) 325~183 

Ms. Susan Sanason 

Director of federal MarkctinWWashinaton Operations 
EBASCO Services lne. 
2111 Wilson Blvd.. Suite 1000 
Arlington, VA 22201 
(703) 35g..g900 
fu: (703) 522-1534 

SAME CONTRACI'S FORUM SUPPORT 

Mr. Joe Dobes 

Director, Safety and Environmental 
Protection Division 

Designers & Planners. 1ne. 
2611 Jefferson Davis Hwy. 
Arlington. VA 22202 
(703) 418-3800 
Fu: (703) 418-2251 

SAME ENVIltONMENTAL ADVISORY COMMrrl'EE PAltTICIPANTS 

Mr. Brent BWer 

Division Manager Cor Waste Manaacmcnt 
and federal ProlfiiDS 

CH2M Hill 
625 Herndon Parltwa:r 
Herndon. VA 22070 
(703) 471-1441 
Fu: (703) 481-&JSO 
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Mr. RichArd J. Tosettl 

Vice President, Bechtel Environmental Inc. 

Bechtel 
SO Beale Street 
San FranciSCO· CA 94119-3965 
(~15) 768-1134 
Fu: (~15) 768-9038 

Mr. William WarteD 

Contndin& Manqer 
Scone .t Webster 
245 summer Street 
Boston. MA 02107 
(611) 589-2156 
Fu:: (617) S89-S31S 

Dr. Mi~l Jt. Yates 

· Senior Vice President 

EBASCO 
160 Qlubb Avenue 
Lyndhunt. Nl 07011 
(201)~2 
Fu: (201) 460-5929 

-I 
i 

I 

AttachrDent A 1 
8 

-' 



Mr. Dou;la• C. MoorhoUJe 

Woodward Oydc Group 
600 Montaomery Street 
30th Floor 
San Franc:iJco, CA 94111 
(415) 434-1955 
fu: (415) 956-5929 

Mr. And~ P PaJab 

Baker TSA Incorporated 
Airport Office Park 
Buildin1 3 
420 Rouser Road 
Qlraopolis, PA 15108 
(412) 269-6000 
Fu: (412) 269-6097 

Ms. Lynn M. Schubert 

Senior Counsel 
American Insurance Association 
1130 CGMec:ticut Avenue, NW 
Suite 1000 
Washington. DC 20036 
(202) 828-7100 
Fu: (202) 293-1219 

Mr. Donald Senovich 

Senior Vice President 
Environmental Management Group 
NUS Corporation 
910 Copper Road (P.O. Box 6032) 
Gaithersburg, MD 208n.{)%2 
(301) 258-2598 

Ms. Susan Thomas 

Flour Daniel 
3333 Michaelson Drive 
Irvine. CA 92730 
{714) 975-2610 
fu: (714) 975-2260 
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AMERICAN INSURANCE ASSOCIATION 
LAW DEPARTMENT 

March 28, 1991 

1130 Connec:l~ Avenue N.W. 
Suite1000 
WISNnglon, O.C. 20038 
C202I 1211-7100 
C2Q2I ~1211 'AX 

3oseph c. Oobes . 
Director, Safety and Environmental Protection Division 
Designers & Planners, Inc. 
2611 3efferson Davis Highway, Suite 3000 
Ar1in9ton, Vicginia 22202 

Re: Minutes of the society of American Military 
Engineers 3anuary Conference 

Dear Mr. Dobes: 

Thank you for sending the draft minutes from the 
3anuary 30-31, 1991 meeting of the Society of American Military 
Engineers. I was pleased to attend and discuss the issue of 
surety bonds for hazardous waste cleanup projects. As we 
discussed on the phone recently, I have only a few comments on 
the draft minutes, and you took care of the specific items while 
we spoke. 

However, I also have a general comment which I wanted 
you to have in writing for the record. As you may remember, I 
was unable to stay for the entire program, and thus, missed the 
creation of the recommendations and potential solutions contained 
in the minutes. All of the recommendations and potential 
solutions developed by the attendees of the conference are 
excellent ideas. However, I was concerned that surety was not 
specifically included in some of the comments. 

For example, recommendation •e• states that •The DOD 
should reimburse the RAC for insurance costs or indemnify the RAC 
if insurance is unavailable.• This is an instance where the 
RAC's surety should specifically be included in the 
recommendation. Just such a provision is part of the Superfund 
amendment passed last year, and bas been essential to the 
increase we have seen in the availability of surety bonds for 
those contracts covered by that amendment. The ideas contained 
in the recommendations should apply equally to the RAC and its 
surety. 

The potential solutions also refer only to the 
contractor, while applying the solutions to the surety as well 
will be necessary to increase the sureties' ability to underwrite 

oeJiN R. O'HARE .,. __ A08ERT B.SNIBOAN 
o..:zOt·r·nro 

JOSEPH W.IIAOWN. JR. A08ERT E. VNJ!.Ef 
..,.,.,._ -



Mr. Joseph c. Debes (cont'd) 
March 28, 1991 
Page 2 

bonds tor these types ot projects. Thus, it is my recommendation 
that the potential solutions be amended to read as tallows 
(underlined portion is the proposed amendment): 

a. change the laws so that the RAcs ~ 
their sureties are excluded as a PRP. This 
would resolve the Federal issue, but would 
not resolve the state issues. 

b. Revise FAR 52-228.7 (and possibly FAR 28-
311.2) which would extend the applicability 
of indemnitication to contractor And surety 
work dene as a part of t.~e Defense 
Environmental Restoration Program. This 
would make the Federal government the 
defendant and the contractor or surety liable 
to the government. (This may require a law 
change to accomplish.) 

c. Limit the statute of limitations tor 
contractors and their sureties on 
environmental cleanup projects (atter the 
statute of limitations, the government 
assumes tull liability) and limit the 
contractor's and surety's liability tor a 
project (similar to the limit tor oil spills 
established in the Oil Pollution Act of 
1990). 

d. Limit the contractor's and surety's 
liability to that resulting trom their 
negligence. 

e. Negotiate the risks of a project with the 
contractor and surety who takes over tor a 
cgnt;acto; and deter:ine an equitable 
distribution or the risk between the 
contractor or surety and the government as a 
part of the contract. 

f. The DOD should specify standards of 
practice for a project to which the 
contractor or surety must comply. 

g. A procedure tor working out changes as a 
result or unknown conditions needs to be 
developed. cost reimbursable contracting and 
incentive cost and scheduling were suggested. 



Mr. Joseph c. Oobes (cont'd) 
March 28, 1991 
Page 3 

These minor cbanqes in the recommendations and 
potential solutions would express the necessity ot protectinq the 
surety of a response action contractor to the same extent as the 
contractor. Without this equity, it is most likely that bonds 
will continue to be difficult to obtain tor all hazardous waste 
cleanup projects not covered by the Superfund amendment 
implemented last year. 

comments. 
c:an do to 
minutes. 

Thank you tor allowinq us to submit these follow-up 
Please let me know it there is anythinq else which I 

assist you in puttinq toqether the final version of the 

LMS/lmsjjdltr.sam 

cc: captain James A. Rispoli 
Ms. Susan Sarason 
craiq A. Berrinqton, Esquire 
Ms. Martha R. Hamby 
James L. Kimble, Esquire 

•· 

Very truly yours, 

c, "'~· ~~ ;p~ 
Lynn M. Schubert 
Senior Counsel 
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II , I 

The intervlava elicited the perception& of the H"nl aurety, and cont-rac ' 

community ragardin& thair concarna about riaka in the H"nl C~ianup prograa 

Kany of theaa concern& are of potential riaka that are hypotheaized, but,~.~--~~ 

not yet occurred. However, theae rleu are· pe'rceived and ac{ed upon •a•. ' 

'n.~ atudy flndin&•, which centered on Corps executed projlcu; 

that the surety industry b uking perforaance bonde avaUab~o to c. a .. r. ta:iii, 

the -jor flnu COIIpatin& for HTV vork. However, it appaau lthet in<· ill· ui:J!;;{!'~f 
roluct~· over the potential liability associated vitb sue~ rork baa 

the induatry tO -Va toward llaiting bondin& to flras havin& other ,&UID'&IC'&r 

buaine.s with the aurety, or aajor financial a .. eta available!, ·and. 
I, . . 

of paat perforaance on H"nl project&. Tbia aurety industry reticence 

precluded ao .. finas fr011 being able to aecure needed bondi~~ and has a"''~'~' 
' II ; .,, ~ ,' ' ' .~ 

lessened the opportunity for finu wishing to break lnto th~ Federallf,l'W , 

aarketplace. The resulting conc~m of both EPA and the Corpsli is that , 

availaoillty not curtail qualified finu' ability to compete for HTV . 

to auch an extent that the prices for the remedial action work: 1a arbltr.ar;:~ii~F 

and ex~essively increased. 1. 

I· 

There 1a no single solution to remedy the probleas encowttered ln the 1 

I 

atudy. Rather, there are a number of individual actions that' uy be 

' •. 

I·~ 
inatlt~ted, aome at a fairly lov institutional cost that wiU I help tO 

of J~ 
~~:,··· 

The government should aitigate the concerns 
1! 

contractors and 1 the sureties while uintaining appropriate protection 'of 

alleviate the situation. 

' 
government's interests. 

I 

r· 
i 

The· solution& to the cited problelll& in H"nl bondin& lnclude]l the foll:oVi!iniil/!t~:ll:,>l: 

f 
.. __ . . I, 

- bquir..ent or zero .... ad acquhition plannin& involvina an . ' 
interdiaciplinary teaa to develop plana that incorporate tac~iquea 

• . I 

rhk analyah in atructurin& the project contractina plan. Arialyaia vUl . 

i fth f b 
,j, 

include 1 conaiderat on o e extent o riaka a .. lm&d y the &Cf'anllient 

effect Potential project coat aavings, increased ca.petition for · 
I f. f1 I • .II 

opportuldtiea or -r• ru to co.pete in the H'IV progru. Plollcy 

2 ,. 

I I 
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I. SUKKAilY 

The EPA and the U.S. Aray Corps of En&ineers (•Corps•) have experienced 

difficulties ln contracting Hazardou. and Toxic Vasta (HTV) cleanup projects. 

The HTV cleanup indu.try has expressed concern that it could not obtain surety 

bonds required as a prerequisite for competing for remedial action 

construction projects. It vas reported that Treasury Depart.ent listed 

corporate sureties, which provide the ruarantee bonds for Gove~nt projects, 

bad t..posed strincent llaitations on the provlaion of perfonanc:a bonds vbich 

assure the govern.ent that the cleanup project vill be completed. 

Essentially, the bonds ruarantee that the surety vill either complete 

perforaance or pay the Govern.ent its costs associated vlth completing the 

project to the limit of the penal .-ount of the bond. Variou. contracting 

industry fir.~ stated that they have not been able to secure bonding for some 

projects. Tho .. that have obtained bonds had a difficult tt.e doing so, and 

some firms that had obtained bonds for previous projects vera unable to obtain 

bonds for a subsequent project. The surety indu.try indicated its reluctance 

to guarantee performance on HTV projects prt.arily because of its concern for 

possible long-term liability exposure and changing state-of-the-art design 

requirements associated vith such actions. 

The EPA and the Corps commissioned the Institute for Vater Resources to 

gather information on the subject; to analyze the data to determine the extent 

of the existing bonding problems; and to offer recommendations which could be 

t.plemented in an effort to alleviate problems noted. A survey vas conducted 

of Corps district offices, the HTV cleanup industry, surety firms, and trade 

associations, to deter.ine the extent and nature of the problem. A fev survey 

activities extended to EPA and state offices involved in HTW vork. 

The study examined 24 ongoing remedial action and co.pleted Corps HTV 

construction contracts. Statistics vere gathered from actu.l Corps records on 

the contractors and sureties that participated in these contracts. In 

addition, a sample of the universe of HTV contractors and sureties vas 

interviewed along with industry association representatives. The responaes to 

these interviews appear later ln this paper. They -re analyzed to arrive at 

cooclusions coocernlng industry vlavs and perceptions of the surety problem. 



II • BACKGROUND 

A. BONDING PROBLEMS 

rerforaance bonda are uaed in the conatruction ind ... try to insure the 

completion of conatruction projecte. Theea bonda are aandated by the Miller 

Act for all Federal conatruct~on projecte. Vhile bonda are normally required 

only for conatruction contracte; in eo.e inatancea, concern for aeauring 

perforaance baa led to the induetry being required to auarantee perfor~~&nce on 

work el ... nta that are characterized prlaarily ae eervice rather than 

conatruction. In general, a 100' perfor.ance bond baa been required by the 

Corp• on conetruction contract&. 

the Corp&, EPA, and the eta tel have been told by auretiea and HTV 

contrecting firma about the inability of contractor• to obtain performance 

bonding for HtV cleanup projecte. Bond availability problema and contractor 

c 9ncerna have increased over the past year. In ao1ae inatancee firms 

reaponding to Government HTV contract announcement& have not been able to 

secure perforaance bonda. So~ae firas have alao reported that they will not 

c~ete for HtV co~truetion contracts because they know that they cannot 

obtain the required aurery bonds. 

While the inability to eecure bonding aay occur in other types of 

construction contracting and is not exclusive to the HTW field, the frequency 

of non-bonding occurrences and the fact that they involve companies that are 

of a eize and financial etature not normally concerned about such matters, is 

itself a cause for concern. Even ~re diaconcerting is the fact that firms 

which are ~•t experienced in accomplishing HTW work are in aome instances 

being precluded froa competing for auch work by their inability to aecure the 

required bonds. 

a. STUDY GOAL: DETEilMINE EXTENT OF THE IONDINC PROBLEM AND PROPOSE SOU1TIONS 

BPA'• Office of EIMrgency aJid lle~aedial lleaponae and the Corpe Directorate 

of Military Programa, Environ~aental lleatoration Diviaion, coamiaaioned a etudy 

to detenine the extent of the bonding problem and identify action vhich could 

be takan to alleviate bonding probleu noted. the Inetltute for Vater 

s 



vill be issued on the appropriate factors to be taken into conaideration in 

acco.pliahin& this analysis • 

• Analysis of the option of dividina the project into vork ele .. nts vith 

an appropriate level of bondina in each . 

• Clarify the &overn.ent'a policy on inde.nification of contractors and 

sureties • 

• To the extent of its authority, each &overnaent a1ency vill define its 

specific reaponaibility for the risk aspect of the cleanup project Where 

appropriate (e.,. accept reapon.iblllty for performance apeclflcatlona) . 

. Tbe 1overnaent vill specifically accept the responaibility for project 

design vbere the performance apecificationa have been .. t. 

The thrust of thla study vas specifically centered on the bondina i .. ue. 

While che stated problea of -.any of the respondents vu bondiDJ, the 

underlyiDJ issue is the uncertainty about risk in seneral u it applies to the 

HTV Cleanup prograa. There is uncertainty by sureties and contractors 

concernina risk and liability. Surety bonds for perforaance, liability 

insurance and indemnification questions are closely related and difficult to 

separate when dealina vith HTV risk questions. 

There are two categories of options available to address these solutions. 

Firat, short tera steps can be taken internally by the Corps and EPA that 

involve revising internal agency procedures to alleviate the contracting 

probl-. Ch&DJes to &ove~nt·vide conatruction procur.-nt repletions, 

a.g. stalldard bond foru, shcNld be pursued with the FAJl Council. Finally, 

lonaer tara actlona c-td ba carried out Which concentrate on potential 

le&islative revisions to the liability and indemnification provisions in the 

auperfuad statute. 

3 



111. PROBLEM DEFINITION 

When aurety bonding problems are added to the hurdles that firms muat face 

vhen competing for multi·•illion dollar projects, the number of firms meeting 

all the construction contract requirements could be reduced even further. 

Thia atudy attempts to determine the i~act of performance bond availability 

on the aucceasful acco~liahaent of HTW projects. The survey of surety bonding 

in the HTW prograa entails the exaaination of various institutional and 

procedural factors involved in Superfund and related HTW cleanup contracting 

progr.... While there vaa general consensus that the potential liability and 

uncertainty surrounding auch llablllty vaa the root cause for the Halted 

bonding available, it Ia not clear that thla vaa the only factor affecting 

availability. The surety industry'• vlllingneaa to provide bonding vas also 

linked to its independent evaluation of a number of factors relating to an 

Individual contractor's financial and performance history. Construction firms 

were not asked vhy they may not have bid for or obtained contracts. Since 

p~oprletary 1nforaatlon concerning the financial status of companies is not 

readily available and companies were queried only about the problems they had 

in obtaining surety bonds in the survey, and not about their financial status, 

the study vas not able to establish that the liability issue vas the only 

reason for sureties refusal to bond. 

A. APPLICABLE U.\IS, llECULATIONS AND OTHER FACTORS 

There are several laws and regulations that affect contract cleanup 

activity in the HTW area. They are listed in the following table: 

7 



Resources (IVR), a Corps research agency located at Fort Belvoir, VA, vas 

aelected to do the study. The study vas initiated in lata Nove~er 1989. IVR 

conducted a aeries of personal and telephone interviews of HTV industry 

contractor&, as vall as HTV industry associations. In addition, personnel 

fro• insurance and surety industry firaa, surety associations, states, EPA, 

and the Corps vera interviewed about the issue. A listin& of the interviewees 

appear• in Appendix A. 

The interviewees vera questioned regardin& difficulties experienced in the 

HTV bondin& area. They vere also asked for their vievs on the nature and 

aaanitude of any bondin& probleas and requested to provide su&&estions on 

actions that could be taken to rectify the situation. IWR also gathered 

references, such as seainar papers, letters of concern to various agencies, 

testlaony before Conaress, government foras and regulations, and other 

relevant docuaents. A body of background aaterial concerning the problem vas 

assembled. The study also collected inforaation concernin& contracting for HTW 

cleanup, in particular inforaation regardin& the difficulties in the 

acquisition of surety bonds by contractors. 

6 



j~tified for aervice contracte. HTW cleanup projecta aay contain actlvitlal 

claoaified aa either conatructlon or aarvice. According to CERCLA Section 

9604, theae claaaificationa are aovarnad by daciaiona iaaued by the Department 

of Labor (DOL). Theae decieiona will control the vage rate• applicable to the 

particular activitiea; that i1 Davie-Bacon for conatruction activitiea and 

Service Contract Act for aervlce activitlea. In aany caaea, it is impoaalble 

to create an HTV contract compriaed totally of conatruction or non

conatructlon activitlea. therefore 1101t Jn'V contracta are .. de up of a 

c~inatlon of theae activitiea. Vhere conatructlon and aervice activitiea 

are c~ined ln the .... contract, the procurin& agency generally vill treat 

the contract aa bein& under either a aervice or conatruction contract baaed on 

tbe claaalfication of the predominant vork. A recent letter (31 Kay 90) froa 

DOL to llcLoq, advlaea thlt conatruction Davia Bacon Vage llates JNBt be 

included if there ia a "aubstantial" eaount of conatruction vork involved. 

Contractin& officer• have varied in their deciaiona on bonding requirements 

for contract• involving both claseificationa of vork. In some instances, 

P.rfo~e bond requirement• vere applied only to the extent of the value of 

the conatructlon vork; in othera the requirement vaa applied to the total 

value of the conatruction and closely associated aervice vork. In these 

latter cases, the decision vas usually criticized by contractors unable to 

aecure bonding as being unduly restrictive of competition and unnecessary to 

protect the Covernment'a performance interests. Moreover, where the CO 

determines that the contract is principally aervice related, he may treat the 

contract as a aervice contract and require no bonding. 

The Contracting Officer (CO) is responsible for the initial determination 

of Whether a contract ahould be eervice or construction based on the CO's 

underatandin& of the applicable rulin&s laaued by the DOL. On occasions, DOL 

baa overtun~ad a CO' a deciaion and baa caused the Coven.ent additional 

espenae by requirin& the CO to include Davla-kcon Vage btu and, at times, 

payin& additional vagu retroactively. The Corpa experienced one instance 

Where a aervice contract claaaificetion aaaoclated vith excavation of HTW 

contaainated aoil waa reveraed by DOL to a conatructlon claaeification 

follovlD& contract co.pletion. Thb declaion reaulted in a aignlflcant 

contract price increase in order to provide an equitable adjustment to the 

contractor for the higher wage rete pa,...nta that bacl to be aade to vorkera on 
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Table 1 

STATUTES AND Bf#ULATIONS Pf.BIAINING TO H1ll CONTRACTING 

ACT 

Klller Act 
Construction 
Contract Bonding 
Requireaent 

KcNamara·O'Hara 
Service Contract 
Act (SCA) 

Davls ·Bacon Act 
(DBA) 

Co..prehensive 
Environmental Res
ponse, Compensation 
and Liability Act 
(CER.CLA), as aaen
ded by Superfund 
Amendments 6 
Reauthorization Act 
(SARA) 

Federal Acquisition 
.Regulation (FAR) 

QESCBIPTIQN 

Requires Federal agencies awarding construction 
contracts to utilize payment bonds to assure that 
the priae contractor pays his subcontractors and 
perforaance bonds to suarantee coapletion of vork in 
accordance vith the contract specifications. 

Defines the types of activity classified u service 
contracts for the purposes of Federal government 
procureaent. 

Applies to all Federally funded construction projects. 
Designates the Secretary of Labor as the sole 
authority on the classification of vage rates for 
construction projects. 

CERCLA enacted to eliainate past contaaination caused 
by hazardous substances pollutants or contaminants 
released into the environment. Authorizes EPA to 
recover cleanup costs. SARA enacted to strengthen 
CERCLA and tighten cleanup target dates. Requires use 
Davis-Bacon vage rates for construction projects 
funded under section 9604(C) of CER.CLA. 

Pursuant to the requireaents of Public Law 93-400 
as aaended by Public Lav 96-83: provides uniform 
policies and procedures for contracting by Federal 
executive agencies. 

The procedure for obtaining performance and payaent bonds froa individual 

or corporate sureties for HTV cleanup contracts is inco..plete without 

e:xaaining the background of the bonding requireaent. The 1935 Miller Act 

specified that all construction contracts by the Federal Covernaent would be 

covered by perforaance and payaent bonds. The purpose of the performance bond 

la to insure that the project ls co.pleted in the event that the original 

contractor defaults. 

The requireaent for perforaance bonds varies vith each project and is 

affected by the type of project being undertaken. A bond ls required by the 

Killer Act on all fixed-price construction contracts over $25,000, but .ust be 

a 



Acceptable aurety aay be provided from a number of other aoureea in 

addition to the -re fuUiar corporate and individual aurety bonds. theae 

other aoureaa are liated in the Federal Aequiaition Reculation (FAR) aa 

including •united Statea bonds or notea•, •.. • certified or cashier'• cheek, 

bank drafts, Poat Office .oney order, or eurreney•. 1 Corporate aurety bonds 

are provided by surety firms that have been approved by the Treasury 

DepartJHnt. These firas cannot provide bonding beyond certain dollar limits 

established by the Treasury. Individual surety providere are, as the nue 

s..pliea, individual& vho pledge their perao-1 uaeta as cuarantee. the 

corporate bond la the priaary suarantee utilized ln performance and payment 

bonding of both HTV and non-HTII work. 

Over the past two year&, interest in the use of individual sureties 

increased sharply as contractors anxloua to eo~ete for all Federal 

construction projects, but unable to acquire a corporate aurety bonding 

epamitiHnt, sought to aatiafy the Government'• bonding requirements from the 

only aouree available. Iaporta auggest theae bonds were aade available at 

aignifieantly higher coat. Unfortunately, the individual surety'a assets 

available to aeeure the bond obligation all too frequently were insufficient 

in value to cover the penal uount of the bonds. In each instance where the 

contractor proposing the individual surety vas disqualified, due to the non· 

responsibility of its proposed individual aurety, the CO aade an award to the 

next higher bidder which in every ease provided a corporate surety bond. New 

regulations instituted in February 1990 place -re stringent requirements on 

the use of individual surety bonds. 

2. the Seryiee Contract Act. the KeNamara·O'Hara Service Contract Act 

(41 USC 351-358) (SCA) covers all Federal govern.ent service contracts 

exceeding $2,500, whose principal purpose is the furnishing of services to the 

Federal govern.ent through the use of aervlce a~ployees. Sinee the teB 

•service• ls -t aa explicitly def1ned within the SCA as the ten 

•construction• is ln the Davia-laeon Act (DBA), the DOL's ~leaenting 

reculations (29 CFR Part 4) are keyed to the teras •aervlee ~loyees• and 

•principal purpoae.• 
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the project. The Corps of Engineers is very sensitive to avoiding disputes 

with DOL arising from failure to use construction wage rates. EPA is equally 

concerned that the proper rate be used by the Corps. 

1. Miller Ast Construstion Contract Bonding Reguiregents. In order to 

fully address the performance bonding requirement and its relationship to the 

contracting industry, we .ust first examine the Miller Act. The Miller Act 

requires performance and payment bonds for any contract over $25,000 for the 

•construction, alteration or repair of any public building or public work". 

P&P bonds are required on all FFP construction contracts and/or delivery 

orders over $25,000. The percentage needed for performance bonds is flexible. 

However, these bonds are not necessary for cost reimbursement contracts and/or 

delivery orders. The level of bonding required is determined by the 

Contracting Officer based on the level of risk associated with the project and 

the resulting need to protect the Government's interest. The performance bond 

guarantees the Government that the building or work will be completed in 

accordance with the terms and conditions of the contract or the Government 

will be compensated. The payment bond guarantees that subcontractors and 

suppliers of the prime contractor will be paid for their work. Performance 

and payment bonds are usually issued by the same surety for a particular 

project. These bonds protect against contractor non-performance. They are 

not intended as insurance for contractor actions which may prompt third party 

liability suits, or as a substitute for pollution or any other type of 

insurance. A third bond, generally required by agency or acquisition 

regulations where the contract solicitation is a formally advertised sealed 

bid, is the bid bond. The bid bond protects the Government by providing a 

penal amount that will be forfeited by the surety of the lowest responsible 

bidder if the bidder falls to accept the award or to provide the required 

performance and payment bonds after award has been made. Bid bonds generally 

are provided by the same surety that provides the performance and payment 

bonds for a particular contract. The surety's decision to issue the bonds 

appears to be controlled by the contractors bonding capacity and its analysis 

of the risk associated with each particular contract. Hence, it would seem 

that difficulties reported in contractors' ability to acquire bid bonds are in 

fact directly connected to the same factors causing those contractors 

inability to acquire perforaance bonds. 

10 



c. The conatruction work ia phyaically or functionally aeparata and ia 

capable of being parfor.ed on a aegreceted baaia fr~ the other work required 

by the contract. 

3. payia-lacon Aet. The Davia·lacon Act (40 USC 276) (DBA) covers all 

Federally funded or Federally aaaiated contract• in exceaa of $2,000 for 

•conatruction, alteration or repair of public building• or public works.• 2 

The Secretary of Labor'a authority to rule on questiona of statutory coverace 

under DBA ia derived fr~ ~eorcanization flan Mo. 14 of 1950 (5 USC App. USC 

p. 1050 (1982). 

a. Applicability deterainationa iuued by the Secretary' a deaicnate, 

the Adainiatrator of the Vace and Hour Division, is binding rather than 

advlaory in nature. Thus, when the DOL decides that the contracting agency 

aade an erroneous determination not to incorporate the DB.A provbiona in a 

covered contract, the agency .uat either .odify the contract to incorporate 

the required wage decision and proviaiona or terainate the contract (29 CFR 

1.6). 

In their determinations of DB.A applicability relating to H1V work, the DOL 

relies on the regulatory definitions set forth at 29 CFR, Part 5. Thus, the 

atatutory teras •construction. alteration or repair• refer to: • ... all types 

of work done on a particular building or work at the site thereof, including 

without liaitation, altering. reaodeling, installation (if appropriate) on the 

site of the work of iteas fabricated off-site, painting and decorating, the 

transportin& of aaterials and supplies to or froa the building or work and 

hauling aoil to an incinerator by the eaployees of the construction contractor 

• or subcontractor .••. • DOL has defined •auilding• or •work" as follows: 

construction activity as diatinguiahed fro• aanufacturing. furnishing of 

aateriala, or aervicea and aaintenanee work. The teras include without 

llaitation, buildinga, structures and laproveaenta of all types, auch as ... 

excavating, clearin& and landscaping.• DOL, in ita review of one 

auviroa.entel reatoration project, baa indicated that the tera "landscaping• 

includes activitlea such aa plantln& treea, lawn. and ahruba in conjunction 

with other vorlt, but also elaborate landacaplng actlvltlea auch u aubstantial 

earth 80Vlng and/or rearrangeMnt of the terralo. DOL edvbed further that 
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Inas.uch as the scope of possible service contracts is exten8ive, section 

7 of the Act liata specific contracts outside the Act. Included amon& these 

exeaptions are contracts for •construction, alteration and/or repair, 

includin& paintin&, or decoratin& of public buildin&s or public works.• While 

DOL's regulations (29 CFR 4.130) contain a number of illustrative service 

contracts, none of those listed relate specifically to environmental 

restoration (HTV) projects. 

The prinelpal purpgse eaphaaia is key inasauch as a contract aay be 

principally for services, but aay at the saae tiae involve aore than 

lnsidcntal eonstrystion. 

Exlstin& DOL regulations do not define incidental construction. Guidance 

on this issue, however, aay be derived fro• advisory aemoranda issued by the 

DOL's vase and hour adainistration relatin& to construction projects comprised 

of different cateaoriea or schedules (buildina, heavy, hi&hway and 

residential). As a aeneral rule, DOL advises contractin& officers to 

incorporate a separate schedule when such work is more than incidental to the 

overall or predoainant schedule. •Incidental• is here defined as less than 

20t of the overall project cost. DOL notes that 20t is a rou&h guide, 

inas.uch aa iteaa of work of a different cateaory may be sufficiently 

substantial to warrant separate schedules even thou&h these items of work do 

not specifically aaount to 20t of the total project cost. This same rationale 

aay apply to contracts involving services and construction. 

under such circua.tancea, both the SCA and the Davis-&acon Act (see below) 

aay apply. lD this re&ard FAR 22.402(b)(l) prescribes that the D&A will apply 

when: 
a. tbe CODStruction ia to be performed on a public building or work. 

b. Tbe coatract contains specific requireaents for a substantial 

amount of construction vork exceedin& the aonetary threshold for application 

of the DIA. Tbe ten substantial defines the type and quantity of the 

construed- vork and aot -rely tbe total value of the construction vork as 

cCMiPU•cl with tbe total c-tract value. 

12 



lav vaa enacted to eli•inate the contamination created by the indiacriainate 

diapoaal of organic and inorganic cheaicala and other pollutanta. The Act 

alao allova EPA to force potentially reaponeible partiea (PlPa) to perfor. the 

remediation or recover cleanup costa froa the PlPa. 

SARA (Superfund ~e~nta and Reauthorization Act of 1986) (P.L. 99·499) 

vaa enacted to re-authorize and atrengthen the CERCLA. It vas perceived at 

the time that cleanup activity vu not proceeding quickly enough. SARA, 

therefore, aet targeta for beginning cleanup work. EPA vaa required to begin 

cleanup activities at 175 aitea by October 1989 and an additional 200 sites by 

October 1991. CERCLA, as -nded by SARA, apeciflaa the bade cuidellnea for 

Superfund liability. Strict and joint and aeveral liability are the 

foundations of both the 1980 and the 1986 Acta. These liability concepta are a 

powerful tool that can be used by the govern!Hnt to pr...ote voluntary PlP 

response actions and to recover cleanup coats froa any party found aa having 

contributed to the conta.ination. 

Strict liability ia liability without fault. Thus, even if the firm is 

not negligent, the fir. .. y be liable. The basis of joint and several 

liability involves the concept that, even if the firm is only responsible for 

a portion.of the contamination, the firm aay be held liable for all costs 

expended in the cleanup effort. 

Recognizing that the atrict and joint and several liability standard of 

CERCLA aigbt prove onerous to remedial action contractors that are needed for 

cleanup efforts, Congress specifically excluded response action contractors 

froo liability under Federal laws except for cases involving negligence. 

Groos negligence or willful wrongdoing are not covered. Furthermore, in 

aection 119 of SARA, Congress authorized indeanification for remedial action 

contractor negligent liability associated vitb releasee of hazardous 

aUbstaneea. lndeanification for atrict liability Where lt exists at state 

level la not authorized. There la no apecific reference in either CERCLA or 

SARA on the availability of Section 119 indeanlfication to surety cuarantors 

on Superfund projecta. However, EPA baa, at least in one instance, indicated 

that lt would ..U. indeanlflcation available to a surety following a 

15 



these activities standin& alone .. y be properly characterized as construction, 

alteration or repair of a public work. 

Section 9604(G) of CERCLA also specifically stipulates the vage rates to 

be paid on Response Action Construction projects are to be as determined by 

the Secretary of Labor in accordance vith the Davia·lacon Act as follows: 

•sect. 9604(&)(1) All laborers and .. chanica e~loyed by contractors 
or subcontractors in the performance of construction, repair, or 
alteration vork funded in whole or in part under this section shall be 
paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on projects of a 
character slaUar in the locality as deterained by the Secretary of 
Labor in accordance vith the Davis-lacon Act. The President shall not 
approve any such funding without first obtaining adequate assurance 
that required labor standard& vill be aaintained upon the construction 
vork. 

(2)The Secretary of Labor shall have, vith respect to the labor 
standards specified in paragraph (1), the authority and functions set 
forth in Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 19~0 (15 F.R. 3176; 64 
Stat. 1267) and section 276c of title 40 of the United States Code.• 

b. The essential point of the foregoing discussion of the Service 

Contract and Davis-Bacon Acta is that although the public policy objective 

(labor standard protection) of the statutes are similar, there are significant 

differences between the two which affect the cost of doing business. Clearly. 

the DOL's authority to require contracting agencies to retroactively modify 

contracts to add one set of vage rate provisions and/or delete another. will 

have consequences for project costs. In view of DOL's authority to issue 

deterainations as to vbat comprises "construction" for purposes of the DRA, 

there aay also be consequences for the coverage and extent of the bonds 

required under the Killer Act. 

4. SuperfWJd Statute. InasiiUCh as considerable concern vas expressed by 

the surety industry re&arding ita potential for liability arising from bonding 

of HTV projects, a brief discussion of the superfund statute is included in 

this section. The eo.prehensive Environaental Response, Compensation and 

Liability Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-510)(CElCLA), commonly referred to as the 

Superfund lav, authorized $1.6 billion to clean up abandoned d~ sites. The 
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nee~ are eatabliahed, and include• the de1cription of requirement• to 1etiafy 

agency nee~. aolicitation and &election of aource1, avard of contracts, 

contract financina, contract perforaance, contract admini•tration, and those 

technical and .. nagement functions directly related to the process of 

fulfillin& agency needs by contract. 

1. HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC VAST! (HTV) CONTRACTIIIC PRACTICES 

The Corp• contract& with induatry for conatruction and other aervices, 

a.g., architect·encineer aervlcea, reaearch and development aervic .. , and 

auppll ... 

The decialon on whether to uae a fira filled price (FFP) contract, coat 

pluo award fee (CPAF), coat plua fixed fee (CPFF), or a combination of fixed 

prlce and coat depends on whether coatplete apeciflcations can be provided in 

the aolicitation. Other factor• detenainln& the decision are the aize of the 

project, incremental fundin&, urgency, and the type of design required for 

wle-ntation. 

Prior to iasuinc a delivery order against an indefinite delivery type, 

uabrella contract (Pre·Placed Re .. dial Action (PPRA) or Rapid Response (RR)) 

or requeating a proposal from a contractor, a vritten determination must be 

-de deacribing the type of project (aervice, construction, or both) and the 

type of delivery order to be issued (FFP, CPAF, CPFF, or mixed). 

C. CORPS H'N PROJECT DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

1. In;ro4uction. The study analyzed data relative to the Corps HTW 

contracting experience for Superfund projects. The prime offices responsible 

for HTV contracting within the Corp• are the Oaaha and Kansas City Districts. 

Contractin& recorda froa theae diatricta for the years 1987 through 1990 were 

uaellbled and exaained. The Tables and ~rta on the foll-in& pages 

~rize lnforaation on the 24 Superfund contract• carried out in the 1987-89 

time period. A •-ry of the charta b ahovn balov. 
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performance default on the aaae baaia aa aueh inde.nifieation would be offered 

to any remedial action contractor provided the aurety aaaumea auhatantially 

the same role as the original contractor. so .. corporate auretiea point to 

thia liability potential as the basia for their refuaal or reluctance to 

actively provide bonding for HtV vork. These auretiea urge that it be made 

clear that the aurety performance bond ia a JU&rantee of performance only and 

in no vay la intended to aerve aa inaurance for potentlal third party 

liability auita. Llkevise, they urge that the application of the Section 119 

indemnification to the corporate aurety involved in a HTV project be 

elarifled. 

5. federal Acquisition Regulation. HTV contract&, like other Federal 

government procurement procedures, are controlled by the Federal Acquisition 

Resulation (FAR). The Federal Acquiaition Resulation provides uniform 

policies and procedures for all Federal executive agencies. These policies 

and procedures define construction and other government procurement 

activities. In addition, they specifically define contracting instruments 

such as performance and payment bonds (see Appendix 1). The development of 

the FAR is in accordance vith the requirements of the Office of Federal 

Procurement Polley Act of 1974 (Pub. L. 93-400) as amended by Pub. L. 96-83 

and OFPP Polley Letter BS-1, Federal Acquisition Resulatlon System, dated 

August 18, 198S. The FAR is prepared, lasued, and aaintalned, and the FAR 

system is prescribed jointly by the Secretary of Defense, the Administrator of 

General Services Administration (GSA) and the Administrator of the National 

Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). These agency heads rely on the 

coordinated action of tvo councils, the Defense Acquisition Resulatory Council 

(DAR Council) and the Civilian Agency Acquisition Council (CAA Council) to 

perform thia function. Agency heads are authorized to independently iasue 

agency aequiaition regulations provided aueh regulation& implement or 

supple .. nt the FAR. 

ly definition, the ter. •acquisition• refera to acquiring by contract vith 

appropriated funds supplies or service& (including eonatruetion) by and for 

the uae of the Federal goven.ent through purchaae or lease -- whether the 

aervicea or auppliea are already in exiatenee or .uat be created or developed, 

de-natrated, and evaluated. ·Acqulaltlon begina at the point vhen agency 
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while the vaate containaent, innovative technolo&Y project& and alternative 

vater aupply product& have hish·lov bid ratio& of around 1.2. Thia 

info~tion alao vould aupport the caae for leaa co.petition in the bidding 

for HTV project& throu&h ti ... 

c. lidding Cgmpetition Climate. To deteraine if the bonding issues 

bad contributed to any reduction in the competition for HTW projects, the bids 

for the 24 projecta conducted by the Corps in the 1987 throu&h 1989 period 

vera ex .. ined. The nuaber of bids vaa reduced froa 6.2 on the average in 

early 1987 to 4.6 in late 1989 aa ahovn in chart 3A. The number of bids also 

tended to leaaen aoaevhat as the aize of the project increased. This is 

illustrated in chart 31. The latter pheno .. na ia also experienced on all 

large construction projects. Chart 3C ahovs that the type of project also 

influences the number of bids received. Vaste containment projects received 

the aoat bids--seven on the average--followed by alternative vater supply and 

aoil and vaste vater treatment projects. The least number of bids vas 

received by the innovative technology projects. These projects received an 

average of only two bids. The data does not aupport a finding of significant 

cause and effect of bonding problems on the bidding for cleanup projects, but 

it does indicate a trend toward fever bids for HTV projects. 

The state lead EPA HTW projects have experienced similar problems in 

performance bonding as the Corps districts. The Texas Water Commission issued 

a aecond invitation for bids on a project due to limited competition and 

excessively high bids. The first attempt vas unsuccessful due to the 

inability of four of the five contractors to obtain bonds and the final bid 

beJng excessively high. The EPA reco ... nded contractual changes in the second 

atteopt, and these changes resulted in a successful outcome with a contract 

being awarded at a substantial reduction in contract price. The changes 

recommended by EPA vere as follows: 

All-ing the uae of an irrevocable letter of credit or a conventional bond 
in lieu of a performance bond. 

Reduction in the aecurity aaount of the perforaanc:e bond. 

19 

• 



• 

lid Information Bid Open Project Project 
Date She Date 

Avard Allount/ 
Gov. Estiaate 1A 11 lC 

Hi&}\ Bid/ 
Low Bid 2A 2B 2C 

llwaber of Bids 3A 3B 3C 

2. Analysis and Flodin&•· 

a. Ratio of Avard Priee to Goverpment Estlgate. Chart 1A illustrates 

the trend in the ratio of award price to the government estiute over the 

study period from 1987 to 1989. The ratio of award amount to government 

estimate rose from .8 to 1.2. In addition, the ratio of award amount to 

government estimate tended to increase with the size of the project, as shown 

in chart lB. The type of remedy that vas utilized also affected the 

award/estimate ratio. Avard ratios of 1.3 were observed for the waste 

containment projects, on the average, as opposed to .85 on the other extreme 

for alternative water supply projects as displayed in chart lC. The remainder 

of the projects were around the 1.0 area. The conclusion drawn from this 

information is that there is a tendency for large projects to run at a higher 

ratio of award/estimate and through time. This tends to lend credence to the 

fact that there is a tight.aarket for HTW contracts. 

b. High to Lpv Bid &atio. An analysis of the contract data indicated 

that out of the 24 projects four contracts involved situations where the 

initial bid winner vas not awarded the bid due to inability to secure bonding. 

These four contracts totaled about $31 aillion. $3.9 aillion additional costs 

were incurred because of the necessity to utlllze the next lowest bidder. 

This vas an average of a 14t increase in costa for the four contracts. The 

ratio of hi&h bids to low bids baa been found to drop froa around 2 to 1 in 

1987 to 1.3 to 1 in 1989 as il1u.trated in chart 2A. The range of bids also 

tends to decrease with the size of the project. Chart 211 shows this tendency. 

The bi&h-lov bid ratio also varies by the type of project. The collection and 

disposal of waste products baa a large variation in the ratio of the bids 
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TABIZ 2A 

CORPS lml CONTRACTS 

RICH liDS COMPARED WITH LOW liDS 
-------------------------------

$1,000,000• 

liD 
DATE ST noJICT RAKE 

REK.EDY TYPE RICH LOW HI liD/ 
TYPE CONTRACT liD liD LOW liD 

---- -- -------·········-----------------------------------------------· 6/04/87 PA Lact.vanna lafuaa CA 
3/23/88 MA Nyanza Chaaical Waate Dump CA 
S/17/88 MA Charla• Caoraa Landfill CA 
6/07/88 lU Lana Property CD 
6/07/88 MJ Kata1tac Aeroayataaa CD 
1/02/88 OR Mev L,.e Landfill CA 

10/06/88 PA lruia Laaooa CA 
10/12/88 PA Heleva Landfill CA 
10/18/88 1N Lake Sandy Jo CD 
11/16/88 MJ loa Creak Fara TV 
12/06/88 CA Del Morte Peaticide Storage TV 

2/02/89 lU lridaeport Rental/Oil Svca. TV 
3/28/89 lU Caldwell Truck Co. AS 
6/22/89 NH Lipari Landfill on-aite TV 
'7/ll/89 KD Kane & Lollberd St. Drums CA 
7/24/89 NY Wide leach Development IT 
8/01/89 KS Cherokee County Storaae Tanks AS 
8/01/89 DE Delaware Sand/Gravel Landfill CA 
8/02/89 RI Weatera Sand & Gravel 
8/23/89 MA laird & McGuire 
8/31/89 MJ Montclair W orange Sites 
9/06/89 KD S.Md.Vood Treating 
9/19/89 NJ Helen Kramer Landfill 
9/19/89 PA Moyer• Landfill 

KEY: REMEDY TYPE 
............................. 
TV- Treac.ent of vaatea (aoil and water) 
CA- RCIA Cap 
co- Collection and dlapoaal of vaates 
IT- Innovative technoloaies 
AS- Alternative water aupply 
cv- Gu ventlD& 
co- Containaent of vutes 

IFB- Iuvitatlon for bldl 
aFP- Requeata for proposals 

AS 
TV 
GV 
co 
TV 
CA 

In 40.0 15.9 2.S 
In 14.5 8.3 1.7 
In 23.3 13.8 1.7 
IFI 4.7 2.7 1.7 
In 7.S 2.4 3.1 
In u.s 13.7 1.4 
In 9.4 4.0 2.4 
In 7.1 s.o 1.6 
In 3.9 2.4 1.6 
U'P 14.4 13.9 1.0 
In 2.0 1.2 1.7 
In 8s.o S2.S 1.6 
In 0.3 0.2 1.5 
In 28.0 16.0 1.8 
In 5.4 5.4 1.0 
U'P 17.4 15.6 1.1 
In 0.7 0.6 1.2 
IFI 2.4 1.5 1.6 
In 1.2 0.9 1.3 
IFI 13.5 ll. 3 1.2 
In 0.4 0.2 2.0 
IFII 3.4 2.6 1.3 
In 73.0 35.9 2.0 
IFI 33.9 28.5 1.2 

TOTAL: 410.6 254.5 1.6 
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Deletion of the handling of hazardous aaterial in the first phase of the 
project and ahifting it to the aecond phase and deletion of a test burn of 
contaainated aoil, thus re.oving the auretiea' objections to bonding the 
flrat phaae. 

The writing of aeparate bond agree .. nts for the tvo project phasea and the 
preciae definition of vhat liability ia covered by the perfor.ance bond 
and the ti .. limits of liability. 

tleducing the dollar cap on the retainage for the la.e phue of the project 
from $6 aillion to $2 aillion and reducing the time the retainage is held 
from 60 to 18 -ntha. 

Giving the aurety the ri&ht to chooae the option of whether to complete the 
project or forfeit the bond if the contractor defaulta on the performance 
bond. 

Providing the require .. nts for the aurety to obtain indemnification in case 
of contractor default and the surety assuaing project completion. 

d. Distribution of HTY contracts. There is considerable variation in 

the distribution of contracts among HtV contractors. In the Kansas City 

Diatrict, about 400 firas are on the biddera' aailing liat for all 

conatruction, including HtV contracts. In 1987 through January 1990, 24 

contractor• competed in the HTW prograa, and 14 received contracts. According 

to Corps District personnel, the same few companies continually appear in the 

final bidders' lists for HTV contracts. 

Charts S and 6 list the contractors that have worked on Corps HTV 

construction projects and their aarket share of the total competed Corps HTV 

outlay or activity. Five contractors, individually or in partnerships, have 

received 78' of the HtV contract dollars (Chart 5). Five of the 14 firms 

obtained about 58' of all the projects (Chart 6). The firms receiving awards 

are, for 

general. 

to do the 

the -•t part, large firas with experience in waste handling in 

They are not the only firaa with the qualifications and credentials 

work, nor are they the only firaa that have expreaaed interest in 

the hazardous and toxic vesta projects. There are aany contractora interested 

in participating in these projecta. There appeara to be legitt.&te concern 

that contracting illpediaents, such as bonding, aight leaaen further the 

Covernaent'a ability to expand contractor participation. Contracting 

iapediaenta auat be carefully considered as to their relative significance. 
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liD 
DATE 

6/04/17 
3/23/11 
5/17/18 
6/07/11 
6/07/11 
1/02/11 

10/06/11 
10/12/11 
10/11/11 
11/16/18 
12/06/88 

2/02/19 
3/21/19 
6/22/89 
7/11/89 
7/24/19 
8/01/89 
8/01/89 

·8/02/89 
8/23/89 
8/31/89 
9/06/89 
9/19/89 
9/19/89 

TAILE 2C 

CORPS HTV COIITRACTS 

PAilTICIPATl!IC CONTltACTOllS AlfD SUUTYS 
···············-···················-~ 

ST Pli.OJECT !lAKE CO!ITllACTOil SURETY !lAKE .......... -----.----.------ .. -... -- ........ -.-. -·.-.- .... ----.- ... 
PA Lack.availna hfu .. Chea Wuta Fedaral lN. 
MA Nyanza Cbeaical Waate Duap TrieU Seabd St Paul Kaine 
MA Cbarlea C.or&• Landfill Trlcll Seabd St Pau~ Kaine 
NJ LaD& Property Sevenaon Wauaau 
NJ Kataltec Aaroayata .. Seveuon Vauaau 
OH !lev Lyaa Landfill Sevaoaoo Vauaau 
PA lrulll l.a&OOII C.oCon UA 
PA Halava Landfill Qlea Vuta Fedaral lN. 
Dl Lake Sanely Jo We atOll nona, eacrov 
IU lo& Creak Fara Cbea Vuta Fedaral loa. 
CA Del aorta Paaticide Stora&e '0 A Andanon Greet America 
NJ lrid&aport aental/011 Svca. Ebaaco Seabd St Paul Kaine 
BJ Caldwell Truck Co. Ella• CoNtr. Wauaau 
NH Llpari Landfill on-aite lechtel · .. Aetn.l Caa .6 Surety 
MD 1tane & Lollbard St. Drwu CeoCon ; INA 
WY Vida leach Development Ki-N ·. individual 
KS Cherokee County Storage Tanks PittfDeaiiOines ·.INA 
DE Delavara Sand/Gravel Landfill Weston :Indiana Lwlbet11Ans 
Ill Western Sand & Gravel l H White ·,Wauaau 
MA laird 6 McGuire Barletta ',,tlausau 
NJ Montclair W orange Sites Su.ae Env. :,Intl. Fld. Ins. 
MD S.Md.Wood Treating Weston :Indiana Luabermans 
NJ Helen Kramer Landfill IT. Davy Natl. 'Onion 
PA Moyers Landfill Chell Waste Allerican Home 
---------------------------------------------------------
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TABLE 21 

COilPS HTV CONTRACTS 

COST OF PROJECT COMPARED TO COVEllNK£NT ESTIMATE 

NIJKIER. OF liDS PElt PROJECT 
···········----------·----

aiD GOVT AllARD AllARD AKT NO. 
DATE ST PROJECT HAKE PROGRAK EST AKT /COVT EST BIDS .. ·····--·--------------------------------------------------------6/04/87 PA Lackawanna llefu.ae SF 23.0 15.9 0.7 7 

3/23/88 KA Nyanza Cheaical llaste Dump SF 13.0 8.6 0.7 13 
5/17/88 KA Charles Ceorae Landfill SF 15.0 15.6 1.0 6 
6/07/88 NJ Lana Property· SF 4.1 3.6 0.9 6 
6/07/88 NJ Kateltec Aerosysteas SF 3.5 3.4 1.0 5 
8/02/88 OH Nev Lyae Landfill SF 12.0 13.7 1.1 5 

10/06/88 PA lruin Laaoon SF 5.0 4.0 0.8 5 
10/12/88 PA Heleva Landfill SF 4.7 5.4 1.1 8 
10/18/88 IN Lake Sandy Jo SF 2.3 2.4 1.0 3 
11/16/88 NJ lo& Creek Fara SF 14.0 14.0 1.0 4 
12/06/88 CA Del Norte Pesticide Storaae SF 1.3 1.2 0.9 11 

2/02/89 NJ Bridgeport Rental/Oil Svc•. SF 42.0 52.5 1.3 5 
3/28/89 NJ Caldwell Truck Co. SF 0.2 0.2 0.8 9 
6/22/89 NH Lipari Landfill on·•ite SF 21.0 15.8 0.8 4 
7/11/89 KD Kane & Loabard St. Drwu SF 4.0 4.5 1.1 l 
7/24/89 NY Vide Beach Development SF 15.6 15.6 1.0 2 
8/01/89 KS Cherokee County Storage Tanks SF 0.7 0.6 0.9 2 
8/01/89 DE Delaware Sand/Gravel Landfill SF 1.2 1.5 1.3 3 
8/02/89 Ill llestern Sand & Gravel SF 1.0 0.9 0.9 9 
8/23/89 KA laird & McGuire SF 9.6 11.3 1.2 5 
8/31/89 NJ Montclair II oranae Sites SF 0.2 0.2 1.0 3 
9/06/89 KD S.Md.llood Treating SF 2.0 2.6 1.3 7 
9/19/89 NJ Helen Kramer Landfill SF 36.0 55.7 1.5 4 
9/19/89 PA Moyers Landfill SF 25.0 28.0 1.1 4 
.................. ------------------------------------------------------------------TOTAL: 256.4 277.2 1.12 AVG. 

$1,000,000• 

SF- SUPER.FI1ND 
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e. Surety Flra Partlstpatlon. The •aterhl froa the Corps dhtrlcta 
' 

indicates that no HTV project requiring bonding vas 

of nonavallability of 

I i.' 
preclude~ froa being 't 

I· ' ·\~ 
placed under contract because bonding.': So11e flras, , 

I 

however, were disqualified froa co~etition becauae of their ',inability to 
I 

provide acceptable surety. 

of individual sureties that 

I . 

The .. instances usually involved ~contracton • ~se 

after examination were found to have insufflciilnt 
I 

assets to protect the Covernaent's interests. 

to the next lowest bidder providing acceptable 

Where thla occurred, award ..;ent 
I I 
I ' 

bonding. All contracts were\ 
,. 

I. eventually awarded despite probl ... reported by certain contr~.cton. The 
I 

.urety industry participation ln the Corps HTW prograa during •1987·1989 ls 
I 

depleted in Charts 7 and 8. Chart 7 indicates the percent of *ureties' 
'i 

dollars shares covered by each surety flr.. Six firas received 83• of the 
\ 

project dollars. Chart 8 shove the percent of sureties' project shares 
I •• 

covered by each surety fir.. 
I k 

Seventy-one percent of the projects were covered 

by five sureti ... 

D. HTW INDUSTRY BONDING PROBLEMS AND PERCEPTIONS 

1. Contracting Induitrv Perceptions. Fro• the point of view of the 
' 

contracting industry, a .. jor proble• in the H1V progr&~~ is the~ many 
' contractors coapeting for contracts are unable to obtain the req'l"ired surety 

performance bonds for construction contracts. 3 Some contractors 
1
'1 are unable 
I, 

to secure bonds due to the surety's perception of liability rislttat HTW 

projects; others because contractors have exhausted their bond in~ capacity. ·~. J 
Noncompeting firms maintain close contact with the surety 

routinely seek information relative to bond availability. 

I 

industr;y and 
I 

They a,re aware of 
I 

the surety industry's stated reasons for not providing surety bon~s. But, 
I 

contractors assert that corporate surety decisions on providing b~nding are 
I 

·.I 

i 

not unifora. Consequently, bondin& .. y be provided in some instances based on • 
: ~ 

the aurety' s relationship to the contractor rather than on purely ',.objective 
I 

atandards. Nonc011peting fir.s do request .. uings concerning HTW !project 
I 

aolicitations, but they do so only to keep up to date on HTII activ'ities or 
' 

they anticipate involv ... nt as a subcontractor. On HTV contracts 

flras request plans but fever than seven usually bid. 

' around 100 
I 

' I 

' 
' llemedial action contractor (llAC) aaaociatlons point out that there are 
' I 

aany flras that are lntereated ln partlclpatlng ln the HTV cleanup program, 
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bovever, only a fev are con.istently able to .. et the bondln& requirements 

oeceaaary to continually compete for contracta. Some companies stated that 

they did not evan participate in biddin& on HtV projects for reason. of 

liability and the inability to obtain performance aurety bonda in the HTW 

area. On formally advertized sealed bid procurementa inability to obtain 

performance bonding normally has the added affect of precludin& the contractor 

fr- being able to provide the required bid bond, without which the bid b 

considered nonresponsive by the Government and not considered for avard. 

The HTV induatry stated that the number of contractors biddins on HTW 

treae.ent projects is fever than thoae bidding on non-hazardous and toxic 

vaate projecta, in part due to the bonding problem. 4 One contractin& firm 

pointed out that the HTV prosraa ia comparatively amall in relation to the 

entire ensineering and construction industry activity in this country. Kany 

firms reported that they have elected not to participate in the. HTW cleanup 

prosram When they experienced difficultiea in securing bonds or anticipated 

complications in that area. 

Contractors perceive that the problems in contracting in the HTW area to 

some extent are due to the Government'• use of contracting procedures 

developed for non-HTW construction and service contracting. HTW vork involves 

a perceived increase in the possibility of liability in excess of traditional 

construction projects. There is also a strong perception in the surety and 

insurance industry that the odds of incurring liability given recent asbestos 

litigation are much greater than before. Contracting firms felt that the 

lavs, regulations, standard Government procurement forms and procedures on HTW 

contracting efforts were not totally appropriate. They recommended more 

careful acrutiny of the acquisition procesa to assure avoidance of 

inappropriate applications. 

The contractor respondents vera alao of the opinion that the total 

contract &110\lllt of indefinite delivery covered h&&ardoua and toxic waste 

contract• engaged in by a contractor would be uaeaaed by the auraty vben 

upper bondin& U.aita vere decided upon for a contractor. This concern 

prevail• in apite of the fact that the Federal govenaent only requirea 

bonding for delivery orders written againat indefinite delivery contracts. 
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necessary to aatiafy corporate sureties and secure surety bonds. The results 

of a survey conducted by the Environmental Business Association (TEBA) shoved 

that half of the 45 finu surveyed vere unable to aucce .. ful!ly compete for a 

project due to the lack of adequate bonding or had decided not to bid on 

contracts due to probleas vith securing performance bonds. 

2. Surety lndustn Dondios Perceptions. The probleu th.at are perceived 

by che aurety bond co-.mlty ere sw.arlzed in a docwaent entitled "Hazardous 

v .. tea and che Surety.•' Thia docuaent, revleed in Nov.-her 1989, vas 

continually Mntioned in the interviews u the "bible" of the. HTW industry 

concerning haz:ardoue and toxic waste. This docwaent delineates the issues 

concerning aureties in handling HT\1. Soae of the factors that are of 

particular interest and concern to the sureties follow:• 

e. The aureties believe that design of any sort is not traditionally 

! . 

a surety bonded activity. Bonding coapanies perceive that the·., risk of bonding 

design eleaents of HTW cleanup is even 110re aubstantial than what 1s faced on 

noraal construction projects. This steas fro• the viev that the actual 

'la>ovledge and experience in the area 1s lilllited. Designs aay b,ecome obsolete 

very quickly as changes in the HT\1 processes evolve and general·ly there is 

considerable difference of opinion among technical experts on ~sign adequacy. 

Perforaance bonds are nomally used in construction contracts. '.In such 

instances, the design is fixed and technical interpretations are more uniform. 

However, where design eleaents and construction are combined in ·.the same 

contract (e.g. through perfomance specifications), bonding probleiiiS aay arise 
' 

due to the increased risk to the surety associated with the unknowns on HT\1 

project designs. However, bonding firas believe and the governm~nt agrees 

that the builder who specifically carries out U.S. Government-ap~roved and

accepted plans and specifications should not be subject to these ·.,potential 

liabilities - absent knowledge on its part that the specificatio~ were 
' defective which vu not brought to the Governaent • s attention. This builder 

ia t.pleaenting an accepted and approved design, and, therefore, is not 

reiSpOnsible for the tachnolol)' nor the .. th...s. uaed to carry out the cleanup. 

b. Tachnolo&ical unlcnowns, particularly those in an area 'with 

potential liability such u the toxic cleanup pro&raa, are worrisome to the 
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This had parcicular concern to contraccora chac had been awarded large, 

indefinice delivery contracca. They feared Chat suratiaa •i&ht uaa che cotal 

concracc aaximua, racher chan accual work ·orders issued, co compute chair bond 

capacity li•icacion. 

Tables 2A-C illustrate che experience of Che Oluha and Kansas Cicy Corp• 

discriccs. There vere a saall nuaber of bids received on several HTV 

projecu. This lov nuaber of bids is not neceasarily due co cha lack of 

incareac in the projecca. Accordin& co several HTV organizaciona interviewed, 

including che Hazardous Vaace Accion Coalicion, Environmencal ausinesa 

Association, Associated General Concraccora, National Solid Vasce Kanage .. nt 

Associacion and che Remedial Concraccors Inscicuce, che key faccor 

concribucing co lower compecicion for some HTV projeccs is che inabilicy of 

.. ny concractors co secure bonding. Ic should be noted that in many cases 

fir.s cannoc obcain bonding despice a proven hiscory of competence in doing 

such vork, scrong financial assecs and proficabilicy and sound leadership and 

experience in che fir.. 

In some cases ic vas reporced by boch contractors and government 

concracting agencies thac projects have been delayed due to che shortage of 

contraccors who can obtain bonding and related surety problems. Contracting 

represencatives for boch the Corps and che staces advised that chey have had 

administrative delays as a result of contractors not being able to obcain 

appropriace bonding. This additional work has resulted in the slippage of 

projecc schedules. 

The resulcina shorcage of qualified fir.. chat are able co consiscencly 

arranae surecy bondin& .. y be reflecced in hi&her coscs to che govenmenc. 

&onding's lt.itacion on co8p&ticion, vith only four or five final bidders in 

aany cases, .. y have rasulcad in higher concracc bids than would ochervise be 

expected. Tables 2A and 2! illuscrate the experience of two Corps discricts 

in bid prices and·auaber of bidders. 

s .. ller concractora, in particular, .. y be screened out of the HTV cleanup 

progr .. aarket due co cbeir inability to aecure surecy bonding. Several 

contractors stated chat they do noc have the excensive financial aquicy 
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pollution liability inaurance coverage. The aame concarna regarding the 

unknown riak of involvement in the KTW .. rket are equally important to 

auratiaa that .uat decide vhathar to provide needed bonding for the program. 

The following auamarizaa aome of the finding• contained in theae paper• on the 

ahortcominga of preaent coverage for KTW project•: 

1) Preaent KTW conatruction contractor•' pollution insurance 

coverage ha• only limited apatial or geographic coverage. Some policlaa cover 

only on-alta liabilltlea. In aome c .. ea, KTW liability .. y be off-alta due to 

h&zardoua aubatancea baing carried beyond the border• of the aite by wind, 

vater runoff, or underground aeepage. 

2) Clai.S-.. de inaurance only. The inaurance coverage b on a 

cleiiU·IUde bad• and doea not cover the period after the coapletion of the 

project unl••• the contractor continua• to carT)' the inaurance .. Moreover, 

even vhere a contractor aay chooae to continue coverage, it aay not be able to 

do ao becauae of the insurance coapany'• decbion to no longer make auch 

coverage available. The abort time period (one year) covered by claims-made 

inaurance preclude• coverage over the long period of 20 years or ao in vhich 

claiiU .. y be .. de in the KTW area. In claias-made insurance, the policy is 

only in force during the period vhen pre•iums are being paid. With respect to 

KTW cleanup, thia vould be normally the period of contract performance 

including any contractually required warranty periods. 

3) Low dollar li•its. Surety organizations state that the upper 

dollar li•its in presently available pollution liability coverage are 

inaufficient to cover the risks associated on HTW projects. The comparatively 

lov limits of the insurance policies outlined in the document would only be 

adequate for aaaller HTW projects vhere proven technology would be employed on 

an isolated site. 

4) There is a concern by aurety firms that they will be targeted 

by third party liability plaintiff• in the event other parties whose actions 

aay have cauaed the injury are judpent proof. The lack of aufficlent 

tnaurance or indemnification for the HtV re .. dial action contractor leads 

aa.e bond underwriter• to be concerned that the corporate aurety based on its 

providing a aurety performance bond .. y be adjudicated to fill the insurance 

"VOid ao that the third party•a injury can be coapenaated. They vorry that, 

after inaurance coverage baa lapaed or expired, and perhaps after decade• have 

, .. sed, the corporate aurety firm vhich provided the bond may be looked upon 
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eurety co..unity. londin& coapanl .. perceive that the etate of technolo&Y of 

the liN cleanup proceu ll con~tantly ch&n&in& and very ublauoua. It b their 

opinion that Uttle ll k:novn about the adequacy of the technolo&Y either 

concernina ~diata or lor~~-terw experience. Technolo&Y aay evolve that 

render• the preaent .. thod inadequate. Suretiea are concerned that thb aay 

leave the d .. iper-builder potentially liable if the pr .. ent H1'V le&al cllaate 

conti.Duea. 

c. Surety firwa have etated that the preaent unfavorable le&al 

.enviror.ent, with widespread Uti&ation and larse avarda, baa ucle insurance 

co~apaDiee very cautious about in.~urin& HTV projecta. Althou&h vocal in their 

ueertiona that they not be treated u a eubetitute for insurance, they fear 

that by bondin& such vork they uy in the future be aou&ht out baaed on a 

lesal theory which vould treat thea ae if they vere in.~urance. The cause for 

liability, euch as the appearance of a dieeaee 20 or aore years after exposure 

to tozic eubatancee, leads to a very uncertain eituation for euretiee. 

d. Accordin& to the eurety firaa interviewed, toxic tort liti&ation 

feature• are an 1aportant reason for their preeent reluctance to participate 

in the HTW cleanup field. In the toxic tort arena a very lone tiae period (10 

or 20 yeare) between exposure and developiHnt of injury 1a typical. Unlike 

other prototypical injury situation~, toxic liability involves long time 

perioda7 between the alle&ed expoeure and the diecovery of da&a&ea. Since 

thie liti&ation takes place in etate courte, the indemnification under SARA ie 

not helpful, nor lesally binding on the etatee. 

e. Inaurance. the Hazardous Vute Action Coalltiou, m orsanization 

co.prlaed of technical conaultin& firaa in tha 11TV field, aloft& vith llareb and 

llc:Lerman, a lari• lneurance broker, held a -•tina ln Vuhift&tOII, D.C. on 

Septe8ber 13, 1919, ln which a earle• of apeabra outlined the lnaurance and 

tnde.m.flcatlon probleu confront ina the contractlna indue try. The collected 

paper• of thie -•tin& are entitled •Pollution Inaurance/lndeanification 

Iaauea for £n&lneera in Hazardous Vute Cleamap•. The papera point -t that 

the preaent inaurance cover•&• 1e not adequate ln aany areu. They abo 

azpreae the inaurance lnduetry' • concern that potential llti&ation 

uncertaintlea play a aajor part in their decblona to foreso providln& 



IV. CONCUJSIONS 

TRENDS OVER TIME 

Twenty four KTW projects were examined in the study. Contract data vas 

assembled for the bidding process on these projects including contractors and 

sureties participating, bid amounts, project dates, project types and 

aovernment estimates. The inforaation presented in Tables 2A-C and Charts 

la-c and la-c sumaarlza the relationships of these factors and shows the 

trends in these elements over the past fev years. The information vas 

analyzed with .-phasis on the relationships between award amount and 

aovernsent e~tlmates, the ratio between hi&h and lov estiaates and the number 

of bids received. The respective shares of the HTW market for contractors and 

for sureties were also examined. 

There tends to be an increasing trend in the ratio of contract award 

.-ount to govern.ent estimate over tt.e. The average ratio has climbed from 

.8 to 1.2 over approximately a two year period. This has transpired while the 

ratio of high bids to low bids bas been falling from 2 to 1.3 and the number 

of bids received on the average for each project has dropped from 6.2 to 4.6. 

This information suggests a decrease in competition for projects in the H~ 

field over the time period and to an apparent increase in price at the same 

time. The decreasing ratio of high to low bids over the same period also is 

an indication of a changed competitive situation. 

Relationship of pro1ect size. The relationship of the project size and 

these various factors vas examined. As the projects increased in size, the 

ratio of the award amount to the government estimate increased from .9 for 

small projects to 1.5 in the $60 aillion dollar range, indicating the 

lessening of competition for larae contracts where fev contractors can 

compete. At the saae ttae the average number of bids per project decreased 

with the size of the project, reflecting the fact that fev contractors are 

currently available to coapete for these larae KTW projects. The average of 6 

bids for smaller contracts was reduced to 4.5 on the contracts in the range of 

$60,000,000 at the higher end of the acale. These findings, although not 
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by the courts as the insurer of last resort or a "deep pocket,•1 This 

unknown rbk has led so .. corporate sureties to forego involve11ent in the HTV 

aarket. Surety bond producers that have aade such a decision indicate that 

they would be aore likely to participate in the aarket if the applicability of 

SARA indemnification to the surety vas clarified. Moreover, that the 

performance surety bond be clearly represented as being intended by the 

Government solely as a ruarantee of performance by the contractor and not in 

anyway as protection for the contractor's tortuous injuries to third parties. 

f. Greater rhk to Government. In response to claw by so11e 

contractor interests that bonding could be substantially reduced for certain 

categories of HTW vork, surety sources stated that risks of non-performance 

increase if construction contracts are awarded either without surety bonds or 

vith lover rated surety performance bonds. Surety officers contacted in the 

survey pointed out the trade-offs involved risks to the government if surety 

bonds vere not used on projects that normally would be surety bonded. They 

emphasized that surety finas perform a valuable service for the government in 

screening out potential proble11 contractors fro11 the pool of contractors 

competing on government construction projects. 

g. Indemnification. The sureties and contractors have listed many 

perceived probleii.S vith the present SARA1 indemnity law. There is 

dissatisfaction over the amount of indemnification coverage, as well as the 

extent of the coverage and even what events are indemnified. Sureties find 

that the definition of what 1s the aaxillull dollar coverage of the indemnity is 

not specific. CER.CLA sets the upper llllit of the indeaniflcation SIIIOunt as 

the funding that is re~~Sining in the Superfund account. However Section 119 

says "If sufficient funds are unavailable in the ..• Superfund ... to aake 

payments pursuant to such indemnification or if the fund is repeated. There 

are authorized to be appropriated such aaounta as aay be necessary to aake 

such payments. Sureties and contractors are of the opinion that such 

li11itation on indemnification aay prove inadequate in the future if there are 

li11ited funds available in the Superfund account at the tllle indemnification 

requests ripen. The EPA is presently addressin& the llait on indemnification 

proble• in proposed draft suidelines for t.plementlng Section 119 of SARA. 
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aovernaent concractina officera, and the contractln& and auraty induatriaa. 

The experience 1a chat the aarket ia conatricted for contractor• in ehe HTV 

fleld and the avallabllity of bondina h a problea. Althou&h all project• 

have proceeded and none have been atopped by lack of bond availability, the 

difficultiea ~t have been encountered in the bondlna area have impacted the 

cleanup proceas by delayina achedulea, reducina competition and ultiaately 

ehereby, increasina ehe pricea peid for cleanup. 

Financial rjak. Vho ia affected? The &ove~nt, ehe HtV contractor• and 

ehe aurety indclatry are all at rlak in the IITil cleanup proceaa. A key aspect 

ln ebb analyat.. 1a the aaau.ptlon of fin&neial rhk ln ehe HTV prograa. So~ae 

rlak 1a aaaUIHc:! by ehe aovernaent and ao.e by induatry. The proble .. arise 

when ehe financial rlaks are exaained in detail and found to be auch that 

private induatry decline• to participate due to ehe perception that it will 

have to bear vbat it conaidera to be aore than its ahare of the rlak. 

Hiatorlcally, Cbe aurety induatry has provided perforaance bonds to cover the 

riaka of nonperforaance by conatruction contractors. However, in the HTV 

area, ehere has been a areat deal of reluctance to do ao for fear of extended 

llabllity due co ehe lona tera nature of Uabillties involved and other 

factor• of UDCertainty in ehe CER.ClA area. The projecta involved risk 

uncertaintiea in teras of the present and the future atate of the art of the 

HTV cleanup technology. The atate of the art is conatantly changing and 

improved tec~ques lead to future pollution standards that may be higher and 

-re atringent. 

fbyslcal £!sk. Vho or what is impacted? The environment, cleanup site 

workers and the local residents are affected by the physical risk. The risks 

exiat durin& the cleanup of ehe project, and extend through the warranty and 

the latent defect period of ehe cleenu.p project. However, due to the nature 

of bazardoua _.te, the riak -y lut for yeara, decade• or forever. This 

problea of ~ riak and uncertain liability .u.t be eddreaaed and the risk 

to induatry -t be bounded ln order to &aln ita full participation in the HTV 

pro&rea. In order to reduce ehe phydcal rhk over the long tara, ehe actions 

taken involve f'inancial UDCertaintlea and llabilitiea- The aovern!Hnt auat 

aaau.e a certain level of reaponaibility for theae uncertainties. The total 
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concluaive, indicate • pattern of co~etition in the field that above a 

liaited availability of eligible contrectora. The expanding HTV cleanup 

requirement will exacerbate thia aituation 

Relation•hip of pro1ect type. Examination of the relationabip of the 

ratio of award amount to government e1tlaate 1hows that the ratio i1 

acceptable, except for containment project• where the ratio va1 1.3 to 1. The 

largeat apread for the variation of blah and low bide val in the project• 

involving collection and dl1p01al of va1te1, 2.2 to 1, while the next greate1t 

variation va• for ga• venting project• which ran 2 to 1. The heavie•t 

co~etition va1 evidenced in the average nuaber of bide (7) received for va1te 

containaent project• with the next highest nuaber (6.5) bids for alternate 

water 1upply project•. It i1 noted that the average number of bids received 

for RFP'I VAl only 3, c~ared vith nearly double that amount for Invitation~ 

for bidl. 

Contxaetpra' pro1ect aarket &bares. The aharea of the HTV cleanup aarket 

(24 Corpl projecta) are heavily concentrated in a relatively amall number of 

contractor•. Chart 5 ahova that three fir.. or joint partnerships have about 

60' of the dollar aarket of HTW projects and 5 of the 15 firms have 

successfully bid for about 58' of the total number of projects. The rest of 

the project• are being apread among the remainder of contractors, 1oae of 

which are quite large. While the total is 1tlll small, the concentration of 

activity in a few firas tends to persist and is not assuring to those aspiring 

to participate in the program. 

Sureties' urJtet abares. Surety bond provlden are abo unequally 

repre•ented in the liat of 1uretiea ahares of the project pie. Five .uretiea 

or aurety ca.binationa account for 13' of the project bond dollars and five 

auretiea or collbinationa bonded 70t of the Corps 24 projects analyzed in the 

atudy. Thia illuatrates the eaae that few aureties are intereated in 

providing bonding for 11tv projects. 

The foregoing experience preaented in the contracting inforaation froa the 

Corpa Kansaa City and o.&ha Districts reinforce• the atory presented by the 
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the bonding of HTV projecta becauae of perceived new and unanticipated riaka 

bein& poaaibly tranaferrad to the aurety. Theaa perceived nev riaka entail 

additional poaaible re•ponaibilitie• for project efficacy, deaicn (perforaance 

apecificationa) and third party auita. It i• in thi• area that the pre•ent 

proble., of uncertainty have aurfacad and are at thia ti .. a aubject of 

conaiderable concern. 

Thia atudy indicate• that the problea of perfor.ance bond availability for 

HtV conatr\&Ctlon work uy be lt.itln& the mmber of quallflad contractor& that 

caD co.-pete for auch -rk. In &OIH caaea, the liaitation on firaa able to 

c~ete, when coupled vlth requirement• on the governaent neceaaitatin& a hi&h 

mmber of HTV contract awarda within a ahort apan of tt.e, uy have cauaed 

co~etin& fir.& to be leaa co~etitive in their bid 1ubaittal1. 

The data analyzed doea not clearly indicate any aerioua proble .. at thh 

time. However, the contract infor.ation on the tventy·four project• analyzed 

uy be akewed due to a concentration of contract• durin& September and October 

of 1989. Althou&h trenda are aug .. ted, the data h not •ufflcient to draw 

apecific concluaiona. Continuous obaervationa of award data h necessary to 

deteraine if trenda are developing. 

While not yet resulting in the government not being able to get 

co~etition on ita KTV projects or to carry through on its reaedial action 

prograas. the clear t.plication of induatry comment• received ia that the 

concern bein& expreased by the aurety industry over providing bonding for HTW 

project• .. y well ultt.&tely lead to a aituation where bondin& llaitations 

will arbitrarily curtail the extent of co.-petition realized by the government 

for auch work. Thia concern aay threaten the government'• ability to 

aucceaafully acquire the conatruction aervlcea needed. 

Thla report baa reviewed both aubjective data gained fr- interviewin& 

various HTV indultry rapre•entative• and objective data ba1ed on bide received 

by the Corpa. While tbe inforaation fr- intarvlewa 1a aubjectiva, it doea 

repreaent the industry aind aet and aa auch govern induatry daciaion· aaking. 

Vbera there ia little or DO rlak, it la appropriate to try to ainlalze 
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level of riak doea not diaappear; it ia aerely transferred fro• one entity of 

aociety to another. It ia not reaaonable to expect private induatry to 

voluntarily participate in a hi&h riak entarpriaa unlaaa a hi&h preaium la 

paid. Many goven.ant progr8lU ere atructured to reduce thla uncertainty in 

new hi&h tech and experiaental enterpriaea to a level that ia aanageebla by 

the private aector. 

Indemnification, inauranca, bonding and contractual egreeaenta era all 

aecbania .. to transfer riak. The preaent aituation in the HTV cleanup area 

bring• thia eapect of riak, and who .uat asau.e riaka for the nation'• 

cleanup, into focua. There ia a need in the HTV progr .. for the definition of 

the riak involved and the aseign88nt of each riak to the proper entity. 

Guideline• ere neceaaary to apell out and clarify the appropriate 

reaponaibilitiea that will be borne by government egenclea and those that are 

within the purview of private enterpriae. 

Indemnification ia a tool that transfer• the risks fro. private industry 

to the government. One problea with inde.nificetion in HTV cleanup• ia the 

uncertainty of coverage. It is not known at the ti .. of bid openings whether 

coverage will be available to the contractor or the surety, end, if it ls, the 

aaxl- amount of coverage is unknown. 

Another tool co.aonly used to aanage uncertainty is insurance. Insurance 

presently available to contractors is inadequate. The aaxi- 1111ount 

available ia ~h too low, the tt.e period of coverage is too lt.ited, and 

third parties ere not covered. Thus, the transfer of risk to the insurance 

induatry is quite llaited. 

The bonding proceaa ia another way to transfer uncertaintiea froa the 

sovernaent. It ie a traditional vay to transfer riak in the construction area 

where conatruction occura over a long tlae period and co-itaenta .uat be aade 

for the entire project before the project can proceed. The traditional riak 

covered by construction perforaance honda waa that the project be coapleted as 

deaigned, that the contractor asauaed reaponsibility during the conatruction 

period, the warranty and the latent defect period. Probleas have arisen in 
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Contractor• want to be able to provide alternate ~netAry protection to 

the Covenuaent, i.e., lettera of credit. Vblle the Covenaent cannot at 

preaent accept lettera of credit directly, lettera of credit can be uaed aa an 

aaaet by an individual aurety. Regulationa would be required to allow the 

Covenuaent to directly accept lettera of credit in lieu of aurety bonding. 

Suretiea want indeanification for both the .. elvea and their contractors 

abould they have to aaaume reaponaibility for project execution or deaign. 

Protection of the Government intereat can be achieved by perforaance 

bonding, by careful aelection of coapetent contractor• or a combination of the 

cvo. The Corpa bae, for the 110at part, uaed conatruction contracting where 

dle primary .. thod of contractor aelection la by lov bid. Since control over 

contractor &election ia lt.ited, the Government baa coapenaated by demanding 

100\ bonding. An alternative would be to uae an RFP where technical 

capability, aanage .. nt expertiae, experience, and price are considered in 

contractor aelection. Vith .ore confidence in contractor capability, a lower 

perforaance bond aigbt be appropriate. The government abould attempt to 

aitigate contractor and aurety concerna vbile aaintaining appropriate 

protection of the govern.ent intereat. 
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industry fean. The underlyina industry concern ~s rhk to the contractor 

and/or the surety. Factors affectina risk include: indemnification, 

insurance and bondin&. Theae risk factors influence one another, e.a., if 

inde.nification is available to the surety, then bondin& aay be .ore readily 

available. No sinal• action vill solve all the bondin& problems. Additional 

conclusions are listed belov: 

The aovernaent .ust select the .ast appropriate acquisition strategy 

early in the solicitation process. Risk to sureties, contractors and the 

1overn.ent should be considered in addition to other site requirements. 

The aovernment acquisition strate&Y should address the need to aake an 

early decision whether to use a service or construction contract. In some 

cases, different contract types aay be used for different project phases 

within the sa.e contract. Miller Act, Davis·Bacon Act and Service Contract 

Act decisions should be aade on their .. r1u and without regard to bonding or 

cost implications. 

Contracts should be structured, the type of contracts selected and 

bonding require .. nts established, to appropriately protect the government's 

interests. These interests include: insuring that contractors capable of 

performing the contract remain eligible and that the selected contractor 

performs as promised. 

HTW cleanup agencies should explicitly decide hov much performance 

bonding is required and hov that bonding should be structured. Normal 

practice ia to require 100• perfor.ance bondin& for construction contracts and 

zero bonding for service contracts, although the contracting officer can 

select other percentage a. Ve need to assure that the amount selected is only 

that needed to protect soverruaent interests. 

Sureties only vant to assure that the remedial action contractor 

constructs what vu required by the plans and specifications. They vish to 

avoid desisn/construct contracts or contracts containins aajor performance 

specifications. 

There is a strona perception by the industry that difficulties vith 

bonds 1a l:laitin& c011pet1t1on. RA contractor. report that they bave not bid 

projects due to unavailability of bondin&. Sureties indicate that the risk is 

t- large. 
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lee hietory of perfo~e. In chle reepecc, lc eupple•ence the pre-avard 

eurYaY parfor-ed by the concractin& officer to .. ka hi• affir.ativa 

detaninatlon of contractor r .. ponalblllty. Hovevar, ln the ca .. of HlV 

projacta, cha aurety c-'llty appaara to all- lta concem for che unknown 

rlaka aaaociatad wlth auch work to ovarahadov lta con~1derat1on of .ora 

conventional factor• raflecctnc cha contractor'• capab111ey co parfon. The 

at\Mly b\dlcatad chat au11 auratiea foracloaed any con~tderatloa of bondin& a 

contractor baaed aolaly on the face that the project ••• aa1ociatad wlch KTV. 
In doin& ao, the aureey did not analyze the contractor'• ability co perfom •• 

it would have done on a non-Htv con~Cructlon project. 

B. NON-LEGISlATIVE CIWIGES 
Tbeee option~ addreae aoluclona vhicb can be readily tmple.ented by the 

various agenciea conceraed. They pri .. rily focus on lsauea related co the 

contractin& procaaa. In ao .. caaaa, chay call for clerlflcation of each 

agency'• axiatin& activ1tiaa. la other inatancea, they call for nev 

initiative• by the agenciaa to aaaura that bondin& require.enu and the 

acquiattion factor• which .. y have a .. jor !.pact on the availabllicy of 

bondin& will be given careful conaideration durin& the acquialtion planning 

proceaa. Table 3 -rlzea che ~:ypea of option~, their advantage• and 

diaadvantagea, the lead agency for implementation, and their priorlcy. 

In ao .. caaea, the optiona recognize chat implementation vill necessitate 

a tradeoff of protection for the Covernaent againat contractor nonperformance. 

The advi .. biUey of acceptins aucb a tradeoff will need to be evaluated for 

each contract. Tbla will be dona in light of the rlalt being auuaed by the 

Coven.ent, venus the benaflta to be derl'ftd fro. the potential t.Provement 

in cha c~tltiva clt.ata aaaociatad vith lowering the bond requirement. 

Vhlla t.pl ... ntation of theaa optlona .. y pro.ota greater intaraat in KTW 

work by both contractor• and corporate auratlea, incraaaed lntereat and 

c~~~~pt~t1t1on .. y not necaaaarlly raclw:e che coat of the work. Moreover, any 

dec1a1on to laaaen bondln& raqulr ... nta .uat be completed with apaclal 

.-phaala beln& placed on tba pre-award aurvey procedure• by the procuring 

... ncy. 

46 



V. OPTIONS EXAMINED 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Dhcu.uion. conducted durin& the 1tudy with ind111try, contractor, and 

government per1onnal railed laveral po11ibla alternative• that •i&ht be taken 

to increa1e the availability of bondl to HTV con.truction contractor•. These 

alternative• fall into tvo general categorie1 as follow•: 

o Non-Lic1alat1ye Cb•ncea. Internal Corp• and EPA non-legl1lative 

chan&•• in procedure• related to contractin& atratagy and 

implementation of the authorities Which each acency already possesses. 

0 Lfddtdve Cbancea. includes revbiODI to reaulttiOnl Which &Uide 

each acency but which neither posse•••• the authority to revile 

independently; revision. to axistin& 1tatute1 10 as to, (1) ellainate 

requirements that serve to le1sen the corporate 1urety indUitry' s 

intere1t in bondin& of HTV projects and, (2) to clarify that 

performance bondl are to be Uled only to assure that the contractor 

vill complete all contractual requirements and are not a vehicle by 

vhich third party claiaa aay be 1ati1fied. 

Of the options available to the covernment to alleviate the bonding 

problem, aany are centered on the concept of management of risk by the 

government. Financial and physical risk exist in the cleanup process and the 

government needs to incorporate risk analysis into its planning process to 

examine the trade offa in costs and benefits of the transfers of these risks 

between government and the private aector. In the case of bonding HTW cleanup 

projects, the governaent IMllt examine the assumption of higher risks in non

performance of contracts for HTV cleanup against the gains of •ore competition 

by the cleanup indultry and the resultant lover prices for projects. 

It ahould be pointed out that the bonding community generally does perform 

a service for the Govarnaent contractin& agency in aaking its evaluation to 

bond a particular contractor. In aaking thia decision, it carefully analyses 

the contractor'• financial and technical competence to do the work as well as 
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1. Igproycd Aeguieltion Planolns 6 Bond Sttycturtns These option. 

require that the procurina a&ency be eapecially aen.itlve to lea 

characterization of the work to ba perforaed under the HtV contract and 

vl&llant to preclude bondln& requirement& that are aaceaalve to the needa of 

the Government. If -rk under one contract la both eervlce and con.tructlon 

and dutlea are not aeverable, the lar&eat part of the effort (aervlce or 

construction) will prevail. HTV contract& involvina incineration or other 

treac.ent technolo&iea will ueually involve work element• in both the 

construction and aervice cate&oriea of -rk. The Killer Act bondin& 

require-nte apply only to construction, while aervice work does oot require 

any bondin& unlees the contractin& officer views it aa bein& needed to protect 

a le&itimate Governaental interest. 

a. lackuound. The atudy found that early aoll incineration 

contract& were considered by a Corps diatrict to be service work requirin& no 

bondin&· When a decbion by the Departllent of Labor concluded that hazardous 

aoll excavation for shipment to a landfill constituted construction, a 

different Corps district treated excavation associated with an HTW 

incineration project as construction requirin& Killer Act perforaance and 

payment bond protection. In this latter case, the actual incineration process 

vas classified as bein& service work. Although as service work there was no 

need to provide bondin& for the work, the contractin& officer, concluded that 

the incineration procesa was ao cloaely tied to the excavation work that the 

penal amount of the perforaance bond ahould encompass both work cate&ories. 

This substantially raised the perforaance bond amount and led to a protest 

from a fira which waa precluded from coapetln& due to its inability to obtain 

the required bondin&· Thia fira bad succeeafully performed the work required 

under the ori&in&l service incineration project. The comptroller &eneral 

ultl8ately updated the contractin& officer• discretion to require 100\ of 

perforaance bondin& for thb project. 

Thla incident, u well u indication& fr- a recent Superfund project 

performed for EPA by the State of Texu, (see pa&e 11) highlight the neceseity 

for the procurln& a&ency to cloeely analyze its bondin& requirement& ln light 

of the work to be performed and the extent of protection needed for the 
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construction project. While some bonding aay be appropriate to cover the risk 

to the Government associated with paid ~bilization coato and potentially 

hi&her reprocurement coats on HTW treatment technologies projects, lt aay 

appear excessive to require. that perfomance bondin& cover 100\ of the total 

contract amount where that includes the coat of the treatment technology 

service over a significant period of ti... In the case of incineration 

projects, an incinerator is constructed by the contractor, operated over an 

extended period of time durin& the cleanup and demobilized and ~ved away 

afterwards. Tbe Corps abould analyze, ln ita acquisition plan preparation, 

the possibility of the Government utilizinc the incinerator for continuing the 

cleanup in the event of contractor default. The contract aay be modified to 

include teras for tbb contingency. Many alternative contract structures aay 

be utilized. Some specific alternatives are shown below in Table 4. These 

are merely examples. The contracting officer is within his discretion to 

require no bonding whatever where the project is predominantly for service. 

TABLE 4 

Sample Alternative Contrast for tnsineration 

Phase Erection & Operation Operation DemobUi-
Prove Out Excavation & Incineration zation of 

Stockpile Site plant and 
Restoration. equipment 
Capping, 
Landscaping 

Alt•l: 
Single Full Bond Very Lov Bond Very Low Bond Full Bond 
Construction 
Contract with 
Davis-Bacon 
Wage Rates 

Alt•2: 
Service Full Bond No Bond No Bond Full Bond 
Contract & 
Service 
Contract 
Rates 
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eove~nt. Thla ahould be done early in the acquleition proceae to eeaure 

that the coapetltlon benefit• that aifht be gained by aucb effort can be fully 

aaxlaized. The deciaion of whether to uae a aervice contract or a 

conatrw:tlon contract auat be aada on their reapective aerita and not on the 

tapacta of aecurlna perforaaoce bonding. A aeparate aet of procedures ls 

required to eatabllah the bondln& requlreaent. 

In aakln& thh bondin& detemlnation it 1a alao laportant to recognize 

that the aurety co-..nity'a concern regardin& the rhk aaaociated with IITV 

vork wlll probably lead to the aurety not ateppina forward to co.-plate the 

project ln the event of a contractor default. Consequently, it la likely that 

the Cove~nt will benefit only froa the aurety' a providing· the penal aWl of 

the perforaance bond. The Govenwent probably wlll atlll need to reprocure 

the work. Contractors pointed out that aureties vera requiring substantial 

financial comaltaenta froa contractors as a prerequlaite to providing bonding. 

Thia face would cend to aake the aurety even aore inclined co buy itaelf out 

rather than asswae the greacer rhk burden aasoclaced vlth lu cakeover of the 

defaulced contracc. The reality then appears to be that the perforaance bond 

ia prlaarily proteccing the Govern.ent'a financial atake in che contract 

rather than ita lncerest in noc having to deal with reprocureJHnC upon 

defaulc. 

In looking at che character of work to be performed under an HTW contract, 

lt aay well be that the nature of the work and the payaent arrangements 

aaployed by the Government aay provide a aeasure of protection in themselves 

that could warrant a lover bonding percentage. In the excavation aituation, 

and even .ore eo where we are dealing with incineration aervice work, aany of 

the payaenta co the contraccor are aubject Co lea perfor.ing aacisfaccorily. 

A default afcar partial perfotll&nCe raquirea thac the Governaenc procure 

another contractor to ccmtinue perfotll&nCe. This defaulc sicuaclon, however, 

la aubacantlally different froa that faced where we are dealing vlth a 

bulldln& construction project. In the foraer cue, the work to be c011plated 

la relatively eaay to datet'lllne. Thla 1a ln aharp contraat to the problem 

facing the Government where aultlple aubcontractors and co.-plex dealgn 

requlreaenta .uat be deteralned and taken into consideration ln a vertical 
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fro• other work that noraally would not require bondin& if contracted 

independently. The project ahould be divided into aeparata contract• with 

appropriate bondin& for each contract. Thia would require the uae of aultiple 

contract awarda to aeeure that ele .. ntl of work not requirina bonding are 

procured aeparetely froa conatruction work ela .. nta. 

There ara dravbackl to aultiple contract&. If the require .. nt i1 eplit, 

it au~t be detenlnad to be eeverable. Probleu uy vall be encountered in 

uaurina tlaaly award of contract&. A delay ln one award or a failure to 

lnaure tlaely co.pletion of a contract will .. an delay for all later 

contract&. Thi1 will require aubatantially increaeed a~lnietrative overai&ht 

and procur ... nt effort on the Government • 1 pert becauae of the greater uwaber 

of awarda to be ude. Furthermore, the lack of bondln& on what .. y ba ltay 

ale .. nta of the reaedial action will require greater care by•the Covernaent ln 

perforaing itl pre·award aurvey on the contractor'• raeponalblllty. 

c. Prpvide Guidanet on Bonding Requircaenta. Unifor. JUidanee need. 

to be laaued on evaluatin& bondln& raquireaente appropriate for HTV work. It 

11 l.peratlve that my IUCh CUidance take lnto COn&ideration the lllportmce of 

aafecuardlng the dlecretlon of the contractin& officer in auch .. ttera. 

d. Clarify Perforgance Period. Klniaize the tlae period of eurety 

perforaance and thereby reduce the tlae expoeure for eurety coverage. Use 

tlae-phaaed bondinJ, with increaental reduction in the penal amount through 

tlae, a• the work ia coapleted: A alallar atrategy involve• the diviaion of 

the·projact into phaaea and a requiraaent for bondin& only on the active part 

of the project. 

The -=t of a bond can be reduced by aaparatin& the project into partl 

and only requiring • bond for the -unt needed to cN~plete caach phue 

••quentially. All bonda au~t be aacurad before iuuance of the notice to 

proceed. Thb baa the .... effect .. raducin& the penal -t of the 

bondinc. Thua, a bond vlll be rolled over, vlth the bond teninated on the 

firat part when it 11 co.platad, and atartad on the aecoDd put, ate. Thh 
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b. Require Increased Acquf•ltlon Planolns. The contractin& proceaa, 

including the bondin& issues, should be intearatad into a project acquisition 

plan. An anelysle of the rhk trade offe to tha Gova~nt uy be 

incorporated into the acquisition planning process for HTW projects. 

Presently the Federal Government requires perforaance bonds to assure aaainst 

the uncertainty of project non-perforaance on construction projects as 

aandatad by the Miller Act. The coat of this protection should approximate 

the cost of the potential non-perforaance risk in the long run. The trade 

off• of this risk uy be exaained in the acquisition plannin& process for each 

project. The process vill analyze the benefits and coats of the Government 

aasuaing slightly higher risks in project performance and the resultant 

benefits and coats of t.provina the co~etitive cllute for HTW contracting 

and the coneequent reduction in contract prices. This uy involve the 

analysis of each phase of the cleanup and the appropriate level of bondina 

that would afford adequate protection for the Covernaent's interests and still 

encouraae participation by the bondin& industry. Careful examination of the 

contract alternatives, service contracts or construction contracts, should be 

carried out by an interdisciplinary teaa, •recommending" to the contracting 

officer, although final disposition will be .. de by the Department of Labor. 

Meetinas are being planned for early summer 1990 between EPA, Corps and 

Department of Labor representatives to clarify the classification of 

construction and service contracts under the Davis-Bacon and Service contract 

Acts. 

Cost type contracts should be given careful consideration where there are 

sisnificant technological unknowns associated vith undertaking an HTW project. 

It is not in the proar .. •s interest for the contractor to be required to bear 

an inordinate share of the risk. Requirina fixed priced contracts under such 

conditions places both the contractor and surety in an unacceptable risk 

condition and would iDCrease the coat to the aovera.ent significantly. 

Multiple contracts are another actlon vblch could be considered by the 

Gove~nt durin& its acquisition planning to liait the risk potential for the 

boodin& c-ity. The approach would be to structure the contract 

require-nts so as to llait or lsolate the activity requiring a surety bond 
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Discussion with the surety industry reisea tvo apecific actiona which aay 

result in encouraging greater surety fira involvement in HTW work. The firat 

action arises froa the aurety industry concern that it not be perceived as an 

insurer of third party injuries as a result of the bond. The surety 

performance bond is intended as a guarantee of contractor performance of the 

vork. However, the bond fora does not aake any specific atateaent indicating 

that the surety bond is not intended to provide coverage for third party 

injury actiona vhich aiJht arise aa a reault of the contract work perforaed. 

nte auraty industry repreaentativea have indicated that aoue atete-nt on the 

performance bond fora noting apeclflcally that the bond b not available for 

coverage of third party injury auita could iaprove the aecondary aarketa' 

perception of the risk for HTW projects and thereby iaprove the willingness of 

sureties to coae into the aarketplace and provide bonding for such work. 

The second action would clarify, within the invitation or solicitation 

package, the tiae at which the performance bond coapletlon requireaents will 

be seen to have been accoaplished. For the construction projects, the bond is 

available for· the execution period of non-HTW construction plus the warranty 

period. It also is available to cover latent defects which aay coae to light 

following the end of the warranty period. There is nothing unusual about an 

HTW project that would require any different coverage period for its 

performance bond. 

b. pefine third party risk. 

responsibility for specific risks. 

Define in the contract which party 

Transfers of risk, usually to the 

has 

Governaent will probably be tested in tbe courts. The governaent will aake 

explicit that Performance Bonds are not available for third party coverage. 

nth aay be addressed in tvo vays: 

aodify the invitation or aolicitation package with a disclaimer. 

This aolution can be lllpleaented by the procurina agency. 

aodlfy the performance bond fora to include a dbclaiaer. This 

would require the approval of the General Services Administration 

and a revision to the Federal Acquisition Regulation. 
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plan vould place an ad8lniatrative burden on the project. If additional flrme 

participate, there ia a chance of reduced project coata. 

2. Clarify Surety Liability. 

a. Dosksroypd. lntervieva conducted in the courae of the atudy vith 

contractor• and auretiea focueed on the real concern in the aurety COIIIIIUI\ity· 

re1arding the potential liability ariaing from their villingneaa to act as 

prantora for H'IV projecu. thla b cone latent vith the auretiea • atand that 

they are bonding execution of plane and apeca, not project perforaance. thle 

ia a perceived danger, not one baaed on any particular court ruling involving 

a aurety suarantee situation. the perceived liability ariaea from potential 

third party injury clalaa and an ill-defined bond coverage completion period. 

The surety's concern for liability reaulta froa the trend in case• arieing 

froa the -nuaental asbeatoa litigations where the courte have aought aoae 

deep pocket to coapeneate the injured party. In aoae cases, the courte hove 

looked to insurance coapaniea for such rellef deapite the insurance indue try' a 

dbclat.er of any llabllity under their pollcies. the aureties viev 

theaaelvea as alailar to these altuatione, with potential deep pocketa from 

which injured parties .. y aeek relief. they recognize that they are not 

insurers of ouch injury, but have little faith that the courts vill take note 

of the diatinction between insurer and guarantor if there is no other 

financially viable party against which a valid judgement can be executed. 

The aurety co-.unity, alailar to the insurance industry, uses a secondary 

aarket to spread the risk associated vith any particular bond arrangement. 

thia secondary aarket has aode it clear that it is not interested in sharing 

the riak associated vith HTW projects. M a consequence, surety firms are 

80re and 80re being called upon to undertake &reater risk levels for ouch 

vork. The insurance incluotry reaponded to the loas of its secondary insurers 

by withdrawing co.pletely froa the pollution liability coverage .. rket. the 

aurety lnc!uatry, althoUJh atlll aalntainlng a reduced presence, doea hove 

certain -IIbera of lta c-lty vbich hove followed the insurance incluotry 

lead and choaen to vithdrav froa providing bond coverage for such vork. 
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obtain adequate competition. In fact, there is soae indication that the 

desi&n and construction firaa perforaing this vork have structured theaaelves 

to liait the potential financial burden that •i&ht be asaoeiated with clai .. 

aade against thea in the absence of governaent inde~mification. Once EPA has 

defined clearly the extent of its indeanification coverage and the 

requireaenta for obtaining it, the aurety induatry uy well decide to provide 

bonding for EPA projecta. 

Regardless of the final decision on these issues, it ia vital that the 

procedures for impleaentlng the indeaniflcatlon and for oaking claiu be 

si.-pllfled aa auch u pouible. At thh tlae, there 11 no written stateaent 

of the procedure that will be followed if EPA receives a claia deaand notice 

froa an lndeanified contractor. Also it is iaportant that the extent of 

litigation coats and the tiaing for payaent of such coats be defined. The 

industry ia particularly concerned that litigation costa associated vith 

injuries covered by indeanification not become a aajor drain on ita financial 

assets. The industry 11 concerned that it vill have to carry such costa over 

long perioda of litigation and aay vell have to forego ita recovery fro• the 

indemnification pool if a aettleaent ia reached prior to final juds-ent on the 

case. It vould seea advisable that the clai .. procedures include aoae early 

decision by the Governaent vith respect to the Government taking over 

responsibility for defense or settlement of the claia. 

b. fublish final indegnification guidelines. In completing the 

indeanification guidelines EPA should consider the following. 

explicitly describe the llaita of coverage. 

define the claiu procedure including clalas for ongoing litigation 

coats. 

explicitly state under vbat conditions indeanification for surety 

firaa ls available. 

a. lackcround. It b avldent froa the study that there 11 not a 

clear undentandlng -ng the aurety c-s.ey•s ae.tlen when advanced 

technolog h used on II'IV projects veraua vben conventional engineered 

construction 11 used. Vblle there la no dispute that soae II'IV vorlt can be 
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c. Surety Inde1111lfleat1on. Another coneern that needt to be 

clarified it the extent of indellllifieation, if any, that the turety would be 

entitled to at a retult of providin& bondin& on the contraet. Indemnifieation 

for reaedlal action contraetort perforain& HTW vork lt per.itted by 42 U.S.C. 

9619, provided that certain requireaent• are .. t. Suretiet quettion the 

applicability of thit lndeanlfieation to thea. Since it has a aajor lapeet on 

the evaluation of the ritk for bondin& tueh vork, clarifieation it needed to 

allow the induatry to adequately quantify itt potential lons·tera rltk. 

d. Define bond cogpletion period, The sovernaent vlll define the 

point at vhieh bond coapletlon requireaen~• have been fulfilled. This 

definition b vlthln the authority of the procurln& •sene: let. 

aecently, in reply to a turety't coneern over its right to indeanifieation 

in the event of a default of the bonded eontractor, EPA advised that the 

1 urety would be eli&ible for lndeanification if lt elected to stand in the 

thoet of the defaulted contractor and coaplete perforaanee of the remedial 

aetion. A final decition baa not been aade •• to bow thia vill apply to a 

turety that elect• to take on retponslbility for perforaanee, but doe• to 

through itt proeuring another eontrtctor. It it clear that this issue .vat be 

clarified vith respect to the EPA tuperfund projects. 

3. In4egnification Guidelines, 

a. Background. There is no defined llait of coverage in EPA's 

lnterla !Uidance on indelll!ification.that can be addreaaed vith certainty by 

turety or contractor interests in assesaing their potential risk. Likewise, 

the requireaenta that vill need to be .. t to becoae eligible for the 

indemnlfieation are not coapletely elear vith respeet to the contractor. They 

are even -re aablguoua resardin& the turety. These unknovns appear to 

exaeerbate an already bad tituation and provide no incentive for industry to 

.,ve forward and co-lt theuelvet and their utett to 1\lpport the prosru. 

It lt unclear froa the data coapiled ln the ttudy the effect that 

clarification of thlt lttue vill have on the turety and contractor community. 

DOD, vhlch hat not provided indemnification, for itt vork, bat been able to 
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government could consider aore explicitly reduction of the contractors 

llablllty as long as the perforaance specification continues to be aet. 

Where appropriate assume governmental responsibility for risk. Consider 

developing specific language that relieves the contractor of third party 

liability when aeeting governmerit·dictated perforaance specifications. Where 

perforaence specifications are provided to the contractor, and the governaent 

is solely responsible for the perforaance criteria selected, the government 

-'lld accept responsibility for bara to the environment or third party 

resulting froa the use of the perfonaance criteria. An exception to this is 

where the contractor bad knowledge of deficiencies in the perforaance criteria 

and failed to disclose such fact to the government. 

c. letters of Credit. Indications fro• the contractor community 

received during the study were that allowing the use of letters of credit will 

give new contractors and those with little experience a chance to get started 

in the HTW field and build • track record. The letter of credit is not 

without its detrlaental aspects. They aay prove to be financially draining to 

a contracting firm and limit a fira's ability to coapete, auch as surety bonds 

cSo in relation to the firas financial capacity. Again, one aust veigh the 

benefits of increased participation against the chances of problems due to 

using less experienced firas. To pursue the issue further the agencies should 

explore the use of letters of credit in lieu of bonds by (1) reviewing the 

acceptability of individual sureties' use of letters of credit as assets, and 

(2) deteraining the feasibility and desirability of modifying the FAR to allow 

letters of credit. 

C. IZGISLATIVE CHANGES 

The path for change in the laws governing the hazardous and toxic waste 

area 1s long and co.-plex. However, SARA 1s due to be reauthorized in 1991, so 

plana aay be aade for proposed chan&•• to the future legislation. The EPA is 

the lead agency ln the Superfund. program and, thus, the agency to initiate 

activity in the legislative area. Posaible changes aainly apply to the 

indemnification question. They include the following: 
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hazardou. and coaplex, aany projacta usa proven •nainaering principle• which 

have a lon& hiatory of use and acceptance. The extra .. caution on the part of 

the auraty induatry, liaited number of projecta conatructed and reluctance of 

auratiaa to bacoae involved in HtV projacta, all ... h together to cause the 

aurety to aaauae each HTV project ia the aaae deapita the conaiderable 

variation ln the typea of projecta. A number o( projecta are water aupply 

conatruction alternatives that have no direct involveaent with hazardoua 

vestee. 

b. Outreaeh Prong. To overco .. thh lack of undentandina, the EPA 

and the Corp• co.uld aponaor outreach afforta alAed at brlnain& both auretiea 

and contractors together for purposea of dbcusalna with industry technical 

aapecta of different typea of HTV projects. The agenclea ahould also focus on 

the different aite conditione and various contractual provhiona that can 

diatinguiah one aite fro• another and the technical aapecta of using atate of 

the art technology. While not eU.ainating all iapediaenta to aurety 

involvement, this could go a long way toward lowering the aurety industry's 

reticence to participate on aoae of the leas coaplex projects. 

5. Llait Risk Potential. 

a. lackgrownd. Sureties expressed particular coneern that the 

Government not paekage its procureaents, as design-build contrasts including 

the use of performance apecifications. In these cases, the surety is 

concerned that its risks are significantly enlarged from the situation it 

faces where design has been coapleted and the contractor need only construct 

the deaigned project in order to satiafy perforaanee. 

b. Clarifv Contract Policy. The government ahould consider accepting 

deaign reaponaibility where perforaance apecification requiraaenta have been 

.. t. Perforaance apecificationa are used to aoae extend in all construction 

contracta. Incineration and ground water treae..nt contracta bave a very 

large perforaance apeciflcat1on coaponent and will reaain that way. The 

governaent will continue to allow contractora to propoae the coaplex equipaent 

needed to .. et apecific aite treae.ent require .. nta. Once the contractor has 

deJM>natrated that the aqulpaent .. eta the perforaance apecificatlon, the 
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VI. RECOHKENDATIONS 

Table 3 liata all options which have been considered as a result of the 

study. It represents in capsule for. the pros and cons associated with each 

and provides an indication of the potential for increasing competition 

associated with implementation of the option. It also ahovs the specific 

actions which are reco-nded to be taken by EPA and the Corps as a means of 

increasing the availability of bonds for HTV vork. 

A. NON-LEGISlATIVE CHANGES 

1. Issue Gyidanse go Uae of Acqui1ition Planning fpr BTV. 
The 80&t affective atrategies for alleviating the scarcity in bonding of 

the HTV program are those emphasizing improved acquisition planning, both 

formal and informal, additional risk sharing guidance which gives emphasis to 

the careful consideration of the bonding requirements, and contract type that 

will maximize qualified contractor competition. This particular alternative 

permits immediate implementation by the agencies concerned. It also places 

the burden on the contracting officer to make appropriate decisions on aatters 

which aay impact substantially the competitive climate for a particular 

invitation or solicitation. Each agency should have this guidance issued by 

an appropriate office within their headquarters for immediat~ implementation. 

The steps in the recommended acquisition planning process are as follows: 

a. Determine appropriate vage rate categories for anticipated 

required labor. 

b. Determine contract type, e.g., service, construction, etc. 

c. Decide whether to subdivide the project into phases. 

d. Decide on the appropriate performance bonding level based on a 

risk analysis. Explicitely consider leas than 100' bonding for construction 

contracts and greater than zero for aervice contracts. 

e. Decide on contract .ethod (consideration of coat type contracts in 

addition· to fira fix~d price contracts). 

The guidance should emphasize that the Killer, Davis-Bacon or Service 

contract act decisions aust be aade on their -rita without consideration of 

coat or bonding factors involved. 
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1. Increaae ehe cover•&• for lnde.ntflcaelon. Expand eha typaa of 

cover•&• for llabllley lnde.nlflcaeton and aake theaa available eo ehe auraty 

•• well aa eha coneraceor. 

2. Eaeabllah a dollar cap on HTW llabllley. 

3. Preeape aeaee lava coverln& atrlct llablllty, and provide untveraal 

lndeanlty. 

4. Aaend CERCLA and/or Miller Act to epeclfy thee the purpoae of 

perforaance bond& la to •••ure the &overnaent thee the contractor will 

coaplete all contractual requlreaenta and obll&atlona. Perforaence bond& 

shall not be • vehicle for third party llablllty clalaa. 
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EPA and the Corps ahould jointly establish an o~traach prograa desisned to 

dlacuss wlth the •~rety and conat~tlon induatry es to the nat~re of the HTW 

proar ... the realltles of the tecbnoloiY being eaployed on reaedial action 

_projects and the contract cleu.e addressing risk. The joint working group, 

lncludln& procurement and PARC representatives, would seek out proainent 

lnduatry •embers and associations and urge that a dialogue be initiated on a 

perlodlc beals to address specific concern. of the industry ste .. lng froa 

bondln& particular types of HTV projects. 

5. Llalt Biak PotiQtial. 

Each agency abould lamediately ls1ue guidance to as1i1t contracting 

officer• ln aakln& their deci1iona on the aaount of rlsk for the government to 

a••- ln the ls1uance of perforll&nce bonds. The guid&nce should emphasize 

that perforaance apeciflcatlona and desian-build contracts should be used only 

when nece1sary and solicitations sho~ld be clear on what responsibilities the 

governaent assuaes for the technical criteria of the project. Additionally, 

the contrectln& officer should be urged to ass~e that the contract be 

at~~ed to reduce bonding requirements, Where the risk of non-perforaance 

to the government is •iniaal Which can have a detriaental effect on 

coapetition froa qualified firas. C~idance should emphasize protecting 

governaents' interests. These inel~de ensuring that the contractor performs 

as proaised arid all contractors, capable of performing. remain eligible. The 

agencies should seek approval of a contract cla~e which will clearly indicate 

that ln professional specifications the governaent ls responsible for 

establlshaent of the level of cleanup and the contractor ls responsible for 

the aethod and .. ans used to achieve this level. 

A Joint working group should be established between the Corps and EPA to 

better define the laplicationa associated with proposing a recoaaendation for 

a FAR revision to peralt the acceptance of letters of credit in lieu of a 

aurety bond. 

B. UCISLATIVI CIIAKCES 

Jlec-nd EPA conalder propodna legillative changes for lndeanlficadon 

and third party llabillty. Analysis of the c-nts received ~ing the 

co~•• of thls atudy indicates that laglslatlve changes ln these areas will 
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EPA and Corpa repreaentativea ahould aeet with Depar~ent of Labor to 

clarify the contract requireaenta of the HTV progr .. and the relationship of 

these to the: Miller Act, Davia-Bacon Act and related regulations. 

A progr .. of continuing review of contract actions will insure continued 

competition in the contracting process. 

Eaphaaia ahould be placed on appropriate acquiaition plannin& which takes 

into conaideration all factor• that relate to the coapetitivenesa of the 

contract aituation. 

2. Clarify Surety Liability Vader SARA. 

EPA ahould move iaaediately to clearly define the extent to which it vill 

provide indemnification coverage to aureties on HTW projects. Extendin& 

inde.nification by the Federal government to aureties should be explored when 

they fulfill these surety obligations by stepping in and completing the 

project for the defaulting contractor. Presently this area is not well 

defined. EPA ahould also institute, in conjunction with the Corps, an effort 

to revise the present FAR perforaance bond fora to deal with the concerns 

raised by sureties on potential for third party actions looking to the bond 

for injury judgement recovery. A task force composed of appropriate personnel 

from both agencies ahould be established to work on having this revision 

instituted for HTW projects. At the same time, each agency should require its 

internal procurement elements to assure that wording is included in 

invitations and solicitations disclaiming any interest by the Government in 

having the performance bond being available to cover third party injury 

claias. 

3. Jpdegpifieatiop Guideline•. 

A 111v indeJmification clause will be iaple-nted by the Corpa vbich vill 

asaure the inde.nification of HTV contractor• in the event that they are not 

able to aecure adequate inaurance for fira fixed price contracts. 1he 

indemnification will extend to third party liability by the aurety. 

4. eg.punleation vitb Jnduatn. 
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substantially reduce .. ny of the concerns of the surety industry and 

contractor community in being involved vith Superfund remedial action vork. 
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• APPEifDlX A 

H'I\1 BONDING STUDY 

List of Contacts 

•···•························•····················•····· 
Na~~e Oraanlzation Addre .. 

···················································································· 
.John Staller 
Lynn Schubert 

Irian Deery 
Sc:uart lin.ttock 

Dave .Johnson 
.Jack Mahon 
Cre& Noonan 

Chuck Schroer 
Walter Nor'ko 

Sara lunch 
.Ji• Gibson 

Paul Lancer 
Noel Urban 
Cene Jones 

Bruce Anderson 
Nor. Spero 

August Spallo 
.Joan Olap•an 

Steven Switzer 
Franlt Iader 

Lee Fuerst 
Donald Robinson 
Cathy Vanetta 

Kirk Willius 
Stanley Karlock 

Cary Henninger 
Ann Wright 

Rick Heinz 
Mary Melhorn 

George Wischlaen 
Richard Corrigan 

S. McCallie 
Ji• lAne 

Peter Bond 
Ki'ke Yates 

wnu ... Jodie 
Paul Nadeau 

To• Whalen 
Carl Edlund 

To• Bosley 
John Herguth 

Terra Belt 
.Joe Turner 

John Daniel 

Ill. Dept land Pollution ctrl 
American Ins. Assn 
Assn. Cenl. Contr/Amer 
Assn. Cenl. Contr/Amer. 
Assn. Cenl. Contr/Amer. 
CECC-C OCE 
CECC-C OCE 
CDO'-C OCE 
CEKP-CP OCE 
CEKP-IlS OCE 
CEKP-IlS OCE 
CEHP-IlS OCE 
CEKP-IlS OCE 
CEHilD-CT 
CEHilD·OC 
CEHilD-OC 
CEHRK-OC 
CEHRK-CT 
CEHRK-CT-K 
CEHRK·ED-T 
CEHRK-ED-T 
CEHR.O-CT 
CEHR.O-CT 
CEHR.O·CT 
CEHR.O-ED-E 
CEHR.O-OC 
CEHR.O·OC 
CEORD-RS 
CEPR·ZA 
CEPll·ZA 
CH2K Hill 
CH2K Hill 
Corroon & lllack 
Davy Corp 
Ebasco Constr. Inc. 
Environmental Ius. Assn. 
EPA HQ 
EPA HQ 
EPA I.e& Off 6 (Dallas) 
Fidelity & Deposit Co. 
Foster Wheeler Corp. 
Hazardous Vasta Action Co 
Huntington Dist . 
IT Corp 
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Springfield IL 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washin&ton DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Kansas City MO 
Kans .. City MO 
Kansas City MO 
Kansas City MO 
Kansas City MO 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Kansas City Ko 
Omaha NE 
Cincinatti OH 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Vashinton DC 
Denver CO 
tudison WI 
San Francisco CA 
Lyndhurst NJ 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Dallas TX 
laltt.ore KD 
Clinton NJ 
Washington DC 
Huntlnaton wv 
Vashington DC 
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., ..... - I'OUII ...... , 1lff1DAVIT Of SUIITT 

•-. 

I . 

&... 
'.. ·-

rs..-....- .... _, 

.. 

tTn-, ,._,1 

4 . ..,.,.. Of IMI\0"' tlf wl(-...,.. • .... I 

I .tiDDIDS ......... 11110: 

fcrir ""lue of oolely owned recll estate • 
All mottgoges or other encvmbtances Oft the reGI estate inclvded in Line a 
a.a1 estate equity (subtract Line b from Line al 
foir wolve of al 110lely owned Pr-'Y othet than r..,l estote• 
Total of the amollt'lls on Line• :c and d 

~. AI ather &abiliNI1 a~ or incvtred not inclvded in Line b 
S· Net watth (wbtract Line f from Line •I 

•Dt afl iatlaM .,., a,.JH frw• IDt•l'io• •rul s.U f•r -••1 ,....,... 
, , if .., • en-,1. 

.......... 

·SIGHATU. 
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OBLIGATION: 

0 INOIYinuAL 

0 JOINT YINT\1111 

-· 0 'AIITNI"SHI' 

0 COII"'OIATI()N'-

- tiW Princillll ..., s....tvlioll .. firmly IIOuiiCI to Ole Unit.:l s- of America lhoAinafwr cal lid 1M Gcwwntnllltl in ~~~~- ..... 
.,;._ For DW"*'t of ttw .,..... .,.,., -bind ~.our heir\. ••ea.oton, .cltftinisnun. n • ....._,, jointtv n -.llv.
""""" ttw Sumia .. _,.tiofts ~Clint •. co..,,.~ ..... !f'e Surlti•. bind _.._ in aiCII ...., "joinlly n -.llv" • wetl .i 
"~lv" on1v fat tiW Cturllllti_Of lllawtft91JCllftt ICtlon or ICtiOftS l',lllnst""' or 111 of .... For 111 oilier--· ue11 ~ biftcls illltf. 
joindv .,_, -*lv .Msn Ole PrinciPII. fat Ole P~"*'' of Ole .,m sn..- OPOOSita sne ,.,.. olllll Sutetv. If no limit of lilbilitv is i..:li· 
c:a,.,, tiW limit allilllilitv ish full _, of 1M.,..... .,.,., 

CONDITIONS: 

Tlw Princil)lll ... Slbmitt8d tfle bid idlfttifood -· 

THEREFORE; 

n. - obli!lltiOn it .aid if tiW Princillll .- 111 \100ft ICQIItaftCI by "" Go_.,.,t of 1111 bid identified eo.. . .Mtl'lin till i>Wiocl 1110ti· 
fi.cl tNrein fat oa:aC>- (SIXtY (601 d8yt of no lllftoel OS ICICCI.fi.cll, IXICU"'" lfll funMr COftnc:IIIIJ dOal,_,. .nd giws tm bcncl(slre
quired bv tfle wms of sne bid • -tl<l witl'lon ""ome SI>ICifiC ,,... 1101 cliVI if ftO I>Wiocl it llllcifoodl ,,_ rwctiPl of till fQrms ~ "'' 
pnnci081: or lbl in "" ...,, of ,..lure oo to execute aldl "'"'* con~ ~~~ n g;.e a.c:11 bo..:ls. llil'tS 1111 a.,..,,.,.,, to
cast of llf'OO,Ifing,.. wor1t wllicllu.-s till 1m001nt of"" bid. 

Eldl s..r.tv executing snis instrUment - tl'llt itS .obligation is not impaoriCI by lftV ••-onlil of till time far _,..,.,.of ll'ol o.: 
,.., ,. Princi081 tniY grant to till G_,,.,.,,_ Not1C8 to tile sunnvliesl of ••tensionlsl n .,....,, -·-~of till notoCIIOOiies 
onJv to extwnsions 199.-;aong not rnora tl'llft sixtY (601 c:alend¥ .S.Vs in ICiditoon ID till e>e<ioel ongiftiiiY II lowed far axeotana of .,. bod 

WITNESS. 

nw Principal.,_, Suretvliesl uecutiCI tllis bid bo..:llftd 1ffiaed tNir -Is on tile llbOoe dltl . 

1. .. 
sqw-111 - ,_, Corporatt 

L •• Sftl -.J. 
ToCIOW 

"'-' 
INOIYIOUAI. IUIIntll 

s.w-. r 
CO~TliUIIIT'IIIISI -· Js "'"'"" '""'· jo;-'"''"' uMcT 

fC -,. •• ... 
Corpo#flt~ ... --"' Scol c 

i -· 1. iZ. 
To- . rr..-. -2 .. 1Cts 
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tUTifiCATl Of SUffKIOIC'f 
1 Hereby Ccrcify. Thee the tuncy named hcrc•n it peuonall)' knt••ft co .w; that. en •r iudlllll'ftt, u 1d turfty 11 

responsible. and qualified co .n 11 such; and char. co chc betc uf mr kno-tcdat. che facu scaccd by •••d '"''"' •• ctw 
fonaoi"l eAdnic .,. true. 

,...... t T PI'#•.,.,,. I l"""""* I 

INSTIUalONS 

1. This form shall be used whenever sureties on 
bonds 1o be executed in connection with Go,.,..ment 
controctl are incliYicluol sureties, as provided in gov· 
eming regulations('" .tl Cfii:.I0.203, 1-16.801, 
101~.3). There shall be no deviation hom this form 
except as so outhotized !••• 41 Cfl 1-1.009, 
101-1.110). 

2. A corporation. portnenhip, 01 other buaine11 
atiOCiation or firm, as auch, will not be occepted as a 
surety, ftor will o partner be accepted as o surety for 
co-partners or for a firm of which he is o member. 
Stockholden of o corporate principal may be occcepted 
01 suretiet provided their qualifications os such ore 
independent of their stockholding• therein. In orriv· 
ing ot the net worth figure in Item 7 on the foce of 
this aflidovit on individual surety will not include any 
financial interest he moy have ift the auets of the 
principal on the bond which this off"tdovit suppcwn. 

3. An individual surety shall be o citizen of the 
United States, eacept that if the contract and bond 
are ea:ecvted in any foreign country, the Common· 
wealth of 'uetto lico, the Virgin Islands, the Conal 
Zone, Gvam, or any other .. rritory or posseaaion of 

the Uniled Stoles, such surety Med only be a permo· 

nent resident of the place of eaeculion of the controct 
ond bond. 

4. The indiviclual surety ahoft show net worth in o 
sum not less than the penolty of the bond by supply· 
ing the information required on the foe• hereof, 
under oath before a United States commissiOftef, a 
clerk of o United States Court, or ftotory public, or 
some other oflicer having authority to odminislef ooths 
generally. If the oflicer hos on oflicial seal, it shall 
be off"taed, otherwise the proper certificate as to his 
official charocter shall be fumished. 

S. The certificate of sufficiency shall be signed by 
on officer of a bonk or trust company, o judge or 
clerk of o court of record, o United States district ot· 
torney or commiuioner, a postmaster, o colledor or 
dep"'ty collector of internal revenue, or any other of
~cer of the United States acceptable to the deport· 
ment or establishment concemec:l. further certificates 
showing additional assets, or a new sUfety, rnoy be 
required to ouvre protection of the Government's 

interest. s..,ch certificates "'"''' be bated on the 
persoftCII investigation of the certifying officer ot the 
hme of the 111oking thereof, and not upon prior 
certilicotiOfts. 

U.S. GOVEIIOIDIT PRDITDIC :lFFlCE 1984 0 ... U7-J07 
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PERFORMANCE BOND 
~::.r:,::.., ........ - ..... _ 

............ -- . 
,,_, ___ .. __ 

>&.,.. ., • .._,.,.n.,.. '" _, 

0 IHI)IIIIOUAL 
-· 

0 '""'""'-'' 
". 0 JOINT IIINTUIIl 0 COIII'Oif& 

iSTAnOO'I 

-~- ...... .,._, .. ----· ....... L-01'10010 
~ ..... ,_ ... - lu"n 
. ~ '(lj ·Ta ~~ .............. 

08L.IGATION: 

-· u.. Princi!* ond Sumvfilll ... fonnly bound 111 IN Uni1811 Staca or """'iQ c-.rw Cllled IN c_-n...,,,, ill ,. - .,.,., 
...,.. For c-wnwot ol IN CIINI ...,., __ llincl ~. 0111 '*"· U-tor&.ICimonisntor&. n • "· J01ftlly n -tv. -·. 
- IN $uletia ... --~~ ICII"' a =----· we .... Sontie. bind ~ '" ..ell ..... -JO'"IIy ..., _tv .. a-· IS ---1y· anlv lor .,. - of llloooiftt 1 joint Ktian or ICtions IQalnrtlftV ar 111 or .... Far 111 o--· llldl Sumv - •aott. 
joifttiY .., _.ly widl .,. P'rio dpJ'. lat IN IIW"*'t of .,. .. , - 0111101i111 "" ,..... olIN Sumv. If no fim11 or liatlihrv os one!•· 
~. IN limit of liD~ tv it IN 11.11 -·of INI)INI ...... 

OONOITIONS: 

The Princillll .... .,..., into ... mt~tnel idonti'*l -

THEREFORE: 

The - oblitnian is .oid if IN PrinciPII -

181111 Pwfotms ond l\llfillo Ill IN ..,.,.,. ... CDMNn1t. uorms. c:onditions. - .,.. wmona of IN =ntnct duMt 1111 ori9iNI wm of 
u.. c:anmoct lftd ..., ... --.of t11a1 .. grwt!M bv IN c;....,,_,, wiltl or wiiNiut nociC8 ID 1111 Sr.nrvtiesl.- c1unng"'" o.te 
of lftV ~ry NQUiriCI - IN _=ntnet. lnd 121 -'""" - flllfills Ill lt>e unGonat>IIIS • .,...,..,,., - c:ondilions. lnd ...._....,,. 
of .,., .., 111 duty .,ltiOnmd modoficaliOIII of "" concr-a 11\at -her .. lftiCie. Notoat of ,_ rnoclofiati0111 ID IN Sr.nrvt re ...... 

fbi ....... 1D .... Ci~IIN IIIII -t of .... aox• i~ bv IN c;.,.....,_l, illtot aid mt~tnct is ..Ujoct to 1111 Mille\" Act 
1«1 U.S.C. 270.27011. ...,icll .. callee!ICI, ~. ar wiltllleld from wago~~ paid bv IN PrinciPII in ...,;ng out 1l'le canstn~Ctoon con· 
1nC1 wilt\ ~ 1D ...,icll dlotl:land ot film,_..,. 

WITNESS. 

n.. Princillll lftd SutwtvliaJ auo::utiCI ltlis -'ormlfteal:land lftd aHiud tl'lelr -•• on tne- data . 

~ 

-· TIMbl ,.,_ 

-..... -,.,_ 

-· c -i ......... -· =· 

•• 

i•· 
.. 

1: 

.. 
L 

•• 
,..., 

jl. 

_ __ _,lfiT'I'IIUI 

-I: 
CDIUOMTI.,IIIT'I'IIUI 

a. 

.. 
..... 
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r : 0#'...... I~UTVU ... T 

, .... , Corporau 
Sft1 

rs-J> 

Corporat~ 

s-1 

-



• 

COit'<ltiA Tl IUitiTYUIII tc-.. _, 
-· rTATil 0" lfiiC. ,~ .... ILl t..IMIT 

• --.. I. "· Corporol' ~ St9f'\8turwfll .. 
~ 

s,ol 
Neml(t16 I. •• 

T;r~eCtJ ,.,..,,.., ........ l'TATII. 0 ... I .. C. l~Aelt..ITV I..IMIT 

u .......... .. I. •• ~ Corporal' .. S.tnetyrwlsl 

~ 
s,o/ 

~tsJ6 I. •• 
Tit .. tsl rr.,,.d, -· rTATE 0" INC. ~~Aett..tTV I..IMI 

0 -.. I. • • Corporal' 
~ $egNture(ll .. ~ol 

J -Ill& I. •• 
TirleCsl 
n'>-1 -· I sun o• INC. ~~AeiLIT LIMIT --.. I. •• .. Corpora" 

~ Signotu,.lll .. ~ol 

I _,,,. •• '· Titlllfsl ,.,..,,..dJ -· \"TATE o• INC. I ~A81LITY LIMIT 

... -.. I. •• Corporolt 
~ ~turlltl ... ~ol 

~ -lsi_& I. I'" T•t1e(sl rr.,,.., -· 'STATE Q(lr lfittC. I ~··•L.iT'"i'L.IMIT 
I ........... 

c .. I. •• Corporate 
~ $.9naturelsl ... Stal 
! ~tsJ& 1. 

I'" .. Titlelsl i 1 rr.-· 
INSTRuCTIONS 

1 Tl·us torm •s aumonzed for use ~hen a b•d ~ll'antv •s reawred. 
Anv devtat•on from tn•s form will reQ~o.ure the wr.tten aoproval of 

tf\e Adm'"•strator of General Serv•ces. 

2. Insert tne full tegal name and business address of the Pt~nc•oat ,, 
the wace ces•gt"ated ··Princapal'' on the face .Jf !'h~ form A.r'l 

..,thorized person snail sign the bonc:t. Any pe:rs'jt'l s•gntng '"a reo· 
resentative caoacitv (e.g .. .., attomev·in·fKtl .,...ust furntsh ev•· 
dena of authontv if that representat•ve •s not a "''mber of tne 
firm. 01nnerstup, or toint venture. or an ott•cer of the corpora· 

t•on rnvotved. 

3. The bond mav express penal sum a a r.ercontage of the b1d 
prtc:e. In tnese cases. rhe bond ,...y state I ,..•~···· .... m dullar hmrti· 
ttOn ce.g .. 2()% of thl bid price but the amount not to exceed 

----dollars I 

•· (al Corporations executing the bond IS sur.e··~ ..-:ust iDC'tar on 
the Qepanment of me Treasury's list of apuro~oeo suret•es and 
must «t w•th•n the limitation tisted here•n Where more tnan one 
.:oroorate suretv is involved. their names .,d addresses shill apeqr 

80 

'" me scac.es lSvretv A, Surety 8. etc) heaaed ·c.J;...Pc,.:.:. -: 
SURETVIIESI"". In tne space des1gnated ··suRETv"ES· ;r ·-~ 
face of the form. •nsert only the letter •dent•f•cat.~Jn ._,; :-e ;~·~: ~~ 

lb1 Where •nd•v•dual sureties are .nvolved, two !)r .,ere ·~s=·=''" 
s•blt persons Shall execute tht: bond. A comoletea .l'· Ja, ·. : · 
lr"'diVIdoJal Suretv (Standard Form 28L for each ondPIIOwdl 51..~~~·. 

shall Ktomoanv the bond. The Go'lef'nment ror.av '"tQv•rt ~"'esc 

suret•es to furn•sn ldd&tional substant•at•ng tnforf'Pllt•on con~.:"~- "'!; 
their financ•al caoab•htv 

S. Coroorattons eaecuting the bond sl'\all 1ff•x tne~r ~urt.:.:ra!f' 

seats lndu,tdu.IIS sn111 e.eOJtt the bond QOOOSltl tne ~0'~ (. .:r: :>· 
rate Sui". ¥\d il\111 1ff1• an a1heslvt .. , ,t e"'e..: ... :eo .n •.•.;.~ 
New H1mosntre. or ltlnY other junsdic:t•on reQu•r•ng acl!\fS··~e wa·s 

5 Type the """' and title of eac:h Qer$0n Stgn.ng tf'I•S ouno ~ ~ ... oe' 

scace orov•ded. 

1 In •ts aoohcat•on to negotiated contracts. t"'e ter-s :·d·· :Jnc 
""b~der"" shall 1ncludo ··proposal"" ...:1 ··offeror"". 

ITANOAAO ~- 2ol aACI. fA[Y &·Ul 
e V.I ... _ ... _,.. Off- , •• ~ ... , l•l•ftMJ 



PAYMENT BOND ,_ ,,.fi'W ....... .,. ,...,.., 
~:,:':.:.~&.,;V, •v fill WI .. ••• •• .. ..,. ...,. ..-

' 
••INCI~AL I&Aiel ,..M. eA4 .... ifWII ....... , 1••,.. o• o~"""'•AnoN , .. A· .... , . 

0 IN0~V10UAl 0 ~AAT~EIIIIS.,.tP 

0 J()I,_.T VENTUA!: 0 COOI"'A ... 
"~'""'• oNCO~P<>•A OON 

~·IITVCt&SI f,"'ie..-•tu .,. ...... ,,..._ ., .. ,. .. , •• , Jf"AL SUM OF IONO 
MILLI~(SI I TMOUSANOIII MVNO~~gCal ;CC .. 'r! 

fONTOACT OAT• CONTOAC NO. 

OBLIGATION 

we. the Princ•DII ¥1d Suretvhesl. ll"t firmly bound to tne Un•ted States ot Amer•a (hefetnafter called the Government) '" t"'e abOve ~q 

sum. For pavment of ~ penal sum. we b•nct ourselves . .Jur he•rs. executors. Jidm•n•strators.n successors. to•ntly lnd S!VerJIIv ... owe·~· 

where the Suret•es are coroorat•ons acr•~ as co-suret•es. vwe. t.,e Suret•ts. bind ourselves in such sum ''to•ntlv and severauv·· • *!' : 

··.-.,erally" ontv fOf the purDQSe oi atlow.ng a to•nt act•o" or act•ons agau.,st anv or all of us FC)f' all other purooses. eacn S..,retv D•nds •:Je · 

,o1ntty and severally Wtlh the Pnnc•oal. for rhe oavMent Of the sum shown oooos•te 1~ ~me of the Suretv If no In'""• I of l .. bthtv rs •": 

ated. the limtt of liability is tl'\e full .,-,ount of tne oena1 surr 

CONDITIONS 

The 1100ve obhgat•on tS votd tf the Prrnc•cai =r:r.,O!•·. ·-a«.~s Ud\'-tf\1 !U an ~~r~ns na .... ng a drrec relatronshro wrtn lF"re P~.nc,ca. :·a i_: 

contractor of the Pflnc•oal for turn,stung :ao::Jr ···ate~ a· ~, :c~ ... ·n :~e ::r:.se-:~.t.vr. ~~ :"'~ NO'k: orov•deo tor '" the :ontrac ~ 

~ve. and anv iuthOfrlt!O ~OCirfiCiteOns Oft"''~ .::ont~3l! :~·-61 S...oCS":''HJ!II"!IV a'! ,...·dOe '~O~ ":! ~t fi10Se I'I'ICXIrfrCitrOf'S !0 the S ... rt:. ·~~ ;· 

WITNESS 

'RINCI,AL 
,2 

$orgNit~tsl 

,. 
1$4-o/ 1 ' 

!' •• -------------r,---------------------------------------C~~.,--------------------------------------·~·~·~~·,· Corporate s~a/ 
~bl& 

Totletsl n ... ,., 

1. 
Sqt.aruretsl 

ftqlrfttbl 
1. 

(f'.,,.,, 

-· ......... c ,. 1. 
~ Signature hi • c 

...,.Cillo 1. i 
~~·J 

- 7fo10.01-IIJ...aot t 
.. EVIOUS lOITIOff USA8t.l 

' ' I 
INDIVIOUAL SURITYUISI 

•• I 
tSuh r . .. 

CORI'OIIATE SUIIETYIIISI 
ST.-Tit. QIJ' tflriC. 

' .. 
' ' ••• 
I 

Ll-· LITY LIMIT 

Is 
Corporalt 

s~a/ 

-
STANOA.IIO FOAM ZS.A tAE:v lD-Il 
ll'Petct~o.G OY GSA 
IJ'AR t•l CIJ'A U.UICCI1 



APPENDIX l 

Sum_., Table o1 Slate Law Relnanl 10 RACa 



CO,_POIItAfiiUIItiTYIIIII tC.'"'AV«<I 

' -· .. .....,, ... 
• .. l. .. S•""''"'relsl 
"! ,..,..,...,,,. l. 

Tot .. III 
IT, .. ~, .. _. 

I &da•ou 
u .. l. .. s..,.turelsl .. 
a ......... ,,,. I. 

Ti!:!:,', tT I -· Q --.. •• .. s.tNtutettl .. 
a ........ 1116 l. 

TiNitl 
tf"rl'lf41 -· -.. .. I. .. $t9Nturwtsl .. 

a: 
:> N.,....hl& l. .. Totleltl (f',,..,, -· ......... .. ,. •• .. S•9f\IIU"' Is I .. 
0: 
:> ~tsl& I'" .. T •ttf'lsl IT',_,, 

:-..~& I Aoorns 
~ ,.. I. 

Th•S tor"' tor tne t'rotect10n of uersons St.::-(llv1ng tabor a"'~CI 

•"'~ater.at. •S ...,sed wncon a :;av,..,ent bond 1S reau•reo .. noer tl'le A;_: 

of Auqust 24. 1935. 49 S:at 793 (40 USC 270 a-270.• Aov 

:1ev•at•Qn from !'"'IS tor·:"' w•ll reQlt~re th~ wrctten at•rroval '.Jf t'"'~ 

Aam.r,.snator ot General Serv•ces 

2. Insert r.-.e full legal name and bus.nes.s ado, .. ~~ -:.· ""f' ;~.,,.,,.:.,a, •n 

the soace ctes•gnated "Pt~nctpal" on the ·~·- ·' :'"'t!' tQrl"l .:.n 

-..thor•zed person shall s•gn the bOnd A·· : "'"'.V"' S•CJ"'•"CI .n a 
r~ore-sentattve caoac•tv te g . art attornev ,,.. •<oJ· ···~..st • .• rn•sh ev•· 

dence of authonrv ,t rnat reoresenti:ltiYe -~ ·· j .... , .. ·oer >Jf r~ 

ftrm. oartnersh•D. or 1o•nt venture. or an • '1'\t.< ~or:·vra 
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rne Oeoarrment of the Treasurv·s t.st ·>i .•. : 

m""' Kt w•th•n the ltm•tat•on liSted therp.n ·.· · 

. .\1 o: : ··.J' . 
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!STATE: Qfl' INC. •I..IAett..tTV t..IMI--,.-

Is 

iSTA1'-. Ofl' INC. I ~ ........ TV \.1M IT 

'STAT£ OF' INC. ~~A81\.ITV LIMIT 

I STATE OF' INC. IL.IA81L.ITV LIMIT 

. $ 

.STAT[ OF' tf'IIC. T~IAIIILITV LIMi'f 
I 
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Corpof'Oit 
~al 

Corpora It 
~a I 

Corporalt 
~al 

Corporalt 
~al 

Corpora It 
s~al 

Corpora It 
Stal 

·~ !r"€ ~=·a~·~s ·s ... r~: • .:. Svretv B. etc 1 headed ·cc=:;~·:=.:. -: 
SuPE-:-v,,:_s. 1,.. !r"E' so.:ace desagnateo ·suFIETYliES·· y· :""": 

face o• .. "': '. •·· ··~r: ·:::>n1·, tne let~er •dent1f•cat•0n ct tr-t: ~ •. ·~· ·:. 

:ot ::~•e "-=·-.··~··•• ~~..ret·~s are onvolved. two ur ..,..0''!' •o?s:: -~ 
S•Oie uersc..,..s sroa;; ~.:ecute the oond A coMOit>tt><.J Att.o,h · • • 

tnd•v•d ... al s ... re~v I Stanoaro Form 281' tor each .ndovu1uat sur.:.·. 

snatt dC:o-,!"::'a"v t"'~ ound The Government ·nay r~.nrr ~ ... -:s.
s-..ret•~ to h,.rnosn aod•t•onat substantrattng .ntormat•on .'(,f'lr .. •"·": 

the,r f•nanc·•' :ao..at:•l•tv 

4 Coruorauons :•ecutmg the bond shall affu rne.r ~or::-o•ate 

seats lnd•v•c:Juats shall execute the bond OOPOS•te the word ""Cor::c 

rate Sear·. ano snail atf•x an a::lhes•ve seal ,t executed '" \"a•"'e 

!"., ... .., Hamosh•re. or anv otner 1ur•sdictaon regard•ng adnes•ve sta 1s 

5 T ,;~e the na,..,e and t1tle of each oerson s•gn•nq th.s brJn·J .r :"

soace urov•ded 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Th•s form 11 -..tttorized tor ~in connction Mth Gow.nnwnt 
(IOfttrXU, Alty cs..ietion from lllill farm wm -uirw the -i~ 
_.,.,.. of the Adminillntot of G-w s.w:-. 

2. 1,_. IN full 1oog11 - ..S buli,_ lddlw. of the Phr>C~N in 
IN IIIIC8 dBigna1811 '1'rif1Ci1181 .. on the '- of IN fotm. 1vt 

.,111on- '*-' tflell Iii" the bond. ,_, - lil'ling in • ,__.,.tl .. cscitV (e.g .• -" _,..,-in.fKtl must fumi., ..,;. 
denCt of .,lllontV if INt r~atlve ill not • "- of the 
firm. 1*114'11110. or joint ..,.ture. or., oHicer of the COI'IIO,. 

lioni-. 

3. ,., Co<ootnionl .,.....ling the bond • ..,et,. must- on 
IN ~ ot the r_.,·, tilt of -ro- ..,.... ..o 
mu11 K'l wt1hin d"' li,.imtion tia.d ttwwin. Where more tNn one 
corpotate turetv ill iiWONC, ~Nor- ...:1 I~ I " ..... _ 
· - ....,. ISutetV A. SurwtV B. e~e.l - .. CORPORATE 
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REPORT TO CONGRESS ON LIABILfiY, 
BONDING, AND INDEMNIFICATIONISSUES 

FOR DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RESTORATION PROGRAM AND 

HAZARDOUS WASTE CONfRACfS 

Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Environment) 



Response Action Contractors' Liability Issues 

Regarding the Defense Environmental Restoration Program 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Conclusions: 

The Department of Defense (DoD) faces a major challenge to cleanup its 
contaminated sites quickly, effectively and without excessive cost to taxpayers. The 
DoD cleanup and remedial program relies on the architectural and engineering 
services and the design and construction capabilities of private sector remedial action 
contractors (RACs}. The RAC community expresses reservations about its members' 
future willingness to undertake this work for the DoD because of perceived uncertain, 
but believed potentially large, risk to their frrms inherent in DoD's remedial action 
work. In order to better understand the substance and basis of these concerns the 
Department of Defense has endeavored to work with representatives of the RAC 
community, other private sector contracting entities, as well as representatives 
knowledgeable about the practices and concerns regarding the insurance and surety 
sectors of the nation. The study concludes that contractors have the following deeply 
held perception of the current liability situation: 

RACs, because of joint strict and several liability under federal and state 
law, may be found liable when they are not at fault. 

The resulting probability of insolvency through imposition of liability 
without fault is uncertain and therefore unacceptable. 

RACs are unable to secure adequate insurance due to the 
insurance industry's reluctance to become involved where the 
risk is so uncertain and potentially large. 

RACs are also hampered in obtaining performance bonds required 
by the Miller Act for DoD construction contracts. Surety companies 
are reluctant to write bonds. The uncertain and potentially large 
risk for the situation has decreased availability and increased costs 
which are ultimately reflected in DoD's costs. 

RAC's believe they are assuming risks that properly go to DoD as the· 
generator of hazardous waste and owner of the site. 

These perceptions have serious implications for the continued progress of the 
DoD's cleanup program, as DoD may not be able to sustain rapid progress in its 
cleanup program without a heavy reliance on knowledgeable qualified contractors. 

The Department has also concluded the following as to the current status of 
response action contracting and the legal liabilities of the Department 



DoD is currently able to get adequate competition for our remediation 
contracts. 

Some well-regarded companies are not bidding on DoD contracts citing 
the risk issues as their reason not to compete. 

DoD is not able to determine, based on this study, what impact the 
contractor's perceived liability exposure is having on their bid pricing of 
DoD contracts. 

There is no evidence that quality of work on DoD contracts is being 
affected. 

The current liability picture particularly discourages contractor 
participation in innovative remedies as they place potential additional 
risk on the contractor. A contractor's prime defense to their perceived 
liability exposure is to use standard, conservative measures wherever 
possible, thus favoring an excessively conservative approach to 
remediation. 

RACs express a willingness to be liable for their failure to perform 
adequately on their remediation contracts. 

DoD as waste generator, facility owner, and overall manager of its 
remediation effort is and should be ultimately responsible for future 
problems associated with its remediation efforts, however, it should have 
a legal remedy against a non-performing contractor. 

As a waste generator and owner of the contaminated site DoD is 
in a different liability relationship with its contractors than EPA 
with its contractors. As such liability shifting rules developed by 
EPA for dealing with its contractors may not be appropriate for 
DoD. 

Private firms hiring RACs for private cleanup work engage in risk 
sharing strategies with RAC contractors which may be adaptable to DoD 
contracts. 

Different types of remediation projects have different 
inherent risks and therefore may call for different risk 
sharing strategies. 

Appropriate risk sharing strategies should result in reduced 
cleanup cost to the Department and the taxpayer, without 
increasing the ultimate risk to the treasury. 

Adoption of risk sharing strategies may require regulatory 
and legislative reform. 
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Becommendations: 

Based on the foregoing conclusions, the Department is concerned remedial 
action contractors' perceptions may lead in the future to reduction in competition, 
escalation in costs, lowering of quality, and increased risk to the public. We are also 
very conscious that any recommendation we adopt for action or inaction, will have 
economic consequences. Any choice inevitably confers competitive advantage on 
some contractors and disadvantage on others. We must make sure we understand 
the nature and implications of the incentives and disincentives our choices imply. 
we must encourage responsible and professional behavior by our contractors. We 
must avoid creating incentives for behavior that diverts government resources from 
the primary goal of cleanup. Ultimately, whatever strategies we adopt should 
improve the Departmenrs ability to perform effective cleanup in a timely manner at 
a responsible cost to the taxpayer. 

· Based on information developed in. doing this report, the Department is 
implementing changes in its contracting strategies and policies within its control to 
resolve some of these issues. These include better acquisition planning including 
varying types of contract strategies, reducing amounts of bonds required on 
construction contracts or use of rolling or phased bonds, allowing irrevocable letters 
of credit in lieu of bonds, and retaining certain work elements under DoD control 
(e.g. signing hazardous waste manifests). The environmental and engineering arms 
of the military departments will continue to examine their current contracting 
practices with a view to recommending changes in guidance, policy, regulations, and 
legislation to enhance the effectiveness of our environmental and remedial action 
contracting. We have tasked them to ensure the scope of their study addresses 
appropriate and equitable risk sharing between the DoD and its contractors in the 
cleanup program, and to make specific recommendations for action to be taken. 
The DoD is now also engaged in a comprehensive review of the Federal Acquisition 
Regulations so as to ensure adequate treatment of environmental requirements. 

Two recommendations merit further consideration. The first would resolve the 
extent of liability of a surety to a remedial action contract where their only 
involvement is in providing a bond. This issue was addressed in the last Congress 
by amending section 119(g) of the Comprehensive Response Compensation and 
Liability Act to -specifically broaden coverage for sureties at National Priorities List 
sites. Extending this principle to all DoD sites, whether or not on the NPL, would 
help bring sureties back into writing bonds for DoD cleanup contracts at a reasonable · 
prices. This should broaden competition for contracts, improve timeliness, and reduce 
overall costs to the Department This should not work a disservice to innoomt third 
parties, as ultimately it is the Department that is responstble for the remediation. The 
prime purpose of the surety is to ensure the Department re<:eives the fiscal benefit 
of the contract. 

A more wide-sweeping risk sharing concept evolved from discussions during 
the preparation of this report This concept would involve limiting a Jtesponse 
Action Contractor's liability to outside persons. The Department and any other true 
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potentially responsible parties would be designated as those solely responsible for 
damages to innocent third parties for damages arising out of a remediation action at 
a DoD site-logical application of current law as to generators and operators of 
hazardous waste facilities. The DoD's contracts with its RACs would then provide 
for recovery by DoD from the RAC if the damages resulted from the RAC's 
negligence. This concept is similar to the latent damages clause currently used in 
construction contracts. 

The time for preparation of this report was short considering the complexity 
of the issues. Among the areas that still need substantial further analysis are the 
total cost implications of various risk sharing strategies as compared with the long 
term liabilities of the government We will continue working with the contractor 
community and other interested parties to explore these and other recommendations 
and solutions to improve the Department's clean-up program. 
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SAME ENVlRONMENI'AL CONTRACTS FORUM 
30 • 31 JANUARY 1991 

BOWNG AIR FORCE BASE 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On 30 • 31 January 1991, the executive level Environmental Contracts Fonm~ of the Society of 
American Military Engineers (SAME) met at Bollin& Air Force Base to discuss the issues of liabili
ty, Indemnification. and Bonding in Environmental Contnc:tinJ. 

During the forum. the foUowing key issues were raised: 

a. There is a risk to the remedial action contractor (RAC) perfonninJ euvironmental 
worlc. Part of this risk are the unknowns associated with the worlc. Another part is the potential 
for third party liability suits resulting from the perfonnance of such worlc. 

b. RACs are unable to obtain professional perfonnance liability insurance for hazardous 
waste site cleanup projects. The insurance industry is reluctant to prOIIide such insuruce due to 
the high risk of liability associated with the perfonnance of such worlc. Available insurance only 
covers the period of work performance; not the period during which RACs are most susceptible to 

third party liability suits. 

c. RACs are unable to obtain surety bonds required for Federal government hazardous 
waste cleanup projeas because the surety bond industry sees a hiJh risk from liability in issuing 
such bonds. AvaJ1able bonds are generally for projeas of less than SSM value. Some companies 
are self-bonding in order to meet governmental requirements. 

d. RACs feel that the Department of Defense (DOD) is responsible for the presence of 
the hazardous material on the site and therefore, should be respoDSI"ble for their portion of the risk 
associated with site cleanup. RACs believe that DOD should indemnify RACs performing work 
against third party liability to cover the government's portion of the risk. 

In response to the concerns raised by RAC.S. DOD representatives indicated that they would 
consider the following potential solutions to resolve the issues raised: 

a. Change U!e laws so that RACs are excluded as a potentially respoiiSI"ble party for 
liability suits resulting from cleanup actions. 

b. Revise the Federal Acquisition ReJU)ations (FAR) to mend the applicability of 
indemnification to contraaor work done as a part of the Defense Environmental Reswration · 
Program. 

c. Limit the statute of limitations for contractors on environmental cleanup projects and 
limit the contraaOr's liability for a project. 

d. Limit the contraaor's liability to that resulting from their negligence. 

e. Negotiate the risks of a project with the contractor and determine equitable distnllution 
of the risk between the contractor and the government as a part of the contract. 



• SAME ENVIRONMENTAL CONTRACTS FORUM 
30 • 31 JANUARY 1991 

BOWNG AIR FORCE BASE 

INTBODUCDON 

The executive level Environmental Contracts Forum of the Society of Americ:an Military Enpneers 
(SAME) met at Soiling Air Force Base on 30 and 31January 199110 discus~ the issues of4ability, 
Indemnification. and Bonding in Environmental Contnaing. In attendance at thfs iii'UIIl ~e 
representatives of the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment). Army, 
Navy, Air Force. and Coast Guard and encutives representing remedial action contractors (RAC.) 
that perfono environmental cleanup setVic:es tbr the Department of Defense aod private iodusay. 
A list of attendees for this forum is provided as Artac:hment A 10 this report. 

This forum was axhaired by Captain James A. Rispoli, CEC, USN, Vice President, Environmental 
Affairs. Society of Americ:an Military Engineers and Mr. Russ Milnes, Principal Deputy to the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, (Environment). 

Prior to this forum. invitees were aslced to submit discussion papers on any aspe~ of the topic 
issues. Suggested discussion topics included: what are the liability concerns; what are the 
aperiences with regard to liability and bondin,_ how is the risk of performin& environmental worlt 
assessed; and how do the problems of liability and bonding aff~ competition. Seven papers were 
submitted in advance or during the forum. These papers were provided as attacluneots 10 the draft 
proceedings of the forum. 

B. OPENING REMARKS 

Captain Rispoli opened the forum by outlining the objective of the Environmental Contracts 
Forum, whic:h is to facilitate an ongoing frank and open di•m•sion of programmatic and contniCtUal 
issues between industry and the military services. He indicated that this was the third session of 
this executive forum, and that SAME bad been asked by the Office of the Deputy A••istant Secre
tary of Defense (Environment) to further address the issues of liability, indemnification. and 
bonding to assist them in obtaining views so that DOD might prepare a report 10 Congress. To 
increase the dialogue, CAPT Rispoli indicated that additional contractors bad been izMted to 
participate. CAPT Rispoli stated that proceedings of the forum "M:Iuld be issued. These 
proceedings would not provide any quotes or attn'bution. He asserted that the forum wu DOt a 
place for debate, but was a means to discuss the issues so that all in attendance could listen and 
learn. He asked if there would be any objeaioos in having submitted papen publisbed u a part 
of the tbruro prcxeedinp. No objections were raised. · 

Mr. Milne,s addressed the lbrum satin& that the only means of soJvio& environmental cleanup 
liability problems was throu&h an open forum. He indicated that the Department of Defence 
(DOD) bas pledged 10 comply with its environmental obliptioas. The iostallation restoratioa efton 
is important. and as the DOD moves from the study phase, it recognizes that action must be takell 
to ensure site cleanup proeresses smoothly. He emphasized that the DOD wants to 6oish the 
cleanup business. Mr. Milnes swed that his oflic:e wants to come 10 crips with the hazardous waste 
site dean up contract issue. Perfonnance bonding is an issue; legislative fixes may be possible, but 
he did not see this as a solution. He explained that if the DOD and the cleanup industry do not 
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• for a cleanup in certain states, and therefore may choose not 10 bid. They indicated that in 
performing some worlc, they were staking the survivability of their corporation. When asked, the 
RACs explained that. in workina with the private sector, the RAC shares the risk with the client. 
This protec:u the contractor. The point wu raised that the owner of a waste site owns the ~ 
and the RAC is helpin& to clean it up. Therefore, the site owner must share a aood portion of the 
risk. 

The issue of strict liability was raised by the RAC representatives. IC anyone bas a connection with 
a hazardous waste site, they are liable. Proper behavior has DOt ucused liability. 

When worlcing for the Environmental Protec:tion Aaenc:y (EPA) on orphan sites, there is a pater 
risk to the RAC The EPA indemnifies the RAC under Section 119 of the Compnbalsive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability loa (CERCL\). This indemnific:atioll only 
covers negli,ence and not strict li.ability. 1be RAC must loot at the awe laws whCD decidiq to 

ac:cept a risk. 

Another issue raised was that in some insuDees. a DOD activity required a RAC to silft hazardous 
waste manifests. This action places liability on the RAC for transporting of wastes. U the RAC 
had tnown it would be required 10 do this. it would not ha"Je bid on the job without indemnifica
tion. A DOD representative indicated that. aenerally, the DOD sicns the manifest as the aeneraror. 
The RAC representatives indicated that C"JeD if the contractor does DOt sien the manifest. but 
arranges for transport. the contractor could be liable, a potentially respollSible party (PRP). E"Jen · 
if the contractor doesn't uranae the transport. but is on site, it may be sued. The contractors 
emphasized that defense cosu are a real-time c:ash Oow problem and a real risk e"JeD if the 
contractOr is not in110lved or is innoc::ent. 

The problems for the RAC were summarized as foUows: 

a. There is an inherent risk associated with doing environmental worlc. RACs are dealing 
with anomalies which are inherently difficult to model. 

b. There is an environmental risk of third party liability. 

c:. There is no incentive for innovation. Before innovation will be employed by 
contractors. there must be an agreement between the client and the contractor, and the 
beneficiary ofthe innovarive practice is required to assume liability. Innovation is prohibitive 
in a regulatory atmosphere. There is eenerally no innovation in the U.S. 

d. The architect-engineers (A-Es) are being apected 10 accept the liabilities of others. 
Liability insurance is DOt available in the marct. U it is available, it is oa1y for the period . 
of the job. 

c. Requirements vary &om state to swe. There is a bright spot for the RACI iD that 
there is more 8a1bility shown when dealing with states than when dcalin& with the Federal 
government. Some states may chanae the specifications on their cleanup projects to permit 
innovative technology. Many sec some states a.ssumin& the liability of PRPs. State rqulalors 
are a part of the Record of Decision (ROD), and this permiu Ocnbility in dcaliD& with the 
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"prior acu·. RACs are paying premiums but are not receiving future coverage. The topic leader 
indicated that if states had negligence statements similar to Section 119 of CERCI.A. then 
insurance companies might become more interested in pi'OYiding suc:h insurance. There are 
presently no magic solutions. 

The topic leader was asked the insurance industry's plan of action. The response was that the 
insurance industry is •stu&ging out" solutions on a case-by-case basis. The industry bas not been 
able to agree on alternatives to the current situation. A formal definition of "poUution eu:lusion" 
is a possibility. A general discussion on possible approaches (JOiutions) followed. A 1- similar 
10 Price-Anderson which would be applicable to the toxic waste deanup industry was mentioned 
as a potential solution. This solution would create three layen of protection iJi the event of 
liability: the insurance layer, the owner/operator layer, and the pemment layer. 

3. Near and tong Tel'lll Environmental Restoration Contnctlq Stratecles. 

Eac:h of the sel'lice representatives made a short presentation on environmental restoration 
contracting strategies. Described were current efforts, current problems, and actions being talccn 
to dean up identified hazardous waste sites. 

4. The Availability, Costs, and IJmitations ot Corporate Surety Bonds tA Co-.er the Risks and 
Potential Liabilities or DOD's EIIYironmental Contractors. 

The topic leader from the insurance industry indicated that there were considerable problems 'With 
the issuance of corporate surety bonds. Contractors must post a surety bond f'or Federal we :i: 
under the Miller At;t. Al this time, there are few bonds available Cor work on hazardous waste lites. 

The topic leader descnbed the problems of issuing bonds Cor sw:h tasks. Surety bonds are 
underwritten only to cover the performance of a contractor and the payment of suppliers Cor 
construction worlt. They are written based on the quality of the contractor (ability 10 do good work. 
quality of people on site, equipment, how well the contractor has done on similar efforu, and the 
availability of contractor finances to fulfill the contract requirements). Underwriters normally 
develop a long-standing relationship with the contraaor. Liability from third patty suits is not 
normally considered (this is normally covered by commercial general liability insurance). Recenlly, 
however, surety bond issuers have come under attack in the oourt room because they are the only 
"deep poclc:et• remaining in a law suit (RACs are nonnally people rich. but asset limited). 

There has been a lack of indemnification f'or surety bood issuers for haz:udous waste site work. 
Anyone in'IIOlved in hazardous waste site work (including the surety bond underwriters who are only 
covering contractOr performance and supply payments) bave been found to be liable. If the RAC 
defaults on such work, the surety principal would be required to hire a oompletin1 cootrKIOr and, 
consequently, may be construed to have contracted fer the removal of hazardous wute and 
subjected itself to liability. 

Another issue with hazardous wute site bonding is the bond terminatioa date. Normally, a bond 
is terminated when all -work bas been satisbctonly accomplished co a project. Due the possibility 
of long time periods associated with hazardous waste site cleanup action fmdudinJ the prospect 
of having to reinitiate work), the bonding company may be required to pay claims long after -work 
has been completed on a project.. 
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5. Further Disc:uulon on Industry'• Liability Concem1 with Reprd to DOD Ea'riroaDMntal 
Restoration Work and Potential Solutlont to Addre11 These Concema. 

A DOD representative led this topic: to generate f'urther discussion on the key iuua and to aplo!e 
potential solutions to these wues. The topic: leader indicated that DOD was looldn& Cor solutiona 
that would result in aood (technic:al and timely) c:leanups of its hazardous waste lites. at 1 JOOd 
price. and maintain a good contractor base which earns a fair profit and is I' viable communicy. The 
RAC representatives indicated that this would be pouible if then: was equitable risk sharing 
between the RA~ and the DOD. . 
It was suggested that valut,-enaineering dauses in contracts be utilized. Some c:on!ndon indicated 
that this effort doesn't work very well, due to lack of tirDelineaa in the pemment's responac. This 
lack of timelineu causes contraclOn to stop t!yina. A DOD representative indicated that in 
situations in whieh 1 technolo&r is approved in the ROD, then: is reJnct&Dce to coasider Yllue
cnpneering proposals because it may mean rcopcnin& the ROO. A Navy representative Indicated· 
that his service welcomes value-enaineerina. The services indicated that when they become aware 
of roadblocla, they would talce action to eliminate them. 

A question was raised whether the llACs nonnally revalidated the remedial investiption/fcasibility 
study (RIIFS) when contracted to perfonn remedial de.sianJremedial action(~). The llACs 
agreed that they would revalidate the. data obtained by another contractor. The depee of 
revalidation would depend upon the contractor who perfonned the RI/FS. Suc:h n:Yilidation could 
cost up to 20 percent of the RDIRA effort. 

The Naii)''S Comprehensive Long Term Environmental Ac:tion, NaYJ (~ contrXt was 
di5cussed. The RACs were asked why they bid on these contracts since they did not kDow the 
cleanup effort involved. The llACs said that cost·plus (rather than &xed fee) contracting of 
CLEAN was a plus. They remarked that they would be better able to define the work and pt a 
good price to perfonn a f'ull scope of each task. As long as the de.anup effort was on the base. the 
possibility of third party liability was low. The closer to the site bowdaries, the greater the risk 
associated with a projec:t. Under CLEAN, eacll task is negotiated, and the contractor can evaluate 
the risk for each task. Only one percent of the projects in a CLEAN contraa an: anticipated as 
being a problem. 

In a discussion of contracting strategies versus risk, the RAC representatives indicated that third 
party liability is independent of the contract type. They did not look at &xed price contracts in the 
environmental area because there are too many unknowns and too muc:h time and effort is spent 
in contract modifications. They wanted to be able to address, in the contract, the can: to be taken 
in determining the risk of the project. 

The RAC representatives were aslced, what perc:entaae of c:ootracts an: hiah rill:? The response 
was, that a lar&e perc:ent.qe of environmental effort requires third pany liability and tbueli:lre, is 
1 high risk. One company representative indicated that his compa!!1 will not perform any work 
without some Conn of indemnification. Defense costs for liability suits are the bi& problem. There 
is no method of predeterminin& bow juries will apportion COltS. 

The RAC representatives reiterated that they have the ability to neaotiate risJa for commercial 
projeas. That ability does not c:urn:ntly exist in dealing with the DOD. They also indicated that 

7 



• The discussion continued with the RAC representatives indiatin&lh.at a ncclicence standard emu 
in CERCI.A. and they want a similar law modification for state II'WS and the Resource Co~~~er· 
vation and Recovery Act (RCR.A). They do not desire strict liability to apply to them. The 
overridin& issue is that the RACa arc concerned that they must assume responsibility for what thg
did not initially cause. The responsibility should be adjudged to the people who put the waste iA 
the land. 

The DOD topic leader asked what the DOD could do to help the contractors. There were four 
areas of potential chanae; the law, which would be most difficult to chance; the reJUiations (DOD 
indicated that they would worlt with the EPA to determine bow the reJU.Iations mi&ht be c::lwlpd); 
policy; and the FAR/contract (DOD indicated that they could. directly impact these.laat two areas 
and achiCYe the quickest results). . 

Indemnification of contracton is now addressed iA Public Law (P.L) 85-8)4 and FAR 52-228.7. 
Under p .L SS-504, the contractor must identify the nature of the risk and then the CoatracWIJ 
Officer must raise the issue to the service Secretary for authorization. To support indcmnificati011 
of contnctors for environment risks would make each service's effort unique. The FAR clause is 
based on radioactive material risks and acludcs construction. A chance to the FAR appcan to 
be appropriate. but it would have to be based on a chance in the law. DOD representative~ 
considered that such a chance might be accomplished as a part of the Defense Reauthorization Al::t. 

The following potential solutions were identified Cor evaluation by DOD in response to the issues 
raised by the RAC representatives regarding their risks: 

a. Olange the laws so that the RACs are acluded as a PRP. This would resolve the 
Federal issue. but would not resolve the state issues. 

b. Revise FAR S2-228.7 (and possibly FAR 28-311.2) which would extend the applicability 
of indemnification to contractor worlt done as a part of the Defense Environmental Rcstora· 
tion Program. This would make the Federal government the defendant and the contnaor 
liable to the government. (This may require a 1- change to accomplish.) 

c. Limit the statute oflimitations for contrac:ton on environmental cleanup projects (after 
the statute of limitations, the government assumes full liability) and limit the contractor's 
liability for a project (similar to the limit for oil spills established in the Oil PoUution Al::t. of 
1990). 

d. Limit the contractor's liability to that resulting from their neeJ.igeoce. 

e. Negotiate the risks of a project with the cont:raetor and determine an equitable 
distn"bution of the risk between the contractor and the pemment as a part of the contract.. 

f. The DOD should specify standards of practice for a project to which the contraaor 
must comply. 

1- A procedure Cor worltin& out changes u a result of unJcnown conditions needs to be 
developed. Cost reimbunable contracting and incentive cost and schedulin& were sugested. 
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~~ AMERICAN INSURANCE ASSOCIATION 
~ LAW DEPARTMENT 

March 28, 1991 

Joseph c. Oobes . 

1130 eonn.cslc:YI Avenue N.W. 
SuhiOQO 
WasNnglon. D.C. 20038 
IZCI2l 126-7100 
IZCI2l m-1211 F,;x 

Director, Safety and Environmental Protection Division 
Designers & Planners, Inc. 
2611 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 3000 
Arlington, vicginia 22202 

Re: Minutes of the Society of American Military 
Engineers January Conference 

Dear Mr. Debes: 

Thank you !or sending the draft minutes from the 
January 30-Jl, 1991 meeting of the Society of American Military 
Engineers. I was pleased to attend and discuss the issue of 
surety bonds !or hazardous waste cleanup projects. As we 
discussed on the phone recently, I have only a few comments on 
the draft minutes, and you took care of the specific items while 
we spoke. 

However, I also have a general comment which I wanted 
you to have in writing for the record. As you may remember, I 
was unable to stay for the entire program, and thus, missed the 
creation of the recommendations and potential solutions contained 
in the minutes. All of the recommendations and potential 
solutions developed by the attendees of the conference are 
excellent ideas. However, I was concerned that surety was not 
specifically included in some of the comments. 

For example, recommendation "e" states that "The DOD 
should reimburse the RAC !or insurance costs or indemnify the RAC 
if insurance is unavailable.• This is an instance where the 
RAC's surety should specifically be included in the 
recommendation. Just such a provision is part of the Superfund 
amendment passed last year, and has been essential to the 
increase we have seen in the availability of surety bonds for 
those contracts covered by that amendment. The ideas contained 
in the recommendations should apply equally to the RAC and its 
surety. 

The potential solutions also refer only to the 
contractor, while applying the solutions to the surety as well 
will be necessary to increase the sureties' ability to underwrite 

~R.O"HAAE ... -- A08ERT B.SAHSORH 
"tiC:! 0"1 ....... , 

~W.IIAOWN,JR. 
w::t QocMII6I M 

R:IIIERT E. VIGJ..EY -
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Page 2 

bonds tor these types of projects. Thus, it is my recommendation. 
that the potential solutions be amended to read as follows 
(underlined portion is the proposed amendment): 

a. Change the laws so that the RACs ~ 
their sureties are excluded as a PRP. This 
would resolve the Federal issue, but would 
not resolve the state issues. 

b. Revise FAR 52-228.7 (and possibly FAR 28-
311.2) which would extend the applicability 
of indemnification to contractor Ana surety 
work d~ne as a part of ~~e Defense 
Environmental Restoration Program. This 
would make the Federal government the 
defendant and the contractor or surety liable 
to the government. (This may require a law 
change to accomplish.) 

c. Limit the statute of limitations for 
contractors and their sureties on 
environmental cleanup projects (after the 
statute of limitations, the government 
assumes full liability) and limit the 
contractor's and surety's liability for a 
project (similar to the limit for oil spills 
established in the Oil Pollution Act of 
1990). 

d. Limit the contractor's and surety's 
liability to that resulting !rom their 
negligence. 

e. Negotiate the risks of a project with the 
contractor and surety who takes over for a 
c~~t;ac~o; and :eter:ine an equit&Qle 
distribution of the risk between the 
contractor or surety and the government as a 
part of the contract. 

f. The DOD should specify standards of 
practice for a project to which the 
contractor or surety must comply. 

g. A procedure for working out changes as a 
result of unknown conditions needs to be 
developed. Cost reimbursable contracting and 
incentive cost and scheduling were suggested. 
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These minor chanqes in the recommendations and 
potential solutions would express the necessity ot protectinq the 
surety of a response action contractor to the same extent as the 
contractor. Without this equity, it is most likely that Donds 
will continue to be ditticult to obtain tor all hazardous waste 
cleanup projects not covered by the Superfund amendment 
implemented last year. 

comments. 
can do to 
minutes. 

Thank you tor allowinq us to suDmit these tollow-up 
Please let me know it there is anythinq else which 

assist you in puttinq toqether the final version of 

LMS/lmsjjdltr.sam 

cc: Captain James A. Rispoli 
Ms. Susan Sarason 
craig A. Berrington, Esquire 
Ms. Martha R. Hamby 
James L. Kimble, Esquire 

Very truly yours, 

c, __..~· ~ 

Lynn M. Schubert 
Senior Counsel 

I 
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I • SIJMHAllY 

The EPA and the U.S. Ar.y Corpa of Engineer• (•Corpa•) have experienced 

difficultiea in contracting Hazardous and Toxic Vasta (HTV) cleanup projecta. 

The HTV cleanup industry haa expressed concern that it could not obtain aurety 

bonds required as a preraquiaite for competing for remedial action 

conatruction projecta. It vaa reported that Treasury Department liated 

corporate aureties, which provide the guarantee bonda for Government projecta, 

bad 11apoaed atr1nsent lU.itationa on the provhion of performance boncl.a vbich 

assure the government that the cleanup project vill be completed. 

Essentially, the boncl.a cuarantee that the aurety vUl either complete 

performance or pay the Covernaent ita costs associated vith completing the 

project to the limit of the penal amount of the bond. Various contracting 

industry firms atated that they have not been able to aecure bonding for some 

projects. Those that have obtained bonds had a difficult time doing ao, and 

aome firms that had obtained bonds for previous projects vere unable to obtain 

bonda for a subsequent project. The surety industry indicated its reluctance 

to guarantee performance on HTV projects primarily because of its concern for 

possible long-term liability exposure and changing state-of-the-art design 

requirements associated vith auch actions. 

The EPA and the Corps commissioned the Institute for Vater Resources to 

gather information on the subject; to analyze the data to determine the extent 

of the existing bonding problems; and to offer recommendations which could be 

t.plemented in an effort to alleviate problems noted. A survey vas conducted 

of Corps district offices, the HTV cleanup industry, aurety firms, and trade 

associations. to deterwine the extent and nature of the problem. A fev survey 

activities extended to EPA and atate offices involved in HTW vork. 

The study examined 24 onsoins reiMdial action and co.pleted Corpa HTV 

conatruction contracts. Statiatica vere gathered from actual Corp• recorda on 

the contractor• and auretiea that participated in thea• contracts. In 

addition, a sample of the univerae of HTW contractors and sureties vas 

intervieved alons vith induatry .. sociation repreaentatives. The r .. pon.aea to 

these intervievs appear later in this paper. They vera analyzed to arrive at 

concluaiona concernin& industry v1eva and perceptiona of the surety problea. 



.. 
will be iasued on the appropriate factors to be taken into conalderation in 

acco.plishing thls analysis . 

• Analysis of the option of dividin& the project into vork elements vith 

an appropriate level of bondin& in each . 

• Clarify the government'& policy on indemnification of contractors and 

sura tie• • 

• To the extent of its authority, each govenaent agency vill define its 

apecific responaibility for the risk aspect of the cleanup project where 

appropriate (e.g. accept reaponalblllty for performance speciflcatlona) . 

• The government vill specifically accept the responsibility for project 

design where the performance specifications have been aet. 

Tbe thrust of this study vas specifically centered on the bonding issue. 

Vhile the stated problem of aany of the respondents vas bonding, the 

underlying issue is the uncertainty about risk in general aa it applies to the 

HTV Cleanup program. There is uncertainty by sureties and contractors 

concerning risk and liability. Surety bonds for performance. liability 

insurance and indemnification questions are closely related and difficult to 

aeparate when dealing vith HTW risk questions. 

There are tvo categories of options available to address these solutions. 

Firat, ahort term steps can be taken interMlly by the Corps and EPA that 

iavolve revising internal agency procedure• to alleviate the contracting 

problea. ChAnge a to goven.ent-vide conatruction procureaent regulations. 

e.g. at&Ddard bond foBa. abould be pursued vith the FAll Council. Finally, 

lonaar ten actiona could be can:iad out which coDCentrate on potential 

legialative revision& to the liability and indemnification provision& in the 

auperfuod atetute. 
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Reaourcea (IWR), a Corpa raaearch agency located at Fort Belvoir, VA, vaa 

aelected to do the atudy. The atudy vaa initiated in late November 1989. IWR 

conducted a aerie• of personal and telephone intervieva of HTV industry 

contractor•, aa vall aa HTV industry association&. In addition, personnel 

fro• insurance and auraty industry firaa, aurety associations, atatea, EPA, 

and the Corp• vera interviewed about the iaaue. A liating of the interviewees 

appear• in Appendix A. 

The interviewees ware questioned regarding difficulties experienced in the 

HTV bonding area. They were also aaked for their vieva on the nature and 

aagnitude of any bonding proble .. and requeated to provide auggeations on 

actiona that could be taken to rectify the aituation. IWR also gathered 

reference•, auch as seainar papera, lettera of concern to various agencies, 

teatiaony before Congreaa, government foraa and regulations, and other 

relevant docuaenta. A body of background material concerning the problem was 

assembled. The atudy also collected information concerning contracting for HTW 

cleanup, in particular information regarding the difficulties in the 

acquiaition of aurety bonds by contractors. 
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Table 1 

ACT 

STATUTES AND REGYLATIQNS P£RIAINING TO HTW CONIRACIING 

DESCRI PI ION 

Killer Act 
Construction 
Contract Bonding 
Require11ent 

KcNa~~&ra-O'Hara 
Service Contract 
Act (SCA) 

Davis- Bacon Act 
(DaA) 

Co.aprehensive 
Environmental Res
ponse, Compensation 
and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), as &~~en

ded by Superfund 
Amendments 6 
Reauthorization Act 
(SARA) 

Federal Acquisition 
Regulation (FAR) 

Requires Federal agencies awarding construction 
contracts to utiliza payment bonda to assure that 
the pri111 contractor pays his subcontractors and 
performance bonda to suarantee co11pletion of vork in 
accordance vith the contract specifications. 

Defines the types of activity classified aa aervice 
contracts for the purposes of Federal govern...nt 
procure111nt. 

Applies to all Federally funded construction projects. 
Designates the Secretary of Labor as the tole 
authority on the clasaification of vage rates for 
construction projecta. 

CERCLA enacted to eli11inate past cont111ination caused 
by hazardous aubstancea pollutants or contaminants 
released into the environment. Authorizes EPA to 
recover cleanup coata. SARA enacted to strengthen 
CERCLA and tighten cleanup target dates. Requires use 
Davis·!acon vage rates for construction projects 
funded under section 9604(G) of CERCLA. 

Pursuant to the require11ents of Public Lav 93-400 
as ~~~ended by Public Lav 96-83: provides uniform 
policies and procedures for contracting by Federal 
executive agencies. 

The procedure for obtaining performance and payment bonds fro11 individual 

or corporate aureties for HTW cleanup contracts is inco.aplete vithout 

e1111ining the background of the bonding requirement. The 1935 Killer Act 

apecified that all construction contracts by the Federal Government would be 

covered by perforaance and payaent bonds. The purpose of the performance bond 

ia to insure that the project is ca.pleted in the avent that the original 

contractor defaulta. 

The require .. nt for perforaanee bonds varies vith each project and is 

affectad by the type of project being undertaken. A bond 1a required by the 

Killar Act on all fixed-price construction contracts over $25,000, but ~t be 
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the project. The Corps of Engineers is very sensitive to avoiding disputes 

with DOL arising from failure to use construction wage rates. EPA is equally 

concerned that the proper rate be used by the Corps. 

1. Miller Act Construction Contract Bonding Requirements. In order to 

fully address the performance bonding requirement and its relationship to the 

contracting industry, we must first examine the Killer Act. The Killer Act 

requires performance and payment bonds for any contract over $25,000 for the 

•construction, alteration or repair of any public building or public work•. 

P&P bonds are. required on all FFP construction contracts and/or delivery 

orders over $25,000. The percentage needed for performance bonds is flexible. 

However, these bonds are not necessary for cost reimbursement contracts and/or 

delivery orders. The level of bonding required is determined by the 

Contracting Officer based on the level of risk associated with the project and 

the resulting need to protect the Government's interest. The performance bond 

guarantees the Government that the building or work will be completed in 

accordance with the terms and conditions of the contract or the Government 

will be compensated. The payment bond guarantees that subcontractors and 

suppliers of the prime contractor will be paid for their work. Performance 

and payment bonds are usually issued by the same surety for a particular 

project. These bonds protect against contractor non-performance. They are 

not intended as insurance for contractor actions which may prompt third party 

liability suits, or as a substitute for pollution or any other type of 

insurance. A third bond, generally required by agency or acquisition 

regulations where the contract solicitation is a formally advertised sealed 

bid, is the bid bond. The bid bond protects the Government by providing a 

penal amount that will be forfeited by the surety of the lowest responsible 

bidder if the bidder falls to accept the award or to provide the required 

performance and payment bonda after award has been made. Bid bonds generally 

are provided by the same surety that provides the performance and payment 

bonda for a particular contract. The surety's decision to issue the bonds 

appears to be controlled by the contractors bonding capacity and its analysis 

of the risk associated with each particular contract. Hence. it would seem 

that difficulties reported ln contractors' ability to acquire bid bonds are in 

fact directly connected to the aa.e factors causing those contractors 

inability to acquire performance bonda. 

10 



' . 
' . ... Inas.ueh as the acope of possible service contracts is extensive, section 

7 of the Act liata specific contracts outside the Act. Included among these 

exeaptions are contracts for •construction, alteration and/or repair, 

includin& painting, or decorating of public buildings or public works.• While 

DOL'a regulations (29 CFR 4.130) contain a number of illustrative service 

contracts, none of those listed relate specifically to environaental 

restoration (KTW) projects. 

The prln;ipal purpose eaphasia is key inssauch as a contract aay be 

principally for services, but aay at the aaae tiae involve aore than 

incidental construction. 

Existing DOL regulations do not define incidental construction. Guidance 

on this issue, however, aay be derived fro• advisory memoranda issued by the 

DOL's wage and hour administration relating to construction projects comprised 

of different categories or schedules (building, heavy, highway and 

residential). As a general rule, DOL advises contracting officers to 

incorporate a separate schedule when such work is more than incidental to the 

overall or predoainant schedule. •Incidental• is here defined as less than 

20\ of the overall project cost. DOL notes that 20\ is a rough guide, 

inas.uch aa iteas of work of a different category may be sufficiently 

substantial to warrant separate schedules even though these items of work do 

not specifically aaount to 20\ of the total project cost. This same rationale 

aay apply to contracts involving services and construction. 

under auch circuaatances, both the SCA and the Davis·Racon Act (see below) 

aay apply. In thia regard FAR 22.402(b)(l) prescribes that the DRA will apply 

when: 
a. Tbe conatruction is to be perforaed on a public building or work. 

b. Tbe contract contain& specific requirements for a SubStantial 

amount of conatructlon work exceedin& the aonetary threshold for application 

of the DBA. Tbe tara aubatantial definu the type and quantity of the 

construction -rlr. AM not aerely the total value of the construction vork as 

c()III)U•d with the tatal contract value. 

12 



these activities atandin& alone aay be properly characterized as construction, 

alteration or rapair of a public vork. 

Section 9604(C) of CERCLA also specifically stipulates the vage rates to 

be paid on Response Action Construction projects are to be as determined by 

the Secretary of Labor in accordance vith the Davia-aacon Act as follows: 

•sect. 9604(&)(1) All laborers and .. chanica employed by contractors 
or subcontractors in the performance of construction, repair, or 
alteration vork funded in whole or in part under this section shall be 
paid vagea at rates not leas than those prevailing on projects of a 
character aiailar in the locality as determined by the Secretary of 
Labor in accordance vith the Davis-Bacon Act. The President shall not 
approve any 1uch funding without first obtaining adequate assurance 
that required labor standards vill be aaintained upon the construction 
vork. 

(2)The Secretary of Labor shall have, vith respect to the labor 
standards specified in paragraph (1), the authority and functions set 
forth in Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. 3176; 64 
Stat. 1267) and section 276c of title 40 of the United States Code.• 

b. The essential point of the foregoing discussion of the Service 

Contract and Davis-Bacon Acts is that although the public policy objective 

(labor standard protection) of the statutes are similar, there are significant 

differences between the two which affect the cost of doing business. Clearly, 

the DOL's authority to require contracting agencies to retroactively modify 

contracts to add one set of vage rate provisions and/or delete another, will 

have consequences for project costs. In view of DOL's authority to issue 

determinations as to what comprises •construction• for purposes of the DBA, 

there aay. also be consequences for the coverage and extent of the bonds 

required under the Killer Act. 

4. Syperfynd Stsryte. lnas.uch as considerable concern vas expressed by 

the surety induatry re&arding its potential for liability arising from bonding 

of HTV projects, a brief discussion of the auperfund statute is included in 

this section. The Comprehensive !nviron.ental Response, Compensation and 

Liability Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-510)(CERCLA), commonly referred to as the 

Superfund lav, authorized $1.6 billion to clean up abandoned dump aitea. The 
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performance default on the aaae baala aa auch lnde~if1cat1on vould be offered 

to any remedial action contractor provided the surety aaaumea auhatantlally 

the same role aa the original contractor. Some corporate auretiea point to 

thla liability potential as the basta for their refusal or reluctance to 

actively provide bonding for HTV vork. These auretiea urge that it be made 

clear that the surety performance bond ia a ~rantee of performance only and 

in no vay ia intended to serve aa insurance for potential third party 

liability auita. Likeviae, they urge that the application of the Section 119 

inde~ification to the corporate surety involved in a HTV project be 

clarified. 

S. federal Acquisition Reculatiqn. HTW contracts, like other Federal 

government procurement procedures, are controlled by the Federal Acquisition 

Regulation (FAR). The Federal Acquisition Regulation provides uniform 

policies and procedure• for all Federal executive agencies. These policies 

and procedure• define construction and other government procurement 

activities. In addition, they specifically define contracting instruments 

such as performance and payment bonds (aee Appendix a). The development of 

the FAR is in accordance vith the requirements of the Office of Federal 

Procurement Policy Act of 1974 (Pub. L. 93-400) as amended by Pub. L. 96-83 

and OFPP Policy Letter 85-l, Federal Acquisition Regulation System, dated 

August 18, 1985. The FAR is prepared, issued. and maintained. and the FAR 

system is prescribed jointly by the Secretary of Defense, the Administrator of 

General Services Administration (GSA) and the Administrator of the National 

Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). These agency heads rely on the 

coordinated action of tvo councils, the Defense Acquisition Regulatory Council 

(DAR Council) and the Civilian Agency Acquisition Council (CAA Council) to 

perform this function. Agency heads are authorized to independently issue 

agency acquisition regulations provided auch regulations implement or 

supplement the FAR. 

ay definition, the tera "acquisition• refers to acquiring by contract vith 

appropriated fund& auppliea or aervicea (including construction) by and for 

the uae of the Federal govern.ent throu&h purchaae or lease -- whether the 

aervlcea or auppliea are already in existence or ~t be created or developed, 

demonstrated, and evaluated. ·Acqu1alt1on beglna at the point vben agency 
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Bld Infonution aid Open Project Project 
Date Size Date 

Avard Allount/ 
Cov. Eatiute 1A 111 lC 

Hi&h Bld/ 
Lov Bld 2A 2B 2C 

Number of Bids 3A 38 3C 

2. An•lysil and Findings. 

a. &atio of Avard Price to Government Estimate. Chart lA illustrates 

the trend in the ratio of award price to the government estimate over the 

atudy period from 1987 to 1989. The ratio of award amount to government 

estimate rose from .8 to 1.2. In addition, the ratio of award amount to 

government estimate tended to increase with the size of the project, as shown 

in chart lB. The type of remedy that vas utilized also affected the 

award/estimate ratio. Avard ratios of 1.3 were observed for the waste 

containment projects, on the average, as opposed to .85 on the other extreme 

for alternative water supply projects as displayed in chart lC. The remainder 

of the projects were around the 1.0 area. The concl~sion drawn from this 

information ia that there is a tendency for large projects to run at a higher 

ratio of award/estimate and thro~gh time. This tends to lend credence to the 

fact that there is a tight market for HTW contracts. 

b. High to Lpw Bid &atio. An analysis of the contract data indicated 

that o~t of the 24 projects four contracts involved sit~tions where the 

initial bid winner vas not awarded the bid due to inability to aec~re bonding. 

These four contracts totaled about $31 aillion. $3.9 aillion additional costs 

were incurred because of the neceaaity to utilize the next lowest bidder. 

This vas an average of a 14\ increase in costa for the fo~r contracts. The 

ratio of high bida to low bids h .. been found to drop froa around 2 to 1 in 

1987 to 1.3 to 1 in 1989 •• illustrated in chart 2A. The range of bids also 

tends to decrease with the aize of the project. Chart 21 ahova this tendency. 

The high·lov bid ratio also varies by the type of project. The collection and 

dispoaal of vaate products h .. a large variation io the ratio of the bida 
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• 
Deletion of the handling of hazardous aaterial in the first phase of the 

project and shifting it to the second phase and deletion of a teat burn of 
contaminated aoil, thus reaovlng the sureties' objections to bonding the 
f1nt phase. 

The vriting of separate bond agreements for the tvo project phases and the 
precise definition of What liability ia covered by the performance bond 
and the time limits of liability. 

&educing the dollar cap on the retainage for the last phase of the project 
from $6 aillion to $2 aillion and reducing the time the retainage is held 
from 60 to 18 aonths. 

C1v1ng the surety the ri&ht to choose the option of Whether to complete the 
project or forfeit the bond if the contractor defaults on the performance 
bond. 

Providing the requirements for the surety to obtain indemnification in case 
of contractor default and the surety assuming project completion. 

d. pistrlbution of HTV Contracts. There is considerable variation in 

the distribution of contracts among HTW contractors. ln the Kansas City 

District, about 400 firas are on the bidders' aailing list for all 

construction, including HtV contracts. ln 1987 through January 1990, 24 

contractors competed in the HTW program. and 14 received contracts. According 

to Corps District personnel, the same few companies continually appear in the 

final bidders' lists for HTW contracts. 

Charts 5 and 6 list the contractors that have worked on Corps HTW 

construction projects and their aarket share of the total competed Corps HTW 

outlay or activity. Five contractors, individually or in partnerships. have 

received 78' of the HTW contract dollars (Chart 5). Five of the 14 firms 

obtained about 58' of all the projects (Chart 6). The firms receiving awards 

are, for 

general. 

to do the 

the aost part, large firas with experience in waste handling in 

They are not the only firas with the qualifications and credentials 

vork, nor are they the only fi~ that have expressed interest in 

the hazardous and toxic vesta projects. There are aany contractors interested 

in participating ln these projects. Thera appears to be legitimate concern 

that contracting iapediMnta, auch as bonding, aight leuen further the 

Cove~nt's ability to expand contractor participation. Contracting 

~diaents .u.t be carefully conaidared as to their relative aisnlflcance. 
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• TAIIU: 2B 

CORPS tml CONTRACTS 

COST OF PROJECT COMPARED TO GOVERNMENT ESTIMATE 

NUMBER OF BIDS PER PROJECT 
--------------------------

BID GOVT AllARD AllARD AKT NO. 
DATE ST PROJECT NAME PROClWl EST AKT /GOVT EST II IDS -- ----------------------------------------------------------------6/04/87 PA Lackawanna Refuse SF 23.0 15.9 0.7 7 

3/23/88 KA Nyanza Cheaical Waste Duap SF 13.0 8.6 0.7 13 
5/17/88 KA Charles George Landfill SF 15.0 15.6 1.0 6 
6/07/88 NJ Lang Property SF 4.1 3.6 0.9 6 
6/07/88 NJ Metaltec Aerosysteas SF 3.5 3.4 1.0 5 
8/02/g8 OH New Lyae Landfill SF 12.0 13.7 1.1 5 

10/06/g8 PA Bruin Lagoon SF 5.0 4.0 0.8 5 
10/12/88 PA Heleva Landfill SF 4.7 5.4 1.1 8 
10/18/88 IN Lake Sandy Jo SF 2.3 2.4 1.0 3 
11/16/88 NJ log Creek Fara SF 14.0 14.0 1.0 4 
12/06/88 CA Del Norte Pesticide Storage SF 1.3 1.2 0.9 11 

2/02/89 NJ Bridgeport Rental/Oil Svcs. SF 42.0 52.5 1.3 5 
3/28/89 NJ Caldwell Truck Co. SF 0.2 0.2 0.8 9 
6/22/89 NH Lipari Landfill on-site SF 21.0 15.8 0.8 4 
7/ll/89 KD Kane & Lombard St. Drwu SF 4.0 4.5 1.1 1 
7/24/89 NY llide !leach Developaent SF 15.6 15.6 1.0 2 
8/01/89 KS Cherokee County Storage Tanks SF 0.7 0.6 0.9 2 
8/01/89 DE Delaware Sand/Gravel Landfill SF 1.2 1.5 1.3 3 
8/02/89 RI Western Sand & Gravel SF 1.0 0.9 0.9 9 
8/23/89 KA !laird & McGuire SF 9.6 11.3 1.2 5 
8/31/89 NJ Montclair ll orange Sites SF 0.2 0.2 l.O 3 
9/06/89 HD S.Kd.llood Treating SF 2.0 2.6 1.3 7 
9/19/89 NJ Helen Kramer Landfill SF 36.0 55.7 1.5 4 
9/19/89 PA Moyers Landfill SF 25.0 28.0 l.l 4 
-------- ------------------------------------------------------------------TOTAL: 256.4 277.2 1.12 AVG. 

$1,000,000• 

SF- SUPERFUND 

22 



·' 

• 

11187 11118 111118 

• AWOIE5r~WOiEST REGRES 

Ql tB AAl10: AWN'CJ NIOJifr/Of:NT ES'TNATE 

1.1 i 
1.4 .. 

5 
1.2 ~ 
1.0 ~ 

0.1 ::.! 
Q 

0.1 ~ 
0.4 <iC 

~ 

0.2~ 
0.0 

• --t:-r----:-r=~======r~;..r 1 -~ i I e ~ 

~ 

i 
~----~----~~----~-----4------+------+-o.~ I 

~ 
AWAAD ANII::J4MT St .000.0005 

• AWARD AM0UI(T # BIOS NO. BIOS REGR 

CHAI'IT 1C RATIO: AWAP.O AMOUNT/GOVERNMENT ESTIMATE 
BY REMEDY TYPE 

-·----·--· 
24 

·-nPI 

t 
• • 

Tnam-c ., ....... < .. n ..... "-•> 
KIA C.. 
C.llenl• _, a.,...., •f ... a. ,_..a .. ~lesl• 
&ltarMct. .. •tee' ...,,, __ ...,. 
C."' ., ... cae 



• 
CH 3A · BIDS PER PROJECT 

I NT· I-

14 ~-r-----r----;-----+-----~----~----~--~~ 

12 ~~----~----~----+-----~----~----+-----~ 

-8 10 
J5 
0 I 
;a; 
~ I 

2 
4 

2 

0 

14.00 

12.00 
t; 
10.00 
IIi 1.00 ... 
:ga.oo 
iii 
!!! 4.00 
IE 

wz.oo 

1987 1988 1989 

• # 8DS PIEGRS • # BDS 

CH 31 H\NBEll a' BIOS (8Y AWINJ AMOUNT) 

io.oo ~00~----.~0~.00~--~~----~~--~~=---~~~--~~~.00 

AWAAO AMOUNT (Sl .OOO.OOOs) 

• AWAFID AMOUNT 

CHART3C 
AVERAGE NO. BIDS RECEIVED (BY REMEO 

·- 26 



A 
w 
A 
R 
0 

A 
M 
T 

~ 
A 
0 
J 
( 
c 
T 

CHART 5 CORPS HTW PROGRAM 
CONTRACTORS' SHARES ($280 MILLION TOTAL) 

Ebasco(18.9%) 

Sevenson(7 .5%) 

CONTRACTOR 

Chern Waste(22.8%) 

Klmmons(!5.8%) 

Bechte~!5. 7%) 

CHART6 
CONTRACTORS' SHARES (24 PROJECTS TOTAL) 



A 
w 
A 
R 
D 

A 
M 
T 

~ 
R 
0 
J 

' c 
T 
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This had particular concern to contractors that had been awarded larga, 

indefinite delivery contracts. They feared that suraties •ight use the total 

contract aaxi.ua, rather than actual work orders issued, to compute their bond 

capacity li•itation. 

Tables 2A·C illustrate the experience of the Omaha and Kansas City Corps 

districts. There were a small number of bids received on several HTW 

projects. This low nuaber of bids is not necessarily due to the lack of 

interest ln the projects. According to several HTW organizations interviewed, 

including the Hazardous Vaste Action Coalition, Environmental Business 

Association, Associated General Contractors, National Solid Vaste Management 

Association and the Remedial Contractors Institute, the key factor 

contributing to lover competition for some HTW projects is the inability of 

many contractors to secure bonding. It should be noted that in many eases 

firas cannot obtain bonding despite a proven history of competence in doing 

such work, strong financial assets and profitability and sound leadership and 

experience in the fir.. 

In some cases it vas reported by both contractors and government 

contracting agencies that projects have been delayed due to the shortage of 

contractors who can obtain bonding and related surety problems. Contracting 

representatives for both the Corps and the states advised that they have had 

administrative delays as a result of contractors not being able to obtain 

appropriate bonding. This additional work has resulted in the slippage of 

project schedules. 

The resulting shortage of qualified fir.. that are able to consistently 

arrange surety bonding aay be reflected in higher costs to the government. 

Bonding's llaitation on competition, with only four or five final bidders in 

aany cases, aay have resulted in higher contract bids than would otherwise be 

expected. Tables 2A and 21 illustrate the experience of cwo Corps distri~ts 

in bid prices and nuaber of bidders. 

Saaller contractors, in particular, aay be screened out of the HTW cleanup 

progr .. aarket due to their inability to secure surety bonding. Several 

contractors stated that they do not have the extensive financial equity 
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aurecy co.-unity. Bondine coepaniea perceive that the atate of technoloiY of 

tha HTV cleanup proceaa ia co~tantly chanain& and very aabiruoua. It ia their 

opinion that little h knovn about the adequacy of the technoloiY either 

concernin& i-diata or lone·ter. experience. TechnoloiY aay evolve that 

render• the praaent .. thod inadequate. Suretlea are concerned that thh uy 

leave the dealan•r-bullder potentially liable lf the present HTV leaal clleate 

contlDuea. 

c. Surety flru have atated that the present unfavorable leaal 

environ~Mnt, vith widespread litlaation and larae avarcl.s, has ude insurance 

companiea very cautloua about 1nsur1nc HTV projects. Although vocal in their 

asaeniona that they not be treated as a aubatltute for insurance. they fear 

that by bond1n& auch vorlt they aay in the future be aought out buad on a 

legal theory vhich vould treat thee as lf they vera insurance. Tba cause for 

liability, auch as the appearance of a disease 20 or more years after exposure 

to toxic aubstances, leads to a very uncertain situation for sureties. 

d. According to the auraty fires interviewed, toxic tort litigation 

fearurea are an iaportant reason for their preaent reluctance to participate 

in the HTV cleanup field. In the toxic tort arena a very lon& tiee period (10 

or 20 yeara) between axpoaura and development of injury ia typical. Unlike 

other prototypical injury aituations, toxic liability involvea long time 

periods' between the alleaed expoaure and the diacovery of dalu&es. Since 

thia llt1&at1on takes place in atate courta, the indemnification under SARA is 

not helpful, nor legally bindine on the atatea. 

•· Iruouranca. the Hazardous Vasta Action Coalition, an oraanization 

co.priaed of technical coruoultin& fires in tha HTil field, alone vith X.rab and 

KclAIJDAII, a lar&• insurance broltar, held a -•tina in Vashineton, D.C. on 

Sept.-bar 13, 1919, ln vhicb a aeriea of apeakera outlined the insurance and 

inde.a.J.fication probhu confrontine the contracting ioduatry. The collected 

papera of thia ... tine are entitled •Pollution Inauranca/lDdaenification 

Iaauea for !n&ineara in Hazardous Vasta Cleanup•. 'ftle papara point -t that 

the preaant iruouranca cover•&• 1a DOt adequate in aany areas. Tbay abo 

axpreaa the lnauranc• ioduatry' a concern that potential liti&ation 

uncertAintiaa play a ujor part in their dec1a1ona to foraao providin& 



by the courts as the insurer of last resort or a "deep pocket.•• This 

unknown riak haa led so .. corporate auretlea to forego involvement in the HTW 

... rket. Surety bond producer• that have ... de auch a decision indicate that 

they vould be more likely to participate in the aarket if the applicability of 

SARA indemnification to the surety vas clarified. Moreover, that the 

performance surety bond be clearly represented as being intended by the 

Government solely as a ruarantee of perforaance by the contractor and not in 

anyway as protection for the contractor'• tortuous lnjurlea to third parties. 

f. Greater rlak to Government. In response to claims by aome 

contractor interests that bonding could be substantially reduced for certain 

categories of HTW vork, surety sources stated that risks of non-performance 

increase if construction contracts are awarded either without aurety bonds or 

vith lover rated surety performance bonds. Surety officers contacted in the 

survey pointed out the trade-offs involved risks to the government if surety 

bonds vere not used on projects that normally vould be surety bonded. They 

emphasized that surety firas perform a valuable service for the government in 

screening out potential problem contractors from the pool of contractors 

competing on government construction projects. 

g. Indemnification. The sureties and contractors have listed many 

perceived problems vlth the present SARA1 indemnity law. There is 

dissatisfaction over the amount of indemnification coverage. as well as the 

extent of the coverage and even vhat events are indemnified. Sureties find 

that the definition of vhat is the aaximum dollar coverage of the indemnity is 

not specific. CERCLA aets the upper limit of the indemnification amount as 

the funding that Ia reaaining in the Superfund account. However Section 119 

says "If sufficient funds are unavailable in the ... Superfund ... to aake 

payments pursuant to such indemnification or if the fund is repeated. There 

are authorizad to be appropriated auch amounts as aay be necessary to aake 

auch payments. Suretlea and contractors are of the opinion that auch 

limitation on inde.nlflcatlon aay prove inadequate in the future if there are 

limited f~ available in the Superfund account at the time indemnification 

requests ripen. The EPA Ia presently addresain& the limit on indemnification 

proble• in proposed draft (Uidellnea for implementing Section 119 of SARA. 
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conclu.iva, indicate • pattern of competition in the field that above 4 

liaited availability of eli&ible contractor&. The expandin& KTV cleanup 

requireaent will exacerbate thia aituation 

Relation•bip of prolect type. Examination of the relationahip of the 

ratio of avard aaount to aovernaent eatiaate abovs that the ratio ia 

acceptable, except for containment project& where the ratio vaa 1.3 to 1. The 

laraeat apread for the variation of high and lov bida vaa in the project• 

involvina collection and diaposal of vaatea, 2.2 to 1, while the next areatest 

variation vaa for aa• venting projacta which ran 2 to 1. The heavieat 

competition vaa evidenced in the average number of bida (7) received for vaste 

containment project• with the next highest number (6.5) bids for alternate 

vater aupply project&. It ia noted that the average number of bids received 

for RFP's vas only 3, compared vith nearly double that amount for Invitations 

for bids. 

Contractors' prolect warket shares. The shares of the KTV cleanup warket 

(24 Corp• projecta) are heavily concentrated in a relatively amall number of 

contractora. Chart 5 ahovs that three firas or joint partnerships have about 

60\ of the dollar aarket of HTW projects and 5 of the 15 firms have 

successfully bid for about 58\ of the total number of projects. The rest of 

the projects are being apread awong the rewainder of contractors, some of 

which are quite large. While the total is still small, the concentration of 

activity in a fev firas tends to persist and is not assuring to those aspiring 

to participate in the program. 

Sureties' aarket ahares. Surety bond provider• are also unequally 

represented in the liat of auretiea aharea of the project pie. Five aureties 

or aurety cowbinationa.account for 13\ of the project bond dollar• and five 

auretiea or cowbinationa bonded 70\ of the Corp• 24 projacta analyzed in the 

aeudy. Thia illuatratea the caae that fav auratiea are intereated in 

providing bondin& for HtV project&. 

The foregoina experience preaentad in the contractin& inforaation frow the 

Corpa Kanaaa City and Owaba Diatricta reinforce• the atory praaanted by the 
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level of riak doea not diaappear; it ia ••rely transferred fro• one entity of 

aociaty to another. It ia not reasonable to expect private induatry to 

voluntarily participate in a hi&h riak enterpriae unleaa a hi&h premiua ia 

paid. Kany government programs are structured to reduce thia uncertainty in 

new hi&h tech and experimental enterprises to a level that ia manageable by 

the private aector. 

Indemnification, insurance, bonding and contractual agreements are all 

.. chaniama to transfer riak. The present situation in the HTV cleanup area 

brings thia aspect of riak, and vho must aaaume riaka for the nation's 

cleanup, into focus. There ia a need in the HTW program for the definition of 

the risk involved and the assignment of each risk to the proper entity. 

Cuidelinea are neceaaary to spell out and clarify the appropriate 

reaponaibilitiea that will be borne by government agencies and those that are 

within the purview of private enterprise. 

Indemnification ia a tool that transfer& the risks from private industry 

to the government. One problem with indemnification in HTV cleanups ia the 

uncertainty of coverage. It is not knovn at the time of bid openings whether 

coverage will be available to the contractor or the surety, and, if it is, the 

1114XiiiWI amount of coverage ia unlc:novn. 

Another tool commonly used to aanage uncertainty is insurance. Insurance 

presently available to contractor a is inadequate. The maxiiiiUIII amount 

available ia .uch too low, the time period of coverage is too limited, and 

third parties are not covered. Thua, the transfer of risk to the insurance 

industry 1a quite limited. 

The bonding proceaa ia another way to transfer uncertainties fro• the 

government. It ia a traditional way to transfer risk in the construction area 

where construction occurs over a long tt.e period and co-itmenta must be aade 

for the entire project before the project can proceed. The traditional riak 

covered by construction perforaance bond& vaa that the project be completed aa 

designed, that the contractor assumed reaponaibility during the construction 

period, the warranty and the latent defect period. ProbleiU have arisen in 
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induatry feera. The underlying industry concern ~· riek to the contractor 

and/or the aurety. Factor• affactin& riak include: indemnification, 

insurance and bonding. Theae riak factor• influence one another, e.g., if 

indemnification ia available to the aurety, then bondin& may be aore readily 

available. No lingle action vill aolve all the bonding problems. Additional 

conclusion. are liated belov: 

The government .u.t aelect the ~•t appropriate acquialtion atrategy 

early in the aolicitatlon proceaa. Rlak to aureties, contractor• and the 

government ahould be considered in addition to other aite requirements. 

The government acquiaition atrategy ahould address the need to make en 

early deciaion whether to use a aervlce or construction contract. In soae 

cases, different contract types may be used for different project phases 

vithin the same contract. Killer Act, Davis-BAcon Act and Service Contract 

Act decisions should be made on their merits and without regard to bonding or 

coat implications. 

Contracta ahould be structured, the type of contracts aelected and 

bonding requirement• eatabliahed, to appropriately protect the government's 

interesta. Theae intereats include: insuring that contractors capable of 

performing the contract remain eligible and that the selected contractor 

performs as promised. 

HTW cleanup agencies ahould explicitly decide how much performance 

bonding is required and how that bonding should be structured. Normal 

practice ia to require 100\ perfor.ance bonding for construction contracts and 

zero bonding for aervlce contracta, although the contracting officer can 

aelect other percentagea. Ve need to aasure that the amount aelected is only 

that needed to protect government intereata. 

Suretiea only vant to aasure that the reaedial action contractor 

constructe what vaa required by the plans and apecificationa. They vish to 

avoid deaisn/conatruct contract• or contracta containing aajor performance 

apecificatlons. 

There ia a atron& perception by the indu.try that difficultiea vith 

bonda ia liaiting competition. RA contractor• report that they bave not bid 

projecta due to unavailability of bonding. Sureties indicate that the riak is 

too large. 
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V. OPTIONS EXAMINED 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Discussion. conducted durin& the study with industry, contractor, and 

government personnel raised several possible alternatives that •ight be taken 

to increase the availability of bonda to HTV construction contractors. These 

alternatives fall into tvo general categories as follows: 

o Non-J.ecidatlye Cbancu. Internal Corps and EPA non-legislative 

chances in procedures related to contracting strategy and 

implementation of the authorities Vhich each agency already possesses. 

o Lecilladve Cbancu. includes revisions to regulation. Vhich guide 

each agency but Vhich neither possesses the authority to revise 

independently; revisions to existing statutes so as to, (1) eliminate 

requirements that serve to lessen the corporate surety industry' • 

interest in bonding of HTV projects and, (2) to clarify that 

performance bonds are to be used only to assure that the contractor 

vill complete all contractual requirements and are not a vehicle by 

Vhich third party claims .. y be satisfied. 

Of the options available to the government to alleviate the bonding 

problem, aany are centered on the concept of management of risk by the 

government. Financial and physical risk exist in the cleanup process and the 

governaent needs to incorporate risk analysis into its planning process to 

examine the trade offa in costa and benefits of the transfers of these risks 

between government and the private sector. In the case of bonding HTV cleanup 

projects, the govern.ent .u.t examine the assumption of higher risks in non

performance of contracts for HTV cleanup against the gains of •ore competition 

by the cleanup industry and the resultant lover prices for projects. 

It should be pointed out that the bonding co-munity generally does perform 

a service for the Covern.ent contracting agency in aakin& its evaluation to 

bond a particular contractor. In aakin& this decision, it carefully analyses 

the contractor's financial and technical competence to do the vork as vell as 
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Cove~nt. Thla ahould be dona early in the acquiaition proceaa to aaaure 

that the co.petition benefita that aisht be gained by auch effort can be fully 

aaxialzed. Tha deciaion of whether to uae a aervice contract or a 

conatruction contract .uat be aada on their respective aerita and not on the 

tapecta of aecurina perforaaace bonding. A aeparate aet of procedure• ia 

required to establiah the bondin& raquireaent. 

In aaking thla bonding deter.ination it h also laportant to recognize 

that the aurety co.-unity' • concern regardin& the rhk aaaociated with HTV 

work will probably lead to the aurety not atepping forward to complete the 

project ln the event of a contractor default. Consequently, it ia likely that 

the Cove~nt will benefit only froa the aurety' a providing· the penal a\111 of 

the perfonaance bond. The Covert~~Hnt probably will •till need to reprocure 

the work. Contractors pointed out that aureties were requiring auhatantial 

financial commitments froa contractor• aa a prerequisite to providing bonding. 

Thia fact would tend to aake the surety even aore inclined to buy itaelf out 

rather than aasuae the greater riak burden associated with its takeover of the 

defaulted contract. The reality then appear• to be that the perforaance bond 

la prlaarily protecting the Covernaent'a financial atake in the contract 

rather than ita interest in not having to deal with reprocureaent upon 

default. 

In looking at the character of work to be perforaed under an HTW contract, 

it aay well be that the nature of the work and the payaent arrangements 

e~loyed by the Government aay provide a aeasure of protection in theaselves 

that could warrant a lover bonding percentage. In the excavation aituation, 

and even aore ao where ve are dealing with incineration aervice work, aany of 

the payaenta to the contractor are auhject to its perforaing satisfactorily. 

A default after partial perforaance require• that the Covernaent procure 

another contractor to continue parforaance. Thh default altuation, however; 

la aubatantially different froa that faced vbere we are daalin& with a 

buildin& conatruetion project. In the foraer case, the vork to be coapleted 

la relatively euy to deteraine. Thh h in aharp contrast to the problea 

facing the Covarnaent vbare .ultiple aubcontractora and coaplex deaign 

requireaenta 8U8t be deterained and taken into conaidaration in a vertical 
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b. Require Increased Acgulaltlon Planolnc. The contractin& proc•••. 

including the bonding iasuea, ahould be intearated into e project acquiaition 

plan. An analyah of the rialc trade ofh to the Covenwent aay be 

incorporated into the acquiaition planning proceaa for HTW projecta. 

Preaently the Federal Government requires perforaanee bonds to aaaure against 

the uncertainty of project non-perforaance on construction projecta aa 

aandatad by the Killer Act. The coat of thia protection ahould approximate 

the coat of the potential non-perforaance rille in the long run. The trade 

off• of thia rialc aay be exaained in the acquiaition planning proceaa for each 

project. The proceaa will analyze the benefita and coati of the Government 

aaauaing alightly hither riaka in project perforaanee and the resultant 

benefit• and costa of t.proving the competitive clt.ate for HTW contracting 

and the coruequent reduction in contract pricu. tbh uy involve the 

analyaia of each p~e of the cleanup and the appropriate level of bonding 

that vould afford adequate protection for the Government's interest• and atill 

encourage participation by the bonding industry. Careful examination of the 

contract alternatives, aervice contracts or construction contracts, should be 

carried out by an interdiaciplinary teaa, •recommending• to the contracting 

officer, althou&h final disposition vill be aade by the Department of Labor. 

Meetings are being planned for early auaaer 1990 between EPA. Corps and 

Department of Labor representatives to clarify the classification of 

construction and service contracts under the Davis-&acon and Service contract 

Acta. 

cost type contracts should be given careful consideration vhere there are 

aignificant technological unknowns associated vith undertaking an HTW project. 

It is not in the prograa'a interest for the contractor to be required to bear 

an inordinate ahare of the riak. Requiring fixed priced contracts under such 

conditiona placu both the contractor and aurety in an unacceptable riak 

condition and would lncreaae the coat to the govern.ent algnificantly. 

Multiple contracta are another action vhich could be considered by the 

Covanaent during ita acquhition planning to llait the rlsk potential for the 

bonding c_.nity. The approach would be to atructure the contract 

require .. nta ao as to llait or iaolate the activity requirin& a aurety bond 
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plan would place an a~iniatrative burden on the project. If additional firma 

participate, there ia a chance of reduced project coata. 

2. Cltrify Surety Liability. 

a. Background. Intervieva conducted in the courae of the atudy with 

contractor• and auretlea focuaed on the real concern in the aurety co1111unity". 

regarding the potential liability ariaing from their villingneaa to act aa 

suarantora for HTW project&. Thia ia conaiatent with the auretiea' atand that 

they are bonding execution of plana and apeca, not project performance. Thh 

ia a perceived danger, not one baaed on any particular court ruling involving 

a aurety suarantee aituation. The perceived liability ariaes from potential 

third party injury clolaa and an ill-defined bond coverage coapletion period. 

The aurety'a concern for liability results from the trend in casea ariaing 

froa the monumental ubeatos litigotiona vhere the courts have sought aoae 

deep pocket: to coapenaat:e the injured party. In aoae cases, the courts have 

looked to lnaurance coapaniea for ouch relief despite the insurance industry'• 

diaclat.er of any liability under their policies. The auret:ies view 

t:he .. elvea aa aiailar to these ait:uationa, with potential deep pocketa from 

which injured parties aay seek relief. They recognize that: they are not 

insurers of ouch injury, but have little faith that the courts will take note 

of the diat:inct:ion between insurer and guarantor if there is no other 

financially viable party against vhich a valid judgement: can be executed. 

The aurety coiiiiiWlity, alailar to the insurance industry, uses a secondary 

aarket: to apread the risk associated with any particular bond arrangement. 

Thia aecondary aarket has aade it: clear that: it ia not: interested in sharing 

the riak aaaociated vith liT\/ projects. Aa a consequence, surety firms are 

aore and aore being called upon to undertake greater riak levels for ouch 

vork. The inaurance induatry reaponded to the loa• of ita aecondary inaurers · 

by vit:hdraving co.plet:ely froa the pollution liability coverage aarket. The 

auret:y indlut:ry, although a till aaintaining a reduced preaence. dou have 

certain -IIbera of ita co-.nity which have followed the insurance induat:ry 

lead and choaen to vithdrav froa providing bond coverage for auch vork. 
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• c. Surety Indegnificatfon. Another concern that needs to be 

clarlfled is the extent of lnde.aification, if any, that the surety would be 

antltled to as a result of providing bonding on the contract. Indemnification 

for remedial action contractors perforaing HTW work is per.itted by 42 U.S.C. 

9619, provided that certain requireaents are ~t. Sureties question the 

appllcabll1ty of this lndeanlf1catlon to them. Since it has a .,jor lmpact on 

the evaluation of the risk for bonding such work, clarification ls needed to 

allow the industry to adequately quantify its potential long-tera risk. 

d. Define bond cogpletion period. The governaent. will define the 

polnt at which bond co~letion requireaen~s have been fulfilled. This 

deflnltion is within the authority of the procuring agencies. 

Recently, in reply to a turety's concern over its right to indemnification 

in the event of a default of the bonded contractor, EPA advised that the 

1 urety would be eligible for indemnification if it elected to stand ln the 

shoe• of the defaulted contractor and co~lete performance of the remedial 

action. A final decition has not been aade as to bow this will apply to a 

surety that elects to take on responsibility for performance, but does so 

through ita procuring another contractor. It is clear that this issue .ust be 

clarified with respect to the EPA superfund projects. 

3. Indemnification Guidelines, 

a. Background. There is no defined limit of coverage in EPA's 

interim £Uidance on indemnification. that can be addressed with certainty by 

1 urety or contractor interests in assessing their potential risk. Likewise, 

the require~nta that will need to be aet to become eligible for the 

indemnification are not co~letely clear vith respect to the contractor. They 

are even -re aabi£UOUJI regarding the surety. These unknowns appear to 

exacerbate an already bad tituat1on and provide no incentive for industry to 

move forward and co .. it the .. elvea and their assets to aupport the program. 

It lt unclear fr- the data coapiled in the ttudy the affect that 

clarification of th1• itaue vill have on the surety and contractor comaunity. 

DOD, which has not provided indemnification, for its vork, has been able to 
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hazardoua and complex, aany projacta usa proven en&inaerlng prlnciplea vhlch 

have a lon& hiatory of uae and acceptance. The extra .. caution on the part of 

the aurety induatry, liaited number of project& constructed and reluctance of 

auretiea to become involved in HTV project&, all aeah together to cauae the 

aurety to aasume each HTV project ia the same deaplte the conaiderable 

variation in the typea of projects. A number of project& are vater aupply 

conatruction alternative& that have no direct lnvolveaent vlth hazardous 

vaatea. 

b. Outreach Progrg. To overcoae thb lack of underatandln&, the EPA 

and the Corp• could aponaor outreach effort• alaed at bringin& both auretiea 

and contractor• together for purpoaea of dlacussin& vith industry technical 

aapeeta of different typea of HTV projeeta. The agencies ahould also focus on 

the different alte conditione and various contractual provlalona that can 

distinguish one aite fro• another and the technical aspects of using atate of 

the art technology. \olhlle not eliainating all lmpedlaenta to surety 

involvement, this could go a long vay toward lowering the surety industry's 

reticence to participate on aoae of the less complex projects. 

S. Ligit Risk pgtentlal. 

a. Background. Sureties expressed particular concern that the 

Government not package its procurements, as design-build contracts including 

the use of performance apeclficatlons. In these eases, the surety is 

concerned that its risks are significantly enlarged froa the situation it 

faces where design has been completed and the contractor need only construct 

the deaigned project in order to satisfy performance. 

b. Clarify Contrtct Polley. The government should consider Accepting 

design responaibility where perforaance apeclfieation requireaenta hive been 

aet. Perforaance apecificationa are used to aoae extend in all construction 

contract&. Incineration and ground vater treataent contracta have a very 

large perforaance apeclfication component and vill reaaln that vay. The 

government vill continua to allov contractor• to propoae the coaplex equipaent 

needed to aeet apeciflc alta treac.ent requireaenta. Once the contractor has 

demonatrated that the equip .. nt aeeta the perforaance &pacification, the 
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• 1. Increase the cover•&• for indemnification. Expand the types of 

cover•&• for liability inde.nification and .. ke these available to the surety 

as vell as the contractor. 

2. Eatabliah a dollar cap on HTV liabi1ity. 

3. Preeapt state lava coverin& strict liability, and provide universal 

lndeanity. 

4. Aaend CtRCLA and/or Killer Act to apecify that the purpose of 

performance bonds ia to aaaure the &overnaent that the contractor vill 

coaplete all contractual requireaenta and obli&ationa. Perforaance bonds 

shall not be a vehicle for third perty liability clalaa. 



' - I 

• EPA and Corps representatives should aeet with Departaent of Labor to 

clarify the contract raquireaents of the HTW progr .. and the relationship of 

these to the: Killer Act, Davis-Bacon Act and related resulations. 

A program of continuing review of contract actions will insure continued 

coapetition in the contracting process. 

Emphasis should be placed on appropriate acquisition planning which takes 

into consideration all factors that relate to the coapetitiveness of the 

contract situation. 

2. Clarify Surety Liability Vnder SABA. 

EPA should aove i .. ediately to clearly define the extent to which it vill 

provide indemnification coverage to sureties on HTW projects. Extending 

indemnification by the Federal governaent to sureties should be explored when 

they fulfill these surety obligations by stepping in and completing the 

project for the defaulting contractor. Presently this area is not vell 

defined. EPA should also institute, in conjunction vith the Corps, an effort 

to revise the present FAR performance bond fora to deal with the concerns 

raised by sureties on potential for third party actions looking to the bond 

for injury judgement recovery. A task force composed of appropriate personnel 

from both agencies should be established to vork on having this revision 

instituted for HTW projects. At the same tiae, each agency should require its 

internal procurement elements to assure that wording is included in 

invitations and solicitations disclaiming any interest by the Government in 

having the performance bond being available to cover third parry injury 

claims. 

3. lndegnif\cat\on Guidelines. 

A new indemnification clauae will be iaple .. nted by the Corps which will 

assure the inde.nification of HTW contractors in the evant that they are not 

able to secure adequate insurance for fira fixed price contracts. The 

indemnification will extend to third party liability by the surety. 

4. Comgunicot\on with lndu5try. 
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substantially reduce aany of the concerns of the surety industry and 

contractor co .. unity in being involved with Superfund reaedial action work. 
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_ ... APPDfDIX A 

Ht\1 BONDING STUDY 

.......................................................... 
Name Organization 

·························-····················································-····· 
John Steller 
Lynn Schubert 

lr1an Deery 
Stuart Binstock 

Dave Johnson 
Jack Mahon 
Greg Noonan 

Chuck Schroer 
Valter Rorko 

Sara Bunch 
Jill Gibson 

Paul Lancer 
Noel Urban 
Gene Jones 

Bruce Anderson 
Noi'II Spero 

Augusc Spallo 
Joan Olap11an 

Steven Svitzer 
Franlc !Iader 

I.Ae FUerst 
Donald Robinson 
Cathy Vanetta 

Kirk \11ll1&.11S 
Stanley Karlock 

Cary Henninger 
Ann \lright 

Rick Heinz 
Kary Melhorn 

George \llschllan 
Richard Corrigan 

S. McCallie 
Ji11 LAne 

Peter lond 
Kike Yates 

\lillia11 Bodle 
Paul Nadeau 

To11 Whalen 
Carl Edlund 

To11 Bosley 
John Herguth 

Terre Belt 
Joe Turner 

John Daniel 

Ill. Dept land Pollution ctrl 
Allerican Ins. Assn 
Assn. Genl. Contr/AIIer 
Assn. Genl. Contr/AIIer. 
Assn. Genl. Contr/AIIar. 
CECC-C OCE 
CECC-C OCE 
CDO'-C OCE 
CDU'-CP OCE 
CDU'-RS OCE 
CDU'-RS OCE 
CEKP-RS OCE 
CDU'-RS OCE 
CEKR.D-CT 
CEKR.D-OC 
CEKR.D-OC 
CEKRX-OC 
CEKRX-CT 
CEKRX-CT-K 
CEKRX-ED-T 
CEKRX-ED-T 
CEKR.O-CT 
CEKR.O-CT 
CEKR.O-CT 
CEKR.O-ED-E 
CEKRO-OC 
CEKR.O-OC 
CEORD·RS 
CEPR-ZA 
CEPR·ZA 
CH2K Hill 
CH2K Hill 
Corroon & Black 
Davy Corp 
Ebasco Constr. Inc. 
Environmental Bus. Assn. 
EPA HQ 
EPA HQ 
EPA Reg Off 6 (Dallas) 
Fldality & Depoalt Co. 
Foater Wheeler Corp. 
Hazardous \last• Action Co 
Huntington Dht. 
IT Corp 
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Springfield lL 
\lashington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Vashington DC 
Washington DC 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Kansas City KO 
Kansas City KO 
Kansas City KO 
Kansas City MO 
Kansas City MO 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Kansas City Mo 
Omaha NE 
Cincinatti OH 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washinton DC 
Denver CO 
Madison \11 
San Francisco CA 
Lyndhurst NJ 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Dallas TX 
Jlaltt.ora KD 
Clinton NJ 
Washin&ton DC 
Huntinaton \IV 
Washington DC 
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• CllllfiCATI Of SUFfKIENC'f 
1 Hereby (tor!ily. That tht turtty ftUnt'd hcreirt is ,.uonall)· knuetft co IM; char. tft my JUdlmt-nr, uut tutftJ 11 

rctpoetiblc. and qualil1edi ro K1 •• tuch; and rhar. to chc bcu uf mr kno•teda ... rhc facu trartd by u•d turn) 111 the 
fo~aoina afida•ic 11ft cruc. 

1·-·""" I 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1. This form oholl be used whenever sureties on 
bonds to 1M eaecuted in connection with Government 
controell 0 .. indjyiduol wr•li••· 01 provided in oov
emino ~ulation• ( ... 41 Cfll-10.203, 1-16.101, 
I01-4S.3). There sholl be no deviation from this form 
ucept a• so outho<ized I••• ~ 1 CF• 1-1.009. 
101-1.110). 

2. A corporation, partnership. Of other butifteU 
auociation or firm, as such, will not be occepted as a 
ourety, nor wiD a partner 1M accepted a• a ourety for 
co·pottners or for a firm of which h~ it a membet. 
Stocltholden of a cooporate principal may 1M occcepted 

01 sureties pro•ided their qualifications 01 such ore 
independent of thetr stockholding• therein. In arriv· 
in; at the net worth figure in Item 7 on the face of 
thit affida•it art individual t1.1rety will not incluct. any 
finoftciol interest he may hove in the oueh of the 
principal on the bond whH:h this affodavit wppons. 

3. An individual surely shall be a citizen of the 
United States, eac:ept that if the controc:t and bond. 
are eaect~ted ift any foreign CO\Intry, the Common· 

·-"" of Puerto •ico, the Virgin lolondo, the Canal 
Zone, Gwam. or a"y other territory or poueuio" of 
the Ulble<l Stoteo, ouch ouroly ....d only 1M a permo-

nent resident of the ploce af uecution of the contract 
and bond. 
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~. The indjyiduol ourety ohon show net wor1h in a 
sum not t.u than the penalty of the bond by supply· 
in9 the information required on the loco hereof, 
"'nder oath before a United States conuniuioner, a 
clerk of a United Stoteo Court, or notary public, or 
some other officer havi"9 O\lthority to odmiftistwr oaths 
generally. If the offker has on official .. at, it shall 
be off,aed, otherwise the proper certificate os to his 
offocial character shall 1M fumiohed. 

5. The certificate of oufficiency sholl 1M signed by 
on off•c:er of a bonk or tr\ltt company. a jud;e or 
clerk of a coUrt of recatd. o United States distrtct at· 
torney or commiuioner, a postmaster, a coiled or or 
dep\.lty collector of internal revenue, or any other of· 
f;cer of the United States acceptable to tht deport· 
ment or estoblish~t COI\Cemtd. fvrthtr c.ni~cote1 
1howing additional a nets. or a new surety, may bt 
req""ired to ouurt protection of the Government"s 
•nterest. Such certificates must be based on the 
persoi\GJ .. vestigation of the certifying officlf at the 

""'' of t+te molr.ing thereof, and I'Of upon prtor 
certiftcot•ons. 
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• 

COIU•OfiATI tuiiiTYIIIIIIt:-ti-1 -· t'TATC Ot' I"'C. ~~A.II.I'T'V t..IMIT 

• --.. •• II . 
Corpora" .. S.9f\11u,..lll ... 

c s~a/ 

i ~,,,. •• z. 
TiUelsl ,.,..,.,.,, ........ ~STA Tl. OtJ '"'C. T~A-11-ITV L.IMIT .. .......... ,. •• • • .. Corporal~ ... $.9'\IIUtelll 

~ 
s~al 

......,...lsl6 •• z . 
Tit .. lsl 
l'f'y,.dJ ......... \STATf: OtJ I""C. I~ .... II ... ITY L.IMIT 

0 
Ad<l•oa .. •• z . 

Corporal~ .. S.gno...,..lsl .. ~a/ 

i Nemlbl. •• z. 
Ti:caetsl 
ff'>-1 -· !'TAT& Ofl' I "C. ~~AetLITY LIMIT --.. •• z. ,. Corpora It .. $tneturelaJ .. s~a/ 

5 Halftlltl' •• z . 
Tit .. ltl 
rf'71Ndl -· ISTATI. 0,. lfrtC. T~Aii&..ITY LIMIT 

... ...,.,._ ,. •• z. Corpora It .. S.9"1tur•tsl ... ~a I 
"' :::> ~tsl6 •• ( .. 

T•t1eUI 
fT7JNdl I ........ ~STAT[ OtJ INC. I ~-·•L.tTY l-IMIT 

i --Cl ,. 1. t· Corporate .. $o9Ntvrelsl ... Seal 
a: 

~tsl& 1. ~ 2. :::> .. Tottelsl j I I rT>-· I 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Tl·us torrn •s aurnorrzed tor use -Nhen a b•d guaranry '' reau•reo 
Anv dh•at•on from th•s term wdl reQutre ttl! wr.uen aocroval of 

tf\e Adm•n•strator of General Serv•Ces 

2 Insert tne full tegal name and buSJneoss address ot the Pr.nc•oal '" 
the wace desu~nated .. Prtncu::>al'" 0"\ the face Jl 'j"\t form A,., 
1Uthor1zed person snail l'gn ttMt bond. Any gers~ i 19n1ng •n a reo· 
resent3t

1
ve cacacrtv (e g .. ., attornev·~n-taC'tl oor.ust furn,sn h•· 

dence of ~utnontv tf tnat reoresentat•ve •s not ~ tneMDer of the 
firm. a.rtnersh•D. or ,01nt '<lef"'ture. or ¥'1 oft·c!r of the COI'oora

tron •nvOived 

3. The bOI"d tr\IV expreu penal sum IS a ~centJqe of the b•d 
gr

1
c:e In these cases. the bOnd !'1\IV Ultta ,....,,_, ... _,m OIJIIM llmrta· 

tiOft ce g .. 20% of tM bid pnca b"'t ""- amo"'nt not to exceed 

----- dol'•"' 
• (a) Corooranons execut1ng tne bOnd &S "-''.eo··~ -:ust •OC'ear on 
the Qeoanrnent ot me Treil$l.lrv·s hst ot "uro,.ea "-'rtt•es ~ 
tnus'l act w•t"''" tNt hm•tlt,on hsted I'Wrtrn W~,, ,..,ore tf'\11"1 one 
.:oroorate suretv ,, ,nvelve:3. ~'' names .,d iddteut'S st\111 acoe.ar 
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'" me scac.es ~~retv A. Surety 8. etc 1 f"leaoeo ·c,: . .:.Ps.:..:..-: 
SURETYliESI" In tne soace des,gnated "SURETY• 'ES· ;r ·-
face of the form. •nsert only the letter I(Jent.f,cat.v,., ·J' :-~ ;_·-:· -:~ 

lb1 Wl"lere •nd•v•d~.;al suret•e5 are ,nvolve>a. two ')r ~ere ·~s:.:- .. 
s•Oie persons Sl'\1'' e .. ecute th~ bond A comctete<l :.·· .JG. · 
,,..a,v•dval Suretv !Standard Form 281. for each •nCI•v·~-ol· h.'!:. 

VIlli Kcomoanv the bond The Government 'T':h ~eou•'t : .. t>~ .. 
suret1es to turn•sn KJCI•t&onal substant•at•"9 .ntor-"~at,on con..:e•'"' -. 

tnetr financ•a• aoab1htv 

S CorPOtat1ons e"ecut•ng tt"C bot'ld ~~ att, .. t"C•' ;.;t~o;•ti'· 

s.u•s lnd,v•duals snail execute tt\e bond oocos•te '"* ...,o•::: ~ ·•:; 
rate Sui·. ~d :V'Iall affu an adhes•ve •al ,r e .. e-..:. ... ~ta n ·: • ... ~ 
New Hii""CSI'IIte, or li'IV Otf'\ef JUflldtCtiQn reQu•''f'l9 iC"'\fS· .e \old '• 

~ -r voe tf'\e name .-.d t1tte ot eact'l C)ef10n Sl9n,nq t,,, OV"C ........ 

KloiCe crovoded 

7 1n •ts aooltat•on to n190t~t8;j contracu. tf\e te~-,. : c J'": 
"b<Jder .. 11\atl •f'Ch,lde "grooasar· .-'C3 "Offerer" 

ITANDAII':D POitM 2• &&C._ c•lv •·•~ 
......... _ ·~ 00'1- ••• ~ ....... ,. .. 



' CORfiOIIIAn IUitlaTYfllll ICaillillt..-1 -· liT Ant 01' IOC. rs ITT UIOIT 

• -,.. ,_...,. ... r•· [L Corpo,..t• .. 
• 
" 

s..J 
"C''. •• ra. 

Ctl tTr-• -· r. ~ ... 0<1' • ._ 

1 
~- ... -,.., UIOIT 

u --.. '· r•· Corpo,..,. .. 
~·II • s..J 

~ _ .... '· , .. 
r.ttetat tTr-• -· r , Of''"'- ~~-UTY UIOIT 

0 -l: 1. •• Corpo,..,. 
• ~" SftJ c 
i -~~· •• .. 

To...W tTr-· -· ISTATC Of' lfC. I~ ....... TT UIOtT 

• -.. '· a. C~Vporwt• .. 
SOre-ll • SftJ 

~ -~~· 
I. 1 .. 

Ticteesl rr.-· -· ISTATC O' '"' ~~o.o rv uaotT ......... .. .. •• [L Corporwr. .. s.--11 • ~al 

I ~·"· •• .. 
Tillebl tTr-· 

; -· r :Of''"'- I~AaiUTY UMtT --... .. •• .... •• Corporwu .. so.-........ .. SftJ c 
i ...,...,,. •• •• 

~~. 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1 Thtl form ,, -.,tnonz.S tor ~in c::oni'\CtiOn wid'l G~ment 
contracts. Ally cs.w-iation from d'lit term will reQu•,.. a. .... ittW"' 

ooorC>¥81 of trM Adlftinisn1or of G_. S.W:.. 

2. ,,_. 1fte full 1eg11 ....,. ret buli,_- of 11'M1 Pnncooalon 
lfM ll)al:a _.,._, ·-,.,;,c;oa~·· on II'MI lXI of II'MI farm. All 
.,,.onutoon __. lf*l lli9n II'MI bond. lllty _..,.. ..,,,. on 1 

--""' .. ac>etV lt.; .• ., lttD,., .. ,.fKtl must """' .. -· 
.,...... of .,,_,tV if INt r-atNe is not 1 .. ......., of the 
t;,.... _,... ll'l.O. or ;oonc -1\ft. or on otficw of II'MI "'"""',. 

bon 1tw0f¥ed. 

3 111 Coroorlloonl D8QJIII'9 II'MI bond • ,.....,,.must- on 
..,. Otoan,_t of .,... r,..,·, list of ......,_ a.rena one~ 
rnu11 ct ...,.d'lin o. limiauon list8d ti'W'9tn. ~ "'01"1 ~ one 

co~ .. ..,..tV is i...O-. !Nor- ret- """II-
.,. tOKa IS..WtV A. ~tV 8. 111:.1- ''CORPORATE 
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SURETYIIESI". In ,_ !1CK8 CStoigNI8CI "SUAETYIIESI" 0<> !N 

t~a ot thl form i,.-t on•v 11\e .. tw' ICI.,tifiat•on of tf'llt SUtna 

lbl wo-w ondMdllll .,,._ .,. ;,_...,, ....., or """' .....,.,.. 
abil """""" _, DOC.I8 "" bond. A como....., All.,.., o ol 
lnciMCSull ~ 15..-.:lanl Form 211. for _, .nclioodUII ..,..., . 

-· ~ ""bond. n. ~· ..... _.,.. ,_ 
.,,..,.co""""" a:ldi_,.. .-Dat>nt inlormlnon CDI'QtO'Io"'l 

!Nor finof'Clll -litv. 

I C~toa.. D""'Unt "" bond sfllll effis Cillo< ~,. 

-·· lnclioodulls -· ....... .,...bond-· ""won! "Cotoo
..... S..". """ -· otfl• ., - .. - if ......... '" ........ 
- ........,.,,,., or llfY otiW junsdiction IWIUOM"9 ld- _... 

5. Tv1>1 II'MI """"' """ Iitie of _, l>lnQn •9""'9 1111sllond., 1l'ol 
~ e><OOodlol. 

IT'C'-o PO~tt~a&IC& , .. v. lHll 
• u..& ..._...._, .......... ~,, 
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CO"'ORAfl SU"IT'W'IIIIIft;o#tr ·--· ...,., .. .. .. I. • • .. S•9f'olturetsl 
"! 

,.,..,.....,. 6 I. 2. 
To1 .. 1tl 
tT., .. 41 .. _. 

I &GO•ftl 
u .. L i' .. S~tvrelsl .. 
a: I. ;) l'qfNISI. I' .. Tit-~J1 rT ' -· --0 .. I. • • .. $otNftAitl .. 
a Nemelll 6 L .. 

Ti1Whl ,.,.....,., -· .._ ... ... ,. I. T .. Soogr\ltufWisl .. 
a: 
;) ~lsl6 I. !' .. ToUIISI tT.,,.,, ........ 

&GO•eu .. .. I. . .. .. S·~t..,r~tsl .. 
0: 
:> ~tst& 

1 .. ., T ·t~lsl 
rT,Ndl ,.....,.. 

I A«>•ns 

Tho!. t0 , ..... tur tf'le c•roteCl•O" ot uerson!. s~-:::CHv·ng •abO' a""~CI 

''"'ater•a• •S ...,sea V~tnen a ::a-..,....ent bQnd •S rea~"reo .. nee• t'"'e .Jr.,.: 

of A..qu<: 24. 1935. 49 S:at 793 140 USC 270 a-270e• Aov 

.1evoat•t)n tro"'"' :"'•S t,::W!"' ¥~toll reQ\oore th~ ,..,otten a•·rroval 'Jf 1"'~ 

~,Jmor'hstrator 'JI Ge,eral Serv•ces 

2 Insert t"'e full legal name and bus•ne-ss ado• .. ,\ ·.· '""' :. •. ,C•:...l' '" 

the soK.e e~nognate-d ··Pronc•oat'' on tne ':\ .. ·' :"'~ ,.,,,., .:..n 
~tf\Ofa:ed ~Son shall Soc;n tf'ie bOnd ~:·. ··''.Cr'\ S•"'onQ .n a 

r~ornen\ittve caoK•tv If g . at' attorne..- ,,... '"'· 

oence ot aYthor•tv .t tnat reoresent•t•wf' ·\ 

hrm. D¥tf"~~rS"'•D. or tO•nt ~tuff'. or an 

toon ,,olv«J 

, · .• •·· oeor ..,t tn~ 

:,1 .,.; : ..... 

; 

' 

I 

3 111 COtOOf"II•Ont ew.eculong the bond a\ • 

the Oeo¥tmeru of the Treas-..rv·s lost ·•' ... · 

'"""' «:t *'''"''" tne lomotat•OI'I loS!ed ,,.,~,_..,. 

.. ···•··.~ ~- ... ... ,,. ' ... 
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TSTATI U"" lfriiC. ,~.. ..... L.IT"t l-IMIT 

s . 
Corporatt 
~a I 

-rSTAT£ Olll , ... C. • LIA.IL.ITY L,IMIT 

!s 
Corporatt 

~al 

!STAT( Ollli ... C. I ~··IL.ITY LIMIT 

Corporatt 
~a I 

iSTAT( OF INC. I~IA.ILITV LIMIT 

Corpora It 
~al 

~STATE OF IN(. I~IA81LITY LIMIT 

Corporal• 
Sral 

.STAT( OF '""C l LIAIIILITY LllroiiiT I I ,s 

-r. ~"'-~,.:·a.-~\-~ ...... :. :.. S:,.~retv 9. etc 1 ,eaoeo ·cc·=~:=.:..-: 

SL:J:lE':'"v,•:.5- ,,. ~"'e s:.:a.:e oes•gnated ·suRET"Y!I::S- J'" ·-~ 

tace .:>' .. ., · •· r·~r: -:;,n•, tne 1et!er •dentof•<:at•on -;t ;r-t i •. •-:· -: 

s•c•e uers-c..,..\ sr•a .. ~·ec ... te tne bono A CrJIT\CI~!N .l!t .. :c~. 

tnC•v•O ... al S..,re:-.. •Stanoar~ Fo,.m 281. tor I!K'"' .no.v•r'l•·d' s-·~·. 

snau ac:·1·-:-a,.. ... ''"'~ ouno The Go~rnment .,a ... 'rll~··'"' ·-~.,. 

s"'retot1 tO !,..rr~osn dCO•:tonat SubStlintoahnc; ,ntormat•O"' .,_,..,., .... " 

thf:•' lon,~nc • .;• :.J:...ac·•·:v 

4 Corl)()r~t•ons :w.eCYt•n9 the bond Sf'lall aft•• theor :.or:-o•~lt 

wa•s lnd•v•dua•s SJ"''JII t•e<:Ytl tf\e t>ond oooa~•te me ,.,ord ·c:•:: 
rate SeJI". lf'\0 \f\.111 Jffow. an adf'leos1W teJI of Cw.K..,te<' ,, \"~·."t 

' ........ o-taonost'lore. or 1/f\v otner tur•td•Ct•on rf9.1rd•nc; .:Jt'\f'\•-..f' \l'l'., 

5 T ,;·e fl"\f' na,..e ~na :otlf ot fJCr'l Of:t'SOI'I Soi'JI"hi'IQ 1"-\ :.lr"."' l r

SO.Kf L)fQW•df'd 

STAII!tOAAO,.O .. M&AIAC&tatv aol>· 

c.JIO : .... 0 .. .,, ... ,.. 
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f•• aAC'a ~ ltatuca 

U·Ut(•) lncludaa 
vr~ful acta, .. la1lon1 
uMI IMIIlle•nc• 

,.. • ""' llA .... ~. ..... 
cont1al o .. r h•••c•ou• 
IU.,UMteal. CU.OI,IJJ) 

.. 
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I~J•6JO ~141 IACI ta a 
.. ,aaeanea atandard 
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lta&11taa far liM:• a ltat••• .. .. 
.. Yea, Wt ... , _, ...,,, 

,. lAC• ,,,,, ...... 

llo , .. , .......... u ...... . 
'" aarul• AI 

... ... ,_,_,,1 ... ~ ..... 
IAC1 ta ~tfr 
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&.ctar l ..... ltlaa 
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Afttl·••ftc••~r atatuta Ia 
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REPORT TO CONGRESS ON LIABILITY, 
BONDING, AND INDEMNIFlCATION ISSUES 

FOR DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RESTORATION PROGRAM AND 

HAZARDOUS WASTE CONIRACfS 

Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
· (Environment) 



Response Action Contractors' Liability Issues 

Regarding the Defense Environmental Restoution Program 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Conclusions: 

The Department of Defense (DoD) faces a major challenge to cleanup its 
contaminated sites quickly, effectively and without excessive cost to taxpayers. The 
DoD cleanup and remedial program relies on the architectural and engineering 
services and the design and construction capabilities of private sector remedial action 
contractors (RACs). The RAC community expresses reservations about its members' 
future willingness to undertake this work for the DoD because of perceived uncertain, 
but believed potentially large, risk to their flrms inherent in DoD's remedial action 
work.. In order to better understand the substance and basis of these concerns the 
Department of Defense has endeavored to work with representatives of the RAC 
community, other private sector contracting entities, as well as representatives 
knowledgeable about the practices and concerns regarding the insurance and surety 
sectors of the nation. The study concludes that contractors have the following deeply 
held perception of the current liability situation: 

RACs, because of joint strict and several liability under federal and state 
law, may be found liable when they are not at fault. 

The resulting probability of insolvency through imposition of liability 
without fault is uncertain and therefore unacceptable. 

RACs are unable to secure adequate insurance due to the 
insurance industry's reluctance to become involved where the 
risk is so uncertain and potentially large. 

RACs are also hampered in obtaining performance bonds required 
by the Miller Act for DoD construction contracts. Surety companies 
are reluctant to write bonds. The uncertain and potentially large 
risk for the situation has decreased availability and increased costs 
which are ultimately reflected in DoD's costs. 

RAC's believe they are assuming risks that properly go to DoD as the 
generator of hazardous waste and owner of the site. 

These perceptions have serious implications for the continued progress of the 
DoD's cleanup program, as DoD may not be able to sustain rapid progress in its 
cleanup program without a heavy reliance on knowledgeable qualified contractors. 

The Department has also concluded the following as to the current status of 
response action contracting and the legal liabilities of the Department 



DoD is currently able to get adequate competition for our remediation 
contracts. 

Some well-regarded companies are not bidding on DoD contracts citing 
the risk issues as their reason not to compete. 

DoD is not able to determine, based on this study, what impact the 
contractor's perceived liability exposure is having on their bid pricing of 
DoD contracts. 

There is no evidence that quality of work on DoD contracts is being 
affected. 

The current liability picture particularly discourages contractor 
participation in innovative remedies as they place potential additional 
risk on the contractor. A contractor's prime defense to their perceived 
liability exposure is to use standard, conservative measures wherever 
possible, thus favoring an excessively conservative approach to 
remediation. 

RACs express a willingness to be liable for their failure to perform 
adequately on their remediation contracts. 

DoD as waste generator, facility owner, and overall manager of its 
remediation effort is and should be ultimately responsible for future 
problems associated with its remediation efforts, however, it should have 
a legal remedy against a non-performing contractor. 

As a waste generator and owner of the contaminated site DoD is 
in a different liability relationship with its contractors than EPA 
with its contractors. As such liability shifting rules developed by 
EPA for dealing with its contractors may not be appropriate for 
DoD. 

Private firms hiring RACs for private cleanup work engage in risk 
sharing strategies with RAC contractors which may be adaptable to DoD 
contracts. 

Different types of remediation projects have different 
inherent risks and therefore may call for different risk 
sharing strategies. 

Appropriate risk sharing strategies should result in reduced 
cleanup cost to the Department and the taxpayer, without 
increasing the ultimate risk to the treasury. 

Adoption of risk sharing strategies may require regulatory 
and legislative reform. 



Becommendations: 

Based on the foregoing conclusions, the Department is concerned remedial 
action contractors' perceptions may lead in the future to reduction in competition, 
escalation in costs, lowering of quality, and increased risk to the public. We are also 
very conscious that any recommendation we adopt for action or inaction, will have 
economic consequences. Any choice inevitably confers competitive advantage on 
some contractors and disadvantage on others. We must make sure we understand 
the nature and implications of the incentives and disincentives our choia!S imply. 
We must encourage responsible and professional behavior by our contractors. We 
must avoid creating incentives for behavior that diverts government resources from 
the primary goal of cleanup. Ultimately, whatever strategies we adopt should 
improve the Department's ability to perform effective cleanup in a timely manner at 
a responsible cost to the taxpayer. 

Based on information developed in doing this report, the Department is 
implementing changes in its contracting strategies and policies within its control to 
resolve some of these issues. These include better acquisition planning including 
varying types of contract strategies, reducing amounts of bonds required on 
construction contTacts or use of rolling or phased bonds, allowing irrevocable letters 
of credit in lieu of bonds, and retaining certain work elements under DoD contTol 
(e.g. signing hazardous waste manifests). The environmental and engineering arms 
of the military departments will continue to examine their current contTacting 
practices with a view to recommending changes in guidance, policy. regulations, and 
legislation to enhance the effectiveness of our environmental and remedial action 
contracting. We have tasked them to ensure the scope of their study addresses 
appropriate and equitable risk sharing between the DoD and its contractors in the 
cleanup program, and to make specific recommendations for action to be taken. 
The DoD is now also engaged in a comprehensive review of the Federal Acquisition 
Regulations so as to ensure adequate treatment of environmental requirements. 

Two recommendations merit further consideration. The first would resolve the 
extent of liability of a surety to a remedial action contract where their only 
involvement is in providing a bond. This issue was addressed in the last Congress 
by amending section 119(g) of the Comprehensive Response Compensation and 
Liability Act to specifically broaden coverage for sureties at National Priorities List 
sites. Extending this principle to all DoD sites, whether or not on the NPL, would 
help bring sureties back into writing bonds for DoD cleanup mntracts at a reasonable · 
prices. This should broaden mmpetition for contracts, improve timeliness, and reduce 
overall costs to the Department This should not work a disservice to innocent third 
parties, as ultimately it is the Department that is responsible for the remediation. The 
prime purpose of the surety is to ensure the Department receives the fiscal benefit 
of the contract · 

A more wide-sweeping risk sharing concept evolved from discussions during 
the preparation of this report This concept would involve limiting a Response 
Action Contractor's liability to outside persons. The Department and any other true 



potentially responsible parties would be designated as those solely responsible for 
damages to innocent third parties for damages arising out of a remediation action at 
a DoD site-logical application of current law as to generators and operators of 
hazardous waste facilities. The DoD's contracts with its RACs would then provide 
for recovery by DoD from the RAC if the damages resulted from the RAC's 
negligence. This concept is similar to the latent damages clause currently used in 
construction contracts. 

The time for preparation of this report was short considering the complexity 
of the issues. Among the areas that still need substantial further analysis are the 
total cost implications of various risk sharing strategies as compared with the long 
term liabilities of the government We will continue working with the contractor 
community and other interested parties to explore these and other recommendations 
and solutions to improve the Department's clean-up program. 
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SAME ENVIRONMENTAL CONTRACI'S FORUM 
30 • 31 JANUARY lHl 

BOWNG AIR FORCE BASE 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On 30 • 31 January 1991, the executive level Environmental Contracts Forum of the Society of 
American Military Engineers (SAME) met at Bolling Air Force Base to discuss the issues ofUabili
ty, Indemnification, and Bonding in Environmental Contractinc. 

During the forum. the foUowing key issues were raised: 

a. There is a risk to the remedial action contractor (RAC) performing environmental 
work. Part of this risk are the llllknowns associated with the work. Another part is the potential 
for third party liability suits resulting from the performance of sucl1 work. 

b. RACs are unable to obtain professional performance liability insurance for hazardous 
waste site cleanup projec:ts. The insurance industry is reluctant to provide such insunnce due to 
the high risk of liability associated with the performance of such work. Available insurance only 
covers the period of work performance; !lOt the period during which RACs are most susceptible to 
third party liability suits. 

c. RACs are unable to obtain surety bonds required for Federal government hazardous 
waste cleanup projects because the surety bond industry sees a high risk from liability in issuing 
such bonds. AvaJlable bonds are generally for projects of less than SSM value. Some companies 
are self-bonding in order to meet governmental requirements. 

d. RACs feel that the Department of Defense (DOD) is respo!ISible for the presence of 
the hazardous material on the site and therefore, should be responSible for their portion of the risk 
associated with site cleanup. RACs believe that DOD should indemnify RACs performing work 
against third party liability to cover the government's portion of the risk. 

In response to the concerns raised by RAC.S. DOD representatives indicated that they would 
consider the following potential solutions to resolve the issues raised: 

a. Change tl!e laws so that RACs are excluded as a potentially respollSible party for 
liability suits resulting from cleanup actions. 

b. Revise the Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR) to extend the applicability of 
indemnification to contractor work done as a part of the Defense Environmental Restoration · 
Program. 

c. Limit the statute of limitations for contractors on environmental cleanup projects and 
limit the contractOr's liability for a project. 

d. Limit the contraaor's liability to that resulting from their negligence. 

e. Negotiate the risks of a projed with the contractor and determine equitable distnbution 
of the risk between the contraaor and the government as a part of the c:ontraa. 

' 



SAME ENVIRONMENTAL CO~Cl'S FORUM 
30 • 31 JANUARY 1991 

BOWNC AIR FORCE BASE 

A. INTBODUCIJON 

The executive level Environmental Contracu Forum of the Society of American Military Enpneers 
(SAME) met at Bolling Air Force Base on 30 and 311aniW}' 1991to discuss the i.aues of4;ability, 
Indemnification. and Bonding in Environmental Contracting. In attendance at this Corum were 
representatives of the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretuy of Defense (Environment), Anrq, 
Navy, Air force. and Coast Guard and aec:utives represcntin& remedial action contractors {RAC.) 
that perform environmental cleanup services for the Department of Defense and private indulny. 
A Jist of attendees for this forum is provided as Attachment A to this report. 

lbis forwn was c:o<haired by Capuin James A. RUpoli, CEC, USN, Vice President, Environmental 
Affairs, Society of American Military Engineers and Mr. Russ Milnes, Principal Deputy to the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, (Environment). 

Prior to this forum. invitees were a.slced to submit discussion papers on any aspect of the topic 
issues. Suggested discussion topics included: what are the liability concerns; wbat are the 
experiences with regard to liability and bondin~ how is the risk of performing environmental worlt 
assessed; and how do the problems of liability and bonding affect competition. Seven papers were 
submitted in advance or during the forum. These papers were provided as attachments to the draft 
proceedings of the forum. 

B. OPENTNC REMARKS 

Captain Rispoli opened the forum by outlining the objective of the Environmental Contracts 
forum, which is to facilitate an ongoing fnn.lc and open discussion of programmatic and ooatrac:tual 
issues between industry and the military services. He indicated that this was the third session of 
this executive forum. and that SAME bad been a.slced by the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secre
tary of Defense (Environment) to further address the issues of liability, indemnification, and 
bonding to assist them in obtaining views so that DOD might prepare a report to Congress. To 
increase the dialogue. CAPT Rispoli indicated that additional contractors had been iDvited to 
participate. CAPT Rispoli stated that proceedings of the Corum would be issued. These 
proceedings would not provide any ~tes or an~oution. He asse~ed that the forum was oot a 
place for debate, but was a means to d!SI?ISS the LSSUCS so that allm attendance could listen and 
Jearn. He asked if there would be any objections in having submiucd papers published as a pan 
of the forurn proceedings. No objections were raised. · 

Mr. Milnes addressed the lbrum statin& that the only means of aolvin& environmental cleanup 
liability problems was throu&h an open Corum. He indicated that the Department of Defense 
(DOD) bas pledged to comply with its environmental obliptioGs. The installation restoracioa effort 
is irnporunt. and as the DOD moves from the study phase., it reco&nizes that action muse be taken 
to ensure site cleanup progresses smoothly. He emphasized that the DOD wants to liaish the 
cleanup business. Mr. Milnes stated chat his office wants to come to pips with the hazardous waste 
site dean up contnct issue. Performance bonding is an issue; lqislative fixes may be possible, but 
he did not see this as a solution. He QJ>Iained that if the DOD and the cleanup indusuy do not 



• for a cleanup in certain states, and therefore may choose not 10 bid. They indicated dlat in 
perfonuin& some worlc, they were stakin& the survivability of their corporation. When asked, the 
RACs aplained that, in worlcin& with the private sector, the RAC shares the risk with the client. 
This protectS the contractor. The point was raised that the owner of a waste site OW!IS the ~ 
and the RAC is helpin1 to clean it up. Therefore, the site owner must share a &OOd ponion of the 
risk. 

The issue of strict liability was raised by the RAC representatives. If anyone bas a connecdon with 
a hazardous waste site, they are liable. Proper behavior hu not ezcused liability. 

When working for the Environmental Protection A&ency (EPA) on orphan sites, there is a crater 
risk to the RAC The EPA indemnifies the RAC under Section 119 of the Comprebcmive 
Environmental Response. Compensation. and liability Al::t (CERCU.). This indemnificatioa only 
covers negli,ence and not strict liability. 1be RAC must look at the state laws when decidiJII 10 

accept a risk. 

Another issue raised was that in some insuDc:es. a DOD activity required a RAC to si&n baza.rdous 
waste manifests. This action places liability on the RAC Cor transponin& of wastes. If the RAC 
bad known it would be required 10 do this. it would not have bid on the job without indemnifica· 
tion. ADOD representative indicated that, cenerally, the DOD sip the manifest as the cenentor. 
The RAC representatives indicated that even if the contnctor docs not si&n the manifest, but 
arranges for transport, the contnctor could be liable, a potentially responsible party (l'1U'). Even · 
if the c:ontraetor doesn't arrance the transport, but is on site, it may be sued. The contrKton 
emphasized that defense costs are a real-time cash flow problem and a real risk even if the 
contractOr is not inYOived or is innocent. 

The problems for the RAC were summarized u foUows: 

a. There is an inherent risk associated with doing environmental work. RACs are dealing 
with anomalies which arc inherently dif'6cult to model. 

b. There is an environmental risk of third party liability. 

c. There is no incentive for innovation. BeCore inn~tion will be employed by 
c:ontractors. there must be an agreement between the client and the contractor, and the 
beneficiary ofthe innovative practice is required to assume liability. Innovation is prohibitive 
in a regulatory atmosphere. There is cenerally no inn~tion in the U.S. 

d. The architect-engineers (A-Es) are bein& apected 10 accept the liabilities of othen. 
liability insurance is not available in the market. If it is available, it is oaly fOr the period . 
of the job. 

e. Requirements vary &om swe to swe. There is a bri&ht spot lor the RACs iD that 
there is more flc:ability shown when dealin1 with swes than when dealin& with the Federal 
government. Some states may chance the specifications on their cleanup projects to permit 
innovative technoloiY· Many see some states assumin& the liability ofPRh Swe rqulators 
are a part of the Record of Decision (ROD), and this permits fla~bility in dealinl with the . 
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"prior acts". RACs are payin& premiums but are not receivina fuhlre covera,e. The topic leader 
indicated that if states had ne&liaence statements similar to Section 119 of CERCIA then 
insurance companies miJht become more interested in providin& such insurance. There are 
presently no macjc solutions. 

The topic leader was asked the insurance industry's plan of action. The response was that the 
insurance industry is "slugina out" solutions on a case-by<ase bllil. The industry has not been 
able to agree on alternatives 10 the current situation. A fOrmal definition of "poUution aclusion" 
is a possibility. A aeneral discussion on possible approaches (solutions) Collowed. A law similar 
to Price-Anderson which would be applic:able to the tozic waste deanup industry was mentioned . 
as a potential solution. This solution would create three layers of protection iri the event of 
liability: the insurance layer, the owner/operator layer, and the pemment layer. 

3. Near and l.ona Term Environmental Restoradoa Contnctlq Stratecies. 

Each of the service representatives made a short presentation on environmental restoration 
contracting strategies. Described were current efforts, current problems, and actions being taken 
to clean up identified hazardous waste sites. 

4. The Availability, Costs, and Lhnitot.ioru or Corporate Surety Bonds to Cowr the Risks and 
Potential Liabilities of DOD's En'rironmental Contractors. 

The topic leader from the insurance industry indicated that there were considerable problems with 
the issuance of corporate surety bonds. Contraaon must post a surety bond for Federal we :It 
under the Miller Act. At this time, there are few bonds available Cor work on hazardous waste sites. 

The topic leader descnbed the problems of issuin& bonds Cor sw:h tasks. Surety bonds arc 
underwritten only to cover the performance of a contractor and the payment of supplien Cor 
construction work. They are written based on the quality of the contractor (ability to do good work. 
quality of people on site, equipment, how well the contractor has done on similar efforts, and the 
availability of contractor finances 10 fulfill the contraa requirements). Underwriten normally 
develop a long-standing relationship with the contractor. liability from third party suits is not 
normally considered (this is normally covered by comroerc:ial general liability insurance). Recently, 
however. surety bond issuers have come under atuclc in the court room because they are the only 
"deep poclcet" remaining in a law suit (RACs are normally people rich, but asset limited). 

':In ere has been a lack of indemnification fur surety bond issuers Cor hazardous waste site worlc. 
Anyone involved in hazardous waste site work (including the surety bond underwriten who are only 
covering contractor performance and supply payments) have been fOund to be liable. If the RAC 
defaults on such work, the surety principal would be required to hire a completin& contractor and, 
consequently, mll}' be construed to have contracted fer the removal of hazardous waste and 
subjected itself to liability. 

Another issue with hazardous waste site bondin& is the bond termination date. Normally, a bond 
is terminated when all work bas been satisfaaonly acxomplished on a project. Due the possibility 
of lona time periods associated with bazardous waste site deanup action ("mcludia& the prospect 
of having to reinitiate work), the bonding com parry mll}' be required 10 pay daims long after woric 
has been completed on a projea. 
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s. Further Discussion on Industry'• Uabillty Concemt with Reprd to DOD Envlron-ntal 
Restoration Work and Potential Solutlou to Addrett These Concema. 

A DOD representative led thit topic to cenerate further discussion on the key issua and to aptore 
potential solutions to these issues. The topic leader indicated that DOD was loolcin& Cor solution~ 
that would result in aood (technical and timely) cleanups of itt hazardous waste litet, 11 a cood 
price. and maintain a good contractor base which earns a £air profit and is a· viable community. The 
RAC representatives indicated that this would be possible if there was equitable risk sharin& 
between the RACs and the DOD. . 
It was suggested that valuco,-enJineerin& dauses in contracts be utilized. Some con~rs indicated 
that this effort doesn't work very well, due to lack of timelineu in the pemment's reapoDJC. This 
lack of timeliness causes contraaors to stop tryina. A DOD representative illdicated that in 
situations in which a technolo&r is approved in the ROD, there is reluctance 10 coasider value
enpeerin& proposals because it may mean reopenin& the ROD. AN..., representative IDdicated 
that his service welcomes value-enJineerins- The servicet indicated that when they become aware 
of roadblocla, they would take action 10 eliminate them. 

A question was raised whether the RACs normally revalidated the remedial invcstiption/feasibility 
study (RIJFS) when contracted to perform remedial desianJremedial action (llD{RA). The RACs 
agreed that they would revalidate the. data obtained by &DOther contractor. The dearee of 
revalidation would depend upon the contra.ctor who performed the RIJFS. Such revalidation could 
cost up to 20 percent of the RDIRA effort. 

The Navy's Comprehensive Lon& Term Environmental Action. Na.., (CI.UN) contract was 
discussed. The RACs were asked why they bid on these cootracts since they did DOt lalow the 
cleanup effort involved. The RACs said that cost-plus (rather than fixed fee) contractin& of 
CLEAN was a plus. They remarked that they would be better able to define the work and pt a 
good price to perform a full scope of each task. As long as the deanup effort was on the base, the 
possibility of third party liability was low. The closer to the site boundaries, the P"eater the risk 
associated with a project. Under CLEAN, each ta.slt is negotiated, and the conttactor can evaluate 
the risk for each task. Only one percent of the projectS in a ~ contraa are anticipated as 
being a problem. 

In a discussion of contracting strategies versus risk, the RAC representatives indicated that third 
party liability is independent of the contract type. They did not look 11 fixed price contracts in the 
environmental area because there are too many unknowns and too much time and effort is spent 
in contract modifications. They wanted to be able to address, in the contract, the care to be taken 
in determining the risk of the project. 

The RAC representatives were aslted, wtw percentap of cootracts are biah risk? The response 
was., that a tarae percentap of environmental effort requires third party liability and therefore, is 
a hi&h risk. One company repreaentative indicated that his compaay will DOt perform aay work 
without some form of indemnification. Defense costs for liability suits are the biJ problem. There 
is no method of predeterminina how juries will apportion COltS. 

The RAC representatives reiterated that they have the ability to neaotiate risks for commercial 
projects. That ability does not currently exist in dealin& with the DOD. They also indicated that 
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The discussion continued with the RAC representatives indic:aling lhat a ne&Jicence standard emu 
in CERCLA. and lhey want a similar law modification Cor state la-s and lhe Resource Conser· 
vation and Recovery Act (RCRA). They do not desire stria liability 10 apply 10 lhem. The 
overriding issue is that the RACs are concerned that lhey must assume responsibility Cor what lhgo 
did not initially cause. The responsibility should be adjudced 10 lhe people who put lhe waste in 
lhe land. 

The DOD topic leader aslced what lhe DOD could do to help the contractors. There were four 
areas of potential change: the law, which would be most diffic:ult 10 chaacc; the recuJations (DOD 
indicated that they would work wilh the EPA to determine bow the recuJations mi&ht be c:tlaDpd); 
policy; and the F AR/contrae:t (DOD indicated that lhey could. dircc:lly impaa these last two areas 
and achieve the quicltest results). · 

Indemnific::ation of contraaon is now addressed in Public Law (P.L) 8$-8)4 and FAR Sl-228.7. 
Under p L 85-504, the contractor must identify the nature of the risk and theu the Coatra.c:Ung 
Officer must raise lhe issue 10 the service Secrewy Cor authorization. To support indemnification 
of contractors Cor environment risla would make each service'a effort unique. The FAR clause is 
based on radioactive material risla and acludes construction. A chance 10 the FAR appears 10 
be appropriate, but it would have 10 be based on a chanrc in the law. DOD representatives 
considered that such a change might be accomplished as a pan of the Defense Reauthorization Al:t. 

The following potential solutions were identified Cor evaluation by DOD in response 10 the issues 
raised by the RAC representatives regarding their risks: 

a. Olange the laws so that the RACs are acluded as a PRP. This would resolve the 
Federal issue. but would not resolve the state issues. 

b. Revise FAR 52-228.7 (and possibly FAR 28-:311.2) which would extend the applicability 
of indemnification to contractor work done as a pan of the Defense Environmental Restora
tion Program. This would make the Federal government the defendant and the contraCtor 
liable to the government. (This may require a law change 10 accomplish.) 

c. Limitlhc statute oflimitations for contractors on environmental cleanup projects (after 
the statute of limitations, the government assumes full liability) and limit the contrac:10r's 
liability for a projec:l (similar 10 the limit Cor oil spills established in the Oil Pollution Act of 
1990). 

d. Limit the contraaor's liability to lhat resulting from their negligence. 

c. Negotiate the risla of a project with the contnc:tor and cletennine aa equitable 
distnbution of the risk between the contractor aad the pemment as a pan of the oontnct. 

f. The DOD should specify standards of praaice Cor a projec:t to which the contndOr 
must oom ply. 

J. A procedure Cor working out changes u a result of unknown conditioas needs to be 
developed. Cost reimbursable contracting and incentive cost and scheduling were suggested. 
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..,~ AMERICAN INSURANCE ASSOCIATION 
~ LAW DEPARTMENT 

March 28, 1991 

Joseph C. Dobes . 

1130 Conneaie:l4 Avenue N.W. 
Sub1000 
Waslling10n. D.C. 20036 
120211211-7100 
12021 ZD-1 Zit 'II>J( 

Director, Safety and Environmental Protection Division 
Designers & Planners, Inc. 
2611 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 3000 
Arlington, Virginia 22202 

Re: Minutes o! the Society o! American Military 
Engineers January Conference 

Dear Mr. Dobes: 

Thank you !or sending the draft minutes !rom the 
January JO-Jl, 1991 meeting o! the Society o! American Military 
Engineers. I was pleased to attend and discuss the issue o! 
surety bonds !or hazardous waste cleanup projects. As we 
discussed on the phone recently, I have only a !ew comments on 
the draft minutes, and you took care o! the specific items while 
we spoke. 

However, I also have a general comment which I wanted 
you to have in writing !or the record. As you may remember, I 
was unable to stay for the entire program, and thus, missed the 
creation of the recommendations and potential solutions contained 
in the minutes. All o! the recommendations and potential 
solutions developed by the attendees of the conference are 
excellent ideas. However, I was concerned that surety was not 
specifically included in some of the comments. 

For example, recommendation "e" states that "The DOD 
should reimburse the RAC !or insurance costs or indemnity the RAC 
if insurance is unavailable.• This is an instance where the 
RAC's surety should specifically be included in the 
recommendation. Just such a provision is part o! the Superfund 
amendment passed last year, and has been essential to the 
increase we have seen in the availability o! surety bonds !or 
those contracts covered by that amendment. The ideas contained 
in the recommendations should apply equally to the RAC and its 
surety. 

The potential solutions also refer only to the 
contractor, while applying the solutions to the surety as well 
will be necessary to increase the sureties' ability to underwrite 
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Mr. 3oseph c. Dobes (cont'd) 
March 28, 1991 
page 2 

bonds tor these types or projects. Thus, it is my recommendation 
that the potential solutions be amended to read as follows 
(underlined portion is the proposed amendment): 

a. Chanqe the laws so that the RACs ~ 
their sureties are excluded as a PRP. This 
would resolve the Federal issue, but would 
not resolve the state issues. 

b. Revise FAR 52-228.7 (and possibly FAR 28-
311.2) which would extend the applicability 
of indemnification to contractor Ana surety 
work d~ne as a part of ~~e Defense 
Environmental Restoration Proqram. This 
would make the Federal government the 
defendant and the contractor or surety liable 
to the government. (This may require a law 
change to accomplish.) 

c. Limit the statute of limitations for 
contractors and their sureties on 
environmental cleanup projects (after the 
statute of limitations, the government 
assumes full liability) and limit the 
contractor's and surety's liability for a 
project (similar to the limit for oil spills 
established in the Oil Pollution Act of 
1990). 

d. Limit the contractor's and surety's 
liability to that resulting from their 
negligence. 

e. Negotiate the risks of a project with the 
contractor and surety who takes over for a 
e~nt~ac~o+ and deter:ine an e~i~able 
distribution or the risk between the 
contractor or surety and the government as a 
part of the contract. 

r. The DOD should specify standards or 
practice for a project to which the 
contractor or surety must comply. 

g. A procedure for working out changes as a 
result of unknown conditions needs to be 
developed. Cost reimbursable contracting and 
incentive cost and scheduling were suggested. 
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Mr. Joseph c. Oobes (cont'd) 
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Page 3 

These minor chanqes in the recommendations and 
potential solutions would express the necessity ot protectinq the 
surety ot a response action contractor to the same extent as the 
contractor. WithoUt this equity, it is most likely that bonds 
will continue to be difficult to obtain tor all hazardous waste 
cleanup projects not covered by the Superfund amendment 
implemented last year. 

comments. 
can do to 
minutes. 

Thank you tor allowinq us to submit these follow-up 
Please let me know it there is anythinq else which 

assist you in puttinq toqetber the final version of 

LMS/lmsjjdltr.sam 

cc: Captain James A. Rispoli 
Ms. susan Sarason 
craig A. Berrington, Esquire 
Ms. Martha R. Hamby 
James L. Kimble, Esquire 

Very truly yours, 

c, *~· zs~ 
Lynn M. Schubert 
Senior Counsel 
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I. SUMMARY 

The EPA end the U.S. Ar.y Corpa of Engineers (•Corps•) have experienced 

difficulties in contracting Hazardoue and Toxic Waste (HTV) cleanup projecta. 

The HTV cleanup industry baa expressed concern that it could not obtain aurety 

bonds required as a prerequisite for competing for remedial action 

conatruction projects. It vas reported that Treasury Department listed 

corporate aureties, vhich provide the guarantee bonds for Government projects, 

had tmpoaed stringent liaitationa on the provision of performance bonds which 

aaaure the government that the cleanup project will be completed. 

Essentially, the bonds suarantee that the surety vill either complete 

performance or pay the Government its coata associated with completing the 

project to the limit of the penal amount of the bond. Varioue contracting 

industry firms stated that they have not been able to aecure bonding for some 

projects. Those that have obtained bonds had a difficult time doing so, and 

some firms that had obtained bonds for previous projects vera unable to obtain 

bonds for a subsequent project. The surety industry indicated its reluctance 

to guarantee performance on HTW projects primarily because of its concern for 

possible long-term liability exposure and changing state-of-the-art design 

requirements associated vith such actions. 

The EPA and the Corps commissioned the Institute for Vater Resources to 

gather information on the subject; to analyze the data to determine the extent 

of the existing bonding problems; and to offer recommendations which could be 

t.plemented in an effort to alleviate problems noted. A survey vas conducted 

of Corps district offices, the HTW cleanup industry, surety firms, and trade 

associations, to deter.ine the extent and nature of the problem. A fev survey 

activities extended to EPA and atate offices involved in KTV vork. 

The study examined 24 ongoing remedial action and co.pleted Corps HTV 

conatruction contracts. Statiatics vera gathered fro• aceual Corps records on 

the contractors and aureties that participated in these contracts. In 

addition, a sample of tha universe of HTW contractors and sureties vas 

interviaved along vith induatry &asociation representatives. The responaes to 

these interviews appear later in this paper. They vera analyzed to arrive at 

coocluaions concerning induatry views and perceptiona of the surety probl ... 



will be iaaued on the appropriate factor• to be taken into conaideration in 

acco.pllahin& thil analy1la . 

• Analyail of the option of dividin& the project into vork element• with 

an appropriate level of bondin& ln each . 

• Clarlfy the &overnment'a pollcy on indemnification of contractor• and 

auretiea . 

• To the extent of lta authority, each &overnaent a&ency will define it1 

apeclfic reaponaibillty for the riak aapect of the cleanup project vbere 

appropriate (e.&· accept reaponaiblllty for performance apecificationa) . 

• The 1overnment will apeciflcally accept the responsibility for project 

design vbere the performance apecificatlons have been met. 

The thruet of thia atudy vaa apecifically centered on the bondina i11ue. 

While the 1tated problem of aany of the respondent• vas bondin&, the 

underlyin& i•sue i• the uncertainty about ri•k in &eneral a1 it applie• to the 

HTW Cleanup program. There is uncertainty by sureties and contractors 

concerning risk and liability. Surety bonds for performance, liability 

insurance and indemnification questions are closely related and difficult to 

aeparate vben dealing vith HTW risk questions. 

There are tvo categories of options available to addresa these aolutions. 

Firat, abort term atep• can be taken internally by the Corps and EPA that 

involve reviaing internal a5ency procedure• to alleviate the contracting 

probl-. Chan&•• to &overr.ent-vide conatruction procure-nt reaulations. 

e. 1 . atandard bond foB&, ahould be puraued vith the FAI. Council. Finally,· 

lonaer tam actiona could be carried out vbich concentrate on potential 

le&lalative revi1iona to the liability and indemnification prov1•1ona ln the 

euperfUDd atatute. 
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Resource• (IVR), a Corpa reaearch agency located at Fort Belvoir, VA, vaa 

aelectad to do the atudy. The atudy vaa initiated in late November 1989. lVR 

conducted a aeries of peraonal and telephone interview• of HtV industry 

contractor•, as vall aa HTW industry associations. In addition, personnel 

fro• insurance and aurety industry firaa, aurety associations, atatea, EPA, 

and the Corp• vera interviewed about the iaaue. A liatlng of the interviewees 

appears ln AppendlK A. 

The interviewees vera questioned regarding difficulties experienced in the 

HTV bonding area. They vera also asked for their vievs on the nature and 

.. gnitude of any bonding probleas and requested to provide suggestions on 

actiona that could be taken to rectify the situation. IVR also gathered 

referencea, auch as seainar papers, letters of concern to various agencies, 

testlaony before Congress, governaent for.. and regulations, and other 

relevant docuaents. A body of background .. terial concerning the proble• vas 

assembled. The study also collected inforaation concerning contracting for HTW 

cleanup, in particular inforaation regarding the difficulties in the 

acquialtion of surety bonds by contractors. 
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table 1 

SIAMES AND Rf:GUlATIONS PERTAINING TO Hlll CONIRACTING 

ACT QESCRIPIION 

Killer Act 
Construction 
Contract Bonding 
Require•ent 

KcNaaara-O'Hara 
Service Contract 
Act (SCA) 

Davis- Bacon Act 
(DBA) 

Co.-prehens ive 
Environmental Res
ponse, Compensation 
and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), as amen
ded by Superfund 
Amendments 6 
Reauthorization Act 
(SARA) 

Federal Acquisition 
Regulation (FAR) 

Requires Federal agencies awarding construction 
contracts to utilize pay.ent bonds to assure that 
the pri_. contractor pays his subcontractors and 
perfor.ance bonds to suarantae completion of work in 
accordance with the contract specifications. 

Defines the types of activity classified as service 
contracts for the purposes of Federal government 
procure .. nt. 

Applies to all Federally funded construction projects. 
Designates the Secretary of Labor as the sole 
authority on the classification of wage rates for 
construction projects. 

CERCLA enacted to eliminate past contamination caused 
by hazardous substancea pollutants or contaminants 
released into the environment. Authorizes EPA to 
recover cleanup costa. SARA enacted to strengthen 
CERCLA and tighten cleanup target dates. Requires use 
Davis·Bacon wage rates for construction projects 
funded under section 9604(G) of CERCLA. 

Pursuant to the requirements of Public Law 93-400 
as amended by Public l.aw 96-83: provides uniform 
policies and procedures for contracting by Federal 
executive agencies. 

The procedure for obtaining performance and payment bonds fro• individual 

or corporate aureties for HIV cleanup contracts is inco.-plete without 

eX&Dining the background of the bonding requireaent. The 1935 Killer Act 

specified that all construction contracts by the Federal Government would be 

covered by perforaance and pay.ent bonds. The purpose of the performance bond 

is to insure that the project is ca.pleted in the event that the original 

contractor defaults. 

The require .. nt for perforaance bonds varies with each project and is 

affected by the type of project being undertaken. A bond is required by the 

Killer Act on all fixed-price construction contracts over $25,000, but .ust be 

I 
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che projecc. The Corps of Engineers is very sensitive to avoiding disputes 

with DOL arising from failure to use construction wage rates. EPA is equally 

concerned chat the proper rate be used by the Corps. 

1. Miller Act Construction Contrast Bonding Requirements. In order to 

fully address che performance bonding requirement and its relationship to the 

contracting industry, we must first examine che Killer Act. The Killer Act 

requires performance and payment bonds for any contract over $25,000 for the 

•construction, alteration or repair of any public building or public work". 

P&P bonds are required on all FFP construction concracts and/or delivery 

orders over $25,000, The percentage needed for performance bonds is flexible. 

However, these bonds are not necessary for cosc reimbursemenc contraccs and/or 

delivery orders. The level of bonding required is determined by che 

Contracting Officer based on the level of risk associated with the project and 

che resulting need to protect the Government's interest. The performance bond 

guarantees the Government that the building or work will be completed in 

accordance with the terms and conditions of the contract or che Government 

will be compensated. The payment bond guarantees that subcontractors and 

suppliers of the prime contractor will be paid for cheir work. Performance 

and payment bonds are usually issued by the same surety for a particular 

project. These bonds protect against contractor non-performance. They are 

not intended as insurance for contractor actions which may prompt third party 

liability suits, or as a substitute for pollution or any other type of 

insurance. A third bond, generally required by agency or acquisition 

regulations where the contract solicitation is a formally advertised sealed 

bid, is the bid bond. The bid bond protects the Government by providing a 

penal amount chat will be forfeited by che surety of the lowest responsible 

bidder if che bidder fails to accept che award or to provide the required 

performance and payment bonds after award has been made. Bid bonds generally 

are provided by the aaae surety that provides the performance and payment 

bonds for a particular contract. The surecy's decision to issue che bonds 

appears to be controlled by the contractors bonding capacity and its analysis 

of the riak asaociated with each particular contract. Hence, it would seem 

chat difficulties reported in contractors' ability to acquire bid bonds are in 

fact directly connected to the same factor• causing those contractors 

inability to acquire performance bonds. 

10 



' . 
• . - Inas.uch as the acope of poaaible service contract& ia extensive, section 

7 of the Act liata specific contracts outaide the Act. Included amonc theae 

exemptions are contract& for •construction, alteration and/or repair, 

includin& painting, or decoratin& of public buildin&• or public vorka.• While 

DOL'a regulations (29 CFR 4.130) contain a nuaber of illuatrative service 

contracts, none of those listed relate specifically to environmental 

restoration (KTW) project&. 

The principal purpose eaphasia ia key inasauch aa a contract aay be 

principally for services, but aay at the aame tiae involve more than 

incidental constryctiop. 

Existin& DOL regulations do not define incidental construction. Guidance 

on this issue, however, aay be derived from advisory memoranda issued by the 

DOL's vage and hour administration relating to construction projects comprised 

of different categoriea or schedules (building, heavy, highway and 

residential). Aa a general rule, DOL advises contracting officers to 

incorporate a separate schedule vhen auch work is more than incidental to the 

overall or predoainant schedule. "Incidental" is here defined as less than 

20' of the overall project cost. DOL notes that 20' is a rough guide, 

inasmuch aa iteaa of vork of a different category may be sufficiently 

substantial to warrant separate achedules even though these items of work do 

not specifically aaount to 20' of the total project cost. This same rationale 

aay apply to contracts involving aervices and construction. 

undar auch circuaataneea, both the SCA and the Davis-Bacon Act (see below) 

aay apply. In tbia re&ard FAR 22.402(b)(l) prescribes that the DBA will apply 

vben: 
a. Tbe conatruction ia to be performed on a public building or work. 

b. Tbe contract contains apecific requirement• for a substantial 

amount of construction work exceedin& the aonetary threahold for application 

of tha DIA. Tbe ten aubatantial definea the type and quantity of the 

conatnoctlon -rk aM not -rely the total value of the construction vork as 

c~ared with the talal contract value. 

12 



these activities standing alone aay be properly characterized as construction, 

alteration or repair of a public vork. 

Section 9604(C) of CERCLA also specifically stipulates the vage rates to 

be paid on Response Action Construction projects are to be as determined by 

the Secretary of Labor in accordance vith the Davis-Bacon Act as follows: 

•sect. 9604(g)(l) All laborers and .achanics e~loyed by contractors 
or subcontractors in the performance of construction, repair, or 
alteration vork funded in whole or in part under this section shall be 
paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on projects of a 
character siailar in the locality as determined by the Secretary of 
Labor ln accordance vith the Davis-Bacon Act. The President shall not 
approve any such funding without first obtaining adequate assurance 
that required labor standards vill be .. intained upon the construction 
vork. 

(2)The Secretary of Labor shall have, vith respect to the labor 
standards specified in paragraph (1), the authority and functions set 
forth in Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. 3176; 64 
Stat. 1267) and section 276c of title 40 of the United States Code.• 

b. The essential point of the foregoing discussion of the Service 

Contract and Davls·&acon Acts is that although the public policy objective 

(labor standard protection) of the statutes are similar. there are significant 

differences between the two which affect the cost of doing business. Clearly. 

the DOL's authority to require contracting agencies to retroactively modify 

contracts to add one set of vage rate provisions and/or delete another. will 

have consequences for project costs. In viev of DOL's authority to issue 

determinations as to what comprises •construction• for purposes of the DBA, 

there .. y also be consequences for the coverage and extent of the bonds 

required under the Killer Act. 

4. Superfund Statyte. Inas.uch as considerable concern vas expressed by 

the surety ln~try regarding its potential for liability arising from bonding 

of HTW projects, a brief discu.sion of the superfund statute is included in 

this section. The eo.prehensive tnviron.antal Response, Compensation and 

Liability Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-510)(CERctA), coaaonly referred to as the 

Superfund lav, authorized $1.6 billion to clean up abandoned dump sites. The 

14 



performance default on the aaae baata aa auch inde.niftcatton vould be offered 

to any remedial action contractor provided the aurety aaauaea aubatantially 

the saae role as the ortsinal contractor. so .. corporate aurettea point to 

thia liability potential as the basta for their refuaal or reluctance to 

actively provide bonding for HTW vork. Theae aurettea urse that it be made 

clear that the aurety performance bond ta a JU&rantee of performance only and 

tn no vay ia intended to aerve as insurance for potential third party 

liability autts. Likewise, they urge that the application of the Section 119 

indeanification to the corporate surety involved in a HTW project be 

clarified. 

S. Fedtral Acquiaition Regulation. HTW contracta, like other Federal 

government procureaent procedures, are controlled by the Federal Acquisition 

Regulation (FAR). The Federal Acqutattion Regulation provides uniform 

policies and procedures for all Federal executive agencies. These policies 

and procedure• define construction and other sovernaent procurement 

activities. In addition, they specifically define contracting instruments 

such as performance and payment bonds (see Appendix&).· The development of 

the FAR is tn accordance vith the requirements of the Office of Federal 

Procurement Policy Act of 1974 (Pub. L. 93-400) as amended by Pub. L. 96-83 

and OFPP Policy Letter 85-1, Federal Acquisition Regulation System, dated 

August 18, 1985. The FAR is prepared, iasued, and maintained, and the FAR 

system is prescribed jointly by the Secretary of Defense, the Administrator of 

General Services Administration (GSA) and the Administrator of the National 

Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). These agency heads rely on the 

coordinated action of cvo councils, the Defense Acquisition Regulatory Council 

(DAR Council) and the Civilian Agency Acquisition Council (CAA Council) to 

perform thia function. Agency heads are authorized to independently issue 

asency acquiaition regulationa provided auch regulations implement or 

supplement the FAR. 

By definition, the tera •acquiaition• refera to acquiring by contract vith 

appropriated fund& aupplies or aervicea (including construction) by and for 

the use of the Federal gove~nt throu&h purchaae or lease •· whether the 

aervicea or auppliea are already in extatence or .uat be created or developed, 

demonstrated, and evaluated. ·Acquisition besina at the point vhen asency 
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lid Infon~Ation Bid Open Project Project 
Date Size Date 

Avard "-ount/ 
Cov. !atiute lA 1a lC 

High lid/ 
Lov lid 2A 2a 2C 

Nwaber of lids 3A 31 3C 

2. Analysis and Findings. 

a. Batio of Avard Price to Government Estimate. Chart lA illustrates 

the trend in the ratio of avard price to the government estimate over the 

study period from 1987 to 1989. The ratio of avard amount to government 

estimate rose from .8 to 1.2. In addition, the ratio of ovard amount to 

government estimate tended to increase vith the size of the project, as shown 

in chart 11. The type of remedy that vas utilized also affected the 

award/estimate ratio. Avard ratios of 1.3 vere observed for the vaste 

containment projecta, on the average, as opposed to .85 on the other extreme 

!or alternative voter aupply projects as displayed in chart lC. The remainder 

of the projects vere around the 1.0 area. The conclusion drawn from this 

information is that there is a tendency for large projects to run at a higher 

ratio of award/estimate and through time. This tends to lend credence to the 

!act that there is a tight market for HTW contracts. 

b. High to Lpv Bid Ratio. An analysis of the contract data indicated 

that out of the 24 projects !our contracts involved situations where the 

initial bid winner vaa not awarded the bid due to inability to aecure bonding. 

These !our contract• totaled about $31 aillion. $3.9 aillion additional costs 

vere incurred because of the neceaaity to utilize the next lovest bidder. 

This vas an average of a 14' increase in costa for the four contracts. The 

ratio of high bide to lov bids haa been found to drop fro• around 2 to 1 in 

1987 to 1.3 to 1 in 1989 aa illuatrated in chart 2A. The range of bids also 

tenda to decrease with the aize of the project. Chart 21 ahowa thia tendency. 

The hi&h·lov bid ratio alao variea by the type of project. The collection and 

diapoaal of vaate product& baa a large variation in the ratio of the bide 
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Delecion of che handling of hazardous aaterial in the first phase of the 
projecc and ahifting ic to the second phase and deletion of a test burn of 
contaminated soil, thus re.ovlng the sureties' objections to bonding the 
f1nt phase. 

The vricing of separate bond agreements for the tvo project phases and the 
preciae definition of What liability is covered by the performance bond 
and the time limits of liability. 

Reducing the dollar cap on the retainage for the last phase of the project 
from $6 aillion to $2 aillion and reducing the time the retainage is held 
fro• 60 to 18 .onths. 

Giving the surety the ri&ht co choose che option of Vhecher co complete che 
projecc or forfeit the bond if che contractor defaults on che performance 
bond. 

Providing the requirements for the surety to obtain indemnification in case 
of contractor default and che surety assuming project completion. 

d. Distribution of HIW Contracts. There is considerable variation in 

che discribution of contraccs among HTW contractors. In the Kansas City 

Diatricc, about 400 firms are on the bidders' aailing list for all 

conscruccion, including HTV concracca. In 1987 through January 1990, 24 

concractora competed in the HTW prograa, and 14 received contracts. According 

to Corps District personnel, che same few companies continually appear in the 

final bidders' lists for HTW contracts. 

Charts 5 and 6 list Che contractors that have worked on Corps HTV 

construction projects and their aarket share of the total competed Corps HTV 

ouclay or activity. Five contractors, individually or in partnerships, have 

received 78\ of the HTW contracc dollars (Chart 5). Five of the 14 firms 

obcained about 58\ of all the projects (Chart 6). The firms receiving awards 

are, for 

general. 

Co do the 

the .ost part, large firas with experience in waste handling in 

They are noc the only firaa with the qualifications and credentials 

work, nor are they the only firas that have expressed interest in 

the hazardous and coxic waste projects. There are aany contractors interested 

in parcicipating in these projeccs. Thera appears to be lagittaace concern 

that contracting iapediaenu, aw:b as bond in&. •i&ht leu en further the 

Covernaenc's ability co expand contractor participation. Contracting 

Lapedtaencs auat be carefully conaiderad &S to their relative significance. 
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TABLE 21 

CORPS HTW CONTRACTS 

COST OF PROJECT COKPAllED TO GOVERNMENT ESTIMATE 

NIJM!ER. OF liDS PER PROJECT 
.............................. 

liD GOVT AllAIU) AllAIU) AKT NO. 
DATE ST PROJECT NAME PROGRAM EST AKT /GOVT EST liDS .. ·······----------------······························-····------

6/04/87 PA ~ckavanna Refu.e SF 23.0 15.9 0.7 7 
3/23/88 KA Hyanza Cheaical llaste Dump SF 13.0 8.6 0.7 13 
5/17/88 KA Charles Ceorge Landfill SF 15.0 15.6 1.0 6 
6/07/88 KJ Lang Property SF 4.1 3.6 0.9 6 
6/07/88 KJ Mataltec Aerosystems SF 3.5 3.4 1.0 5 
8/02/88 OH Nav Lyme Landfill SF 12.0 13.7 1.1 5 

10/06/88 PA Bruin Lagoon SF 5.0 4.0 0.8 5 
10/12/88 PA Helava Landfill SF 4.7 5.4 1.1 8 
10/18/88 IN Lake Sandy Jo SF 2.3 2.4 1.0 3 
11/16/88 KJ log Creek Farm SF 14.0 14.0 1.0 4 
12/06/88 CA Del Norte Pesticide Storage SF 1.3 1.2 0.9 11 

2/02/89 KJ Bridgeport Rental/Oil Svcs. SF 42.0 52.5 1.3 5 
3/28/89 NJ Caldwell Truck Co. SF 0.2 0.2 0.8 9 
6/22/89 NH Lipari Landfill on-site SF 21.0 15.8 0.8 4 
7/11/89 MD !Cane & Lombard St. Drwu SF 4.0 4.5 1.1 l 
7/24/89 NY llide Beach Oevelopaent SF 15.6 15.6 1.0 2 
8/01/89 KS Cherokee County Storage Tanks SF 0.7 0.6 0.9 2 
8/01/89 DE Delaware Sand/Gravel ~ndfill SF 1.2 1.5 1.3 3 
8/02/89 RI llestern Sand & Gravel SF 1.0 0.9 0.9 9 
8/23/89 KA a&ird & McGuire SF 9.6 11.3 1.2 5 
8/31/89 NJ Montclair ll orange Sites SF 0.2 0.2 1.0 3 
9/06/89 MD S.Md.llood Treating SF 2.0 2.6 1.3 7 
9/19/89 NJ Helen Kraaaer Landfill SF 36.0 55.7 1.5 4 
9/19/89 PA Moyers Landfill SF 25.0 28.0 l.l 4 
-------- ------------------------------------------------------------------TOTAL: 256.4 277.2 1.12 AVG. 

$1.000,000• 

.SF- SUPEilFUNO 
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This had particular concern to contractors that had been avarded large, 

indefinite delivery contracts. They feared that suratia1 aight usa the total 

contract aaxi.um, rather than actual vork order• issued, to compute their bond 

capacity liaitation. 

Tables 2A-C illustrate the experience of the Oaaha and Kansas City Corps 

districts. There vere a small nuaber of bids received on several HTW 

projects. This lov number of bids is not necessarily due to the lack of 

interest in the projects. According to several HTW organizations interviewed, 

including the Hazardous Vaste Action Coalition, Environmental Business 

Association, Associated Ceneral Contractors, National Solid Waste Management 

Asaociation and the Remedial Contractors Institute, the key factor 

contributing to lover competition for some HTW projects is the inability of 

many contractors to secure bonding. It should be noted that in many cases 

firas cannot obtain bonding despite a proven history of competence in doing 

such vork, strong financial assets and profitability and sound leadership and 

experience in the firm. 

In soae cases it vas reported by both contractors and government 

contracting agencies that projects have been delayed due to the shortage of 

contractors vho can obtain bonding and related surety problems. Contracting 

representatives for both the Corps and the states advised that they have had 

administrative delays as a result of contractors not being able to obtain 

appropriate bonding. This additional vork has resulted in the slippage of 

project schedules. 

The resulting shortage of qualified firas that are able to consistently 

arrange surety bonding aay be reflected in higher costs to the government. 

Bonding's liaitation on coapetition, vith only four or five final bidders in 

aany cases, aay have resulted in higher contract bids than vould otherwise be 

expected. Table• 2A and 28 illustrate the experience of tvo Corps distri~ts 

in bid prices and number of bidders. 

Saaller contractors, in particular, aay be screened out of the HTW cleanup 

prograa aarltet due to their inability to secure surety bonding. Several 

contractors stated that they do not have the extensive financial equity 
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8 urecy community. Bondin& coapanie• perceive that the •tate of technoloiY of 

the HTV cleanup proeeaa ia constantly chanain& and very ambiJUoua. It ia their 

opinion that little la knovn about the adequacy of the technoloiY either 

concernin& i.mediate or lone-tara experience. Technolo&Y aay evolve that 

render a the preaent aethod inadequate. Suretiaa are concerned that thh aay 

leave the deaisner-builder potentially liable if the preaent KtV le&al cllaate 

conti.JIUea. 

c. Surety firaa have atated that the preaent unfavorable lesal 

eavirot~~~ent, vith vicleapread lltisatlon and lar&e avarda, has .. c1e insurance 

coapaniea very cautious about insurin& HTW projecta. Although vocal in their 

aa•ertiona that they not b. treated aa a aubatitute for insurance, they fear 

that by bondln& auch vork they aay in the future be aou&ht out based on a 

le&al theory vhich vould treat thea aa if they vere insurance. The cause for 

liability, auch as the appearance of a disease 20 or aore years after exposure 

to tozic aubatancea, leada to a very uncertain aituation for auretiea. 

d. Accordin& to the aurety firaa interviewed, toxic tort litigation 

feature• are an 1aportant reason for their preaent reluctance to participate 

in the HTV cleanup field. In the toxic tort arena a very long tiae period (10 

or 20 yeara) between exposure and development of injury is typical. Unlike 

other prototypical injury situations, toxic liability involves long tlme 

pert~7 between the alleged exposure and the discovery of damages. Since 

thia liti&ation takes place in state courta, the indemnification under SARA ia 

not helpful, nor legally bindin& on the atatea. 

a. Inauranee. Tbe Hazardous Wute Action Coalition, en organization 

ca.prlaed of technical conaultin& firaa in tha HTW field, alone vith Karsh and 

Kc:I..DDA!l, a lar&• inauranee broker, bald a .. etln& in Wuhiagton, D.C. on 

Sept.-bar 13, 1989, in vhicb a aeriea of apaakara outliDed the insurance and 

inde.aiflcation probleu confront in& the contract in& ind>.utry. The collected 

papara of thia .. atins are entitled "Pollutioa Inauranee/Indeanification 

Iaauaa for £n&inaera ia Hazardoua Vute Cleanup•. The papara point out that 

the praaant inauraDCe cover•&• h DOt adequate in aany areu. They abo 

azpr••• the inauranee ind>.utry' • concern that potential llti&ation 

uncercaintiea play a aajor part in their deciaiona to foreao providin& 
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by the courta aa the inaurer of last reaort or a "deep pocket.•• Thia 

unknown riak baa led aome corporate auretiea to forego involvement in the HTV 

aarket. Surety bond producara that have aade auch a deci1ion indicate that 

they vould be •ore likely to participate in the aarket if the applicability of 

SARA indemnification to the 1urety vas clarified. Moreover, that the 

performance aurety bond be clearly represented as being intended by the 

Government aolely as a ruarantee of performance by the contractor and not in 

anyway as protection for the contractor'& tortuoua injuries to third partiea. 

f. Greater riak to Government. In response to clat.a by aome 

contractor intereata that bonding could be aubstantially reduced for certain 

categoriea of HTW vork, aurety sources atated that risks of non-performance 

increase if construction contracts are awarded either without aurety bonds or 

vith lover rated surety performance bonds. Surety officers contacted in the 

survey pointed out the trade-offs involved risks to the government if surety 

bonds vere not used on projects that normally vould be surety bonded. They 

emphasized that surety firms perform a valuable service for the government in 

screening out potential problem contractors fro• the pool of contractors 

competing on government construction projects. 

g. Indemnification. The sureties and contractors have listed many 

perceived problems vith the present SARA1 indemnity lev. There is 

dissatisfaction over the amount of indemnification coverage, as vell as the 

extent of the coverage and even vhat events are indemnified. Sureties find 

that the definition of vhat is the aaximum dollar coverage of the indemnity is 

not apecific. CERCLA sets the upper li•it of the indemnification amount as 

the funding that is remaining in the Superfund account. However Section 119 

aays "If aufficient funds are unavailable in the ... Superfund ... to aake 

payments purauant to auch indemnification or if the fund is repeated. There 

are authorized to be appropriated auch amount& as aay ba neces1ary to aake 

auch payaenta. Suretiea and contractor• are of the opinion that auch 

li•itation on inde.nification aay prove inadequate in the future if there are 

li•ited f~ available in the Superfund account at the time indemnification 

reque1t1 ripen. The EPA i• pre1ently addreaain& the l1ait on indemnification 

proble• in propoaed draft guideline• for implementing Section 119 of SARA. 
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concl~lve, indicate a pattern of competition ln the fleld that above a 

liaitad availability of eligible contractor&. The expanding HTV cleanup 

requireaent will axacarbate thia aituation 

Relatlpnahlp pf prp1ect type. Examination of the reletlonahip of the 

. ratio of avard aaount to governaent eatiaate ahows that the ratio ia 

acceptable, except for containment projecta where the ratlo vaa 1.3 to 1. The 

largeat apraad for the variation of hi&h and low bids waa in the projects 

involvin& collection and disposal of wastes, 2.2 to 1, while the next greatest 

variation was for gas ventin& projects which ran 2 to 1. The heaviest 

competition was evidenced in the average nuaber of bids (7) received for waste 

containment projects with the next highest number (6.5) bids for alternate 

water supply projects. It is noted that the average number of bids received 

for RFP's was only 3, compared with nearly double that amount for Invitations 

for bids. 

Cpntractpra' prplect warket shares. The shares of the HTV cleanup aarket 

(24 Corps projects) are heavily concentrated in a relatively small number of 

contractors. Chart S shows that three firas or Joint partnerships have about 

60\ of the dollar aarket of HTV projects and S of the lS firms have 

successfully bid for about S8\ of the total nuaber of projects. The rest of 

the projects are being apread aaong the reaainder of contractors, some of 

which are quite large. While the total is still saall, the concentration of 

activity in a few firas tends to persist and is not assuring to those aspiring 

to participate in the program. 

Sureties' aatket 1hares. Surety bond providers are also unequally 

repreaented in the lilt of auretiea ahares of the project pie. Five aureties 

or 1urety co.binationa account for 13\ of the project bond dollara and five 

auretiu or cOIIbinationa bonded 70\ of tha Corpa 24 project& analyzed in the 

atudy. Thia ill~tratea the caaa that fav auratiea are lntereated ln 

provldlng bondin& for HTV projacta. 

The foregoin& experience preaented ln the contracting lnforaatlon fro. the 

Corps K&naas Clty and Oaaha Distrlcta reinforces the story presented by the 
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level of riak doea not diaappear; it ia ••rely tran.ferred fro• one entity of 

aociety to another. It i1 not reasonable to expect private indu.try to 

voluntarily participate in a hi&h ri•k enterpri•e unla11 a hi&h preaiua i1 

paid. Many governaent prograaa are atructured to reduce thi1 uncertainty in 

nev hi&h tech and experiaental enterpri•e• to a level that i1 aanageable by 

the private lector. 

Indeanification, insurance, bonding and contractual agreeaenta are all 

aechaniaaa to transfer ri1k. The preaent lituation in the HTV cleanup area 

bringa thia aapect of rl1k, and vho auat aasuae ri1ks for the nation'• 

cleanup, lnto focus. There ia a need in the HTV prograa for the definition of 

the rlsk involved and the assignment of each risk to the proper entity. 

Guidelines are neceasary to apell out and clarify the appropriate 

responsibilitiea that vill be borne by governaent agenciea and those that are 

vithln the purview of private enterpriae. 

Indeanification is a tool that transfer• the risks fro• private industry 

to the governaent. One problea vith indeanification in HTV cleanups ia the 

uncertainty of coverage. It is not knovn at the time of bid openings whether 

coverage vill be available to the contractor or the surety, and, if it is, the 

maximum amount of coverage ia unknown. 

Another tool commonly used to aanage uncertainty is insurance. Insurance 

presently available to contractor• is inadequate. The maximum amount 

available ia .uch too lov, the time period of coverage is too limited, and 

third parties are not covered. Thus, the transfer of risk to the insurance 

industry ia quite llaited. 

The bonding proceaa ia another vay to transfer uncertaintiea fro• the 

governaent. It ia a traditional vay to transfer riak in the construction area 

vhere construction occura over a long tlae period and co .. itaenta auat be .. de 

for the entire project before the project can proceed. The traditional riak 

covered by con.truction perforaance bonda vas that the project be completed ae 

deaiJned, that the contractor assumed reaponaibility during the construction 

period, the warranty and the latent defect period. Problems have ariaen in 
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industry fears. The underlying industry concern ~· risk to the contractor 

and/or the surety. Factors affecting risk include: indemnification, 

insurance and bonding. These risk factors influence one another, e.g., if 

indemnification is available to the surety, then bonding aay be aore readily 

available. No single action vill solve all the bonding problems. Additional 

conclusions are listed below: 

The government ~t select the .oat appropriate acquisition strategy 

early in the solicitation process. Risk to sureties, contractors and the 

government should be considered in addition to other site requirements. 

The government acquisition strategy should address the need to make an 

early decision whether to use a service or construction contract. In some 

cases, different contract types aay be used for different project phases 

within the same contract. Killer Act, Davis-Bacon Act and Service Contract 

Act decisions should be made on their merits and without regard to bonding or 

coat implications. 

Contracts should be structured, the type of contracts selected and 

bonding requirements established, to appropriately protect the government's 

interests. These interests include: insuring that contractors capable of 

performing the contract remain eligible and that the selected contractor 

performs as promised. 

HTV cleanup agencies should explicitly decide hov much performance 

bonding is required and how that bonding should be structured. Normal 

practice is to require 100\ perfor.ance bonding for construction contracts and 

zero bonding for service contracts, although the contracting officer can 

select other percentages. We need to assure that the amount selected is only 

that needed to protect govern.ent interests. 

Sureties only want to assure that the remedial action contractor 

constructs what vas required by the plana and specifications. They vish to 

avoid design/construct contracts or contracts containing aajor performance 

specifications. 

There is a strong perception by the industry that difficulties vith 

bonds is li•iting co.petition. RA contractors report that they have not bid 

projects due to unavailability of bonding. Sureties indicate that the risk is 

too large. 
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V. OPTIONS EXAMINED 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Oiscuaaion. conducted durinc the atudy with induetry. contractor, and 

government peraonnel raiaed aeveral poasible altern.tivea that •isht be taken 

to increaae the availability of bonda to HTW construction contractora. These 

alternative• fall into two general categories as follova: 

o Non-Legillatiye Cbangea. Internal Corp• and EPA non-legialative 

chance• in procedure& related to contracting atrategy and 

implementation of the authoritiea which each agency already poaaesaes. 

o Leghlative Cbangu. includea revhions to regulation. which guide 

each agency but which neither posaeases the authority to reviae 

independently; revisions to exiating atatutes so as to, (1) eliminate 

requirement• that aerve to leaaen the corporate aurety induatry'a 

interest in bonding of KTW projects and, (2) to clarify that 

performance bonda are to be uaed only to assure that the contractor 

will complete all contractual requireaents and are not a vehicle by 

which third party claims may be aatiafied. 

Of the options available to the government to alleviate the bonding 

problem. aany are centered on the concept of management of risk by the 

government. Financial and physical risk exist in the cleanup process and the 

government needs to incorporate riak analysis into its planning process to 

examine the trade offa in coats and benefits of the transfers of these risks 

between government and the private aector. In the ease of bonding KTW cleanup 

projects, the govern.ent muat examine the assumption of higher risks in non

performance of contracta for HTW cleanup against the gains of aore competition 

by the cleanup induatry and the reaultant lover prices for projects. 

It ahould be pointed out that the bonding co.-unity generally does perfon1 

a aervice for the Covernaent contracting agency in aakinc ita evaluation to 

bond a particular contractor. In aakinc thia deciaion. it carefully analyses 

the contractor'• financial and technical competence to do the work as vall as 
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• Covern-enc. Thia ahould be done early in the acquiaition proceaa to aasure 

thaC the co.petition benefit& chat aifkt be gained by auch effort can be fully 

aaxiaizad. The deciaion of whether to uae a aervice contract or a 

conacruccion contract auat be aade on their respective .. rita and not on the 

~.pacta of aecurin& perforaance bonding. A aeparate aet of procedures is 

required to establiah the bonding require .. nt. 

In aaking thh bonding deterlaination it h also lllportant to recoanize 

thaC the aurecy co-.unicy' • concern regardin& the risk aaaociated with H1V 

vork vill probably lead Co the aurecy not ateppina forward to complete the 

projacc in the event of a contractor default. Consequently, it ia likely that 

che Cove~nt vill benefit only froa the aurecy• • providing· the penal aua of 

che perfonaance bond. The Govert~~Mnt probably will atlll need to reprocure 

che vork. Contractors pointed out that aureties were requiring aubatantial 

financial commitments from contractor• as a prerequisite to providing bonding. 

Thia fact vould tend to aake the aurety even aore inclined to buy itself out 

rather than aasuae the greater risk burden associated with its takeover of the 

defaulted contract. The reality then appears to be that the perforaance bond 

ia prlaarily protecting the Government's financial stake in the contract 

rather than ita interest in not having Co deal vith reprocurement upon 

default. 

In looking at the character of vork to be performed under an H1V contract, 

it aay vell be that the nature of the vork and the payment arrangements 

a.ployed by the Government aay provide a aeasure of protection in theaselves 

that could varrant e lover bonding percentage. In the excavation aituation, 

and even aore ao where ve are dealing with incineration aervice work, aany of 

the payaenta to the contractor are aubject to ita perforaing satisfactorily. 

A default after partial perforaanc:e requires that the Government procure 

another contractor to continua parforaance. Thia default aituation, however, 

1• aubatancially different froa that faced where ve are dealing with a 

building construction project. In the for..r case, the vork to be coapleted 

ta relatively auy to deteraine. Thh b in abarp contrast co the problea 

facing the Goverraent where aultiple aubcontractors and complex deai&n 

require .. nts auat be deterained and taken into consideration in a vertical 
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·b. Require Increased Acgulaltlon Plennln&. The contrecting proceaa, 

lneludlng the bonding iasuea, 1hould be inte&reted into a project acquialtion 

plan. An analyll• of the rh'lt trade ofh to the Coven.ent .. y be 

Incorporated into the acqulaitlon planning proee•• for HTW project!. 

Pre•ently the Federal Government requires perforaaoee bonds to •••ure •gelnat 

tho uncertalncy of project non·parformanca on conatruetion project• aa 

aandated by the Miller Act. The coat of thia protection ahould approxi .. te 

the coat of the potential non-perforaance ria'lt in the long run. The trade 

off• of thia ritk .. y be exeained in the acqulaition planning procea1 for etch 

project. The proces• vill enalyze the benefita and co1t1 of the Government 

aa1uaing •lightly higher ria'ltl in project perforaaoee and the reeultant 

benefit• and co1t1 of improving the competitive cliaate for HTW contracting 

and the consequent reduction in contract pricea. Thh aay involve the 

analy•l• of each pha5e of the cleanup and the appropriate level of bonding 

that vould afford adequate protection for the Covero.ent'a interesta and atill 

encourage participation by the bonding induatry. Careful examination of the 

contract alternatives, aervice contracts or construction contracts, ohould be 

carried out by an interdiaciplinary teaa, •recommending• to the contracting 

officer, although final disposition vill be .. de by the Department of Labor. 

Keetlngs are being planned for early summer 1990 berveen EPA, Corps and 

Department of Labor representatives to clarify the classification of 

construction and service contracts under the Davis-Bacon and Service contract 

Acta. 

Coat cype contracts should be given careful consideration where there are 

al&nificant technologicel unknowns associated vith undertaking an HTW project. 

It is not in the progrea'• interest for the contractor to be required to bear 

an inordinate ahare of the ri1'1t. Requirin& fixed priced contracts under such 

conditioDI place• both the contractor and 1urecy in an unacceptable rlalt 

condition and would increaae the coat to the govern.ent •ignificantly. 

Multiple contracta an another action which could be con.tdtred by the 

Cove~nt during ita acquiaition plannins to liait the rislt potential for the 

bonding c~icy. The approach vould be to ltructure the contract 

require.,nta so as to liait or isolate the octivicy requirin& a surety bond 
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• plan would place an ad.inistrative burden on the project. If additional firaa 

participate, there ia a chance of reduced project eoata. 

2. Clarify Surety Liability. 

a. Backgrouod. Interviewa conducted in the eourae of the study with 

contractor• and auretlea focused on the real concern in the surety coiiiiUI\ity". 

regarding the potential liability arising from their villingnesa to act as 

cuarantora for HtV projaets. This is consistent with the sureties' stand that 

they are bonding execution of plana and specs, not project performance. Thla 

is a perceived danger, not one based on any particular court ruling involving 

a aurety suarantee aituation. The perceived liability ariaes from potential 

third party injury elatas and an ill-defined bond coverage completion period. 

The aurety's concern for liability results from the trend in cases arising 

fro• the monwsental asbestos litigations where the courts have sought so .. 

deep pocket to compensate the injured party. In some eases, the courts have 

looked to insurance companies for such relief despite the insurance industry's 

disclalaer of any liability under their policies. The sureties view 

the .. elves as similar to these situations, with potential deep pockets from 

which injured parties .. y seek relief. They recognize that they are not 

insurers of such injury, but have little faith that the courts will take note 

of the distinction between insurer and guarantor if there is no other 

financially viable party against which a valid judgement can be executed. 

The aurety colllliW\ity, d.111ilar to t.he insurance indust:ry, uses a secondary 

aarket to spread the risk associat:ed wit:h any particular bond arrangement. 

This aecondary aarket has_ .. de it clear that it is not int:erest:ed in sharing 

the risk associated with HT\l project:s. M a consequence, suret:y firas are 

aore and aore being called upon to undert:ake greater risk levels for such 

vork. The insurance industry responded to the loss of its secondary insurers· 

by withdrawing eoapletaly from tha pollution liability coverage aarket. The 

aurety induatry, although still aainuining a reduced presence, does have 

certain -llbers of its e~ity which have followed the insurance industry 

lead and ehoaen to withdraw from providing bond coverage for such work. 
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• c. Surety Indegnificatign. Another concern that needa to be 

clarified ia the extent of inde.nification, if any, that the aurety would be 

entitled to aa a reault of providing bonding on the contract. Indemnification 

for remedial action contractor• performing HTW vork ia peraitted by 42 U.S.C. 

9619, provided that certain requirement• are .,t. Suretiea queation the 

applicability of thia indemnification to them. Since it has a major impact on 

the evaluation of the riak for bonding auch work, clarification ia needed to 

allow the industry to adequately quantify ita potential long-term riak. 

d. pefine bond cogpletion oeripd. The government will define the 

point at which bond completion requireaen~a have been fulfilled. Thia 

definition is within the authority of the procuring agenciea. 

Recently, in reply to a aurety'a concern over ita right to indemnification 

in the event of a default of the bonded contractor, EPA advised that the 

aurety vould be eligible for indemnification if it elected to stand in the 

ahoea of the defaulted contractor and complete performance of the remedial 

action. A final deciaion baa not been aade as to bow this will apply to a 

aurety that elects to take on responsibility for performance, but does ao 

through ita procuring another contractor. It is clear that this issue must be 

clarified with respect to the EPA superfund projects. 

3. Indemnification Guidelines, 

a. !ackgrouod. There is no defined limit of coverage in EPA's 

interim ~idance on inde.nification.that can be addressed with certainty by 

aurety or contractor interests in assessing their potential risk. Likewise, 

the requireaents that will need to be aet to become eligible for the 

indemnification are not completely clear vith respect to the contractor. They 

are even aore ambiguous regarding the aurety. These unknowns appear to 

exacerbate an already bad aituation and provide no incentive for industry to 

aove forward and co .. it themaelvea and their aaaeta to aupport the program. 

It ia unclear fr~ the data c~iled in the aeudy the effect that 

clarification of thia iaaue will have on the aurety and contractor community. 

DOD, which has not provided inde.nification, for its work, has been able to 
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hazardoua and complex, .. ny projects uaa proven •nainaering principles vhlch 

have a lon& history of use and acceptance. The extra .. caution on the part of 

the surety industry, liaitad number of projects constructed and reluctance of 

auretlaa to become involved ln KTV projects, all ~sh together to cause the 

aurety to aasuae each KTV project 1• the saae despite the considerable 

variation in the types of projects. A number of projects are vater supply 

construction alternatives that have no direct 1nvolveaent vith hazardous 

b. Qutreach Prograa. To overco .. this lack of understanding, the EPA 

and the Corp• could sponsor outreach efforts aiaed at br1ng1n& both sureties 

and contractors together for purpoaea of d1scuaaing vith industry technical 

aspect• of different typea of KTV project&. The agencies ahould also focus on 

the different aite conditions and various contractual provisions that can 

d1st1ngu1sh one site from another and the technical aspects of using state of 

the art technology. While not ellainatlng all iapedlments to surety 

involvement, this could go a long vay toward lowering the surety industry's 

reticence to participate on soae of the less complex projects. 

5. Limit Risk Potential. 

a. Dackgrouod. Sureties expressed particular concern that the 

Government not package its procurements, as design-build contracts .including 

the use of performance specifications. In these cases, the surety is 

concerned that its risks are significantly enlarged from the situation it 

faces vhere design has been completed and the contractor need only construct 

the designed project ln order to satisfy perforaance. 

b. Clarify Contract Polley. The government should consider accepting 

deaign responsibility vhera perfor.ance specification requir.-enta have been 

aet. Perforaance apeclfications are uaed to aoae extend 1n all construction 

contracts. Incineration and ground vater treatment contract& have a very 

large perfor.ance apeclficatlon co~nant and vill reaain that vay. The 

government v1ll continua to allov contractors to propoae the coaplax equipment 

needed to aeet apec1f1c alta treaca.nt requireaents. Once the contractor has 

demonstrated that the equip .. nt .. eta the perforaanca specification, the 
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1. lncreaae the cover•&• for inde.nification. Expand the typea of 

cover•&• for liability inde•nification and aake theae available to the aurety 

aa vall •• tha contractor. 

2. Establish a dollar cap on HTW liability. 

3. Pr•••pt atate lava coverin& atrict liability, and provide univeraal 

indemnity. 

4. Aaend CERCLA and/or Killer Act to apecify that the purpose of 

performance bonda is to assure the &overnaent that the contractor vill 

complete all contractual raquire .. nts and obli&ations. Perfor.ance bonda 

shall not be a vehicle for third party liability claiaa. 
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EPA and Corp• repreaentativea ahould aeat vith Department of Labor to 

clarify the contract requirement& of the HTW progr .. and the relationship of 

these to the: Killer Act, Davia-Bacon Act and related regulation&. 

A program of continuing review of contract actions vill insure continued 

competition in the contracting procesa. 

Emphaais should be placed on appropriate acquiaition planning vhich takes 

into consideration all factora that relate to the competitivenesa of the 

contract aituation. 

2. Clarify Surety Liability Undex SARA. 

EPA should aove immediately to clearly define the extent to which it vill 

provide indemnification coverage to aureties on HTW projects. Extending 

indemnification by the Federal government to aureties should be explored vhen 

they fulfill these surety obligations by stepping in and completing the 

project for the defaulting contractor. Presently this area is not vell 

defined. EPA should also institute, in conjunction vith the Corps. an effort 

to revise the present FAR performance bond form to deal vith the concerns 

raised by sureties on potential for third party actions looking to the bond 

for injury judgement recovery. A task force composed of appropriate personnel 

from both agencies ahould be established to vork on having this revision 

instituted for HTW projects. At the same time, each agency should require its 

internal procurement elements to assure that wording is included in 

invitations and eolicitations disclaiming any interest by the Government in 

having the performance bond being available to cover third party injury 

claiiiiB. 

J. Jndempifieation Cuidellnca. 

A nev indemnification clauae vill be impla-nted by the Corps vbich vill 

asaure the indemnification of HTW contractor& in the avant that they are not 

able to aacure adequate insurance for flra fixed price contracts. The 

indemnification vill extend to third party liability by the aurety. 

4. Coggunication vith Industry. 
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• 

substantially reduce aany of the concerns of the aurety industry and 

contractor eo .. unity in being involved with Superfund remedial action vork. 
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• APPDilHX A 

H'N BONDING STUDY 

··········--············································ 
Name Oraanization Addreu 

•·······•···••••••••··········•··•••··•••••••••·••·•••••·•··············•••········· 
.John Steller 
Lynn Schubert 

Irian Deery 
Stuart li~tock 

Dave .Johnson 
.Jack K.ahon 
Greg Noonan 

Chuck Schroer 
Valter Norlto 

Sara lunch 
Jill Gibson 

Paul Lancer 
Noel Urban 
Gene Jones 

Bruce Anderson 
Norm Spero 

Augun Spallo 
.Joan Otap11an 

Steven Switzer 
Frank Iader 

Lee Fuerst 
Donald Robinson 

Cathy Vanetta 
Kirk Willius 

Stanley Karlock 
Cary Henninger 

Ann Wright 
Rick Heinz 
Mary Melhorn 

George Wisehllan 
Richard Corrigan 

S. McCallie 
Jill Lane 

Peter &end 
Mike Yates 

Williuo llodie 
Paul Nadeau 

Toll Vhahn 
Carl Edlund 

Toll &osley 
John Herguth 

Terre llelt 
Joa Turner 

John Daniel 

Ill. Dept land Pollution ctrl 
Alllerican Ins. Assn 
Assn. Cenl. Contr/AIIIer 
Assn. Cenl. Contr/AIIIer. 
Assn. Cenl. Contr/AIIar. 
CECC-C OCE 
CECC-C OCE 
CDG'·C OCE 
CEMP-CP OCE 
C EMl' - R.S OCE 
CEMl'-R.S OCE 
CEMP-R.S OCE 
CEMl'-R.S OCE 
CEMRD-CT 
CEMRD-OC 
CEMRD-OC 
CEMR.X-OC 
CEMR.X-CT 
CEMR.X·CT·K 
CEMR.X-ED-T 
CEMR.X-ED-T 
CF:lmO·CT 
Cf:lmO·CT 
Cf:lmO·CT 
CF:lmO-ED-E 
CEMRO-OC 
como-oc 
CEORD-RS 
CEPR-ZA 
CEPR-ZA 
CH2M Hill 
CH2M Hill 
Corroon & lllaclt 
Davy Corp 
Ebasco Constr. Inc. 
Envlron~~ental llus. Assn. 
EPA HQ 
EPA HQ 
EPA Re& Off 6 (Dallas) 
Fldallty & Depoait Co. 
Foster Vheeler Corp. 
Hazardous Waste Action Co 
Huntin&ton Dht. 
IT Corp 
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Springfield IL 
Vashington DC 
Vashington DC 
Vashington DC 
Vashin&ton DC 
Vashin&ton DC 
Vashin&ton DC 
Vashington DC 
Vashin&ton DC 
Vashin&ton DC 
Washington DC 
Washin&ton DC 
Vashin&ton DC 
Omaha NE 
Ollaha NE 
Ollaha NE 
Kansu City MO 
Kansu City MO 
Kansas City KO 
Kansas City KO 
Kansas City MO 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Omaha NE 
Kansas City Mo 
Omaha NE 
Cincinatti OH 
Washington DC 
Washington DC 
Vashinton DC 
Denver CO 
Madison WI 
San Francisco CA 
Lyndhurst NJ 
Washincton DC 
Washington DC 
Vashlncton DC 
Dallas TX 
llaltt.ore KD 
Cl1ntot1 NJ 
Vashinaton DC 
Huntinaton wv 
Vashin&ton DC 
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CEillfiUT( Of SUFFKIEMC'f 

1 H•r•by C•nify. Tt.ac th• turtty namtd h•r•i" it ptrtonall)· knuwn to IM'; chac • .,, my Juda.m•nr. ta•d '"'"l' tt 
tetpofttiblc. and qualifl•d to act 11 twch; and cher. co ch• bell vf mr knowlcdlt. tM (acu ttlttd by u•d auttc) 1n dw 
fonaoinl a6duic .,. tl'\le. 

MAIIII tT, •. ,.,_I , ...... I'UII 

I 

INSTRUalONS 

J. Tllio form oholl be uoed whenever ouretieo on 
bond• 10 be uecuNd in connectiOft with Government 
controcll ore individual suretieo. 01 p<ovided in gov· 
eming regulati0ft1 (,.. 41 Cft 1-10.203. 1-16.101, 
101-45.31. There oholl be no deviation from thio form 
except 01 10 authorized I••• 41 CFI 1-1.009. 

101-1.1101. 

2. A corporation, partnership. cw other busineu 
association or firm, as such, will not be occepted as a 
ourety, nor will a partner be accepted 01 a 1urety for 
co-portnen or for o firm of which he is a member. 
Stockholden of a corporate principal -Y be occceptecl 

01 1 ..,retiet pro•ided their qualifications as such are 
independent of their stoclr.holdings therein. In arriv
ing at the net worth figure in Item 7 an the face of 
thit affidavit Oft individual surety will not include any 
financial interest he may have in the aneh of the 
principal on the bond which lhio offodavit oupp«<l. 

3. An individual surety aholl be a citizen of the 
United States, eacept that if the contract and bond 
are eaecuted in any foreign country, the Common· 
wealth of Puerto lica, the Virgin llland1, the Canal 
Zone, Gvam, or any other territory or potsenion of 
the United Statel, ouch ourety n..cl Oftly be o permo· 

nent re.;dent of the place of uecution of the contract 
and bond. 

4. The individual ourety ohan ohow net worth in a 
oum nat leu than the penalty af the bond by •upp1y· 
ing the informatiOft required on the face t\ereof, 
u.nder oath before a United States commission•, a 
clerk of a United Stateo Court, 0< notary public, or 
some other o~cer hovir.g authority to administer oaths 
generally. If the ol!;cer hao an ollicial .. al, it ohall 
be offiaed, oth.,.wise the proper certificate at to his 
offociol character ohall be fumiohecl. 

5. The certificate of oulliciency ohall be •igned by 
on ofr•cer of a bonk or trust company, a judge or 
clerk of a coUrt of record, a United States distfict at· 
torney or commissioner, a postmaster, a collector or 
deputy collector of internal revenue, or any other of· 
ficer of the United States acceptable to the deport· 
ment or establish~t coi'\Cem.cJ. furf'her certificates 
showing additional anets, or a new surety, may be 
req"'ired to ouurt protection of the Government's 
interest. Such certificates must be based on the 
penoftGI investigation of the certifying officer of the 
hme of "'• making thereof, o"d not upon pt"ior 
certifkohons. 

U.S. GOVI:IaOCDI'T PaDI'TtMC ~;riCE 1,.4 0 ... U1-l01 
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COIII'OIIATI IUIIITYIIIIIIO..O I 
.. _ 

-· • --• I. .. $.9n.tturwlsl .. c 
i Namt(JI. I. 

Ttuehl 
~ .. ~, -· .. ......... 

• I . .. .. $.p.lt\l,.,,, 
~ ~"'' I. 

Tiuecsl 
IT'INdJ -· Q -• I . .. S.Wt'UfWII) .. 

i ...,.,,,, I. 
Tittetsl m-• -· --• • I. .. Signatutelll .. 

i ~,.,, I . 
Tit•lsl 
rTYJH4J ....... 

... ......... 
• 1. .. StQI"'rrtur•lsl ... 
"' :> rumetsl& I. - T•t1etsl 

tT~JHdl -· ........... 
0 .. •• .. s,.gn. N,..h I ... 
"' rum.-tsl & I. :> - T.ttetll I 

fT>-1 

1 · n·us term •\ autnot~zed for use """hen a b•d ~aranrv •s reQLnreo. 

Anv dh',at•on from rn•s form wdl reQu•re rt'le wr•tten aooroval of 

tne Adm•n•strator ot General Serv•ces 

2 Insert 1,e full leCjill n,ame and buSiness a::tdre-ss ot the Pr.nc•cal ,, 
tne SP«e oes•gt"'ated ··Princ.oal .. on tf'le t"e vt ~~ torm A., 

iUthOrtzed oerson sf\all sagn the bond. Any oers:.nt•9"•"9 '"a reo
resen!3t•ve caoacltV leg .. an attomev·•n·fKtl oor.ust furntsh ev•· 
dena of ,autnoratv tf tf\it reoresentlt•ve •s "01 1 member of me 
firm. OilrtnerVt•O. or to•nt venture. or lf"' oft·c!r of the cetoora-

t•on •nvoaveo 

3. Tt\e bOnd ~v e .. preu penal sum • 1 cercrntigf of the b•d 
prtc::e tn tf'le:w! cases. the bOnd I'T\iV Stltl I,...., .•... _,, ChJflar hmota· 

liOn (e 
9

_. '2()'% of the btd once but tf'\1 itTIO""' net 10 eaceed 

____ dol'•"' 

• • 
•• 

•• 

•• 

•• 
I . 

•• 
•• 

•• 

( 

,2 . 
!2. 

I 

• Cal Coroorattons e•ecuun9 tne bond • s-..•_f· . ., ~ust •oc-ear on 
tt'te ()eo.anment ot tf'le Treasurv·s hst of .c,uro .. eo "-''ft•ft .ncs 
must K1 w•tf'l 1n tf'\e ltm•tat•on listed hefetn W~rt ,.,ort m.n one 

-X'roorate sure tv •S tnvolvC. tne•r names ra .aareun Sf\111 aoour 
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lSTAT& Ofll' lfiiiC. ~~A-II.IT ~lfiiiiT 

Corporal' 
Stal 

TSTAT£ Oil' , .. c. (~Aan ... tTV L.tMaT 

Corporal• 
Stal 

TSTATC Oil' •"<- ~~Aan. .. •Tv L.IMa 

Corporal• 
S.al 

1ST ATE Ofll' lfriiC. I~A.II..ITY LIMIT 

Corporal• 
Stal 

I STATE OF INC. ~~"•''-''v r.., .. ,, 

Corporal< 
S.al 

I 

\STAT( 0"' INC. \~AaiL.ITV L.IMIT 

I 
Corporatt 

Seal 

l 

'" me scac.es l~retv A. sYretv B. etc 1 neaoe<3 ·c,: . .:.cc,.:..:. -: 
SURETY<IESo·· In tne space des•gnated .. SURETY• •ES· ;" ·•• 
face of tne form. •nsert only tl"'e letter •dent.t•cat.\Jn Y :-e ;_·-:· ~~ 

tb1 W~ere •ndtv•d\.iil surettf'S are .nvolved. two 'Jr '""ere -~s:-:~ 
s•ble persons sJ"Ii•l e._ecute tl'\t: bond A como•eteo .:. .. J<~· 

lf'On .. •Oval Suretv lStanoard Form 281. tar eacr-t ·nO•v•.: ... o~• h.·-:~. 

snail Kcomoanv tl'le bond The Government -T:a..,. 'fau.r!' : .. ~s(" 
surettes to furn•Sh .:Jd•Uonal subStanttltl"9 ,nfor,.,at•on co..,..:e•"' .. ; 

tne.r fina"c•al c.aoab•htv 

5 CorcorattOI'IS uec:.~ung ~ bonc:J ~I iffu !l"'f•' ;.,ilL=·~·~ 

S.UIS lndtVIdYA'S sn•ll taeo.ttt the bond OCIOOS•tt t"t' ;,.,or: ( ··:: 
r11e Sui"". ~d il'l•ll aft,. ,.. .:Jhes•vt se•l ,t e ... e-..,: ... :~ _,., ·: • ... ~ 

~ H•~"~osrure. or II'IV otf'\f:f ,ur•sd•Ct•on reQu•'•t'\Cj .c.,~,.~, \U > 

'5 "I" voe tt"'e n.,-ne ~ tttit of each~ S<~Qn•nQ tr'!oS OU"'C .. ··-= 
~.Ce CI'OV•ded 

7 In •ts aoohc.at•on to Me90t~ted contrxts. the te•-\ ': c l"'": 
"'btddet"" shall tnch.lde ··crooos.aJ'' ..-.c1 ··otfercr" 

ITAifOAAO ~Mil 241.AC« 1•1v •·" 
• w.L ••- .. _,.,.ow- ,,,_ ... , ........ 



" COIIPOIIAft IUIIUYUIII-1 -· , .... T. 00' IOC. Is t UIIIIT 
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" 
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~··· I'· 
.. 

•••• 177-1 -· llTATI""' o-. ~~-u--rvuson 
u -,. .. •• Co'fJOrat. 
~ ~~~ .. Sftl 
1 -Col· •• •• 

Tittetal 
177-1 -· , .... a..,.'""'- ~~-un u-..rT" 

0 --,.. •• •• Co'fJOrat. 
~ ,.__., 
• Sftl c 
i 
_ ... •• .. 

r....w 
177-1 -· I'TAfl[ 01' oooe. ~~AaiO.ITV UMIT 

• --,. .. •• Corporatl 
~ 

~-~~ .. Sftl 
i _ ... .. , .. 

TiMCst ,.,.._, -· I' •no''"' ~~uTVuMIT ..... ~ .. ,. •• .. Cotporam 
~ so.r--11 • $4al 

~ -~~· 
.. .. 

naettJ 
IT'l-l 

; --· rTATll 0# 1""- ~~-U rt' UIOIT ........ .. ,. •• '- •• Corporatl .. Si9'W ........ .. Sftl c 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

1 Th1s form •S IJUtf'W)nzed tor ~ in c:onr-=tion with Go.cn,.,t 
contracu. Alty cs.w'-tlon from d'til form will ~uire the Wfittwt 

aogr0¥al of tr1e .Adminilntor of G.,..., S.W:.. 

2. 1,_. ,. fl.oll o.g.1 ,..,. - buli,_-- of ""' Pnnc:o..- on 
111e ~QXa _.,.-~ ·-,;no..-·· on ""' !act of - form. All 
aolr'onutoon '*""' -1 si9" ""' bond. Allv _..., siv"•"'J on a 
_,_,,. .... CID8CitV la.g .. an ltiD,....,~n..fxtl must fumo., -· 
_..,. of .,,_...., if .,.. ,.,_..,.~ is not a "- of ""' 
firm. _,.. 11110. or jolftt ....,t\11"1. or ., offic• of U. a:M1)0,.. 

bon 11N0h'ed. 

J Cal CDr1>or1toono .,.....li"'J ""' bond • ourtt• must Kloaw on 
111e o-tnwot of ""' r.._.,.,·, 1it1 of _..,_ ...,..,. .,., 

~ ar:t ... chen chi limitatiOn 1ilt8d ltW'Mn. W1'W'I man~ one 
co~,....,.,.., • ;.-..c . .,..,-- iddl • lfltll aoour 

..,. ....,. IS..WtV A. SufttV 8. ~I- ""CORPORATE 
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SURETYIIESI"" In ..,. 10K8 dwignala:l ""SURETVIIESI"""" 11'>< 

faa of the fom"l i,.-,: only d\e •tw tdentificat•on of tne surtt•e 

Cbl """-" lf"'ld....ndual .,.,.tMI .. irwo~. rwo 01 mott rBtelt'· 

IlDia _,.,. -~ ..... Ill ,.. bond. A comolala:l AH~o of 
l""""du• Sutwtv ISiandlrcl Farm Zlll. lot .., onar.oduat ~U~W"'. 
,..., ...:cmoanv ,. bond. n. ~· ,..., _. .. .,.... 
.. ,.,.. 10 1\.omOSII lddi_... .-a-, in-hon ~ 
U\eit fina"Q .. c:aDe~litv. 

' ~tiona ..... tint ,. bond -1 offi• _, ..,_.,. 

-·· lndr.oduall -~ ncu•,. bond -• ,. won~ ··c-
,.,. s..··. and -1 otfta ., - .. - il IQQ.o!-.1 oft ........ 
New ><omc-.ora. or ...., O!IW junsliction IWIUIM"'l ad- IOifl 

5. Tyge ""' ,.... and llll• of .., l)al'100n •9''"1 !llos Dond ., "'" 
1Co1C8 &:M 0. d I~ . 

IT•••"" '<)lUI .lACK'""· I...SI 
• \A& ......._. ............................. . 
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• .. .. z . .. S•f"'lurel\1 
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T•Uelsl 

rT'""' .. _. 
I ....,, ... 

u .. .. ( .. S~tureCsl .. 
" :;) 
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REPORT TO CONGRFSS ON LIABILITY, 
BONDING, AND INDEMN1F1CATIONISSUES 

FOR DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
RFSTORA TION PROGRAM AND 

HAZARDOUS WASTE CONTRACI'S 

Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Environment) 



Response Action Contractors' Liability Issues 

Regarding the Defense Environmental Restoration Program 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Conclusions: 

The Department of Defense (DoD) faces a major challenge to cleanup its 
contaminated sites quickly, effectively and without excessive cost to taxpayers. The 
DoD cleanup and remedial program relies on the architectural and engineering 
services and the design and construction capabilities of private sector remedial action 
contractors (RACs). The RAC community expresses reservations about its members' 
future willingness to undertake this work for the DoD because of perceived uncertain, 
but believed potentially large, risk to their firms inherent in DoD's remedial action 
work. In order to better understand the substance and basis of these concerns the 
Department of Defense has endeavored to work with representatives of the RAC 
community, other private sector contracting entities, as well as representatives 
knowledgeable about the practices and concerns regarding the insurance and surety 
sectors of the nation. The study concludes that contractors have the following deeply 
held perception of the current liability situation: 

RACs, because of joint strict and several liability under federal and state 
law, may be found liable when they are not at fault. 

The resulting probability of insolvency through imposition of liability 
without fault is uncertain and therefore unacceptable. 

RACs are unable to secure adequate insurance due to the 
insurance industry's reluctance to become involved where the 
risk is so uncertain and potentially large. 

RACs are also hampered in obtaining performance bonds required 
by the Miller Act for DoD construction contracts. Surety companies 
are reluctant to write bonds. The uncertain and potentially large 
risk for the situation has decreased availability and increased costs 
which are ultimately reflected in DoD's costs. 

RAC's believe they are assuming risks that properly go to DoD as the· 
generator of hazardous waste and owner of the site. 

These perceptions have serious implications for the continued pre>gTess of the 
DoD's cleanup pre>gTam, as DoD may not be able to sustain rapid pre>gTess in its 
cleanup program without a heavy reliance on knowledgeable qualified contractors. 

The Department has also concluded the following as to the current status of 
response action contracting and the legal liabilities of the Department 



DoD is currently able to get adequate competition for our remediation 
contracts. 

Some well-regarded companies are not bidding on DoD contracts citing 
the risk issues as their reason not to compete. 

DoD is not able to determine, based on this study, what impact the 
contractor's perceived liability exposure is having on their bid pricing of 
DoD contracts. 

There is no evidence that quality of work on DoD contracts is being 
affected. 

The current liability picture particularly discourages contractor 
participation in innovative remedies as they place potential additional 
risk on the contractor. A contractor's prime defense to their perceived 
liability exposure is to use standard, conservative measures wherever 
possible, thus favoring an excessively conservative approach to 
remediation. 

RACs express a willingness to be liable for their failure to perform 
adequately on their remediation contracts. 

DoD as waste generator, facility owner, and overall manager of its 
remediation effort is and should be ultimately responsible for future 
problems associated with its remediation efforts, however, it should have 
a legal remedy against a non-performing contractor. 

As a waste generator and owner of the contaminated site DoD is 
in a different liability relationship with its contractors than EPA 
with its contractors. As such liability shifting rules developed by 
EPA for dealing with its contractors may not be appropriate for 
DoD. 

Private firms hiring RACs for private cleanup work engage in risk 
sharing strategies with RAC contractors which may be adaptable to DoD 
contracts. 

Different types of remediation projects have different 
inherent risks and therefore may call for different risk 
sharing strategies. 

Appropriate risk sharing strategies should result in reduced 
cleanup cost to the Department and the taxpayer, without 
increasing the ultimate risk to the treasury. 

Adoption of risk sharing strategies may require regulatory 
and legislative reform. 



Ri:c9mmendations: 

Based on the foregoing conclusions, the Department is concerned remedial 
action contractors' perceptions may lead in the future to reduction in competition, 
escalation in costs, lowering of quality, and increased risk to the public. We are also 
very conscious that any recommendation we adopt for action or inaction, will have 
economic consequences. Any choice inevitably confers competitive advantage on 
some contractors and disadvantage on others. We must make sure we understand 
the nature and implications of the incentives and disincentives our choices imply. 
We must encourage responsible and professional behavior by our contractors. We 
must avoid creating incentives for behavior that diverts government resources from 
the primary goal of cleanup. Ultimately, whatever strategies we adopt should 
improve the Department's ability to perform effective cleanup in a timely manner at 
a responsible cost to the taxpayer. 

Based on information developed in. doing this report, the Department is 
implementing changes in its contracting strategies and policies within its control to 
resolve some of these issues. These include better acquisition planning including 
varying types of contract strategies, reducing amounts of bonds required on 
construction contracts or use of rolling or phased bonds, allowing irrevocable letters 
of credit in lieu of bonds, and retaining certain work elements under DoD control 
(e.g. signing hazardous waste manifests). The environmental and engineering arms 
of the military departments will continue to examine their current contracting 
practices with a view to recommending changes in guidance, policy, regulations, and 
legislation to enhance the effectiveness of our environmental and remedial action 
contracting. We have tasked them to ensure the scope of their study addresses 
appropriate and equitable risk sharing between the DoD and its contractors in the 
cleanup progTam, and to make specific recommendations for action to be taken. 
The DoD is now also engaged in a comprehensive review of the Federal Acquisition 
Regulations so as to ensure adequate treatment of environmental requirements. 

Two recommendations merit further consideration. The first would resolve the 
extent of liability of a surety to a remedial action contract where their only 
involvement is in providing a bond. This issue was addressed in the last Congress 
by amending section 119(g) of the Comprehensive Response Compensation and 
Liability Act to specifically broaden coverage for sureties at National Priorities List 
sites. Extending this principle to all DoD sites, whether or not on the NPL, would 
help bring sureties back into writing bonds for DoD cleanup mntracts at a reasonable · 
prices. This should broaden mmpetition for contracts, improve timeliness, and reduce 
overall costs to the Departmenl This should not work a disservice to innocent third 
parties, as ultimately it is the Department that is responsible for the remediation. The 
prime purpose of the surety is to ensure the Department receives the fiscal benefit 
of the contract. 

A more wide-sweeping risk sharing concept evolved from discussions during 
the preparation of this report. This concept would involve limiting a ~nse 
Action Contractor's liability to outside persons. The Department and any other true 



potentially responsible parties would be designated as those solely responsible for 
damages to innocent third parties for damages arising out of a remediation action at 
a DoD site-logical application of current law as to generators and operators of 
hazardous waste facilities. The DoD's contracts with its RACs would then provide 
for recovery by DoD from the RAC if the damages resulted from the RAC's 
negligence. This concept is similar to the latent damages clause currently used in 
construction contracts. 

The time for preparation of this report was short considering the complexity 
of the issues. Among the areas that still need substantial further analysis are the 
total cost implications of various risk sharing strategies as compared with the long 
term liabilities of the government We will continue working with the contractor 
oommunity and other interested parties to explore these and other recommendations 
and solutions to improve the Department's clean-up program. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On 30 • 31 January 1991, the executive level Environmental Contracts Forum of the Society of 
American Military Engineers (SAME) met at Bolting Air Force Base to clisclw the issues ofliabili
ty, Indemnification, and Bonding in Environrnental Contractina. 

During the forum. the foUowing key issues were raised: 

a. There is a risk to the remedial action contractor (RAC) perfolllling euvironmental 
work. Part of this risk are the unknowns associated with the work. Another part is the potential 
for third party liability suits resulting from the performance of such work. 

b. RACs .are unable to obtain professional performance liability insurance for hazardous 
waste site cleanup projects. The insunnce industry is reluctant to provide such insurance due to 
the high risk of liability associated with the performance of such work. Available insurance only 
covers the period of work performance; not the period during which RACs are most susceptible to 
third party liability suits. 

c. RACs are unable to obtain surety bonds required for Federal government hazardous 
waste cleanup projects because the surety bond industry sees a hi&b risk from liability in issuing 
such bonds. AvaJlable bonds are generally for projects of less than SSM value. Some companies 
are self-bonding in order to meet governmental requirements. 

d. RACs feel that the Departtnent of Defense (DOD) is responsible for the presence of 
the hazardous material on the site and therefore, should be respoi!Slble for their portion of the risk 
associated with site cleanup. RACs believe that DOD should indemnify RACs performing work 
against third party liability to cover the government's portion of the risk. 

In response to the concerns raised by RACs. DOD representatives indicated that they would 
consider the following potential solutions to resolve the issues raised: 

a.. Change the laws so that RACs are excluded as a potentially responsible party for 
liability suits resulting from cleanup actions. 

b. Revise the Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR) to c:uend the applicability of 
indemnification to contrac:tor work done as a pan of the Defense Environroenlal Restoration · 
Program. 

c. Limit the statute of limitations for contr&A:tors on environmental cleanup projects and 
limit the contra.ctor's liability for a project. 

d. Limit the contractor's liability to that resulting from their negligence. 

e. Negotiate the risks of a project with the contrac:tor and determine equitable distnbution 
of the risk berween the contractor and the government as a part of the contract. 



SAME ENVIRONMENTAL CONTRACI'S FORUM 
30 • 31 JANUARY 1991 

BOWNG AIR FORCE BASE 

A. INTBODUCUON 

The executive level Environmental Contracts Forum of the Society of American Military E.apneers 
(SAME) rnet at Bolling Air_For~ ~on 30 and 311an~ 199lto discuss the issues of4ability, 
Indemnification. and Bonding an Eavironmental Contracting. Ill attendaoce at thb forum were 
representatives of the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment). Army, 
Navy, Air force. and Coast Guard and aecutives representi111 remedial action contractors (RACa) 
that perform enviroruuental cleanup suvic:es tbr the Department of Defense and private industry. 
A list of attendees for this forum is provided as Attadunent A to this report. 

This forum was axhaired by Captain James A. Rispol~ CEC. USN, Vice President, Environmental 
Affairs. Society of American Military Engineers and Mr. Russ Milnes, Principal Deputy to the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense. (Environment). 

Prior to this forum. invitees were aslced to subrnit discussion papers on any aspect of the topic 
issues. Suggested discussion topics included: what are the liability concerns; what ~ the 
experiences with regard to liability and bonding; how is the risk of performin& environmental wort 
assessed; and how do the problems of liability and bonding affect competition. Seven papers were 
submitted in advance or during the forum. These papers were provided as attachments to the draft 
proceedings of the forum. 

B. OPENING R£MARKS 

Captain Rispoli opened the forum by outlining the objective of the Environmental Contnas 
forum, which is to facilitate an ongoing franlc and open div"!!Ssion of programmatic and contractual 
issues berween industry and the military services. He indicated that this was the third session of 
this executive forum, and that SAME bad been asked by the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secre
tary of Defense (Environment) to further address the issues of liability, indemnification. and 
bonding to assist them in obtaining views so that DOD might prepare a report to ConlfCS'. To 
increase the dialogue., CAPT Rispoli indicated that additional contractors bad been invited to 
participate. CAPT Rispoli stated that proceedings of the forum would be issued. These 
proceedings would not provide any quotes or attnoution. He assened that the forum was DOt a 
place for debate, but was a means to disrnss the issues so that all in attendance could listen and 
Jearn. He asked if there would be any objeaioos iD havin& IUbmiued papers published as a pan 
of the forum proceedinp. No objections were raised. 

Mr. Milnes addressed the forum stalin& that the only means of solvin& environmental deanup 
liability problems was throu&h an open forum. He iDdiated lhat the Department of Defense 
(DOD) has pledged to comply with its environmental obliptiocls The installation restoratiocl dron 
is important. and as the DOD moves from the study phase. it recoptiu:s that action must be taken 
to ensure site cleanup procrcsses smoothly. He emphasized that the DOD wants to 6.nisb the 
cleanup business. Mr. Milnes stated that his office wants to corne to &rips with the hazardous waste 
site dcanup contract issue. Perfomance bonding is an issue; legislative fixes may be possible. but 
he did not sec this as a solution. He explained that if the DOD and the cleanup indusay do not 



for a cleanup in cenain states, and therefore may choose not to bid. They indicated that in 
perfo111Ung some "WOrk, they were staking the sul"livability of their corporatiori. When asked. the 
RACs explained that, in working with the private sector, the RAC shares the risk with the dienL 
This protectS the contractor. The point wu raised that the owner of a waste site owns the waste. 
and the RAC is helpin& to clean it up. Therefore, the site owner must share a &QOd portion of the 

rislc. 

The issue of strict liability was raised by the RAC representatives. If anyone bas a COMecQon with 
a hazardous waste site, they are liable. Proper behavior has not acused liability. 

When working for the Environmental Protection A&enc:y (EPA) on orpban sites, there is a pater 
risk to the RAC. The EPA indemnifies the RAC under Section 119 of the Comprehemive 
Environmental Response, Compensaaon. and liability Aa (CERCLA). This indcmnificatioa only 
covers negliecncc and not strict liability. The RAC must look at the state laws when dec:idiDg to 
ac:cept a rislc. 

Another issue raised was that in some instaDces. a DOD activity required a RAC to sisn hazardous 
waste manifests. This action places liability on the RAC for transponin& of wastes. U the RAC 
had known it would be required to do this. it would not h.a-.e bid on the job without indemnifica
tion. A DOD representative indicated that, acnerally, the DOD sip!S the manifest as the generator. 
The RAC representatives indicated that ~ if the contractor does aot sip the manifest, but 
arranges for transport, the contractor could be liable, a potentially responsible party (PIU'). Even · 
if the contraaor doesn't arranac the transport, but is on site, it may be sued. The contracton 
emphasized that defense costs are a real-time c:ash f!ow problem and a real risk e-.en if the 
contraaor is not in\/Oived or is innoc:cnL 

The problems for the RAC were summarized as foUows: 

a. There is an inherent risk associated with doing environmental "WOrk. RACs are dealing 
with anomalies which arc inherently difficult to model. 

b. There is an environmental risk of third party liability. 

c:. There is no incentive for innovation. Before innovation will be employed by 
contractors. there must be an agreement between the aient and the contractor, and the 
beneficiary of the innovative practice is required to assume liability. IMovation is prohibitive 
in a regulatory atmosphere. There is acnerally no innovation in the U.S. 

d. The architect-engineers (A-Es) are bein& expected to accept the liabilities of others. 
Uability insurance is aot available in the mar"L U it is available, it is oaJy for the period . 
of the job. 

e. Requirements vary from state to swe. There is a bri&ht spot fDr the RACa iD that 
there is more flaibility shown when dealin& with states than when dealing with the Federal 
govemmenL Some states may chance the specifications 011 their cleanup projects ID permit 
innovative tec:hnolo&Y. Mal:Jy see some states assurnin& the liability of PRPs. Swe rqulalors 
are a pan of the Record of Dec:ision (ROD). and this permits 6aibility in dealin& with the 
states.. . 
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"prior acu". RACs arc payins premiums but arc not rec:eivins fuhlre coveraae. The topic leader 
indicated that if states had neaJisence statements similar to Section 119 of CERCIA then 
insurance companies mipt become more interested in providins Neb insurance. There are 
presently no malic solutions. 

The topic leader was asked the insurance industry's plan of actioft. The response was that the 
insurance industry is "slugins out" solutions on a case-by-case buia. The industry has not been 
able to agree on alternatives 10 the current situation. A formal delinitioa of "pollution Qdusion" 
is a possibility. A general discussion on possible approaches (JOiutions) followed. A law similar 
to Price-Anderson which would be applicable to the lalic waste deanup industJy wu mentioned 
as a potential solution. This solution would create three layers of proccction iri the event of 
liability: the insurance layer, the owner/operator layer, and the pemment layer. 

3. Near and tons Term Eavinnuaeatal Restoradoa Contractla& Stntqia. 

Each of the sel'lice representatives made a short presentation on enviroruaental restoration 
contracting strategies. Described were current efforts, current problems, and actions being talten 
to clean up identified hazardous waste sites. 

4. The Availability, Costs, and Umitat.ions or Corporate Su"£7 Bonds to Cover the Risks and 
Potential Liabilities of DOD's EaYironmental Contraeton. 

The topic leader from the insurance industry indicated that there were considerable problems ~th 
the issuance of corporate surety bonds. Contractors must post 1 surety bond for Federal we :k 
under the Miller Act. A1 this time, there are few bonds available Cor work on hazardous waste sites. 

The topic leader descnbed the problems of issuing bonds Cor such tasks. Surety bonds are 
underwritten only to cover the performance of 1 contnaor and the payment of suppliers Cor 
construction work. They are written based on the quality of the contractor (ability to do good work, 
quality of people on site, equipment, how well the contnaor has done on similar efforts, and the 
availability of contractor finances to fulfill the contract requirements). Underwriters normally 
develop a long-standing relationship with the contraaor. liability from third party suits is not 
normally considered (this is normally covered by commercial general liability insurance). Recently, 
however. surety bond issuers have come under atuck in the coun room because they are the only 
"deep poclcet" remaining in a law suit (RAC& are normally people rich, but asset limited). 

There ha.s been a lack of indemnification fur surety bond issuers Cor huardous waste site work. 
Anyone in"IIO[ved in hazardous waste site work (including the surety bond underwriters who are only 
ciovering contractOr performance and supply paymenu) bave been found to be liable. If the RAC 
defaulu on such work, the surety princ:ipal "WOuld be required 10 hire a completiaa a:>ntnaor and, 
consequently, may be construed 10 have contracted fer the removal of hazardous waste and 
subjected itself to liability. 

Another is.sue with hazardous waste site bonclina is the bond termination elate. Normally, a bond 
is terminated when a.ll work has been satisfadonly accomplished on a project. Due the possibility 
of long time periods associated 'IIIith hazardous waste site deanup action ("mcluclin& the prospect 
of having to reinitiate work), the bonding company may be required 10 pay daims Jona after work 
ha.s been completed on a project. 
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5. Further Discussion on Industry's UAbillty Concems with Reprd to DOD EnYironmencal 
Restoration Work and Potential Solutions to Address These Conc:ema. 

A DOD representative led this topic to generate further discussion on tbe key issues and to aplore 
potential solutions to these issues. The topic leader indicated that DOD was looking Cor solutions 
that would result in aood (technical and timely) cleanups of its hazardous waste sites, at a aoocS 
price. and maintain a good contractor base which earns a fair profit and is a' viable communicy. The 
RAC representatives indicated that this would be possible if there was equitable risk sharing 
between the RACs and the DOD. 

. . 
It was suggested that valu~-en&inecrina clauses in contractS be utilized. Some contnCton illdicatcd 
that this effort doesn't work very well. due to lack of timclineu In the pemment's response. 'Ibis 
lade of timeliness causes contracton to stop tryina. A DOD representative Indicated that In 
situations in which a tec:hnolo&r is approved In the ROD, there is rch'Ctanee 10 coasider value
encineerin& proposals because it may mean rcopenin& the ROD. A Nl\'7 representative Indicated 
that his service welcomes value-en&inecrinc- The services indicated that when they become aware 
of roadbloclo. they would take action 10 eliminate them. 

A question was raised whether the RACs normally revalidated the remedial investiption/fcasibility 
study (RI/FS) when contracted to perform remedial desiin/rcmedial action (R.Dr'RA). The RACs 
agreed that they would revalidate the. data obtained by another contractor. The depe of 
revalidation would depend upon the contractor who performed the RIIFS. Such revalidation could 
cost up to 20 percent of the RDIRA effort. 

The Navy's Comprehensive Lena Term Environmental Aaion, Na117 (CI..E.AN) contract was 
disc:usscd. The RACs were asked why they bid on these coatra.cts since they did not know the 
cleanup effort involved. The RACs said that cost-plus (rather than fixed fee) contractin& of 
a.EAN was a plus. They remarked that they would be better able to define the work and &et a 
good price to perform a full scope of each task.. As long as the cleanup effort was on the base. the 
possibility of third party liability was low. The closer to the site boundaries, the arcater the risk 
associated with a project. Under CLEAN, each task is negotiated, and the contractor can evaluate 
the risk for each task. Only one percent of the projects in a Cl.£AN contract arc anticipated as 
being a problem. 

In a discussion of contracting strategies versus risk, the RAC representatives indicated that third 
party liability is independent of the contract type. They did not look at &xed pric:e contracts in the 
environmental area because there are too many unlcnowns and too much time and effort is spent 
in contract modifications. They wanted to be able to address, in the contract. the care to be taken 
in determining the risk of the project. · 

The RAC representatives were asked, what pcrcentap of coatra.cts arc bi&h risk! The response 
was, that a larae percenta&e of environmental effort requires third party liability and thcrc!Drc. is 
a hi&h risk. One company representative indicated that his compaay will not peribrm any work 
without some form of indemni6cation. Defense costs !Dr liability suits arc the bia problem. There 
is no method of predeterminin& bow juries will apportion c:oas. 

The RAC representatives reiterated that they have the ability to neeotiate risks !Dr commercial 
projects. That ability does not currently exist in dealin& with the DOD. They also indicated that 
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The discussion continued with the RAC repr~entativ~ indicatin& that a ne&Jicence standard emu 
in CERCI-6.. and they want a similar law modification for state IPtl and the Re30urcc Conser· 
vation and Recovery Al::t (RCRA). They do not desire strict liability to apply to them. The 
overridin& issue is that the RACs are concerned that they must assume r~ponsibility Cor what thg' 
did not initially cause. The responsibility should be adjudged to the people who put the waste ill 
the land. 

The DOD topic leader asked what the DOD could do to help the contractors. There were £our 
areas of potential change: the Jaw, which would be mOll difficult to chaace; the replations (DOD 
indicated that they would worlt with the EPA to determine bow the re&uJations mi&ht be cbaDJed); 
policy; and the F~contract (DOD indicated that they coul4 directiJ impact these. last two areas 
and achieve the quickest resulu). . 

Indemnification of contractors is now addRssed iD Public: Law (P.L) 8S.a>4 &ad FAR. Sl-228.7. 
Under p .L SS-504, the contractor must identify the nature of the risk aad thell the Coatrac:tin& 
Officer must raise the issue to the service Secretary for authorization. To support iDdemni5catioa 
of contractors for environment risks would malce each service's effort unique. The FAR. clause is 
based on radioactive material risks and adudes construction. A chance to the FAR appean to 
be appropriate, but it would have to be based on a change in the law. DOD representatives 
considered that suc:h a chan&e might be accomplished as a pan of the Defense Reauthorization Al:t. 

The following potential solutions were identified for evaluation by DOD in r~ponse to the issues 
raised by the RAC representatives regarding their risks: 

a. Olange the laws so that the RACs are acluded as a PRP. This would resolve the 
Federal issue. but would not resolve the state ~-

b. Revise FAR 52-228.7 (and possibly FAR 28-311.2) which would extend the applicability 
of indemnification to contractor worlt done as a pan of the Defense Environmental Restol'2· 
tion Program. This would make the Federal government the defendant and the contrac:tor 
liable to the government. (Ibis may require a law change to accomplish.) 

c. limit the statute of limitations for contractors on environmental deanup projects (after 
the statute of limitations, the government assumes full liability) and limit the contractor's 
liability for a project (similar to the limit for oil spills established in the Oil Pollution AI:::. of 
1990). 

d. limit the cont!'2ctor's liability to that r~ulting &om their neefigence. 

e. Negotiate the risks of a project with the contrac:tor and determine &II equiuble 
distn'bution of the risk between the contnc:tor and the pemment as a part of the contrac:t. 

f. The DOD sbould specify standards of practice for a project to which the coat:l"'ddr 
must comply. 

1- A procedure for worltin& out changes u a result of unknown conditions needs to be 
developed. Cost reimbursable contracting and incentive cost and sc:hedulin& were suggested. 
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AMERICAN INSURANCE ASSOCIATION 
LAW DEPARTMENT 

March 28, 1991 

JOseph c. Oobes . 

1130 Conneak:ul Avenue N.W. 
SuleiOOO 
WuNnglon. D.C.~ 
C2Q21-7100 
C2Q2I ~1211 '~<X 

Director, Safety and Environmental Protection Division 
Designers ' Planners, Inc. 
2611 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 3000 
Arlington, Vi£ginia 22202 

Re: Minutes of the Society ot American Military 
Engineers January Conference 

Dear Mr. Dobes: 

Thank you for sending the draft minutes from the 
January JO-J1, 1991 meeting of the Society of American Military 
Engineers. I was pleased to attend and discuss the issue of 
surety bonds for hazardous waste cleanup projects. As we 
discussed on the phone recently, I have only a few comments on 
the draft minutes, and you took care of the specific items while 
we spoke. 

However, I also have a general comment which I wanted 
you to have in writing for the record. As you may remember, I 
was unable to stay for the entire program, and thus, missed the 
creation of the recommendations and potential solutions contained 
in the minutes. All of the recommendations and potential 
solutions developed by the attendees of the conference are 
excellent ideas. However, I was concerned that surety was not 
soecificallv included in some of the comments. - -

For example, recommendation Re" states that •The DOD 
should reimburse the RAC for insurance costs or indemnify the RAC 
if insurance is unavailable.• This is an instance where the 
RAC's surety should specifically be included in the 

. recommendation. Just such a provision is part of the Superfund 
amendment passed last year, and has been essential to the 
increase we have seen in the availability of surety bonds for 
those contracts covered by that amendment. The ideas contained 
in the recommendations should apply equally to the RAC and its 
surety. 

The potential solutions also refer only to the 
contractor, while applying the solutions to the surety as well 
will be necessary to increase the sureties' ability to underwrite 

WIUJAM E. BUC1C1.EY 
c::tu.ftU,. b.fC'T 

JOSEPt1 W.IIAOWN, JR. 
...::10"' ..... M 
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bonds for these types of projects. Thus, it is my recommendation 
that the potential solutions be amended to read as follows 
(underlined portion is the proposed amendment): 

a. Change the laws so that the RACs ~ 
their sureties are excluded as a PRP. This 
would resolve the Federal issue, but would 
not resolve the state issues. 

b. Revise FAR 52-228.7 (and possibly FAR 28-
311.2) which would extend the applicability 
of indemnification to contractor Ana surety 
work li~me as a part o! t.'le Defense 
Environmental Restoration Proqram. This 
would make the Federal government the 
defendant and the contractor or surety liable 
to the government. (This may require a law 
change to accomplish.) 

c. Limit the statute of limitations for 
contractors and their sureties on 
environmental cleanup projects (after the 
statute of limitations, the government 
assumes full liability) and limit the 
contractor's and surety's liability for a 
project (similar to the limit for oil spills 
established in the Oil Pollution Act of 
1990). 

d. Limit the contractor's and surety's 
liability to that resulting from their 
neg 1 igence. 

e. Negotiate the risks of a project with the 
contractor and surety who takes over tor a 
c~ntrac~o; ane deter:ine an e~!~able 
distribution of the risk between the 
contractor or surety and the government as a 
part of the contract. 

f. The DOD should specify standards of 
practice for a project to which the 
contractor or surety must comply. 

g. A procedure tor working out changes as a 
result of unknown conditions needs to be 
developed. Cost reimbursable contracting and 
incentive cost and scheduling were suggested. 



• Hr. Joseph c. Oobes (cont'd) 
March 28, 1991 
Page 3 

These minor changes in the recommendations and 
potential solutions would express the necessity of protecting the 
surety of a response action contractor to the same extent as the 
contractor. Without this equity, it is most likely that bonds 
will continue to be difficult to obtain tor all hazardous waste 
cleanup projects not covered by the Superfund amendment 
implemented last year. 

comments. 
can do to 
minutes. 

Thank you tor allowinq us to submit these follow-up 
Please let me know it there is anythinq else which 

assist you in putting toqetber the final version ot 

LHS/lms/jdltr.sam 

cc: Captain James A. Rispoli 
Ms. Susan Sarason 

.· 

Craig A. Berrington, Esquire 
Ms. Martha R. Hamby 
James L. Kimble, Esquire 

Very truly yours, 

c! *~· ~~ 
Lynn M. Schubert 
Senior Counsel 
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• 
I. SUKKAllY 

The EPA and the U.S. Ar.y Corp• of Englneera ("Corpa") have experienced 

difficultiea in contracting Hazardou. and Toxic Wasta (HTV) cleanup projecta. 

The HTV cleanup indu.try baa expressed concern that it could not obtain surety 

bonds required as a prerequisite for competing for remedial action 

construction projects. It vas reported that Treasury Department liated 

corporate sureties, which provide the guarantee bonds for Government projecta, 

bad imposed stringent U.aitationa on the provlaion of performance bonds which 

assure the government that the cleanup project will be completed. 

Essentially, the bonds suarantee that the surety will either complete 

performance or pay the Government ita costs associated with completing the 

project to the limit of the penal amount of the bond. Various contracting 

industry firms stated that they have not been able to secure bonding for some 

projects. Tho•e that have obtained bonds had a difficult time doing ao, and 

some firms that had obtained bonds for previous projecta were unable to obtain 

bonds for a subsequent project. The surety industry indicated ita reluctance 

to guarantee performance on HTV project• primarily because of its concern for 

possible long-term liability exposure and changing state-of-the-art design 

requirements as•ociated with such actions. 

The EPA and the Corps commissioned the Institute for Water Resources to 

gather information on the subject; to analyze the data to determine the extent 

of the existing bonding problems; and to offer recommendations which could be 

t.plemented in an effort to alleviate problems noted. A survey vas conducted 

of Corps district offices, the HTV cleanup industry, aurety firms, and trade 

asaociations. to deteraine the extent and nature of the problem. A few survey 

activities extended to EPA and &tate offices involved in KTW work. 

The atudy examined 24 ongoing re-dial action and ca.pletad Corps HTV 

construction contracts. Statistic• were gathered froa actual Corp• records on 

the contractor• and 1ureties that participated in the1a contracta. In 

addition, a •ample of the univeraa of HTV contractor• and auratiaa vas 

interviewed along vith industry aa1ociation repreaentativaa. Tbe reaponses to 

the1e intervieva appear later in thia paper. They vera analyzed to arrive at 

conclusions concarnin& industry vieva and perceptions of the aurety problea. 



vill be iaaued on the appropriate factora to be taken into consideration in 

acco.pliahing thia analyaia. 

_ Analyaia of the option of dividin& the project into vork eleaenta vlth 

an appropriate level of bondin& in each. 

_ Clarify the governaant'a policy on inde.aification of contractor• and 

auretiea. 

_ To the extent of ita authority, each government agency vill define ita 

apecific reaponaibility for the riak aapect of the cleanup project vbere 

appropriate (e.g. accept reaponaibillty for perforaance apecif1cat1ona). 

_ The government vill apec1f1cally accept the responsibility for project 

design vbere the performance apecifications have been .. e. 

The thruat of thia atudy vaa apecifically centered on the bonding iaaue. 

While the atated problem of aany of the respondents vas bonding, the 

underlying iasue i1 the uncertainty about riak in general &a it applies to the 

HTV Cleanup program. There is uncertainty by sureties and contractors 

concerning risk and 11ab111ty. Surety bonds for performance. llablllty 

insurance and indemnification questions are closely related and difficult to 

aeparate vhen dealing vlth HTW risk questions. 

There are tvo categories of options available to address these aolutions. 

Firat, abort tena ateps can be taken internally by the Corps and EPA that 

involve reviaing internal agency procedures to alleviate the contracting 

problea. Changes to gove~nt-vide construction procure .. nt regulations, 

e.g. atandard bond for-a, ahould be puraued vith the FAJI. Council. Finally, 

longer tara actiona could be carTled out vblcb coacentrate on potential 

legialative reviaiona to the llahlllty and lnde.nlflcatlon provlalona in the 

auparfund atatute. 

3 



Resources (IWR), a Corpa research agency located at Fort aelvoir, VA, vaa 

aelected to do the study. The study vas initiated in late November 1989. IWR 

conducted a series of personal and telephone interviews of HTV industry 

contractors, as vell as HTW industry associations. In addition, personnel 

fro. insurance and surety industry firas, surety associations, states, EPA, 

and the Corps were interviewed about the issue. A listing of the interviewees 

appears in Appendix A. 

The interviewees were questioned regarding difficulties experienced in the 

HtV bondin& area. They were also asked for their views on the nature and 

.. snitude of any bondin& probleas and requested to provide aug&eations on 

actiona that could be taken to rectify the situation. IWR also gathered 

references, such as ae•inar papers, letters of concern to various agencies, 

testt.ony before Congress, government for.. and regulations, and other 

relevant documents. A body of background aaterial concerning the problem vas 

assembled. The study also collected inforaation concerning contracting for HTW 

cleanup, in particular inforaation regarding the difficulties in the 

acquisition of surety bonds by contractors. 

6 



Table 1 

ACT 

SIAMES AND REGUUIIQNS PEBIAit!IMC TO Hlll CQNTRACIINC 

QESCRlfilON 

Killer Act 
Construction 
Contract Bonding 
Requireaent 

KcNaaara·O'Hara 
Service Contract 
Act (SCA) 

Davis-Bacon Act 
(DBA) 

Co.prehensive 
Environmental Res
ponse, Compensation 
and Liabilicy Act 
(CER.CU), as aaen
ded by Superfund 
Aaendments 6. 
Reauthorization Act 
(SARA) 

Federal Acquisition 
Regulation (FAR) 

Require• Federal agencies awarding construction 
contracts to utilize pay.ent bonds to assure that 
the prise contractor pays hia subcontractors and 
performance bonds to suarantee completion of work in 
accordance with the contract specifications. 

Defines the typea of activity classified aa service 
contracts for the purposes of Federal government 
procureaent. 

Applies to all Federally funded construction projects. 
Designates the Secretary of Labor as the sole 
authority on the classification of wage rates for 
construction projects. 

CERCLA enacted to eliainate past contamination caused 
by hazardous substances pollutants or contaminants 
released into the environment. Authorizes EPA to 
recover cleanup coats. SARA enacted to strengthen 
CER.CLA and tighten cleanup target dates. Requires use 
Davis·!acon wage rates for construction projects 
funded under section 9604(C) of CERCLA. 

Pursuant to the requirements of Public Law 93-400 
as aaended by Public Lav 96-83: provides uniform 
policies and procedures for contracting by Federal 
executive agencies. 

The procedure for obtaining performance and payment bonds from individual 

or corporate sureties for HTW cleanup contracts is incomplete without 

examining the background of the bonding require .. nt. The 1935 Killer Act 

specified that all construction contracts by the Federal Government would be 

covered by perforaance and pay.ent bonds. The purpose of the performance bond 

ia to insure that the project ia co.pleted in the event that the original 

contractor defaults. 

The require .. nt for perforaance bo~ varies with each project and ia 

affected by the type of project being undertaken. A bond is required by the 

Killer Act on all fixed·price construction contracts over $25,000, but .uat be 

a 



the project. The Corps of Engineers is very sensitive to avoiding disputes 

with DOL arising from failure to use construction wage rates. EPA is equally 

concerned that the proper rate be used by the Corps. 

1. Miller Act Construction Contract Bonding Requirements. In order to 

fully address the performance bonding requirement and its relationship to the 

contracting industry, we must first examine the Killer Act. The Killer Act 

requires performance and payment bonds for any contract over $25,000 for the 

•construction, alteration or repair of any public building or public work". 

P&P bonds are required on all FFP construction contracts and/or delivery 

orders over $25,000. The percentage needed for performance bonds is flexible. 

However, these bonds are not necessary for cost reimbursement contracts and/or 

delivery orders. The level of bonding required is determined by the 

Contracting Officer based on the level of risk associated with the project and 

the resulting need to protect the Government's interest. The performance bond 

guarantees the Government that the building or vork will be completed in 

accordance with the terms and conditions of the contract or the Government 

will be compensated. The payment bond guarantees that subcontractors and 

suppliers of the prime contractor will be paid for their work. Performance 

and payment bonds are usually issued by the same surety for a particular 

project. These bonds protect against contractor non-performance. They are 

not intended as insurance for contractor actions which may prompt third party 

liability suits, or as a substitute for pollution or any other type of 

insurance. A third bond, generally required by agency or acquisition 

regulations where the contract solicitation is a formally advertised sealed 

bid, is the bid bond. The bid bond protects the Government by providing a 

penal amount that will be forfeited by the surety of the lowest responsible 

bidder if the bidder fails to accept the award or to provide the required 

perforaance and payment bonds after award has been made. Bid bonds generally 

are provided by the same surety that provides the performance and payment 

bonds for a particular contract. The surety's decision to issue the bonds 

appears to be controlled by the contractors bonding capacity and its analysis 

of the risk associated with each particular contract. Hence, it would seem 

that difficulties reported in contractors' ability to acquire bid bonds are in 

fact directly connected to the same factors causing those contractors 

inability to acquire perforaance bonds. 

10 
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Inasmuch as the scope of possible service contracts ia extensive, section 

7 of the Act liata specific contracts outaide the Act. Included among these 

exemptions are contracts for •construction, alteration and/or repair, 

including painting, or decorating of public building• or public vorkl." While 

DOL's regulations (29 CFR 4.130) contain a number of illustrative service 

contracts, none of those listed relate specifically to environmental 

restoration (HTW) projects. 

The principal purpose emphasis is key inasmuch aa a contract may be 

principally for services, but aay at the aame time involve more than 

incidental eonstruetlon. 

Existing DOL regulations do not define incidental construction. Guidance 

on this issue, however, aay be derived from advisory memoranda issued by the 

DOL'• vage and hour administration relating to construction projects comprised 

of different categories or achedules (building, heavy, highway and 

residential). ~a general rule, DOL advises contracting officers to 

incorporate a separate schedule when such work is more than incidental to the 

overall or predominant schedule. "Incidental" is here defined as less than 

20' of the overall project cost. DOL notes that 20' is a rough guide, 

inasmuch aa iteaa of work of a different category may be sufficiently 

substantial to warrant separate schedules even though these items of work do 

not specifically aaount to 20' of the total project cost. This same rationale 

aay apply to contracts involving services and construction. 

under such circuaatancea, both the SCA and the Davis-aacon Act (see below) 

aay apply. In tbia regard FAR 22.402(b)(l) prescribes that the D!A will apply 

when: 

a. the construction ia to be performed on a public building or work. 

b. the contract contains specific requirements for a SubStantial 

_.ount of construction work exceeding the aonetary threshold for application 

of tha Dlo\. the ten aubatantial defines the type and quantity of the 

co~c:rucc:ion vork ~ not -rely the total value of the construction work as 

cOIIPared with the t41hl contract value. 

12 



• 
these activities standing alone .. y be properly characterized as construction, 

alteration or repair of a public vork. 

Section 9604(G) of CERCLA also specifically stipulates the vage rates to 

be paid on Response Action Construction projects are to be as determined by 

the Secretary of l.abor in accordance vith the Davis-Bacon Act as follovs: 

•sect. 9604(g}(l) All laborers and .. chanica employed by contractors 
or subcontractors in the perforaance of construction, repair, or 
alteration vork funded in vbole or in part under this section shall be 
paid vagea at rates not leas than those prevailing on projects of a 
character a1ailar in the locality as determined by the Secretary of 
Labor in accordance vith the Davis-Bacon Act. The President shall not 
approve any such funding without first obtaining adequate assurance 
that required labor standards vill be aaintained upon the construction 
vork. 

(2)The Secretary of Labor shall have, vith respect to the labor 
standards specified in paragraph (1), the authority and functions set 
forth in Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. 3176; 64 
Stat. 1267) and section 276c of title 40 of the United States Code.• 

b. The essential point of the foregoing discussion of the Service 

Contract and Davis-Bacon Acts is that although the public policy objective 

(labor standard protection) of the statutes are similar, there are significant 

differences between the two vbich affect the cost of doing business. Clearly, 

the DOL's authority to require contracting agencies to retroactively modify 

contracts to add one set of vage rate provisions and/or delete another, will 

have consequences for project costs. In view of DOL's authority to issue 

determinations as to what comprises "construction• for purposes of the DBA, 

there aay also be consequences for the coverage and extent of the bonds 

required under the Killer Act. 

4. Superfund Statute. Inas.uch aa considerable concern vas expressed by 

the surety industry regarding ita potential for liability arising from bonding 

of HTV projects, a brief discussion of the auperfund statute is included in 

this section. The eo.prehensive !nviron.-ntal Response, Compensation and 

Liability Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-510)(C£RCLA), coaaonly referred to as the 

Superfund law, authorized $1.6 billion to clean up abandoned dump aitea. The 

14 



• 
performance default on the saae basis aa such inde.nification vould be offered 

to any remedial action contractor provided the aurety aaaumes subatantially 

the same role as the original contractor. Some corporate suratias point to 

this liability potential as the basis for their refuaal or reluctance to 

actively provide bonding for HTW vork. These aureties urge that it be made 

clear that the aurety performance bond ia a cuarantee of performance only and 

in no vay is intended to serve as insurance for potential third party 

liability auita. Likeviae, they urge that the application of the Section 119 

indemnification to the corporate aurety involved in a HTV project be 

clarified. 

S. federal Acquisition Reculation. HTW contracts, like other Federal 

government procurement procedures, are controlled by the Federal Acquisition 

Regulation (FAR). The Federal Acquisition Regulation provides uniform 

policies and procedure• for all Federal executive agencies. These policies 

and procedures define construction and other government procurement 

activities. In addition, they specifically define contracting instruments 

such as performance and payment bonds (see Appendix&). The development of 

the FAR is in accordance vlth the requirements of the Office of Federal 

Procurement Polley Act of 1974 (Pub. L. 93-400) as amended by Pub. L. 96-83 

and OFPP Polley Letter 85-1, Federal Acquisition Regulation System, dated 

August 18, 1985. The FAR is prepared, issued, and maintained, and the FAR 

system is prescribed jointly by the Secretary of Defense, the Administrator of 

General Services Administration (GSA) and the Administrator of the National 

Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). These agency heads rely on the 

coordinated action of tvo councils, the Defense Acquisition Regulatory Council 

(DAR Council) and the Civilian Agency Acquisition Council (CAA Council) to 

perform this function. Agency heads are authorized to independently issue 

agency acquisition regulations provided auch regulations i~lement or 

aupplement the FAR. 

&y definition, the cera •acquisition• rafers to acquiring by contract vith 

appropriated funds supplies or aervices (including construction) by and for 

the uae of the Federal governaent throu&h purchaae or lease -- vhether the 

services or aupplles are already in exiatence or .uat be created or developed, 

demonstrated, and evaluated. ·Acquiaition begins at the point vhen agency 

16 



Bid Information aid Open Project Project 
Date Size Date 

Avard Allount/ 
Cov. !stiaate lA 111 lC 

Hi&h Bid/ 
Lov Bid 2A 211 2C 

Nwaber of Bids )A 311 3C 

2. Analysis and Findings. 

a. 84tio of Avard Price to Goveroment Estimate. Chart lA illustrates 

the trend in the ratio of award price to the government estimate over the 

study period from 1987 to 1989. The ratio of award amount to government 

estimate rose from .8 to 1.2. In addition, the ratio of award amount to 

government estiaate tended to increase with the size of the project, as shown 

in chart 111. The type of remedy that vas utilized also affected the 

award/estimate ratio. Avard ratios of 1.3 were observed for the waste 

containment projects, on the average, as opposed to .85 on the other extreme 

for alternative Vater supply projects as displayed in chart lC. The remainder 

of the projects were around the 1.0 area. The conclusion drawn from this 

information is that there is a tendency for large projects to run at a higher 

ratio of award/estimate and through time. This tends to lend credence to the 

fact that there is a tight market for HTW contracts. 

b. High to Lpw Bid &atio. An analysis of the contract data indicated 

that out of the 24 projects four contracts involved situations where the 

initial bid winner vas not awarded the bid due to inability to secure bonding. 

These four contracts totaled about $31 aillion. $3.9 aillion additional costs 

were incurred because of the necessity to utilize the next lowest bidder. 

This vas an average of a 14' increase in costs for the four contracts. The 

ratio of bi&h bida to lov bid. has beau found to drop fro• around 2 to 1 in 

1987 to 1.3 to 1 in 1989 a• illustrated in chart 2A. The range of bids also 

tanda to decrease with the size of the project. Chart 28 shows this tendency. 

The hi&h-lov bid ratio also varies by the type of project. The collection and 

disposal of wasta products bas a large variation iu the ratio of the bida 
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Deletion of the handling of hazardous aaterial in the first phase of the 
project and shifting it to the second phase and deletion of a teat burn of 
contaminated soil, thua re.oving the sureties' objections to bonding the 
first phase. 

The vriting of separate bond agreements for the tvo project phases and the 
preciae definition of vhat liability is covered by the performance bond 
and the time limits of liability. 

Reducing the dollar cap on the retainage for the last phase of the project 
from $6 aillion to $2 aillion and reducing the time the retainage is held 
from 60 to 18 aontha. 

Giving the surety the right to choose the option of whether to complete the 
project or forfeit the bond if the contractor defaults on the performance 
bond. 

Providing the requirements for the aurety to obtain indemnification in case 
of contractor default and the aurety assuming project completion. 

d. Distribution of HTY Contracts. There is considerable variation in 

the distribution of contracts among KTW contractors. In the Kansas City 

District, about 400 firma are on the bidders' aailing list for all 

construction, including KTW contracts. In 1987 through January 1990, 24 

contractors competed in the HTV program. and 14 received contracts. According 

to Corps District personnel, the same few companies continually appear in the 

final bidders' lists for KTW contracts. 

Charts 5 and 6 list the contractors that have worked on Corps H~ 

construction projects and their aarket share of the total competed Corps H~ 

outlay or activity. Five contractors, individually or in partnerships, have 

received 78' of the KTW contract dollars (Chart 5). Five of the 14 firms 

obtained about 58' of all the projects (Chart 6). The firms receiving awards 

are, for the aost part, large firas vith experience in vaste handling in 

general. They are not the only firas vith the qualifications and credentials 

to do the vork, nor are they the only firas that have expressed interest in 

the hazardous and toxic vaste projects. There are aany contractors interested 

in participating in these projects. There appears to be lagitlaate concern 

~t contracting iapediaenta, such as bonding. aight lessen further the 

Covernaent's ability to expand contractor participation. Contracting 

t.ped18ents au.t be carefully considered as to their relative significance. 
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TAUE 21 

CORPS HTV CONTRACTS 

COST OF PROJECT COMPARED TO COVERNKENT ESTIMATE 

NUMBER OF liDS PER PROJECT 
·········-················ 

BID COVT AIIAR.D AIIAR.D AKT NO. 
DATE ST PllOJECT NAME PlloctWt EST AKT /GOVT EST liDS 

----------------------------------------------------------------6/04/87 PA Lackawanna Refuae SF 23.0 15.9 0.7 7 
3/23/88 KA Nyanza Cheaical llaste Dump SF 13.0 8.6 0.7 13 
5/17/88 KA Charles George Landfill SF 15.0 15.6 1.0 6 
6/07/88 NJ Lang Property SF 4.1 3.6 0.9 6 
6/07/88 NJ Mataltec Aerosystems SF 3.5 3.4 1.0 5 
8/02/88 OH Nev Lyme Landfill SF 12.0 13.7 1.1 5 

10/06/88 PA Bruin Lagoon SF 5.0 4.0 0.8 5 
10/12/88 PA Heleva Landfill SF 4.7 5.4 1.1 8 
10/18/88 IN Lake Sandy Jo SF 2.3 2.4 1.0 3 
ll/16/88 NJ log Creek Farm SF 14.0 14.0 1.0 4 
12/06/88 CA Del Norte Pesticide Storage SF 1.3 1.2 0.9 11 

2/02/89 NJ Bridgeport Rental/Oil Svcs. SF 42.0 52.5 1.3 5 
3/28/89 NJ Caldwell Truck Co. SF 0.2 0.2 0.8 9 
6/22/89 NH Lipari Landfill on-site SF 21.0 15.8 0.8 4 
7/11/89 KD K&ne 6 Lombard St. Druas SF 4.0 4.5 1.1 1 
7/24/89 NY llide Beach Development SF 15.6 1.5.6 1.0 2 
8/01/89 KS Cherokee County Storage Tanks SF 0.7 0.6 0.9 2 
8/01/89 DE Delaware Sand/Gravel Landfill SF 1.2 1.5 1.3 3 
8/02/89 RI Western Sand 6 Gravel SF 1.0 0.9 0.9 9 
8/23/89 KA BAird 6 McGuire SF 9.6 11.3 1.2 5 
8/31/89 NJ Montclair II orange Sites SF 0.2 0.2 1.0 3 
9/06/89 KD S.Md.llood Treating SF 2.0 2.6 1.3 7 
9/19/89 NJ Helen Kramer Landfill SF 36.0 55.7 1.5 4 
9/19/89 PA Moyers Landfill SF 25.0 28.0 1.1 4 
................. --------------------------------------------·---------------------TOTAL: 256.4 277.2 1.12 AVG. 

$1,000,000• 

SF- SUPERFUND 

22 



1817 11118 111118 

I! AWOIE5r ~WO/EST AEGRES 

Q1 18 IIA110: AWN'O NIOJtfrJOtHr ESTioiATE 

1.1 ; 

1.4 .. 

5 u 

1.0 ! 
0.1 ~ 

0 o.si 
0.4 c 

0 
0,2~ 
0.0 

1.00 

~----~------~----~-----4------+------+-o.~ 

AWNIO AlotQU(1' $1,000.0005 

• AWAAO AMOUNT # BIOS NO. BIOS AEGA 

CHART 1C RATIO: AWAAO AMOUNT/GOVERNMENT ESTIMATE 
BY REMEDY TYPE 

-~--.~-... 
24 

' • • 
-nPI 

'""....,.., ., ...... c .. n ......... , 
IICIA C.. 
Cell~l- _. A....-1 .t -..a. 
t....ca .. ~lati .. 
u ....... ctw .. CoM .... ,, --&-. c..··· ., .... 



~ 
:a -0 
~ • ..0 e 
::l c: 

CH 3A · BIDS PER PROJECT 

I. 

12 

10 

I 

I 

• 
2 

0 
1987 1988 1989 

• # BDSREGRS 8 # BDS 

, •. oo 

·-

CH 31 NUI.IBEA CIF BIOS (8'f AWMD .AAIOUNTl 
!W-tla 

10.00 20.00 30.00 .0.00 

AWAAO AMOUNT (11 .000.000.) 

e AWAAD AMOUNT 

CHART3C 
AVERAGE NO. BIDS RECEIVED 

26 

50.00 eo.oo 



A 
w 
A 
R 
0 

A 
M 
T 

p 
A 
0 
J 
E 
c 
T 

CHART 5 CORPS HTW PROGRAM 
CONTRACTORS' SHARES ($280 MILLION TOTAL) 

Ebasoo(18.9%) 

Sevenson(7 .5%) 

CONTRACTOR 

CHART6 

Chern Waste(22.8%) 

Olher(1.1%) 
Wetton(2.3%) 

CONTRACTORS' SHARES (24 PROJECTS TOTAL) 

?A 



A 
w 
A 
R 
D 

A .. 
T 

~ 
II 
0 
J 
& 
c 
T 

· CHART 7 CORPS HTW PROGRAM 1987-9 
SURETIES' SHARES ($280 MILLION TOTAL) 

SURETY 

CHARTS 
SURETIES' SHARES (24 PROJECTS TOTAL) 

30 

f 
u .. 

! 
0 
u • T 

I 



'• 

This had particular concern to contractors that had been awarded large, 

indefinite delivery contracts. They feared that sureties aight use the total 

contract aaxi.um, rather than actual vork orders issued, to compute their bond 

capacity liaitation. 

Tables 2A·C illustrate the experience of the Oaaha and Kansas City Corps 

districts. There vere a saall number of bids received on several HtV 

projects. This lov,number of bids is not necessarily due to the lack of 

interest in the projects. According to several HtV organizations interviewed, 

including the Hazardous Waste Action Coalition, Environmental Business 

Association, Associated General Contractors, National Solid Waste Management 

Association and the Remedial Contractors Institute, the key factor 

contributing to lover competition for some HTW projects is the inability of 

aany contractors to secure bonding. It should be noted that in many cases 

firas cannot obtain bonding despite a proven history of competence in doing 

such vork, strong financial assets and profitability and sound leadership and 

experience in the firm. 

In some cases it vas reported by both contractors and government 

contracting agencies that projects have been delayed due to the shortage of 

contractors vho can obtain bonding and related surety problems. Contracting 

representatives for both the Corps and the states advised that they have had 

administrative delays as a result of contractors not being able to obtain 

appropriate bonding. This additional vork has resulted in the slippage of 

project schedules. 

The resulting shortage of qualified firms that are able to consistently 

arrange surety bonding aay be reflected in higher costs to the government. 

Bonding's llaitation on competition, vith only four or five final bidders in 

aany cases, aay have resulted in higher contract bids than would otherviae be 

expected. Tables 2A and 28 illustrate the experience of two Corps districts 

in bid prices and number of bidders. 

Saaller contractors, in particular, aay be screened out of the HTW cleanup 

prograa aarket due to their inability to secure aurety bonding. Several 

contractors stated that they do not have the extensive financial equity 
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aureC)' co.-unity. Bondln& coapanlu perceive that the atata of tachnolol)' of 

the HTV cleanup proc••• la constantly ch&n&ln& and vary aablruoua. It la their 

opinion that Uttla h 'knovn about the adequacy of the tachnoloQ either 

concernln& t-dlaca or lon&·tara axparlance. Tachnolol)' aay evolve that 

render a the preaant aethod inadequate. Suratlea are concerned that thh uy 

leave the duisn•r-bullder potentially liable 1f the present HT\1 la&al cllaata 

contlm.&e•-

c. Surety flru have atatad that the preaent unfavorable le&al 

envlro~nt, vlth widespread 11t1&at1on and lar&e avarda, has aade insurance 

co•panies very cautious about lnsurln& HTV projects. Although vocal in their 

aasenlona that they not be treated aa a aubstltute for insurance, they fear 

that by bondln& such vork they aay ln tha future be aought out basad on a 

la&al theory vblch vould treat thea aa lf they vera insurance. lba causa for 

11ab111ty, such as the appearance of a disease 20 or aore years after exposure 

to toxic aubstances, leada to a vary uncertain altuatlon for sureties. 

d. Accordin& to the surety flru interviewed, toxic tort llti&atlon 

features are an 1aportant reason for their present reluctance to participate 

ln the HTV cleanup field. In the toxic tort arena a very lon& tiae period (10 

or 20 years) between exposure and develop .. nt of injury 1a typical. Unlike 

other prototypical injury aituations, toxic liability involves lon& tiae 

per1~7 between the alle&ed expoaure and the discovery of daaa&es. Since 

thia lltl&ation takes place ln state courta, the lndeanification under SARA is 

not helpful, nor la&ally bindin& on the atates. 

e. Inauranca. The Hazardous Vaata Aetlon Coalition, an or&anlzation 

co.prlsad of tacbDical conaultln& flraa ln the HTV field, alon& vith Karsh and 

KcLetmaJ\, a lari• insurance broker, held a -•tin& ln Vashin&ton, D.C. on 

Sapt..ber 13, 1919, in which a sarles of speaker• outlined the insurance and 

inda..dfication probleu confrontin& the contractin& industry. Tba collected 

pepera of this .. atin& are entitled •Pollution Inaurancaflndaanification 

Iaauaa for !n&ineera in Hazardous Vasta Cleanup•. The papers point out that 

the present inaurADCe cover•&• 1a -t adequate in aany areas. They alao 

axpreas the inauranca industry's concern that potential Uti&atlon 

uncarcaintias play a .. jor part in their daciaiona to for•&o provldin& 
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by the courts as the insurer of last resort or a "deep pocket.•• This 

unknown risk has led so.e corporate sureties to forego involvement in the HlV 

market. Surety bond producers that have made such a decision indicate that 

they would be more likely to participate in the market if the applicability of 

SARA indemnification to the surety vas clarified. Moreover, that the 

performance surety bond be clearly represented as being intended by the 

Government solely as a ruarantee of performance by the contractor and not in 

anyway as protection for the contractor's tortuous injuries to third parties. 

f. Greater risk to Government. In response to claims by some 

contractor interests that bonding could be substantially reduced for certain 

categories of HTV vork, surety sources stated that risks of non-performance 

increase if construction contracts are awarded either without surety bonds or 

vith lover rated surety performance bonds. Surety officers contacted in the 

survey pointed out the trade-offs involved risks to the government if surety 

bonds vere not used on projects that normally would be surety bonded. They 

emphasized that surety firms perform a valuable service for the government in 

screening out potential problem contractors from the pool of contractors 

competing on government construction projects. 

g. Indemnification. The sureties and contractors have listed many 

perceived problems vith the present SARA" indemnity law. There is 

dissatisfaction over the amount of indemnification coverage, as well as the 

extent of the coverage and even what events are indemnified. Sureties find 

that the definition of what is the aaximum dollar coverage of the indemnity is 

not specific. CERCLA sets the upper limit of the indemnification amount as 

the funding that is remaining in the Superfund account. However Section 119 

says "If sufficient funds are unavailable in the ... Superfund ... to aake 

payments pursuant to such indemnification or if the fund is repeated. There 

are authorized to be appropriated such amounts as may be necessary to make 

such payments. Sureties and contractors are of the opinion that such 

limitation on indemnification may prove inadequate in the future if there are 

limited fund. available in the Superfund account at the time indemnification 

requests ripen. The EPA is presently addressing the liait on indemnification 

problea in proposed draft guidelines for iaple .. nting Section 119 of SARA. 
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concluaive, indlcete a pattern of competition ln the fleld that ahova a 

llalted availability of eligible contractors. The expanding HTV cleanup 

requlreaent vlll exacerbate thla altuatlon 

Relationship of protect type. Examination of the relatlonahlp of the 

ratio of avard aaount to governaent estimate shova that the ratio ls 

acceptable, except for containaent projects where the ratio vaa 1.3 to 1. The 

largest spread for the variation of blah and lov bids vaa ln the projects 

involving collection and dlaposal of vaatea, 2.2 to 1, vhlle the next greatest 

variation vas for gas venting projects vhlcb ran 2 to 1. The heaviest 

coapet1t1on vaa evidenced 1n the average number of blda (7) received for vaste 

conta1naent projects vitb the next b1Jbest number (6.5) bids for alternate 

vater supply projects. It la noted that the average number of bids received 

for RFP's vaa only 3, compared v1tb nearly double that amount for Invitations 

for bids. 

Coptractora' proJect •arket shares. The sbarea of the KTV cleanup •arket 

(24 Corps projects) are heavily concentrated 1n a relatively small number of 

contractors. Chart S sbovs that three f1ras or joint partnerships have about 

60' of the dollar aarket of HTV projects and 5 of the 15 firms have 

successfully bid for about 58' of the total number of projects. The rest of 

the projects are being spread aaong the reaalnder of contractors, some of 

vhieh are quite large. Whlle the total 1s still small, the concentration of 

activity 1n a fev f1ras tends to persist and ls not assuring to those aspiring 

to participate ln the program. 

Sureties' aarket shares. Surety bond providers are also unequally 

represented ln the list of sureties shares of the project pte. Five auret1es 

or surety co.b1nationa account for 13' of the project bond dollars and five 

sureties or cOIIbinatlons bonded 70' of the Corps 24 projects analyzed 1n the 

study. This illuatratea the ease that fev sureties are interested in 

providing bonding for HTV projects. 

The foregoing experience presented in tha contracting 1n!oraat1on froa the 

Corps Kansas City and o.aha Districts reinforces the story presented by the 
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level of risk does not disappear; it ia ••rely transferred fro• one entity of 

aociety to another. It ia not reasonable to expect private industry to 

voluntarily participate tn a hi&h risk enterprise unleaa a hi&h pre•iua ia 

paid. Many government programs are structured to reduce this uncertainty in 

new hi&h tech and experi•ental enterprises to a level that ia aanageable by 

the private aector. 

Indemnificetion, insurance, bondin& and contractual agree .. nta are all 

.. chaniaaa to transfer risk. The present situation in the HTV cleanup area 

brings thia aspect of rhk, and vho auat ass\88 rhks for the nation'• 

cleanup, into focus. There ia a need tn the HTV program for the definition of 

the risk involved and the assignment of each risk to the proper entity. 

Guidelines are necessary to spell out and clarify the appropriate 

reaponsibilitiea that will be borne by governaent agencies and those that are 

within the purview of private enterprise. 

Indemnification is a tool that transfers the risks fro• private industry 

to the governaent. One proble• with indemnification in HTV cleanups is the 

uncertainty of coverage. It is not knovn at the tiae of bid openings whether 

coverage will be available to the contractor or the surety, and, if it is, the 

aaxi- amount of coverage ia unknown. 

Another tool co.-only used to aanage uncertainty is insurance. Insurance 

presently available to contractors is inadequate. The aaxiaua aaount 

available ia 8UCh too lov, the time period of coverage is too liaited, and 

third parties are not covered. Thus, the transfer of risk to the insurance 

induatry 1a quite liaited. 

The bonding proceae 1a another way to transfer uncertainties fro• the 

governaent. It ia a traditional way to transfer riak in the construction area 

vbere construction occura over a lon& tt.e period and co-lt:aenta auat be .. de 

for the entire project before tha project can proceed. The traditional risk 

covered by construction perfor.ance bonda vaa that the project be completed as 

deaisned. that the contractor asauaed reaponaibillty during the construction 

period, the warranty and the latent defect period. ProbleiU have arlaen in 
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induatry feara. The underlying induatry concern ~· riak to the contractor 

and/or the auraty. Factor• affecting riak include: indemnification, 

insurance and bonding. Theae riak factora influence one another, e.g., if 

indemnification ia available to the aurety, then bonding may be more readily 

available. No aingla action vill aolve all the bonding problems. Additional 

conclusions are liated below: 

The government .u.t aelect the .aat appropriate acquiaition atrategy 

early in the aolicitation proceaa. Riak to aureties. contractor• and the 

government should be considered in addition to other aite requirements. 

The government acquiaition atrategy ahould address the need to make an 

early deciaion whether to use a aervice or construction contract. In some 

cases, different contract types may be used for different project phases 

within the same contract. Miller Act, Davis-Bacon Act and Service Contract 

Act decisions should be made on their merits and vithout regard to bonding or 

cost implications. 

Contracts should be atructured, the type of contracts selected and 

bonding requirements established, to appropriately protect the government's 

interests. These interests include: insuring that contractors capable of 

performing the contract remain eligible and that the selected contractor 

performs as promised. 

HTV cleanup agencies should explicitly decide how much performance 

bonding is required and how that bonding should be structured. Normal 

practice is to require 100\ perforaance bonding for construction contracts and 

zero bonding for service contracts, although the contracting officer can 

select other percentage&. We need to assure that the amount aelected is only 

that needed to protect government intereata. 

Sureties only vent to assure that the remedial action contractor 

constructs what vaa required by the plans and specifications. They vish to 

avoid design/construct contract& or contract& containing aajor performance 

apecificationa. 

There ia a atrong perception by the indu.try that difficulties vith 

bonda la ll•itlng competition. RA contractors report that they have not bid 

project& due to unavailability of bonding. Sureties indicate that the rlak is 

too large. 
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V. OPTIONS EXAMINED 

A. IHTltODUCTION 

Discussions conducted durin& the study with industry, contractor, and 

aovernment personnel raised several poasibla alternatives that ai&ht be taken 

to increase the availability of bonds to KTW construction contractors. These 

alternatives fall into two aeneral cateaoriea as follova: 

o Non-lcgislatlye Cbangea. Internal Corpa and EPA non-leaialative 

chance• in procedures related to contractina strategy and 

implementation of the authorities vhich each aaency already poasesaes. 

0 lcghlative Cbangu. include& revbiona to reculationa vhich au ide 

each agency but vhich neither poaseasea the authority to revise 

independently; revisions to exlstin& atatutea ao as to, (1) eliminate 

requirements that aerva to leaaen the corporate surety induatry'a 

interest in bonding of KTW projects and, (2) to clarify that 

performance bonds are to be used only to assure that the contractor 

vill complete all contractual requirements and are not a vehicle by 

vhicb third party claims aay be aatiafied. 

Of the options available to the government to alleviate the bonding 

problem, many are centered on the concept of management of risk by the 

government. Financial and physical risk exist in the cleanup process and the 

governaent needs to incorporate riak analysis into its planning process to 

examine the trade offa in coats and benefits of the transfers of these risks 

between government and the private sector. In the case of bonding HTW cleanup 

projects, the governaent auat examine the assumption of higher risks in non· 

performance of contracts for KTW cleanup against the cains of aore competition 

by the cleanup industry and the resultant lover prices for projects. 

It should be pointed out that the bondinc community aenerally does perform 

a service for the Covarnaent contractinc •caney in aakin& ita evaluation to 

bond a particular contractor. In aakin& thia decision, it carefully analyses 

the contractor'& financial and technical co.petenca to do the work as vell as 
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Covern-ent. Thia ahould be done early in the acquialtion proceaa to aaaure 

that the co~atition benefit• that •i&ht be gained by auch effort can be fully 

aaxiaized. Th~ dacialon of whether to uae a aervica contract or a 

conatruct1on contract auat be aada on thelr respective aerita and not on the 

~acta of aecurina perforaance bondina. A aeparate aet of procedure• la 

required to establiah the bondin& requireaent. 

In aaklng thia bonding dateraination it ia alao laportant to recognize 

that the aurety co-.mity' a concern regard1n& the rlak aaaociated vith II'IV 

vork will probably lead to the aurety not atepping forward to complete the 

project in the event of a contractor default. Consequently, it ia likely thAt 

the Cove~nt will benefit only froa the aurety'a providing· the penal a\111 of 

the perforaanca bond. The Covernaent probably will atill need to reprocure 

the work. Contractor• pointed out that aureties vere requiring aubatantial 

financial coaaitmenta froa contractor• aa a prerequiaite to providing bonding. 

Thls fact would tend to aake the aurety even 80re inclined to buy itaelf out 

rather than assume the greater riak burden associated vith its takeover of the 

defaulted contract. The reality then appear• to be that the performance bond 

ls prlaarily protecting the Government'• financial stake in the contract 

rather than lta interest in not having to deal vith reprocureaent upon 

default. 

In looking at the character of vork to be performed under an HTW contract. 

it aay vell be that the nature of the vork and the payment arrangements 

e~loyed by the Government aay provide a •easure of protection in themselves 

that could warrant a lover bonding percentage. ln the excavation situation, 

and even aore so where ve are dealing vith incineration service vork, aany of 

the payaents to the contractor are aubject to its perforalng aatiafactorily. 

A default after partial perfor.ance require• that the Covetn~Hnt: procure 

another contractor to continua perforaance. Thla default: aituation, however; 

1• aubatantially different froa thAt: faced where we are dealing vith a 

bulldlng construction project. ln the foraer case, the vork to be coapleted 

1a relatively euy to datera1ne. Thla la in aharp contraat to the problem 

facln& the Covernaent where aultiple aubcontractora and complex deaign 

requireaenta auat: be daterained and taken into consideration in a vertical 
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b. Require Increased Acqui•ltion Plannin&. The contractin& procea1, 

lncludln& the bondin& iasuea, •hould be intearated into a project acquiaition 

plan. An an.alyail of the rlalc trade offa to the Coven.ent .ay be 

incorporated into the acquiaition plannin& proceaa for HTV project•. 

Preaently the Federal Covernaent requires perfor.ance bonds to aa1ure aaainat 

the uncertainty of project non·perforaance on construction project• a• 

aandated by the Killer Act. The co•t of thi• protection 1hould approximate 

the coat of the potential non-perforaance ri•lc in the lona run. The trade 

off• of thia rialc .ay be exaained ln the acqui1ition plannin& proce11 for each 

project. The procesa will analyze the benefit• and co1t1 of the Covernaent 

aa•ualna allghtly higher rlalca ln project performance and the reaultant 

benefit• and coat• of improving the competitive cliaate for HTV contracting 

and the coMeq1Hnt reduction in contract pricu. This aay involve the 

analyaia of each phase of the cleanup and the appropriate level of bonding 

that would efford adequate protection for the Government'• interest• and still 

encourage participation by the bonding indu.try. Careful examination of the 

contract alternatives, 1ervice contracts or construction contracts, should be 

carried out by an interdisciplinary teaa, "recommending• to the contracting 

officer, although final dispoaition vill be ude by the Department of Labor. 

Meetings are being planned for early summer 1990 berveen EPA, Corps and 

Deparcment of Labor representatives to clarify the classification of 

construction and service contracts under the Davis-Bacon and Service contract 

Acts. 

Cost cype contracts should be given careful consideration where there are 

aisnificant technological unknowns associated vith undertaking an HTW project. 

It is not in the prograa'• interest for the contractor to be required to bear 

an inordinate 1hare of the risk. Bequirin& fixed priced contracts under such 

conditioM place• both the contractor and 1urety in an unacceptable rlalc 

condition and would increaae the co•t to the aovernaent significantly. 

Multiple contract• are another action which could be considered by the 

Cove~nt durin& it• acqui•ition plannina to llait the risk potential for the 

bondina c~ity. The approach would be to 1tructure the contract 

require.,nt• 10 " to llait or i•olate the ICtivity requiring a 1urety bond 
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• 
plan would placa an ad.iniatrative burden on the project. If additional fi~• 

participate, there ia a chance of reduced project coata. 

2. Clarify Surety Liability. 

a. Background. Interviews conducted in the course of the atudy vith 

contractor• and auretles focused on the real concern in the surety COIIIIIUDity". 

regarding the potential liability arising froa their willingness to act as 

guarantors for HtV projects. This is consistent vith the aureties' stand that 

they are bonding execution of pl&IUI and apeca, not project perfor.ance. Thla 

ia a perceived danger, not oae baaed on any particular court ruling involving 

a aurety guarantee situation. The perceived liability ariaea from potential 

third party injury clataa and an ill-defined bond coverage completion period. 

The aurety'a concern for liability results fro• the trend in cases arising 

froa the aonuaental aabeatos litigations where the courts have sought soae 

deep pocket to coapenaata the injured party. In soae cases, the courts have 

looked to insurance companies for such relief despite the insurance industry's 

disclaLaer of any liability under their policies. The sureties view 

theaaelves aa similar to these aituationa, with potential deep pockets from 

which injured parties aay aeek relief. They recognize that they are not 

insurers of such injury, but have little faith that the courts vill take note 

of the distinction between insurer and guarantor if there is no other 

financially viable party against which a valid judgement can be executed. 

The surety coamunity, sl.ailar to the insurance industry, uses a secondary 

aarket to spread the risk associated with any particular bond arrangement. 

This secondary aarket has aade it clear that it is not interested in sharing 

the risk asaociated vith HTW projects. Aa a consequence, surety fi~s are 

aore and aore being called upon to undertake greater risk levels for auch 

work. The insurance industry responded to the loss of its secondary insurers 

by withdrawing ca.pletaly froa tha pollution liability coverage aarket. The 

surety l~try, although atill aaintaining a reduced presence, does have 

certAin -IIbera of ita c~ity which have followed the insurance industry 

lead and choaan to withdraw froa providing bond coverage for such work. 
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c. Syrety Indegnificttion. Another concern that needa to be 

clarified ie the extent of inde.nification, if any, that the eurety would be 

entitled to ae a raeult of providing bonding on the contract. Indemnification 

for remedial action contractor• perforaing HTW work ie permitted by 42 U.S.C. 

9619, provided that certain requirement• are .et. Suretiee queetlon the 

applicability of this indemnification to thea. Since it has a aajor impact on 

the evaluation of the riak for bonding auch work, clarification ia needed to 

allow the induatry to adequately quantify ita potential long·tera riak. 

d. Define bon4 cogpletion perigd. The government will define the 

point at which bond completion requiremen~a have been fulfilled. Thia 

definition is within the authority of the procuring egenciea. 

Recently, in reply to a surety'a concern over its right to indemnification 

in the event of a default of the bonded contractor, EPA advised that the 

aurety would be eligible for indemnification if it elected to stand in the 

ahoes of the defaulted contractor and complete performance of the remedial 

action. A final deciaion has not been aade as to how this will apply to a 

aurety that elects to take on responsibility for performance, but does 10 

through its procuring another contractor. It ia clear that this issue must be 

clarified with respect to the EPA superfund projects. 

3. lndemolfication Guidelines 

a. Backgrouud. There is no defined limit of coverage in EPA's 

interim ~idance on indemnification. that can be addressed with certainty by 

aurety or contractor interests in assessing their potential risk. Likewise, 

the requirements that will need to be aet to become eligible for the 

indemnification are not completely clear vith respect to the contractor. They 

are even more ambi~oua regarding the aurety. These unknowns appear to 

exacerbate an already bad aituation and provide no incentive for industry to 

move forward and co .. it the .. alvea and their asaeta to aupport the program. 

It ia unclear from the data compiled in the atudy the effect that 

clarification of thia iaaue will have on the aurety and contractor community. 

DOD, which hta not provided indemnification, for ita vork, has been able to 
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hazardoua and complex, aany projecta uae proven enaineering principle• vhich 

have a long hiatory of uae and acceptance. The extra .. caution on the part of 

the aurety induatry, liaited number of projecta conatructed and reluctance of 

auretiaa to becoae involved in HTV projacta, all aeah together to cauae the 

aurety to aaaume each KTV project La the saae deaplta the conalderable 

variation in the typea of project&. A number o( project& are vater aupply 

conatruction alternative& that have no direct involveaent vith hazardous 

vaatea. 

b. Outreach Prosry. To overcoae thh laclt of understanding, the EPA 

and the Corp• could aponaor outreach efforta aiaed at bringing both auretiea 

and contractor& together for purpoaea of discusaing vith induatry technical 

aspects of different typea of HTV projects. The agenciea should also focus on 

the different aite conditione and various contractual provhiona that can 

distinguish one aite from another and the technical aspects of using atate of 

the art technology. While not eliainating all lapediaents to surety 

involvement, this could go a long vay tovard lowering the surety industry's 

reticence to participate on aome of the less complex projects. 

S. Limit Risk Potential. 

a. Background. Sureties expressed particular concern that the 

Government not package its procurements, as design-build contracts including 

the use of perforaance apecifications. In these cases, the surety is 

concerned that its risks are significantly enlarged from the situation it 

faces vhere design has been coapleted and the contractor need only construct 

the designed project in order to aatiafy perforaance. 

b. Cltrify Contrtct Policy. The government ahould consider accepting 

deaign reaponaibility vhere perforaance apecification requireaenta have been 

aet. Perforaance apecificationa are uaed to aoae extend in all construction 

contracta. Incineration and ground water treataent contract• have a very 

large perforaance &pacification co~nant and will raaain that way. The 

1overnment will continue to allow contractor& to propoae the coaplax equipment 

needed to aeet apec1f1c alta treataent requireaenta. Once the contractor haa 

demonatrated that the equipaent aeata the parforaanca apecification, the 
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1. lncreaae the coverace for 1ndemn1f1cat1on. Expand the type• of 

cover•&• for liability indemnification and aake theae available to the eurety 

aa well ae the contractor. 

2. Eatabliah a dollar cap on HTW liability. 

3. Preempt atate lava coverinc atrict liability, and provide univeraal 

indemnity. 

4. Amend CERCLA and/or Miller Act to epecify that the purpose of 

perforaance bonda ia to aasure the &overnaent that the contractor will 

complete all contractual requirements and oblicationa. Perforaance bonda 

eball not be a vehicle for third party liability claiae. 
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EPA and Corps representatives ahould aeet vith Department of Labor to 

clarify the contract requirement& of the HTW program and the relationship of 

these to the: Killer Act, Davis-Bacon Act and related regulations. 

A program of continuing review of contract actions vill insure continued 

competition ln the contracting procesa. 

Emphaala should be placed on appropriate acquisition planning which takes 

into consideration all factors that relate to the competitiveness of the 

contract aituation. 

2. Clarify Surety Liability Under Sill. 

EPA should move immediately to clearly define the extent to which lt vill 

provide indemnification coverage to aureties on HTW projects. Extending 

indemnification by the Federal government to sureties should be explored when 

they fulfill these surety obligations by stepping in and completing the 

project for the defaulting contractor. Presently this area is not vell 

defined. EPA should also institute, in conjunction vith the Corps, an effort 

to revise the present FAR performance bond form to deal vith the concerns 

raised by sureties on potential for third party actions looking to the bond 

for injury judgement recovery. A task force composed of appropriate personnel 

from both agencies should be established to vork on having this revision 

instituted for HTW projects. At the same time, each agency should require its 

internal procurement element• to assure that wording is included in 

invitations and solicitations disclaiming any interest by the Government in 

having the performance bond being available to cover third party injury 

claias. 

3. lndegpificotion Culdellnea. 

A nev indemnification clauae will be Lmpleaented by the Corps vbich vill 

assure the indemnification of HTW contractors ln the event that they are not 

able to secure adequate insurance for fira fixed price contracts. The 

indemnification vill extend to third party liability by the surety. 

4. Coggunication vitb Induatry. 
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substantially reduce aany of the concerns of the surety industry and 

contractor community in belng involved vith Superfund remedial action vork. 
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APPDfDtX A 

KTW BONDING STUDY 

List of Contacts 

······-················································· 
Name Orsanization Addreu 

·••••·•·····••··••••·······•····•·•····•·•••••··•••····••··•··••···••··•••···•······ 
John Steller Ill. Dept land Pollution ctrl Springfield lL 
Lynn Schubert Allerlcan Ina. Ann Wuhlnston DC 

Brian Deery Assn. Cenl. Contr/AIIer Washinston DC 
Stuart linatock Assn. Cenl. Contr/AIIer. Washinston DC 

Dave Johnson Assn. Cenl. Contr/AIIer. Weshinston DC 
Jack Mahon CECC·C OCE Washinston DC 
Cr•& Noonan CECC·C OCE Washinston DC 

Chuck Schroer CEKP·C OCE Wash ins ton DC 
Valter Norlto CEKP·CP OCE Washinston DC 

Sara l=ch CEKP·IlS OCE Washinston DC 
.Ha Gibson CEKP·IlS OCE Wash ins ton DC 

Paul Lancer CEHP·IlS OCE Washin&ton DC 
Noel Urban CEMP·IlS OCE Washlnston DC 
Cene Jones CEMllD·CT O.aha NE 

Bruce Anderson CEMllD·OC Omaha NE 
Nona Spero CEMllD·OC O.aha NE 

Ausust Spallo CD1R.X·OC Kansas City KO 
Joan O.apaan CD1R.X·CT Kansas City KO 

Steven Switzer CD1R.X·CT·K Kansas Clcy KO 
Frank Iader CD1R.X·ED·T Kansas City KO 

Lee Fuersc CD1R.X·ED·T Kansas Cil:y KO 
Donald Robinson CEMRO·CT O.aha NE 

Cachy Vanecca CEMRO·CT O.aha NE 
Kirk \Hlli&Jis CEMRO·CT Omaha NE 

Stanley Karlock CEMRO·ED·E Omaha NE 
Cary Henninger CEHR.O·OC Kansas Ci cy Mo 

Ann Wright CEMRO·OC Omaha NE 
Rick Heinz CEOR.D·RS Cincin.al:l:i OH 
Mary Kelhom CEPR·ZA \lashing ton DC 

George \lisduaan CEPR- ZA \lashing con DC 
Richard Corrigan CH2M Hill \lash in ton DC 

S. KcCallle CH2M Hill Denver co 
Jl• Lane Corroon & I lack Madison \II 

Peter Bond Davy Corp San Francisco CA 
Mike Yates Ebasco Constr. Inc. Lyndhurst NJ 

wnu .. lodie Environ~~encal Ius. A.lsn. Washinscon DC 
Paul Nadeau EPA HQ \lashin&ton DC 

To• Vhalen EPA HQ \lashinston DC 
Carl Edlund EPA Res Off 6 (Dallas) Dallas TX 

To• Bosley Fldality & Deposit Co. l.alt~re MD 
John Herguch Foster Vheeler Corp. Clinton NJ 

Terre a&lt Hazardous Waste Action Co Washington DC 
Joe TurMr Huntlnston Dlat. Huntington \IV 

John Daniel IT Corp Waahinston DC 

73 



• 

Appendix B: 

Sample Forms 

75 



• 

• 

CUllfiUT( OF SUFFKIEMCT 
1 Hereby Cenifr. That cht uuccy narfttd httt•n is peuonall)· lr.tM••n to tM; that. '" my judamuc. u 1d '"'f1l' tt 

retponsible. ancl qualified 10 ace 11 tuch; and chac. co ch• IMu ul my lr.,.o .. tcdac. the facu ... .,d by utd '""') '" ttw 
lonaoinl aladawic en tn.e. , ............. 

I 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1. This form sholl be used wheftever sureties Oft 
boftds to be .. ecutod in COftMCtiOft with Govem,..ftt 
cOfttroctt ore individual sureties, 01 provided in gov· 
eming .-gulaliOfts ('" •I Cfl 1-10.203, 1-16.801, 
101-45.3). There sholl be no deviotiOft from this form 
except os so authorized (see • I CFI I- I .009, 
101 -I. 110). 

2. A corporation, portnenhip, Of other business 
auoctotion or firm, at such, will not b. cx:cepted as a 
surety, nor will o partner be accepte<l as a surety for 
co-portneu or for a firm of which he is o membet. 
Stackholden of o corparote principal may be occcepte<l 
as turetiet pro.-ided their quoliflcotions 01 such ore 
indepeftdent of their atockhoktings therein. In orriv· 
ing at the net worth figure in Item 1 on the face of 
this affidavit on individual surety will not include any 
fiftaftcial interest he may have in the aueh of the 
princtpol on the bond wh~h this affidavit wpp0t't1. 

3. Aft iftdividual surety 1hall be a citizen of the 
United States. eacept that if the contract and bond 
are eaecuted in any foreign country, the Common
wealth of Puerto lico, the Virgin Islands, the Canal 
Zone, Gvam. or any other twnitory Of pot1e11ion of 
the Unitod States, such surety fteed ..,ly be a permo· 

nent resideftt of the place of .. eculiOft of the co<~IToct 
oftd bond. 

•. The iftdividuol surety 1han show net worth in a 
ou"' not leu thon "'• penalty of the bond by 1upply· 
ing the informati0t1 require<! Oft the foce hereof, 
under oath before a Uraited State• commissiot~er, a 
clerk of a United States Court, or notary public, or 
some other olt;cer having authority to odmini1t.r oaths 
generally. If the olticer has on olticiol oeal, ii lholl 
be affiaed. otherwi1e the proper certificate as to his 
offociol chorocter >hall be furnithe<l. 
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5. The cer!iAcote of sulticiency sholl be •igfte<l by 
on off',cer of a bonk or tru1t company. a judge or 
clerk of a coUrt of recatd, a United States disffM:t at· 
torney or commissioner, a postmaster. o colledor or 
dep\.lty collector of internal reven~o~e, or any other of· 
ficer of the United States acceptable to the deport· 
ment or establishment concemed. fur1twtr certi~cotes 
show•ng additional onats, or a new surety, may be 
req~,~ired to ouvre protection of the Go•ernment"s 
interest. S~o~ch cenificotes must be based on the 
penol'\01 ift•estigotion of the certifying ofljcet at the 
hme of t+te making thereof. and not upot\ prtor 
certifw:ohons. 
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• 

• 

CO"I'O"ATI IUUTYIIIIII c;o..ri-1 -· 'STAT( OP' lfriiC. ~~A.II.OTY I.I .. OT 

• --,. I. I. 
Corporal' .. S.l'\oltureltl .. 

~ ,.,..,.hi. I. I. 
s,.l 

TfUeCtt 
fT, .. ,, ........ ISTAT~ 01' lf'lrll(. T~AetL.tTV r...t-..tT 

u ......... ,. •• I . .. Corporott 
"' $.tn.ltu,..Ctl 

~ ~lsi& I. I. 
Stol 

Titleltl 
tT)'P1141 ........ ISTATC. 01' I "'C . T~A.IL.tTV LIMIT 

0 --,. •• I . Corpora It .. S,.gNn.r.ltl .. Seal 
~ _.,.,,,. I. I. 

Title(sl ,.,.,_, -· 'STAT~ OP' tNC. ~~Aan .. ITV LIMIT --.. 
I. I. ,. Corpora It .. $4netuteltl .. Stol 

~ ~Ctl6 I. • • 
Tit• lsi 
rf'YIM41 -· ISTATI: Ofl' lfoiC. T~Aa"ILITY L.IMIT 

... Adena ,. •• •• Corporatt .. SiQI'\aturelsl 
"' Seal c 
:0 ~ts16 .. ( .. 

Trtletsl tT,.,..,, I ........ I STAT( 01' INC. T~··•L.tTV "-1MIT 

i ........... 
0 ,. .. ,2. Corporatt .. $.9nlruretsl .. Seal 
c 
:::> ~~··& l. ~ 2. .. T;tte(sl j I l fT>_, 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Tn,5 torrn rs autnor•zed for use """hen il tl•d ().l¥anry rs reau•reo. 
Anv d~1at•on trom tr-lls form will reQu•re tne wr•tten iOOroval of 

trt~ Adm•n•strator of General Sef"\\'•Ces 

2 Insert 1ne full legal name and buSiness address ot tP\e Pr,nc•cal •~"~ 
tne wace aes•goated ··Pnnc•pal'" on tne filce .Jf ~.:' form A.t"' 

... thOnZed person sf\all SIQn the bond. Any pers:.n S•C)n1ng •n I rtc· 
resenat•ve cacac•tv (e g .. ., attomev·•n-fKtl .,...ust turn,sn ev•· 
dena of autnontv ,t tn•t reoresentat•ve •s not 1 rntMDer ot t,..e 
firm. o.~rtnef1h•D. or ,o•nt venture. or an off·cl!r of ti'W torPOrl· 

t•on •nvelved 

3. The bOf\d mav exoress pen•l sum • 1 c.erctnti!C}t ot the b•d 
pr

1
c;:e In t"'ese C&WS. the bOnd IT\IV SUit. ~., .•. · . ..,m ;3ull•r hm.~

uon te g .. 2(J"'f. of tl'\l bid Qr•c:e but tne 1mo"'"' not to e•ceed 
_____ doll•"' 

c ••• Corporat•ons e•ecut•n9 tM bond IS ~"_eo··., ~ust aocear :~n 
tnt ()reo.anment ot tne Treeurv·s hst of .c.uro-ea S~.tret•es ,nd 

must Kt w•tr"•" tne hm•t•t,on liSt~ herttn W~e '"'Ott tt\lf'l one 
.:croorate surtrv ,, ,nvolv«S. the•' names a"'d Mldreues st\ill 1oour 
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'" tne scacn 1~re1't A. Sure tv B. etc 1 neaoec ·c:.;.cc,.:..;.-: 
SURETY! IESI"" 1n tne soace des•qnated "SURETY1•:s. . ... ·-
face of the form. •nsert only the lener •dentJf,cat·V~ J' :-eo.;_·-:·-:~ 

lb1 W"ere •nd1'<~•dual suret•es are .nvolved. rwo ':J' ~ere ·•s:-:
S•Oie oersons Sf'lall e•ecute tht' bond A comoletf!'O .:. ·· Jd . 

II"'O•v•d-.~al sYretv !Standard Form 281. tor eacn •nCI ..... ·~-4· i .. ·~:. 

snan Ktomoanv t"e bond. The Government 'T':a"' •ea~..~.re : .. t"~ .. 
suret•es to turn•SI'I adCIJt•on.l subSt~t•ll•"9 .ntor...,a!•on c:::.n..:~·- -: 
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sar 453D/1U600126 

MEMORANDUM FOR THI ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY (INSTALLATIONS 
AND ENVIRONMENT) 

Subj 1 EXPERIENCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE ACTIONS AND 
PROPERTY TRANSFER • INFORMATION KIMORANMJM 

Refa (&) DASD memo 21 Jun 11 

Bncl: (1) Comment• on Environmental Ra1pon•e I••uea 

1. In re1pon1e to reference (a) va have prepared enclo•ur• (1). 
An1wer1 to the•• qua1tion• railed by the Environmental Ra•pon•• 
Talk Force contain our experience with environmental re1pon1e 
action• and property tran•far at military inatallationa cloaed 
purauant to PUblic Law 100•526. 

2. My point of contact ia Patricia L. Ferrebee, OP•453D, at 602• 
3031. 

P, R. CLIMINTS 
CAP'l' I CEC I OSN 
Director, Environmental Protection, 
Safety and OOoupational Health 
Diviaion 

Fct N~'l6t~<W f6t~,..; 

l>Amt.F) 



COJOIZNTI ON INVIRONMIHTAL Jti:IPONSIE IIIUZI 

%S$PI .J.. 

guatt,iqn: 

What experience have you had with outlaaain; faoilitiea when 
the facility ia within the aoope of an inveati;ation of 
potential contamination by basardoua aUbatancea or an 
on;oin; cleanup Of auch oontaaination? What barrier• or 
complication• have you identified? 

Anawtr: 

our only experience 11 our current effort to le .. e all or a 
portion of Bunter• Point Naval Shipyard to the city of San 
rranciaoo. P. t. 101•510 directed the Ravy to leaae at 
le&lt 210 acraa of the ahipyard to the city. BUnter• Point 
11 an HPL aite and it ia impoeeible to find 2'0 conti;uoue 
acre• whiah are not contaminated or bein; etudied for 
potential cont .. ination. CUrrently, the city of lan 
rranoiaoo doea not want a lea1e, but want• a aana;ement 
a;reaant vitll an option to leaee, and indemnification to 
toxic torte liability. Tbe levy oonaidera that our 
la;ialativa directive il to lea1e the property and 
ne;otiationa are ltal ... te4. 

we tor•••• that potential 1e11eea will be concerned about 
beooain; liable for haraful affect• troa contamination 
durinv future uaa of the property. Alao, it aay be 
difficult for a 1••••e to obtain financing to iaprove the 
property it there 11 a poadbility that the iaprov ... nt• aay 
have to be reaoved to unde~ environaental reiteration. 
lacauaa of theae and other uncertaintie1, we expeot leaae 
arranveaenta to be difficult to conolucle. 

Quett;iQDI 

with ra1ponae to axe••• property, or baa•• alated for 
cloaun, what policiaa, procedl.ll"el or atandard 1a&~e fora• 
have been eatabliahld tor 1ea1inv baae tacilitial that aay 
be affected ~ an invaati;ation or cl .. nup of hatardou. 
a\lb1tanoa oontaaination in tha interia before tha bale ia 
oloaecl? 

An•var: 
To data, nona. Our current outleaain; polioial allow our 
oontraotinv officer• cliecretion to deal with theee iaeu ... 



Question: 

What polioiea, procedure• or atandard deed proviaiona have 
b .. n eatabliebed to protect the d;hta of the O.partunt, 
and to enable it to diaobar;e ita re1ponaibilitia1 to olean 
up contaminated sitae, when transferrin; parcels of a 
aloain; baas that are within an •area of concern?• 

Anptr: 

Policies and procedure• tor tranaterrin; property outside ot 
DOD are oontaintad in the rederal Property Kana;uant 
Re;ulations. The Havy baa not developed any new policies, 
procedures or standard deed provision• to protect ~ ri;hts 
of the Departaent, and to enable it to clean up oontaainated 
site• Vhan tranaterrin; parcall ot a ololin; base that are 
within an •area of concern.• 

ISStllj 2. 

To What extant baa responee to r.ourrin; environmental 
probleu, 1ueb as petrcleua contamination of soils, been 
atandardiaad? Rave at&ndard or ;anerio feasibility 
•tudias/oorrective .... urea 1tudiu been developed for such 
recurrin; probl ... ? If 10, p1e••• describe the elaaents of 
suCh a ltudy or ettaob an uaaple. 

Aneyert 

Tha r ... dial approach to reouzs1n; anvironaental probl ... 
hal been atandal'diltad aa noh •• pcaaible. KAVPAe 
Bn;ineerin; rield Divi1iona bave developed ltandard aoopas 
at worlc and usa •CL~M• oontnota to 8ftU)le the Navy to bava 
one contractor tor vorJc at uny location•. This hal the 
added benefit of n4uoinv tU •l .. ninv ourve• dnce the 
contractor will be f .. iliar wltb tbe Mavy ~. 
n~JUlatora, and tlM individual alt••· llaveYer, aince the 
exact reaponae to a oontaainated lite veri•• depandin; on 
t:ha haaa:rdoua •ubstance n1eaM4, tile Cynaioe of the alta 
(hyCroteolo;y, envircnaental M~Utitivity, etc.) and t.be 
•tate and local environaental r-;u1ation., ltudi .. conducted 
and reapon•• actions taken ratleot thea• unique aite 
conditions. 



0Uat1;iqn: 

Have RI/r:t req\aireaent• been .1nte;rated vith DPA raq\aira
aent• at any ba••• to expedite cleanup? 

Antyera 

Tba Department of aavy hae ooncluded that pr•••nt law doea 
not raq\aire the devalopaent of diet1not or inte9rated DPA 
documentation for the CKR~ r .. edial action• taken ~Y DoD 
on i tl inetallati.on•. Department of aavy procedure• and 
pro;:r ... for inetallation reiteration include oppo:rtunitiaa 
for pUblio pa:rtioipation and full evaluation of alternativea 
for aotion1 the purpc••• and valuee of the National 
lnvironaental Policy Aot are eatiefied ~ the CKieLA/IR 
procedural. leoau•• the tvo etatutee are lncon1ietant in 
procedure• an4 in the tiain; and affect of ~uc!icial 
r .. ec!iae, •upariapo•ition ot KZPA procedure• would not, in 
our view, expedite r .. edial aotione, but would be counter
productive in that reapact, 

XI§YI 3. 

OUtlt:iQDI 

Hov uny ou:rrent or fonarly ueec! defenaa alt .. are 
potentially contaminated vith unexplodec! ordnance? Plaaaa 
p~ide a lilt of th••• 1itaa. 

An•w•r: 
l'onerly uaec! daten•• eitea ara una;acs by the Anay tor all 
DOD lit••· Inltallati.one on tha .... Cloaure Lilt with 
lite• where unexploded ordnance hae been found are lbted 
balOVI Ill Pu;et lound (land Point), RU Cbaae rield, liAS 
MOffatt l'ield, and JWI China Lake (lalton a .. ~eat lange). 

3 



l:SSUE 4, 

ouaet:ign: 

Are there any apacitio example• whara tha ovaraiqht and 
regulatory raaponaibilitiea ot environmental requlatory 
aqenoiaa vera combined or raooncilad? Did thia expedite tha 
proc••• ot environmental raatoration at tha baaa? would 
acaa at all b&ae oloaura aita1 provide a aathocS to 14ent1ty 
reoulatory raaponaibilitiea? 

AnDtrl 

Many, it not aoat, raderal raoility A;raementa attempt to 
reconcile CIRCLA an4 RCRA requirement•, and the federal and 
atate authoritiea qranta4 under thoaa atatutaa an4 
re;ulationa. At aoaa locationa, thia baa allowed for rapid 
reapon1a to ralaaaea trom underground atoraqa tank (UST) 
ayat... at National Prioritiea Liat aitel by applyinq tha 
RCRA UST cleanup raqulationa, rather than the CZRCLA 
reaponaa requireaanta. At othar looationa, tha State baa 
aqraed to Obaerve tha cleanup action• at our KPL aitea and 
determine if pro;reaa end aoopa are aatia!aotoryr if they do 
not baliava that the pro;re1a or aoope are aooapt&ble, they 
ua raaarvinq theizo l'i9hta to taka 1&9&1 action to try and 
direct nacaaaary cleanup aotiona. we do not believe that 
aqreaaanta, par aa, tor non-KPL 1itaa would expedite the 
cleanup and tranatar o! property at baaaa to ba oloaa4. 
roraal aqre .. anta are a uaaful option Vhare there 1• a 
potential or actual diaaqraamant or point of contention 
between atataa end the federal ayanoy. Wbare no problem 
exiata, the authority qivan DOD n the National Continqanoy 
Plan ia auttioient to olean up the aita. 
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REPLY TO 
ATIENTIONOF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, OC 20310·0110 

8 3 JUL 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(ENVIRONMENT) 

SUBJECT: Experience with Environmental Response Actions 
and Property Transfer 

Reference is made to your memorandum of 28 Jun 91 
on this subject. The Army comments and response to the 
issues and questions you raised are provided at the 
attachment. 

Point of contact in this office is Mr. Rick Newsome 
at extension 614-9531. 

Attachments 

~J;J.~ 
Lewis D. Walker 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Environment, Safety and Occupational Health) 

OASA(I,L&E) 

cf (w/o attachments): 
SAGC 
AMCEN-CC 
ENVR-EH 
CEMP-R 
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ISSUI I 1 

What barriers or complication• have you identified~ 

1. To date, under BRAC X the A~y baa actuallY transferred only 
a few houaing unita: 

Shelton, CT: Leased (tbrou9b the Social Services 
A~inistration) to charitable organization• 
under the HC~inney Act. 

Midway, WA: 

Croom, MD: 

Leased (through the BBA) with UST'a and some 
soil pollution present (non-threatening ~o 
health or environment). Lease te~s 
specifically provide for continued Army 
access in order to complete remedial actiona. 
No transfer of deed is contemplated prior to 
completing remedial action. 

Was sold at auction, with at least three 
competing bidders. Reaedial action was 
completed prior to the auction. Entire 
acreage purchased for 245,000 dollars, 
including its 12 housing units, even though 
the location is zoned for s1n91e family 
occupancy. 

2. Commercial/industrial site experience. 

a. Kapalama, Hawaii: Kapalama could present some good 
object lessons concerning parceling and disposition for similar 
re-use. The already completed portions of the Kapalaaa transfer 
were not a part of the Base Closure Prograa. Property transfer• 
and parceling were begun under a •sell and replacen proqraa. 

Ti•• period: ao1d in 1'87 
Acr•aqe: 1t.t acr•• 
Army uae: port and warehouse facility 
sold to: serveo corp. 
current Use: Vehicle Storage 

Post transfer le9al/clean lilsexperience: Prior to di8poeal, 
tbe Army removed a large n er of unaerground Storage Tanks 
without testing aoils or groundwater. Deaolition and 
construction activity by the new owner disclosed the 
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preaence of petroleua conta.:Lnated soil and troundwater in 
the area of one of the removed storage tanka. The new owner 
excavated the contaminated soil and disposed of it in a 
local landfill, upsetting the Hawaiian reoulatory 
authorities. The new owner ia aeeking to recover cleanup 
coste from the Army. 

ttapala~aa IIa 

Kapalama III 

TilDe period: Bold March 1990. 
Acrea;e: 7.8 acres 
Army use: --
Bold to: Dia Showa 
current uses warehouse 
Post transfer legal/clean up experience: 

sale price 12.2 •illion 

Time PeriOd: Sold October 1990 
Acreage: 3~.9 acre1 
Army use: Storage & warehouaes 
sold to: Hawaii 
current uae: storage 
Post transfer le;al/clean up experience: 

Sale price ~7.1 million 

Time period: BRAC I 
Acreage: 22 
Army use: Port & Warehouse facility 
To be aold to: Hawaii 
Expected uae: storage 
Expected price: 34.9 aillion 

b. Alabama ~P: This may be an example of what can be done 
with "parceling" at an 'MPL site. 

1) Time Period: •Leaaeback" Area sold in 1977 

Acreage: 13S4 acres 
Army Use: Nitrocellulose and s•okeleas 

powder 
production 
area 

Sold to: ~:l.aberly•Clark 
CUrrent use: lx;>uded pulp a:Lll operation• 

~P~o~e~t~t~r~a~n~s~f~e~r~~~~~~~~~i~•;s~u7e~a: Aray has •laased•back• 
2 2 acrea to nate foraer manufacturing 
area• 

2) Time period: Area A sold in 1990 
Acreage: 2803 acres 
Aray use: roraer magazine area and burning 

ground 

2 
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lold to: woodl&Dder Inc. and Jonea Land• 
Price: 1.86 aillion 
CUrrent use: MUntin;; owner aay eventuallY 

leaae ... unition atora;a 
1glooa for coaaercial stora;e 

post transfer legal/clean up iaauee: After sale waa 
complete, IPA Re9ion IV requested the Aray conduct 
additional saaplin9 to confi~ all contaaination had bean 
removed. 

3) Area B coapoeed of 22t6 acrea is aubject to BJAC 1, but 
is not deemed to be cost effective to reaediata because it 
contains the center of the fo~er plant's aaoufacturin; 
operations and is very heavily contaminated. clean up coats 
would far exceed mar~et value. 

3. Lexington AAP is a 900d example of isaues relating to 
leasing base property while its environmental investi9ations are 
still in progress: 

a. At Lexington AAP, which 1& acheduled for closure, tha 
Army has leased parcels for 9razing an other 
a9ricul tural use on a year•to-yea1· basis_ 

b. Positive Aspects: This type of lease obviously 
minimizes lessee exposure to any latent contaminants 
and maximizes the Army's flexibility to adjust parcels 
and lease terms based on developments in the RI/FS and 
Base closure schedule. The limited term of the lease 
may also make it easier to offer tbe property as a 
whole to a future buyer. And specifically, such 
limited use, annual leasin9 should leave the propertY 
"unencumbered" with tenants or tenant generated 
pollution prior to the 1995 deadline for returning 
proceeds from land sales to the Army. 

c. Ne9ative Aspects: Tbe l1aitationa to one-year teras 
and agricultural uses may preclude offers from 
potential lessees who ai;bt be willin9 to aake lon9 
tara inveataenta in aore intensive uses Which ai;bt 
create aore jobs and brint a hither financial return to 
the·;overnaent. 

d. With aost Base Closures, it aay be iapracticel to lease 
parcels containin9 aotor pools, warehouses, aacbine 
shops and otber industrial/coaaercial type sites during 
the course of the site investi;ation, because they aay 
require the aost repeated, and aost intrusive studies. 

e. In most cases, (whether a Base is scheduled for closure 
or not) there is no incentive for the installation to 
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declare property unused and available for leaae. !he 
Installation co .. ander is loatn~ e ~reat deal of 
control over the property, While the rents are not paid 
to his inatallation. 

4. Althouvh the A~y lacks e~pertence in this area, except at 
Alabama AAP, qeneral concerns a Superfund listinq aialabela an 
entire installation and dapresaes the aarket for potential 
commercial reuaera may be overdrawn: 

a. If the descriptions were more narrowly drawn, thoae 
same purchasers would be put off by the "threat" of 
be1nq adjacent to a Superfund aite. 

b. The moat aophiaticated and aerioua commercial 
purchasers will closely atudy the details behind the 
liatinq. 

c. unlike a private seller, the United states cannot 90 
bankrupt, The United States 11 one PRP which will 
always be capable of returninq to the site to perform 
cleanups. That fact, combined with the warranty 
provision of 120(h)(3) could aake Army properties, 
1ncludinq Superfund sites, •ore marketable than their 
private counterparts to commercial users and their 
financial institutions. 
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ISSUB f1 

1. General Comment: Although arguably, the warranty provisions 
of CBRCLA 120(h)(31 may preclude issuing deeds (transferring 
title) for government property prior to completion of reaedial 
action; the statute does not exPlicitly forbid parceling or 
leasing sub3ect to use restrictions. 

2. ASA Livingstone and DASA Walker have indicated the Army goal 
in environmental restoration efforts is cleanup to "unrestricted 
use." However, each have indicated that, on a case~by-case 
basis, technological and financial return factors may require 
that goal to be readjusted. Bach have indicated transfers of 
contaminated property subject to use restrictions will be 
considered. In all cases, the minimum standard is full 
protection of human health and the environment. Policy 
statements include: 

Walker, (SAILE·ESOH), 31 January 1990, Memorandum, Subject: Base 
Realignment and Closure Environmental Restoration Strategy 

OWen, (SAILEl, 10 December 1990, Memorandum, Subject: 1xcessin9 
of contaminated Army Lands 

~erry, (C!RE·MM) 15 April 1991, Memorandum, Subject: Guidance on 
Coapliance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Coapensation and Liability Act, (applicable to both outgrants and 
property diepoeala). 

Livingstone, (SAIL!) 7 June 199l, Meaor&Dclua, subject: auc 91 
lnvironmental Restoration Management 

Walker, (SAlLE-ISOH), 27 June 1991, Memorandu~. Sub~ect, Joint 
Hearing, Jun 21, 1991, before the Senate Subcoamittee on 
Readiness, susta1nability and .upport 
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ISSUB 12 

To what extent has response to recurr1nq environmental ~robleas, 
such as petroleum con£ .. inatlon of eolia, been standard zed? 

an 

1. Obviously, aany env1ron.ental cont .. ination problea1 are 
recurring: Soil and/or groundwater contaaination with POL, 
solvents, RDX and aunitions related contaainanta, friable 
asbestos and uxo are probleas identified at aany sites. To the 
extent Base Closure &ita investigations are being centrally 
managed by the Ar•y (thru USATHAHA), ttae and effort is saved. 
project Managers can draw upon their own and others experience to 
identifY critical scientific issues and regulatory concerns. A 
Project Manager ean adapt plans successfully used at other 
installations within that EPA Region or state to circumstances at 
bis own project. 

2. However, a "programmatic" Remedial :Investigation/Feasibility 
study is probably an impossibility, with the possible exception 
of friable asbestos and some UST removals associated with housing 
units. The industrial and training operations which caused the 
moat serious pollution problems require so much site specific 
analysis of site history, soils, aquifers, levels of · 
contamination etc., a "programmatic" approach would not save any 
time. 

3. Another difficulty with attempting a "progr~matic" approach 
is the lack of a consistent regulatory approach. 

a. Different states emphasize different concerns. Bven 
within the federal governaent, BPA Regions take 
different approaches. 

b. In a related vein, over a •ult1-year investigation, 
scientific develop11enta and shiftinG priorities lead 
federal and state reaulatory avencies to direct changes 
or additions to previously approved Aray •tudies or 
clean ups. ror example liatinv of a site on the NPL 
venerates requireaents for addition al studies from 
ZPA. This has occurred at: 

cornhusker AAP 
Louisiana AAP 
Alabaaa AAP 
Milan AAP 
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ISSUB I 2 

Have 
any 

General comment: 

savanna AD 
Letterkenny AD 

~een inte rated with NBPA re uireaenta at 
eanup? 

1. Paraqraph 2-2a(8), ~Y Regulation 200-2, •anvironmental 
Bffects of Ar~y Actions,• requires the Aray to fully consider the 
iapacts, evaluate alternatives and obtain public input before 
completing Feasibility Studies. xn aost cases, the PS ia 
expected to satisfy NBPA require~enta. 

2. The CEQ has identified the Aray aa one of the federal 
agencies most successfully integrating NIPA into CBRCLA 
requirements. 

Army BXPerience: 

1. The Army began BRAe I with a goal of completing NBPA 
documents for closing installations within 18 months. The Army 
did not ~eet thio goal. 

2. The problems exper1encea during BRAe I with reapeet to 
integrating land reuse planning, NEPA analyses, and studies of 
environmental contamination (eg. RI/FSl were primarily due to the 
attempt to develop and finalize a single NEPA document prior to 
the completion of essential support activities such as the reuse 
study and the RI/FS. The Enhanced Preliminary Assessment which 
must precede the Rl/FS effort usually require 6 to 8 months to 
complete. The Rl/FS or other follow-on studies may then take 
between 19 to 46 months to complete. Information from the Rl/FS 
is critical to any NEPA assessment of environmental impacts and 
analysis of cleanup and reuse alternatives. 

3. This apparent flaw of trying to co~plete a single NBPA 
docuaent too early in the process was driven by the perceived 
need to analyze the environaental iapacts of construction 
activities at receiving bases with sufficient lead tiae to allow 
needed facilities to be available as the troops arrived. UDder 
BRAC 91, the Aray expects to conduct separate NIPA analyses of 
the installation disposal and force realionaent issues. 
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ISSUI 13 

of 

oeneral c~aent1 

Approxiaately eo active installations aay have aultiple 
sites containinv aunitions contaaination. ~ree such 
installations are ·listed on BRAC I. A list of those BRAC I and 
potential BRAC 'l 1natallat1ons is attached. 

Aray Bxperience; 

1. Mr. Joseph Rouse of the u.s. Aray claims service, Tort 
claims Pivision, was interviewed in the time available. He 
did not have statistics readily available. However he 
indicates: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

To the extent a problem exists, it is not limited to 
inactive installations. The public frequently aay have 
authorized or unauthorized access to maneuver and/or 
impact areas at active installations. 

The Army Claims Service very rarely receives Munitions 
related claims. {At Fort Meade, an area of special 
interest to the Task Force, Mr. aouse relates in thirty 
years, even with hunting and other public access to the 
former impact areas, only one munitions related claim 
has occurred. {Someone found a world War I era Stokes 
mortar boab and placed it in the road, where it was 
struck by a vehicle). 

Tbe AraY "never" receives saall aras aaaunition 
related ciaiis. To the liaited extent claiis 
are racalved, ~hey are linked to exploaive 
ammunition, particularly grenades and aiailar sized 
round which are easy to pick up and carry as souvenirs. 
(For s1a1lar reasons, the artillerY simulators and 
similar devices occasionally left behind on active 
training ran9es 9enerate more cla1as than uxo•s at 
exist1nv and former impact ran9es). 

small arms ranges v. artillery/aortar impact areas 
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do not POle equivalent ri1ke: 

1) If fired, amall caliber ... unition baa no 
explosive properties; 

2) Range control mecbanisas ("counting braes") 
collect aost unfired or aisfired and ejected 
rounda. 

3) Most rounds m1saed, are probably bein9 
concealed by individual soldiers and removed from 
tbe site. 

4) In contraat, overtime, a percentage of even 
properly manufactured, stored and fired lar9e 
caliber amaunition will not detonate on i~aot. 

e. Obviously, if an incident does occur, exPlosive or 
pyrotechnic ammunition poses a great risk of severe 
injury or death. 

2. Unexploded Ordnance (UXO] has been of special concern at 
three installations closing under BRAC I. In order of 
aeverity, they are: 

a. 

c. 

Jefferson Provin1 Ground. This is the aoet serious 
problem because ts impact areas is esti•ated to 
contain overLI million unexploded rounds of large 
caliber ammunition. In addition, over 10,000 depleted 
uranium penetrators are also present in the impact 
area. Cleanup to a depth of 10 feet is estimated to 
cost s billion dollars. Cleanup to unrestricted use is 
thou9ht to be technologically and fiscally impossible. 

Fort Meade. Part of the problem at this location is 
simply the lack of adequate historic data. Large 
portions of the area of concern may be uncontaminated 
with UXO's, it is just i•possible to tell from the 
record. DoD re9ulat1ons require an impact area to be 
•rendered innocuous." At Fort Meade, it is technically 
i•poaslble to conduct the subsurface 1earcb required to 
even try to reach this level, without deatroyinv the 
woods and wetlands Which led convreaa to direct its 
transfer to the Department of the Interior in 1t92. It 
is also physically impoasible for tbe ~Y to •eet this 
statutory deadline lf more than a surface survey ls 
conducted. 

Fort Sheridan. From the 1920's to the 1940's, coastal 
Artillery traininq at Fort sheridan fired an 
undeterained nuaber of rounds into Lake Michigan. 
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There is no record 1nd1cat1D9 any rounds have washed up 
on the ahoreline or that bathers. boaters, or fisberaen 
have been in contact with vso•s. 

3. A tho~ouqh statistical study of •MPerlence in this area 
would require further consultations with the Ar.y Claims 
service (for civilian accidents), the Aray Safety Office 
(for •i11tary accidents), and Huntsville Division, Corps of 
lngineera. 

10 
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agencies 

dite the roceaa of env1ronaental restoration at the 

1. USATHAMA has had a nuaber of BRAC sites where IPA review hal 
been •low or 1iaply unresponsive. lxaaple• include: 

Pontiac 

Indiana AAP 

New Orleans 

Gaithersburg 

Presidio 
Hamilton 
Kapalama 

} 
AAF} 

} 

SPA took 98 days to review technical 
plans 

IPA took 1 aontbs to review technical 
plans 

BPA never returned comments on technical 
plans 

IPA has never provided comments or 
responded to correspondence 

BPA Region has declined an active role 
because they are non-NPL facilities 

2. california is in the process of ne;otlating a series of 
IAG's at non-NPL installations within its borders. The Army has 
signed an agreement for Sierra Army Depot (which is not a Base 
closure site) and is negotiating an agree~ent for the Presidio of 
san Francisco (a BRAC I site), An attractive feature of these 
agreements is they designate the California Department of Health 
services as the state's "lead" agency. Disputes between DHS and 
the Regional water Quality Control Board must be resolved 
internally, so the A~y should receive coherent, non-conflicting 
regulatory guidance. The Army also needs to resort to only one 
Pispute Resolution aechani••· 

3. The Sierra a9reeaent has just been aivned. As yet, no 
actual experience baa been ;ained usin9 this "Lead A9ency" 
concept. 

11 
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would I~G'I at all base closure aites provide a method to 
lden~ily requiatory reaponalbilttiea? 

1. Yea, to the extent: 

a. Neqotiations are coapleted and agreement reached to 
allow the Aray to ~ake a ti•ely start on ita site 
investigation wi~hout undue concern regulators 
will use the agreement to justify redoinq work. 

b. ~ll relevant atate or federal avenci•• are included in 
the agreement or are at least conaidered bound by ita 
terms. 

c. one lead regulatory a9ency is defined by the aqreement. 

d. Deadlines are realistic, adjustable to aeet the demands 
new evidence or circumstances aay require, and are 
treated as applicable to the regulators as well as the 
Army. 

2. lAG's should not be an absolute condition precedent for 
conducting Base Closures. Sometimes, negotiations will just hit 
snags. states deeply concerned about the environmental condition 
of a particular base, or simply reluctant to see it closed may 
never be ready to siqn an agreement. 

12 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

JAMES M. STROCK PETE WILSON, ~mo• 
Secrer.lty f01 Environtrw!rtUI Prot«tion 
555 Capitol Mall, P.O. Box 281S 
SKr•mento, CA 95812 August 15, 1991 
C916) .. 5-3Mi 

Mr. Kevin Doxey 
The Pentagon, Room 3D833 
Washington, DC 20301-8000 

Dear Mr. Doxey: 

In response to your memorandum we received on August 2, 1991 enclosed is a 
brief presentation on the concept of the Joint Services Regional Environmental 
Office. As you are aware, this concept is from the State of California and does not 
necessarily reflect the views of the National Governor's Association. 

If you have any questions or comments, please call me at the telephone 
number above. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Brian Runkel 
Executive Officer 

o ........ -............ 

~ 



BACKGROUND 

PROPOSED JOINT SERVICES REGIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICES 

In the cleanup of hazardous waste on military facilities, there are several points of contact 
in the Department of Defense (DoD), and the decision-making process has been very 
lengthy and convoluted. There can even be different policies and decisions within the same 
service branch. This situation results in a slowdown of the cleanup process because 
frequently the State and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) are 
forced to negotiate with each command of each service branch. This also results in a tie-up 
of precious resources from both the military and regulatory agencies. 

PROPOSAL 

In order to streamline the process and unify decision making, we propose that the military 
set up a joint services office, made up of staff from each branch that would evaluate and 
standardize military actions on military cleanups with base closure as a priority. These 
offices should be located in each USEPA region or state as appropriate. They will be 
particularly useful for the upcoming expedited base closure cleanups. These offices would 
also have direct access to the office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Environment) so that questions of broad policy and funding can be resolved quickly and 
consistently. 

DISCUSSION 

California supports this concept because we have at least 13 closing bases that will require 
cleanup, eight of which are on the National Priority List. We have seen cases where an 
issue is resolved with one branch, or even command within a branch, and when the same 
issue comes up in another branch or command, extended time is spent on renegotiation. 
Having a joint services office would prevent this delay and waste of resources. 

Because of the accelerated cleanup schedules that the base closure activities will impose, 
it will be critical that decisions are made quickly and consistently. As was discussed at the 
task force meeting in July, a different way of thinking may be involved with the cleanups 
on these bases. California will reconsider its position of worst first, if a consistent, logical 
approach is presented, and if there are assurances that information is flowing to us in a 
timely manner for better coordination. This will allow the State to reprioritize and 
reallocate its resources. A central point of contact which can provide timely information 
and which can take decisive action could play a key role in the new relationship between 
the DoD and the states. 

The military has begun the centralization process in California, with the Base Closure office 
set up by the Air Force, and with the Navy's two central points of contact; one in 



closing bases, it would be most helpful to have one closure office to consolidate all of the 
decision-making relating to cleanup. 

From California's point of view, it would not make a difference as to whether the office 
served the State only, or all of Region 9 EPA. Other states might not share this view, but 
would support the centralization concept in general. 

California believes that both the regulated community and the regulatory community should 
strive to have a single point of contact. In California, in the oversight of the cleanup 
process, there is only one regulatory lead, and it is determined on a facility-by-facility basis. 
Lead agency determination, and roles and responsibilities of the two main oversight 
agencies, the Regional Water Quality Control Boards, and the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC), is governed by a memorandum of understanding between the 
two agencies. There should be no question who is the lead agency, and this agency is the 
voice of the State on the cleanup. Within the DTSC, our headquarters staff is the single 
coordination point for policy consistency on DTSC lead facilities and the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is the single point of contact for policy consistency on 
SWRCB lead facilities. With the formation of the California EPA, these two agencies 
come under one common agency secretary, and this should enhance this situation even 
further. The Air Resources Board, the Integrated Waste Management Board, the 
Department of Pesticide Regulation, and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment are also in the new agency, giving California a true single point of contact on 
environmental issues. 
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Federal Property Management Regulations Part 101-47 

<3> These data shall also be separat
ed into two categories by geographic 
location as follows: 

(f) The States of the United States, 
the District of Columbia, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Com
monwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, American Samoa, Guam, the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, 
and the VIrgin Islands; and 

<II> All other areas of the world. 
<b> The summaries shall not include 

any property that was Initially desig
nated for exchange/sale bi.Jt which 
was transferred for further Federal 
utilization or was subsequently redes
Ignated as excess or surplus property. 

<c> Reports shall be addressed to the 
General Services Administration <FB>. 
Washington, DC 20406. 

<d> The report required by this regu
lation has been assigned Interagency 
report control number 1528-GSA-AN 
In accordance with FIRMR 201-45.6 
<41 CFR 201-45.6>. 

<e> Negative reports are required. 

Subparts 1 01-46.4-101-46.48-
[Reserved] 

PART 101-47-UTILIZATION AND 
DISPOSAL OF REAL PROPERTY 1 

Sec. 
101-47.000 Scope or part. 

Subpart 101-47.1-General Pravlalona 

101-47.100 Scope or subpart. 
101-47.101 Applicability. 
101-47.102 !Res~rvedl 
101-47.103 Definitions. 
101-47.103-1 Act. 
101-47.103-2 GSA. 
101-47.103-3 Airport. 
101-47.103-4 Chapel. 
101-47.103-5 Decontamination. 
101-47.103-6 Disposal agency. 
101-47.103-7 Holding agency. 
101-47.103-8 Indll8trlal property. 
10 1-4 7.103-9 Landing area. 
101-47.103-10 Management. 
101-47.103-11 Protection. 
101-47.103-12 Real property. 
101-47.103-13 Related personal property. 
101-47.103-14 Other tenns defined In the 

Act. 
101-47.103-15 Other tenns. 

· 'For a temporary regulation affecting Part 
101-47, see Temp. Reg. H-27 In the appendix 
to this subchapter. 

Sec. 
Subpart 101-47.2-Utlllaatlon of been lool 

l'roporty 

101-47.200 Scope of subpart. 
101-47.201 General provisions of subpart. 
101-47.201-1 PolleY. 
101-47.201-2 Guidelines. 
101-47.201-3 Lands withdrawn or reserved 

from the public domain. 
101-47.201-4 Transfers under other Jaws. 
101-47.202 Reporting of excess real proper-

ty. 
101-47.202-1 Reporting requirements. 
101-47.202-2 Report fonns. 
101-47.202-3 Submtaslon of reports. 
101-47.202-4 Exceptions to reporting. 
101-47.202-11 Reporting after submissions 

to the Congeas. 
101-47.202-8 Reports Involving the public 

domain. 
101-47.202-7 Reports Involving contami

nated property. 
101-47.202-8 Notice of receipt. 
101-47.202-9 Expense of protection and 

maintenance. 
101-47.202-10 Examination for acceptsbll

lty. 
101-47.203 Utilization. 
101-47.203-1 Reaaslgnment of real proper

ty by the agencies. 
101-47.203-2 Transfer and utilization. 
101-47.203-3 Notification of agency re

quh~ments. 
101-47.203-4 Real property excepted from 

reporting. 
101-47.203-6 Screening of excess real prop

erty. 
101-47.203-6 Designation as personal prop-

erty. 
101-47.203-7 Transfers. 
101-47.203-8 Temporary utilization. 
101-47.203-9 Non-Federal Interim 118e or 

property. 
101-47.203-10 Withdrawals. 
101-47.204 Determination of surplua. 
101-47.204-1 Reported property. 
101-47.204-2 Property excepted from re-

porting. 

Subpart 101-47..3-Svrplua looll'roporty 
Dlapaaol 

101-47.300 Scope of subpart. 
101-47.301 General provisions of subpart. 
101-47.301-1 Polley. 
101-47.301-2 Applicability of antitrust 

laws. 
101-47.301-3 Disposals under other Jaws. 
101-47.301-4 Credit disposals and leases. 
101-47.302 Designation of disposal agen-

cies. 
101-47.302-1 General. 
101-47.302-2 Holding agency. 
101-47.302-3 General Services Administra

tion. 
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Part 101-47 

Sec. 
101-41.303 Responsibility of dispOlml 

asency, 
101-41.303-1 Classification. 
101-41.303-2 Dlspoaals to public asencles. 
101-41.303-2a Notice for zonlns purposes. 
101-41.303-3 Studies. 
101-41.303~4 Appraisal. 
101-41.304 Advertised and nesotlated dis

posals. 
101-41.304-1 PUblicity. 
101-41.304-2 Sollcltlns cooperation of local 

sroups. 
101-41.304-3 1nfonnatlon to Interested per-

sons. 
101-41.304-4 Invitation for offera. 
101-47.304-5 Inspection. 
101-47.304-8 Submission of offera. 
101-47.304-7 Advertised disposals. 
101-47.304-8 !Reserved) 
101-47.304-9 Nesollated disposals. 
101-47.304-10 Disposals by brokera. 
101-47.304-11 Documentlns detennlna-

tlons to nesotlate. 
101-47.304-12 Explanatory statements. 
101-47.304-13 Provisions relallns to asbes-

tos. 
101-47.305 Acceptance of offers. 
101-41.305-1 General. 
101-47.305-2 Equal offers. 
101-47.305-3 Notice to unsuccessful bid-

ders. 
101-47.308 Absence of acceptable offers. 
101-41.308-1 Ncsotlallons. 
101-47.306-2 Defense Industrial Reserve 

properties. 
101-47.307 Conveyances. 
101-41.307-1 Fonn of deed or Instrument 

of conveyance. 
101-47.307-2 Conditions In disposal Instru

ments. 
101-47.307-3 Distribution of confonned 

copies of conveyance Instruments. 
101-47.307-4 Disposition of title papera. 
101-47.307-5 Title transfers from Govern-

ment corporations. 
101-47.307-8 Proceeds from disposals. 
101-47.308 Special dlspoaal provisions. 
101-47.308-1 Power transmission lines. 
101-47.308-2 Property for public airports. 
101-47.308-3 Property for use as historic 

monuments. 
101-47.308-4 Property for educational and 

public health purposes. 
101-47.308-5 Property for use as shrines, 

memorials, or for rellstous purposes. 
101-4'i.308-8 Property for houslns and re

lated facilities. 
101-47.308-7 Property for use as public 

park or recreation areas. 
101-47.308-8 Property for displaced per

aons. 
101-47.308-9 Property for correctional fa

cility use. 
101-47.309 Disposal of leases, pennlts, li

censes, and similar Instruments. 

4'1 CFR"Ch. lDP{7f1·'111'~amon~JTfl'7'!1!r.,. 
'I 9 

Sec. , , · ·~, ·'lt• 
101-47.310 Disposal of str~ctures and lm· 

1
, ) : ··;,,y 

· provements on Government-owned land. , · · . !.t .. ,L 
101-47.311 Disposal of re~ldual personal; : l''f:;· ,f" 

property. · · , ' ,, 
101-47.312 Non-Federal lriterlm use of'" . :~ 

properlY. ' 1 ."1·• ~~ 
101-47.313 Easements. , . I · :~~· . , 
101-47.313-1 Disposal of : easements ·to 1 ., 1 •;, 

owner of ttervlent estate. 1 __ ;_r..,.i-
101-47.313-2 Grants of easements In or' ·' r.y), 

over Government property. · 1 )"Jl 
101-47.314 Compliance. . ... ,, 
101-47.314-1 General. . .; ·• 
101-47.314-2 Extent of lnvestlsatlons. 

Subpart 101-47.4-Managoment of Excen and 
I 

Surplua Real Prof!orty · 

101-47.400 Scope of subpar.t. 
101-47.401 General provisions of subpart. 
101-47.401-1 Polley. ' 
101-47.401-2 Definitions. 
101-47.401-3 Taxes and other obllsatlon.S. 
101-47.401-4 Decontamination. 
101-47.401-5 ImprovementS or alterations. 
101-47.401-6 Interim use ahd occupancy. 
101-47.402 Protection and maintenance. 
101-47.402-1 Responsibility. 
101-47.402-2 Expense of ·protection and 

maintenance. 
101-47.403 Assistance In disposition. 

Subpart 101-47.5-Abandon~ont, Doatructlon.,1 
or Donation to Public lodloa 

101-47.500 Scope of subpart. 

~; •• ,i 
. ' 
_;) 

'!·I 
•\I:! 

' 

101-47.501 General provisions of subpart. 
101-47.501-1 Deflnltlons. i · 

; \ ,~. 

101-47.501-2 Authority for disposal. 
101-47.501-3 Danserous property. 
101-47.501-4 Flndlnss. 
101-47.502 Donations to public bodies. 
101-47.502-1 Cost limitations. 
101-47.502-2 Disposal cost:s. · 

' 

' 
' . I 

. . 

101-47.503 Abandonment and destruction. 
101-47.503-1 General. 

'I, ·,'-

101-47.503-2 Notice of proposed abandonc ' 
mentor destruction. 1 

101c47.503-3 Abandonment or destructlorf 
without notice. 

Subpart 101-47.6-llologatlona 

101-47.600 Scope of subp.i.rt. •··' 
101-47.801 Delesatlon to; Department o,f 

Defense. 
101-47.802 Delesatlon to the Departmen't 

of Asrlculture. · · 1 

101-47.803 Delesatlons to the Secretary O,f ~.1· 
the Interior. 1 

101-47.604 Delesatlon toi the Department I· 
of the Interior and the Department; d'f 
Health, Education, and Welfare. ' · '•' 

696 i ' . :, ; ' 
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Federal Property Management Regulations § 101-47.201-1 

Federal Property Management Regulations § 101-47.103-2 

Sec. 
Subpart 101-47.7-Condltlonal Glft1 of Roof 

Property To Further tho Dofonao Effort 

101-47.700 Scope or subpart. 
101-47.701 Offers and acceptance of condl· 

Uonal gifts. 
101-47.702 Consultation with agencies. 
101-47.703 Advice of disposition. 
101-47.704 Acceptance of gift& under other 

laws. 

Subpart 101-47.8-ldontlflcollon of Unneeded 
Foderol Reol Property 

101-47.800 Scope or subpart. 
101-47.801 Standards. 
101-47.802 Procedures. 

Subpart1 101-47.9-101-47.48 [Roaerved) 

Subpart 101-47.49-lllualratlona 

101-47.4900 Scope of subpart. 
101-47.4901 (Reserved) 
101-47.4902 Standard Form 118, Report of 

Excess Real Property. 
101-47.4902-1 Standard Form 118a. Build· 

lngs, Structures. UUIIUes. and MlsceiiR· 
neous Facilities. 

101-47.4902-2 Standard Form 118b, L'lnd. 
101-47.4902-3 Standard Form llBc. Relat· 

ed Personal Property. 
101-47.4902-4 Instructions for the prepara

tion of Standard Form 118. and Attach· 
menta. Standard Forms liSa. 118b. and 
118c. 

101-47.4904 GSA Form 1334, Request for 
Transfer of Excess Real and Related 
Personal Property. 

101-47.4904-1 Instructions for preparation 
of GSA Form 1334, Request for Trans
fer of Excess Real and Related Personal 
Property. 

101-47.4905 Extract of statutes authorlzlnR 
disposal of surplus real property to 
public agencies. 

101-47.4906 Sample notice to public aRI'n· 
cles or surplus determination. 

101-47.4906a Attachment to notice sent to 
zoning authority. 

101-47.4906b Paragraph to be addrd to 
letter sent to zoning authority. 

101-47.4906-1 Sample letter for transmis
sion of notice of surplus determination. 

101-47.4906-2 Sample letter to a State 
single point of contact. 

101-47.4907 List of Federal real property 
holding agencies. 

101-47.4908 Excess profit.• covcnRnl. 
101-47.4909 "'~'•~sl and best usc. 
101-4'7 ·" 1 0 'ff~·f'~ of Dr•onrL·· ·nl .,f 

Sec. 
101-47.4812 Regional offices of the Bureau 

of Outdoor Recreation, Department of 
the Interior. 

101-47.4913 Outline for protection and 
maintenance of excess and surplus real 
property. 

101-47.4914 Executive Order 12512. 

AUTHORITY: Sec. 205(C), 83 Stat. 390; 40 
U.S.C. 486(C). 

Sooner.: 29 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1864, unless 
otherwise noted. 

11101-47.000 Scope of part. 
This part prescribes the policies and 

methods governing the utilization and 
disposal of excess and surplus real 
property and related personal proper
ty within the States of the Union, the 
District of Columbia, the Common· 
wealth of Puerto Rico, American 
Samoa, Quam, the Trust Territory of 
the Pacific Islands, and the Virgin Is· 
lands. 
147 FR 4521. Feb. 1. 19821 

Subpart 101-47.1-General 
Provisions 

11101-47.100 Scope ofAubpnrt. 
This subpart sets forth the applica

bility of this Part 101-47, and other In
troductory Information. 

11101-47.101 Applkabllity. 

The provisions of this Part 101-47 
apply to all Federal agencies, except as 
may otherwise be specifically provided 
under each section or subpart. 

11101-47.102 [ReRervl'dl 

11101--17.103 DeOnltlono. 

As used throughout this Part 101-47. 
the following terms shall have ·the 
meanings as set forth In this. Subpart 
101-47.1. 

11101-47.103-1 Act. 

The Federal Property and Admlnls· 
tratlve Srvlces Act of 1949, 63 Stat. 
377, as amended. 

11101-·17.103-2 (;SA. 

Tl' · · 'cr:•·r·· ~ f'·· , .. tcrs '•lmlnlsl.r:~ 



(29 FR 16126, lJcc. ~. ltlt>i, u.s tuncnucu a.~.,. 
FR 40696, Aug. 11, 19771 

11101-17.201-2 Guidelines. 
Cal Each executive agency shall: 
< 1 > Survey real property under Its 

control <Including property assigned 
on a permit basis to other Federal 
agencies, or outleased to States, local 
governments, other public bodies, or 
private Interests> at least annually to 
Identify property which Is not needed, 
underutlllzed, or not being put to opti
mum use. When other needs for the 
property are Identified or recognized, 
the agency shall determine whether 
continuation of the current use or an
other Federal or other use would 
better serve the public Interest, consid
ering both the agency's needs and the 
property's location. In conducting 
each review, agencies shall be guided 
by ll01-47.80l<b), other applicable 
General Services Administration regu
lations, and such criteria as may be es
tablished by the Federal Property 
Council; 

< 2 > Maintain Its Inventory of real 
property at the absolute minimum 
consistent with economical and effi
cient conduct of the affairs of the 
agency; and 

<3> Promptly report to GSA real 
property which It has determined to 
be excess. 

<bl Each executive agency shall, so 
far as practicable, pursuant to the pro
visions of this subpart, fulfill Its needs 
for real property by utilization of 
excess real property. 

<c> To preclude the acquisition by 
purchase of real property when excess 
or surplus property of another Federal 
agency may be available which would 
meet the need, each executive agency 
shall notify GSA of Its needs and ss
certaln whether any such property Is 
available. However, In specific in
stances where the agency's proposed 
acquisition of real property Is dictated 
by such factors as exact geographical 
location, topography, engineering, or 
similar characteristics which limit the 
possible use of other available proper
ty, the notification shall not be re
quired. For example, for a dam site or 
reservoir area or the construction of a 

notification. 
(d) In every case of a proposed trans

fer of excess real property, the para
mount consideration shall be the va
lidity and appropriateness of the re
quirement upon which the proposal Is 
based. 

0 > A proposed transfer should not 
establish a new program of an execu
tive agency which has never been re
flected In any previous budget submis
sion or congressional action; nor 
should It substantially Increase the 
level of an agency's existing programs 
beyond that which has been contem
plated In the President's budget or by 
the Congress. 

<2> Before requesting a transfer of 
excess real property, an executive 
agency should: 

(I) Screen the holdings of the bu
reaus or other organizations within 
the agency to determine whether the 
new requirement can be met through 
Improved utilization. Any utilization, 
however, must be for purposes that 
are consistent with the highest and 
best use of the property under consid
eration; and 

W > Review all real property under 
Its accountability which It has as
signed on a permit basis to other Fed
eral agencies, or outleased to States, 
local governments, other public bodies, 
or private Interests and terminate the 
permit or lease for any property, or 
portion thereof, that Is suitable for 
the proposed need whenever such ter
mination is not prohibited by the 
terms of the permit or lease. 

(3) Property found to be available 
under §101-47.201-2(d)(2) (I) or <Ill. 
should be utilized for the proposed 
need In lieu of requesting a transfer of 
excess real property. Reassignments of 
such property within the agency 
should be made In appropriate cases. 

(4) The appraised fair market value 
of the excess real property proposed 
for transfer should not substantially 
exceed the probable purchase price of 
other real property which would be 
suitable for the Intended purpose. 

(5) The size and quantity of excess 
real property to be transferred should 
be limited to the actual requirements. 

700 
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Other portions of an excess Installa
tion which can be separated should be 
withheld from transfer and made 
available for disposal to other agencies 
or to the public. 

<6> Consideration should be given to 
the design, layout, geographic loca
tion, age, state of repair, and expected 
maintenance costs of excess real prop
erty proposed for transfer. It should 
be clearly demonstrated that the 
transfer will provE: more economical 
over a sustained period of time than 
acquisition of a new facility specifical
ly planned for the purpose. 

<7> Excess real property should not 
be permanently transferred to agen
cies for programs which appear to be 
scheduled for substanUal curtailment 
or termination. In such cases, the 
property may be temporarily trans
ferred on a conditional basis, with an 
understanding that the property will 
be released for further Federal utiliza
tion or disposal as surplus property, at 
a time agreed upon when the transfer 
Is arranged <see§ 101-47.203-8>. 

<e> Excess real property of a type 
which may be used for office, storage, 
and related purposes normally will be 
assigned by, or at the direction of, 
GSA for usc to tiH• rc>qtH'sling ngc>ncy 
In lieu of being I mnslerr!'d to I hi' 
agency. 

<f> Federal agencies which normally 
do not require real property, other 
than for office, storage, and related 
purposes, or which mny not hnve stat.
utory authority to acquire such prop
erty, may obtain the use of excess real 
property for an approved program 
when authorized by GSA. 
[29 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, n, nmPndcd at 39 
FR 11281, Sept. 2, 1965; 37 FR 6029, Mar. ll. 
1972; 40 FR 12078, Mar. 17, 19751 

§ 101-47.201-3 Land• withdrawn or r~
served from the public domain. 

<a> Agencies holding lands with
drawn or reserved from the public 
domain, which they no longer need, 
shall send to the GSA regional office 
for the region In which the lands nre 
located an Information copy of each 
notice of Intention to relinquish flied 
with the Department or the Interior 
<43 CFR Part 2372, ct seq.l. 

<b) Section 101-47.202-6 prescribes 
the procedure for reporting to GSA ns 

excess property, certain lands or por
tions of lands withdrawn or reserved 
from the public domain for which 
such notices have been flied with the 
Department of the Interior. 

129 FR 18126, Dec. 3, 1984, as amended at 42 
FR 40898, AU!!. 11, 19771 

11101-47.201-4 Tranofuo under other lawo. 

Pursuant to section 602<c> or the 
Act, transfers of real property shall 
not be made under other laws, but 
shall be made only In strict accordance 
with the provisions of this subpart 
unless the Administrator of General 
Services, upon written application by 
the disposal agency, shall determine In 
each case that the provisions of any 
such other law, pursuant to which a 
transfer Is proposed to be made, are 
not Inconsistent with the authority 
conferred by this Act. The provisions 
of this section shall not apply to trans
fers of real property authorized to be 
made by section 602<d> of the Act or 
by any special statute which directs or 
requires an executive agency named 
therein to transfer or convey specifi
cally described real property In accord
ance with the provisions or such stat
ute. 

II 101-·17.202 HrpurtlnR or exce•• rrnl 
property. 

11101--17.202-1 Heportlng requirement•. 

Each executive agency shall report 
to GSA, pursuant to the provisions of 
this section, all excess real property 
except as provided In 1 101-47.202-4. 
Reports of excess real property shall 
be based on the agency's official real 
property records and accounts. 

<n> All excess related personal prop
erty shaJI be reported as a part of the 
same report covering the excess real 
property. 

<b> Upon request of the Administra
tor of General Services, executive 
agencies shaJI Institute specific sur
veys to determine that portion of renl 
property, Including unimproved prop
erty, under their control which might 
be exces.q and suitable for office, stor
atn~. and related facilities, and shall 
report promptly to the Administrator 
of Ocnernl Servlc!'s as soon n.q cnch 
survey Is compl!'t.ed. 



§ 101-47.202-2 

U JOJ-17.202-2 Report forma. 
Reports of excess real property and 

related personal property shall be pre· 
pared on Standard Form 118, Report 
of Excess Real Property <see 1101-
47.4902>, and accompanying Standard 
Form 118a, Buildings Structures, Utili· 
ties, and Miscellaneous Facilities, 
Schedule A <1101-47.4902-1>; Stand· 
ard Form 118b, Land, Schedule B <see 
1101-47.402-2>; and Standard Form 
118c, Related Personal Property, 
Schedule C <see 1101-47.4902-3>. In· 
structions for the preparation of 
Standard Forms 118, l18a, 118b, and 
118c are set forth In 1101-47.4902-4. 

<a> Property for which the holding 
agency Is designated as the disposal 
agency under the provlsons of 1101-
47.302-2 and which Is required to be 
reported to GSA under the provisions 
of this section shall be reported on 
Standard Form 118, without the ac· 
companying Schedules A, B, and C, 
unless the holding agency requests 
GSA to act as disposal agency and a 
statement to that effect Is Inserted In 
Block 18, Remarks, of Standard Form 
118. 

<b> In all cases where Government· 
owned land Is reported, there shall be 
attached to and made a part of Stand· 
ard Form 118 <original and copies 
thereof> a report prepared by a quail· 
fled employee of the holding agency 
on the Government's title to the prop
erty based upon his review of the rec· 
ords of the agency. The report shall 
recite: 

< 1 l The description of the property. 
<2> The date title vested In the 

United States. 
< 3 > All exceptions, reservations, con· 

dltions, and restrictions, relating to 
the title acquired. 

<4> Detailed Information concerning 
any action, thing, or circumstance that 
occurred from the date of the acqulsl· 
tion of the property by the United 
States to the date of the report which 
In any way affected or may have af· 
fected the right, title, and Interest of 
the United States In and to the real 
property <together with copies of such 
legal comments or opinions as may be 
contained In the file concerning the 
manner In which and the extent to 
which such right, title, or Interest may 
have been affected>: In the absence of 

any such action, thing, or circum
stance, a statement to that effect shall 
be made a part of the report. 

<6> The status of civil and criminal 
jurisdiction over the land that Is pecu
liar to the property by reason of It 
being Government-owned land. In the 
absence of any special circumstances, 
a statement to that effect shall be 
made a part of the report. 

<6> Detailed Information regarding 
any known flood hazards or flooding 
of the property and, If located In a 
floodplain or wetlands, a listing of and 
citations to those uses that are re· 
strlcted under Identified Federal, 
State, or local regulations as required 
by Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 
of May 24, 1977. 

<7> The specific Identification and 
description of fixtures and related per· 
sonal property that have possible his· 
torte or artistic value. 

<8> The historical significance of the 
property, If any, and whether the 
property Is listed, Is eligible for, or has 
been nominated for listing In the Na· 
tiona! Register of Historic Places or Is 
In proximity to a property on the Na· 
tiona! Register. If the holding agency 
Is aware of any effort by the public to 
have the property listed on the Na· 
tiona! Register, this Information 
should be Included. 

<9> To the extent such Information 
Is reasonably available or ascertain· 
able from agency flies, personnel, and 
other Inquiry, a description of the 
type, location and condition of asbes
tos Incorporated In the construction, 
repair, or alteration of any building or 
Improvement on the property <e.g., 
fireproofing, pipe Insulation, etc.> and 
a description of any asbestos control 
measures taken for the property. To 
assist GSA In considering the disposal 
options for the property, agencies 
shall also provide to OSA any avail
able Indication of costs and/or time 
necessary to remove all or any portion 
of the asbestos-containing materials. 
Agencies are not required to conduct 
any specific studies and/or tests to 
obtain this Information. <See also 
1101-47.200(b).) 

<c> There shall be transmitted with 
Standard Form 118: 

< 1 > A legible, reproducible copy of all 
Instruments In possession of the 
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agency which affect the right, title, or 
interest of the United States In the 
property reported or the use and oper
ation of such property <including 
agreements covering and licenses to 
use, any patents, processes, tech
niques, or inventions>. In cases where 
the agency considers It to be Impracti
cable to transmit the abstracts of title 
and related title evidence, such docu
ments need not be transmitted; howev
er, the name and address of the custo
dian of such documents shall be stated 
In the title report referred to In §101-
47.202-21b> and they shall be fur
nished If requested by GSA; 

<2> Any appraisal reports In the pos
session of the· holding agency of the 
fair market value or the fair annual 
rental of the property reported; and 

13 > A certification by a responsible 
person that the property does or does 
not contain polychlorinated biphenyl 
<PCB> transformers or other equip
ment regulated by the Environmental 
Protection Agency under 40 CFR Part 
761. If the property does contain any 
equipment subject to 40 CFR Part 761. 
the certification must Include an as
surance on behalf of the holding 
agency that each Item of such equip
ment Is now and will be maintained In 
a state of compliance with such regu
lations until disposal of the property. 
129 FR 16126, Dec. 3. 1964, ns amended at 31 
FR 15541. Dec. 9, 1966; 34 FR 8166, May 24, 
1969: 40 FR 22256. May 22, 1975: 44 FR 
19406, Apr, 3, 1979: 52 FR 46467, Dec. 8. 
1987: 53 FR 29893, Aug. 9, 111881 

ll 101-47.202-3 SubmloRiun ur repuriR. 

Reports of excess shall be filed with 
the regional office of GSA for the 
region In which the excess property Is 
located, as follows: 

<a> Government-owned real property 
and related personal property shall be 
reported by the holding agencies 90-
calendar days In advance of the date 
such excess property shall become 
available for transfer to another Fed
eral agency or for disposal. Where the 
circumstances will not permit excess 
real property and related personal 
property to be reported a full 90-calen
dar days In advance of the date It will 
be available, the report shall be made 
as far In advance of such date as possi
ble. 

<b> Leasehold Interests In real prop
erty determined to be excess shall be 
reported at least 60-calendar days 
prior to the date on which notice of 
termination or cancellation Is required 
by the terms of the Instrument under 
which the property Is occupied. 

<c> All reports submitted by the De
partment of Defense shall bear the 
certification "This property has been 
screened against the known needs of 
the Department of Defense." All re
ports submitted by civilian agencies 
shall bear the certification "This prop
erty has been screened against the 
known needs of the holding agency." 

II 101-47.202-4 Exception• to reporting. 

<a> A holding agency shall not report 
to GSA leased space assigned to the 
agency by GSA and determined by the 
agency to be excess. 

Cb> Also, except for those Instances 
set forth In t 101-47.202-4<c> a holding 
agency shall not report to GSA prop
erty used, occupied, or controlled by 
the Government under a lease, permit, 
license, easement, or similar Instru
ment when: 

11> The lease or other Instrument Is 
subject to termination by the grantor 
or owner of the premises within nine 
months; 

12> The remaining term of the lease 
or other Instrument. Including renewal 
rights, will provide for less than nine 
months of use and occupancy; 

13> The term of the lease or other ln
strumcnt would preclude transfer to, 
or usc by, another Fcdcrnl agency or 
disposal to a third party; or 

14> The lease or othcr Instrument 
provldcs for usc and occupancy of 
space for office, storage, and related 
facilities, which does not exceed a 
total of 2,500 sq. feet. 

<c> Property, which otherwise would 
not be reported because It falls within 
the exceptions set forth In f 101-
47.202-41b> shall be reported: 

<1> If there are Government owned 
Improvements located on the premises; 
or · 

12> If the continued use, occupancy, 
or control of the property by the Gov· 
ernment Is needful for the operation. 
production, or maintenance of other 
property owned or controlled by the 
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Government that has been reported 
excess or Is required to be reported to 
GSA under the provisions of this sec
tion. 

1101-~7.202-5 Reporting aner aubmls
alons to the Congress. 

Reports of excess covering property 
of the military departments and of the 
Orrtce of Emergency Planning pre
pared after the expiration or 30 days 
from the date upon which a report or 
the facts concerning the reporting or 
such property was submitted to the 
Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives, 
10 U.S.C. 2662 and the Act of August 
10, 1956, 70A Stat. 636, as amended <50 
U.S.C. App. 2285>, shall contain a 
statement that the requirements or 
the statute have been met. 

6 101~7.202-6 ReporlH Involving the 
public domain. 

<a> Agencies holding land withdrawn 
or reserved from the public domain 
which they no longer need, shall 
report on Standard Form 118, with ap
propriate Schedules A, B, and C, land 
or portions or land so withdrawn or re
served and the Improvements thereon, 
If any, to the regional office of GSA 
for the region In which the lands are 
located when the agency has: 

< 1 > Filed a notice of Intention to re
linquish with the Department of the 
Interior and sent a copy of the notice 
to the regional office or GSA <t 101-
4'1.201-3>; 

<2> Been notified by the Department 
of the Interior that the Secretary of 
the Interior, with the concurrence of 
the Administrator of General Services, 
has determined the lands are not suit
able for return to the public domain 
for disposition under the general 
public land laws because the lands are 
substantially changed In character by 
Improvements or otherwise; and 

<3> Obtained from the Department 
of the Interior a report as to whether 
any ·agency <other than the holding 
agency> claims primary, joint, or sec
ondary jurisdiction over the lands and 
whether the Department's records 
show the lands to be encumbered with 
any existing valid rights or privileges 
under the public land Jaws. 

<b> Should the Department of the 
Interior determine that minerals In 
the lands are not suitable for disposi
tion under the public land mining and · 
mineral leasing laws, the Department 
will notify the appropriate regional 

. office or GSA of such determination 
and will authorize the holding agency 
to Include the minerals In Its report to 
GSA. 

<c> When reporting the property to 
GSA, a true copy of the notification 
<t 101-4'1.202-6<a><2» and report 
<t 101-4'1.202-6<a><3» shall be submit
ted as a part of the holding agency's 
report on the Government's legal title 
which shall accompany Standard 
Form 118. 

1101-47.202-7 ReportH involving contami
nated property. 

Any report or excess covering prop
erty which In Its present condition Is 
dangerous or hazardous to health and 
safety, shall state the extent of such 
contamination, the plans for decon
tamination, and the extent to which 
the property may be used without fur
ther decontamination. In the case of 
properties containing asbestos-con
taining materials and In lieu of the re
quirements of the foregoing provisions 
or t 101-4'1.202-'1, see subsection 101-
4'1.202-2<b )(9 ). 

153 FR 28984, Au11. 9, 19881 

11101-47.202-8 Notice or receipt. 
GSA shall promptly notify the hold

Ing agency of the date of receipt of 
each Report of Excess Real Property 
<Standard Form 118). 

11101-47.202-9 Expense of protection and 
maintenance. 

When there are expenses connected 
with the protection and maintenance 
of the property reported to GSA, the 
notice to the holding agency of the 
date of receipt <see t 101-4'1.202-8> will 
Indicate, If determinable, the date that 
the provisions of UOl-4'1.402-2 will 
become effectlvce. Normally this will 
be the date of the receipt of the 
report. If because of actions of the 
holding agency the property Is not 
available for Immediate disposition at 
the time of receipt of the report, the 
holding agency will be reminded In the 
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notice that the period of Its responsi
bility for the expense of protection 
and maintenance will be extended by 
the period of the delay. 

[ 49 FR 1348. Jan. 11, 19841 

11101-47.202-10 Examination for accept
ability. 

Each report of excess shan be re
viewed by GSA to ascertain whether 
the report was prepared In accordance 
with the provisions of this section. 
Within fifteen calendar days after re
ceipt of a report, the holding agency 
shall be Informed by letter of the find
Ings of GSA. 

<a> Where It Is found that a report Is 
adequate to the extent that GSA can 
proceed with utilization and disposal 
actions for the property, the report 
shall be accepted and the holding 
agency shall be Informed of the date 
of such acceptance. However, the hold
Ing agency shall, upon request. 
promptly furnish such additional In
formation or document.'> relating to 
the property as may be required by 
GSA to accomplish a transfer or a dis
posal. 

(b) Where It Is found that a report Is 
Insufficient to the extent that GSA 
would be unable to proceed with any 
utilization or disposal actions for the 
property, the report shall be returned 
and the holding agency shall be In
formed of the facts and circumstances 
that required the return of the report. 
The holding agency promptly shall 
take such action as may be appropri
ate to submit an acceptable report to 
GSA. Should the holding agency be 
unable to submit an acceptable report, 
the property shall be removed from 
under the provisions of § 101-47.402-2. 

11101-47.203 Utilization. 

11101-47.203-1 Reas•IRnment of real prop
erty by the af!encles. 

Each executive agency shall, as far 
as practicable and within the policies 
expressed In this Subpart 101-47.2, 
make reassignments of real property 
and related personal property under 
Its control and jurisdiction among ac
tivities within the agency In lieu of ac
quiring such property from other 
sources. 

[42 FR 40698, Aug. 11, 19771 

11101-47.203-2 Tranarer and utilization. 

Each executive agency shall, as far 
as practicable and within the policies 
expressed In this Subpart 101-47.2, 
transfer excess real property under Its 
control to other Federal agencies and 
to the organizations specified In 1101-
47.203-7, and shall fulfill Its require
ments for real property by obtaining 
excess real property from other Feder
al agencies. Transfers of property 
shall be made In accordance with the 
provisions of this subpart. 

[42 FR 40698, Aug. 11, 19771 

11101-47.203-3 Notlnc:atlon or agency re
quirements. 

Each executive agency shall notify 
the proper GSA regional office when
ever real property Is needed for an au
thorized program of the agency. The 
notice shall state the land area of the 
property needed, the preferred loca
tion or suitable alternate locations, 
and ·describe the type of property 
needed In sufficient detall to enable 
GSA· to review Its records of property 
·that·lt knows will be reported excess 
by holding agencies, Its Inventory of 
excess property, and Its Inventory of 
surplus property, to ascertain whether 
any such property may be suitable for 
the needs of the agency. The agency 
shall be Informed promptly by the 
GSA regional office as to whether or 
not any such property Is available. 

[33 FR 571, Jan. 17. 19681 

11101-47.203-4 Real property uc:epted 
rrum reportlnf!. 

Agencies having transferable excess 
real property and related personal 
property In the categories excepted 
from reporting by 1101-47.202-4 shall, 
before disposal, satisfy themselves In a 
manner consistent with the provisions 
of this section that such property Is 
not needed by other Government 
agencies. 

11101-47.203-5 Sc:reenlnA' or exc:e•• real 
property. 

Excess real property and related per
sonal property reported by executive 
agencies shall, unless such screening Is 
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waived, be screened by GSA for utili
zation by Federal real property hold· 
lng agencies <listed In 1101-47.4907), 
which may reasonably be expected to 
have use for the property as follows: 

<a> Notices of availability will be sub· 
mltt.ed to each such agency which 
shall, within 30 calendar days from 
the date of notice, advise GSA If there 
Is a linn requirement or a tentative re
quirement for the property. Agencies 
having tentative or finn requlremenl.!i 
for surplus Federal real property for 
replacement housing for displaced per· 
sons, as authorized by section 218 of 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 19'10 <84 Stat. 1902>, shall 
review these notices for the additional 
purpose of Identifying properties for 
which they may have such a require· 
ment. When such a requirement 
exists, the agency shall so advise the 
appropriate GSA regional orrtce. 

( 1 > In the event a tentative require
ment exists, the agency shall, within 
an additional 30 calendar days, advise 
GSA If there Is a firm requirement. 

<2> Within 60 calendar days after 
advice to GSA that a finn requirement 
exists, the agency shall furnish GSA a 
request Cor transfer of the property 
pursuant to 1101-47.203-7. 

<b> Notices of availability for lnfor· 
matlon of the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services and the Secretary of 
Education In connection with the ex
ercise of the authority vested In them 
under the provisions of section 
203<k>O> of the Act, and for lnfonna· 
tlon of the Secretary of the Interior In 
connection with the exercise of the au· 
thorlty vested In him under the provi
sions of section 203<k)(2) of the Act or 
a possible detennlnatlon under the 
provisions of section 203(k)(3) of the 
Act, will be sent to the offices deslg· 
nated by the Secretaries to serve the 
areas In which the properties are lo· 
cated. A similar notice of availability 
for the lnfonnatlon of the Attorney 
General In connection with a possible 
detennlnatlon under the provisions of 
section 203< p )(1 > of the Act will be 
sent to the Office of Justice Programs, 
Department of Justice. 

<c> The Departments of Health and 
Human Services, Education, Interior, 
and Justice shall not attempt to Inter-

est a local applicant In a property 
until It Is determined surplus, except 
with the prior consent of GSA on a 
case-by-case basis or as otherwise 
agreed upon. When such consent Is ob· 
talned, the local applicant shall be In· 
formed that consideration of the ap· 
plication Is conditional upon the prop· 
erty being determined surplus to Fed· 
erul requirements and made available 
for the purposes of the application. 
However, these Departments are en
couraged to · advise the appropriate 
GSA regional office of those excess 
properties which are suitable for their 
programs. 

(d) Concurrently with the 30-day 
Federal agency use screening period, 
those Federal agencies that sponsor 
public benefit disposals at less than 
fair market value as pennltted by the 
statutory authorities In 1101-4'1.4905 
may provide the disposal agency with 
a recommendation, together with a 
brief supporting rationale, as Illustrat
ed In 1101-47.4909, that the highest 
and best use of the property Is for a 
specific public benefit purpose. The 
recommendation may be made by the 
agency head, or designee, and will be 
considered by the disposal agency In 
Its final highest and best use analysis 
and detennlnatlon. After a detennlna· 
tlon of surplus has been made, If the 
disposal agency agrees with a sponsor
Ing Federal agency that the highest 
and best use of a particular property Is 
tor a specific public benellt purpose, 
local public bodies will be notified that 
the property Is available for that use. 

£29 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 36 
FR 11438, June 12, 19'11; 4'1 FR 3'11'15, Aug. 
25, 1982; 49 FR 3'1091, Sept. 21, 1984; 52 FR 
9832,!4ar. 2'1, 198'11 

11101-47.203-6 Uealgnatlon as personal 
property. 

<a> Prefabricated movable structures 
such as Butler-type storage ware
houses, quonset huts, and housetrail· 
ers <with or without undercarriages> 
reported to GSA with the land on 
which they are located may, In the dis· 
cretlon of GSA, be designated for dis· 
position as personal property for off· 
site use. 

(b) Related personal property may, 
In the discretion of the disposal 
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agency, be designated for disposition 
as personal property. Consideration of 
such designation shall be ·given par
ticularly to Items having possible his
toric or artistic value t.o ensure that 
Federal agencies, Including the Smith
sonian Institution <see § 101-43.302>. 
are aCCorded the opportunity of ob
taining them through personal proper
ty channels for off-site use for preser
vation and display. Fixtures such as 
murals and fixed sculpture which have 
exceptional historical or artistic value 
may be designated for disposition by 
severance for off-site use. In making 
such designations, consideration shall 
be given to such factors as whether 
the severance can be accomplished 
without seriously affecUng the value 
of the realty and whether a ready dis
position can be made of the severed 
fixtures. 

<c> When a structure is to be demol
ished, any fixtures or related personal 
property therein may, at the discre
tion of the disposal agency, be desig
nated for disposition as personal prop
erty where a ready disposition can be 
made of these items through such 
action. As Indicated in paragraph <b> 
of this section, particular consider
ation should be given to designating 
items of. possible historical or artistic 
value as personal property in such in
stances. 
134 FR 8166, May 24. 19691 

§ 101-47.203-7 Tmn•fe111. 
(a) The agency requesting transfer 

of excess real property and related 
personal property reported to GSA 
shall prepare and submit to the proper 
GSA regional office GSA Form 1334, 
Request for Transfer of Excess Real 
and Related Persomil Property<§ 101-
47.4904). Instructions for the prepara
tion of GSA Form 1334 are set forth in 
§ 101-47.4904-1. 

(b) Upon determination by GSA that 
a transfer of the property requested is 
In the best Interest of the Government 
and that the requesting agency Is the 
appropriate agency to hold the proper
ty, the transfer may be made among 
Federal agencies, to mixed-ownership 
Government corporations, and to the 
municipal government of the District 
of Columbia. 

(cl [Reserved] 

(d) Transfers of property to execu
tive agencies shall be made when the 
proposed land use is consistent with 
the policy of the Administrator of 
General Services as prescribed in 
§101-47.201-1 and the policy guide
lines prescribed in 1101-47.201-2. In 
determining whether a proposed 
transfer should be approved under the 
policy guidelines, GSA and OMB may 
consult Informally to obtain all avail
able data concerning actual program 
needs for the property. 

<e> GSA will execute or authorize all 
approved transfers to the requesting 
agency of property reported to GSA. 
Agencies may transfer without refer
ence to GSA excess real property 
which Is not reported to GSA under 
the provisions of § 101-47.202-4<bl <1 l, 
<2>. and <4>. However, such transfers 
shall be made in accordance with the 
principles set forth in this section. 

U> Pursuant to an agreement be
tween the Director, Ofllce of Manage
ment and Budget, and the Administra
tor of General Services, reimburse
ment for transfers of excess real prop
erty is prescribed as follows: 

<1 l Where the transferor agency ha.~ 
requested the net proceeds of the 
transfer pursuant to section 204 <cl of 
the Act, or where either the transferor 
or transferee agency <or organization
al unit affected) Is subject to the Gov
ernment Corporation Control Act <31 
U.S.C. 841> or ill a mixed-ownership 
Government corporation, or the mu
nicipal government of the District of 
Columbia, reimbursement for the 
transfer shall be In an amount equal 
to the estimated fair market value of 
the property requested as determined 
by the Administrator: Provided. That 
where the transferor agency is a 
wholly owned Government corpora
tion, the reimbursement shall b!' 
either In an amount equal to the esti
mated fair market value of the proper
ty requested, or the corporation's book 
value thereof, as may be agreed upon 
by GSA and the corporation. 

<2> Reimbursement for all other 
transfers of excess real property shall 
be: 

(I) In an amount equal to 100 per
cent or the estimated fair market 
value of the property requested, a.q de
termined by the Administrator, or If 
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the transfer Is for the purpose of up· 
grading facUlties <I.e., for the purpose 
of replacing other property of the 
transferee agency which because of 
the location, nature, or condition 
thereof, Is Jess efficient for use), the 
reimbursement shall be In an amount 
equal to the difference between the es
timated fair market value of the prop
erty to be replaced and the estimated 
fair market value of the property re
quested, as determined by the Admin· 
lstrator. 

<II> Without reimbursement when 
the transfer Is to be made under either 
of the following conditions: 

<Al Congress has specifically author
Ized the transfer without reimburse
ment, or 

<Bl The Administrator with the ap
proval of the Director, Office of Man· 
agement and Budget, has approved a 
request for an exception from the 100 
percent reimbursement requirement. 

<11 A request for exception from the 
100 percent reimbursement require
ment shall be endorsed by the head of 
the executive department or agency 
requesting the exception. 

<2> A request for exception from the 
100 percent reimbursement require
ment will be submitted to GSA for re
ferral to the Director, Office of Man· 
agement and Budget, and shall include 
an explanation of how granting the 
exception would further essential 
agency program objectives and at the 
same time be consistent with Execu
tive Order 12348, dated February 25, 
1982. The unavailability of funds 
alone Is not sufficient to justify an ex
ception. The above required data and 
documentation shall be attached to 
GSA Form 1334 by the transferee 
agency on submission of that form to 
GSA. 

<J> If the Administrator with the ap
proval of the Director, Office of Man
agement and Budget, approves the re
quest for an exception, the Adminis
trator may then complete the trans
fer. A copy of the Office of Manag
ment and Budget approval will be sent 
to the Property Review Board. 

<4> The agency requesting the excep
tion will assume responsibility for pro· 
tectlon and maintenance costs where 
the disposal of the property Is de
ferred for more than 30 days because 

of the consideration of the request for 
an exception to the 100 percent reim
bursement requirement. 

(gl Excess property may be trans
ferred to the Senate, the House of 
Representatives, and the Architect of 
the Capitol and any activities under 
his direction, pursuant to the provi
sions of section 602<el of the Act. The 
amount of reimbursement for such 
transfer shall be the same as would be 
required for a transfer of excess prop
erty to an executive agency under 
similar circumstances. 

129 FR 16126. Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 37 
FR 5029, Mar. 9, 1972: 40 FR 12078, Mar. 17, 
1975: 42 FR 40698, Aug. 11, 1977: 47 FR 
56499. Dec. 17, 1982: 49 FR 29222, July 19, 
1984) 

11101-47.203-11 Temporary utilization. 

Cal Whenever GSA determines that 
the temporary assignment or reassign
ment to a Federal agency of any space 
In excess real property for office, stor
age, or related facilities would be more 
advantageous than the permanent 
transfer of the property to a Federal 
agency, it will execute or authorize 
such assignment or reassignment for 
such period of time as It shall deter· 
mine. The agency to which the space 
Is made available shall make appropri
ate reimbursement for the expense of 
maintaining such space In the absence 
of appropriation available to GSA 
therefor. 

(b) GSA miLY approve the temporary 
assignment or reassignment to a Fed· 
eral agency of excess real property 
other than space for office, storage, or 
related facilities whenever such action 
would be In the best Interest of the 
Government. In such cases, the agency 
to which the property Is made avail· 
able may be required to pay a rental 
or users charge based upon the fair 
value of such property, as determined 
by GSA. Where such property will be 
required by the agency for a period of 
more than 1 year, It may be trans· 
ferred on a conditional basts, with an 
understanding that the property will 
be reported excess at a time agreed 
upon when the transfer Is arranged 
(see 1 10l-47.201-2(dl(7ll. 
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§ 101-47.203-9 Non-Federal Interim use of 
property. 

The holding agency may, with the 
approval of GSA, grant rights for non
Federal Interim use of excess property 
reported to GSA, or portions thereof, 
when It Is determined that such Inter
Im use Is not required for the needs of 
any Federal agency. 

11101-47.203-10 WlthdrawalH. 
Subject to the approval of GSA, and 

to such conditions as GSA considers 
appropriate, reports of excess real 
property may be withdrawn In whole 
or In part by the reporting agency at 
any time prior to transfer to another 
Federal agency or prior to the execu
tion of a legally binding agreement for 
disposal as surplus property. Requests 
for withdrawals shall be addressed to 
the GSA regional office where the 
report of excess real property was 
flied. 
[35 FR 17256, Nov. 6, 19701 

II IOI-47.2o.t Determination of •urpluR. 

§ 101-47.204-1 Reported property. 

Any real property and related per
sonal property reported excess under 
this Subpart 101-47.2 which has been 
screened for needs of Federal agencies 
or waived from such screening by 
GSA, and not been designated by GSA 
for utilization by a Federal agency, 
shall be subject to determination ns 
surplus property by GSA. 

<a> The holding agency, the Secre
tary of Health and Human Services, 
the Secretary of Education, the Secre
tary of the Interior, and the Attorney 
General will be notified of the date 
upon which determination as surplus 
becomes effective. AnY Federal agency 
that has Identified a property as being 
required for replacement housing for 
displaced persons under section 218 of 
the Uniform Relocation Assistance 
and Real Property Acquisition Policies 
Act of 1970 will also be notified of the 
date upon which determination as sur
plus becomes effective. The Secretary 
of the Department of Energy will be 
notified when real property Is deter
mined surplus and advised or any 
known Interest In the property for Its 
use or development for energy faclll-

ties. Appropriate steps wUI be taken to 
ensure that energy site needs are con
sidered along with other competing 
needs In the disposal of surplus real 
property, since such property may 
become available for use under sec
tions 203<e><3> <OJ and <H> of the Fed
eral Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended. 

<b> The notices to the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, the Sec
retary of Education, the Secretary of 
the Interior, nnd the Secretary of 
Energy will be sent to the offices des
Ignated by them to serve the area In 
which the property Is located. The no
tices to the Attorney General will be 
sent to the Office of Justice Programs. 
Department of Justice. The notices to 
the Federal agencies having a require
ment pursuant to section 218 of the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970 will be sent to the office 
making the request unless another 
office Is designated. 

<cl With regard to surplus property 
which GSA predetermines will not be 
·available for disposal under the above
mentioned programs. or whenever the 
holding agency ~1as requested reim
bursement of the net proceeds of dis
position pursuant to section 204<c> of 
the Act, the notice to the affected 
department<sl will contain advice of 
such determlnat.lon or request for re
Imbursement. The affected de
partment<sl shall not screen for potcn
tlalappllcants for such property. 

[29 FR 16120. Dec. 3, 1964, as !\mended at 36 
FR 8041, Apr. 29. 1971; 47 FR 37175, Aug. 
25, 1982; 52 FR 9832, Mllr. 27, 19871 

11101-47.20-1-2 l'roperty excepted from re
portlnl(. 

Any property not reported to GSA 
due to 1101-47.202-4, and not desig
nated by the hol'dlng agency for utili
zation by other ·agencies pursuant to 
the provisions of this Subpart 101-
47.2, shall be subject to determination 
a.q surplus by the holding agency. 
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Subpart 101-47.3-Surplua Real 
Property Dlapoaal 

11101-47.300 Scope or aubpart. 
This subpart prescribes the policies 

and methods governing the disposal of 
surplus _real property and related per· 
sonal property within the States of 
the Union, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
American Samoa, Guam, the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands, and 
the VIrgin Islands. This subpart does 
not apply to the abandonment, de
struction, or donation to public bodies. 
under section 202<hl of the Act <cov
ered by Subpart 101-47.5). 
147 FR 4622, Feb. I, 19821 

11101-47.301 General pruviaiona of MUb· 
part. 

11101-~7.301-1 l'olicy. 

It Is the policy of the Administrator 
of General Services: 

<al That surplus real property shall 
be disposed of In the most economical 
manner consistent with the best Inter
ests of the Government. 

<bl That surplus real property shall 
ordinarily be disposed of for cash con
sistent with the best Interests of the 
Government. 

(c) That surplus real property shall 
be disposed of by exchange for pri
vately owned property only for proper
ty management considerations such as 
boundary realignment or provision of 
access or In those situations In which 
the acquisition Is authorized by law, 
the requesting Federal agency has re· 
celved approval from the Office of 
Management and Budget and clear
ance from Its congressional oversight 
committees to acquire by exchange, 
and the transaction offers substantial 
economic or unique program advan
tages not otherwise obtainable by any 
other method of acquisition. 
129 FR 16120, Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 42 
FR 41205, Sept. 2G, 1911; 42 FR 66123, Oct. 
21, 19771 

11101-47.301-2 Applicability of antltrual 
law a. 

<a) In any case In which there Is con
templated a disposal to any private In
terest of real and related personal 

41 CFR Ch. 101 (7-1-90 Edition) 

property which has an estimated fair 
market value of $3,000,000 or more, or 
or patents, processes, techniques, or 
Inventions, Irrespective of cost, the dis
posal agency shall transmit promptly 
to the Attorney General notice of any 
such proposed disposal and the proba
ble terms or conditions thereof, as re
quired by section 207 of the Act, for 
his advice as to whether the proposed 
disposal would tend to create or main
tain a situation Inconsistent with anti· 
trust laws, and no such real property 
shall be disposed of until such advice 
has been received. If such notice Is 
given by any executive agency other 
than GSA, a copy of the notice shall 
be transmitted simultaneously to the 
office of GSA for the region In which 
the property Is located. 

<bl Upon request of the Attorney 
General, GSA or any other executive 
agency shall furnish or cause to be 
furnished such Information as It may 
possess which the Attorney General 
determines to be appropriate or neces
sary to enable him to give the request
ed advice or to determine whether any 
other disposition or proposed disposi
tion of surplus real property violates 
or would violate any of the antitrust 
Jaws. 
129 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 54 
FR 12198, Mar. 24, 19891 

11101-47.301-3 Di•poaala under other Jaws. 
Pursuant to section 602<cl of the act, 

disposals of real property shall not be 
made under other Jaws but shall be 
made only In strict accordance with 
the provisions of this Subpart 101-47.3 
unless the Administrator of General 
Services, upon written application by 
the disposal agency, shall determine In 
each case that the provisions of any 
such other Jaw, pursuant to which dis
posal Is proposed to be made, are not 
Inconsistent with the authority con
ferred by this Act. The provisions of 
thIs section shall not apply to dispos
als of real property authorized to be 
made by section 602(d) of the act or by 
any special statute which directs or re
quires an executive agency named 
therein to transfer or convey speclfl· 
cally described real property In accord
ance with the provisions of such stat
ute. 
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11101-47.301-4 Credit disposals and leases. 

Where credit Is extended In connec
tion with any disposal of surplus prop
erty, the disposal agency shall offer 
credit pursuant to the provisions of 
§ 101-47.304-4. The disposal agency 
shall ·administer and manage the 
credit· lease; or permit and any securi
ty therefor and may enforce, adjust, 
or settle any right of the Government 
with respect thereto ln such manner 
and upon such terms as that agency 
considers to be In the best Interests of 
the Government. 
[42 FR 41205, Sept. 20, 19711 

11101-47.302 Designation of disposal agen
cies. 

11101-47.302-1 General. 
In accordance with applicable provi

sions of this Subpart 101-47.3, surplus 
real property shall be disposed of or 
assigned to the appropriate Federal 
department for disposal for public use 
purposes by the disposal agency. 
[36 FR 8042, Apr. 29, 197ll 

11101-47.302-2 Holding agency. 
<a> The holding agency Is hereby 

designated as disposal agency for: 
<1 l Leases, permits, licenses, ease

ments, and similar real estate Interests 
held by the Government In non-Gov
ernment-owned propert.y <Including 
Government-owned Improvements lo
cated on the premises>. except when It 
Is determined by either the holding 
agency or GSA that the Government's 
Interest will be best served by the dis
posal of such real estate Interests to
gether with other property owned or 
controlled by the Government, that 
has been or Is being reported to GSA 
as excess: and 

< 2l Fixtures, structures, and Im
provements of any kind to be disposed 
of without the underlying land with 
the exception of Government-owned 
machinery and equipment, which are 
fixtures belng used by a contractor-op
erator, where such machinery and 
equipment will be sold to the contrac
tor-operator. 

<3> Standing timber and embedded 
gravel, sand, stone and underground 
wat.er to be dl.~posed of without the 
u lerl land. 

<bl GSA may act as the disposal 
agency for the type of property de
scribed In paragraphs <a><l> and <2> of 
this section, whenever requested by 
the holding agency to perform the dis
posal functions. Where GSA acts as 
the disposal agency for the disposal of 
leases and similar real estate Interests 
as described In paragraph <a><l >of this 
section, the holding agency neverthe
less shall continue to be responsible 
for the payment of the rental until 
the lease Is terminated and for the 
payment of any restoration or other 
direct costs Incurred by the Govern
ment as an Incident to the termina
tion. Likewise, where GSA acts as dis
posal agency for the disposal of fix
tures, structures, and Improvements as 
described In paragraph <a><2> of this 
section, the holding agency neverthe
less shall continue to be responsible 
for payment of any demolition and re
moval costs not offset by the sale of 
the property. 

[29 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 31 
FR 2658, Feb. 11, 1966: 31 FR 16760. Dec. 31. 
1966; 33 FR 8737, June 14, 1968; 48 FR 
12626, Mar. 26, 1983; 50 FR 28403, July 12. 
19851 

11101--17.302-3 General Services Admlnla
tmllon, 

GSA Is the disposal agency for all 
real property and related personal 
property not covered by the above des
Ignations or by disposal authority del
egated by the Adinlnlstrator of Gener
al Services In specific Instances. 

II 101-47.303 Responsibility of dlspoaal 
agency. 

11101-17.303-1 Clasalncallon. 

Each surplus property, or, If the 
property Is subdivided, each unit of 
property shall be classified by the dis
posal agency to determine the meth
ods and conditions applicable to the 
disposal of the property. Classification 
shall be according to the estimated 
highest and best use for the property. 
The property may be reclassified from 
time to time by the disposal agency or 
by GSA whenever such action I~ 
d,.emed appropriate. 



D~p~;t;~;~t·o-fT~~-~~~~i.atlon; and 
<7l Office of Justice Programs, De

partment of Justice. 
<hl When the disposal agency has 

made a determination as to what con
stitutes a reasonable period of time to 
develop and submit a formal applica
tion, the public agency shall be so no
tified. The public agency shall be ad
vised of ihe Information required In 
connection with an application to pro
cure the property. 

m Upon receipt of the formal appli
cation for the property, the dlspo.sal 
agency shall consider and act upon It 
In accordance with the provisions of 
the statute and applicable regulations. 
If comments are received Indicating 
that the disposal Is Incompatible with 
State, regional, or local development 
plans and programs, the disposal 
agency shall attempt to resolve the 
differences consistent with Its statuto
ry responsibilities In the disposal of 
surplus property. 
129 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 34 
FR 11209, July 3, 1969; 311 FR 8486, June 2, 
1910; 36 FR 9176, May 28, 19'11; 40 FR 
22256, May 22, 19111; 112 FR 9829, Mar. 21, 
19811 

11101-47.303-2a Notice for zoning pur
poses. 

<al Where the surplus land Is located 
In an urban area as defined In section 
806 of the Act, that copy of the notice 
to public agencies required under 
t 101-47.303-2(bl which Is sent to the 
head of the local governmental unit 
having Jurisdiction over zoning and 
land use regulation In the area shall 
be accompanied by a copy of section 
803 of the Act <see l 101-47.4906a) and 
the transmittal letter In such In
stances shall Include an additional 
paragraph requesting Information con
cerning zoning as set forth In l 101-
47.4906b. 

(b) Information which Is furnished 
by the unit of general local govern
ment pursuant to the action taken In 
paragraph <a> of this section shall be 
Included In Invitations !or Bid In ad
vertised sales. In negotiated sales, this 
Information shall be presented to pros
pective purchasers during the course 
of the negotiations and shall be In
cluded In the sales agreements. In 

be followed by a written statement, 
substantially as follows: 

The above Information was obtained from 
---------- and Is furnished pursu
ant to section 803 of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act or 1949, as 
amended. The Government does not guar
antee that the Information Is necessarily ac
curate or will remain unchanged. Any Inac
curacies or changes In the above Informa
tion shall not be cause for adjustment or re
scission or any contract resulting from this 
Invitation for Bid or Sales Agreement. 

<c> If no response to a request for 
such zoning Information Is received, 
the property may be offered for sale 
without furnishing such Information 
to prospective purchasers. If the unit 
of general local government notifies 
the disposal agency of Its desire to 
zone the property, It shall be afforded 
a 30-calendar-day period <In addition 
to the 20-calendar days afforded In the 
notice of surplus determination> to 
Issue such zoning regulations. If the 
zoning cannot be accomplished within 
this time frame, the sale may proceed 
but the prospective purchasers shall 
be advised of the pending zoning of 
the property. 

134 FR 11209, July 3, 19691 

11101-47.303-3 Studies. 

The disposal agency shall compile 
from the title documents and related 
papers appropriate Information, for 
use In disposal actions, regarding all 
real property and related personal 
property available for disposal. 

11101-47.303-4 Appraisal. 

(a l Except as otherwise provided In 
this Subpart 101-47.3, the disposal 
agency shall In all cases obtain an ap
praisal of the fair market value, a11d In 
appropriate cases the fair annual 
rental, of property available for dis
posal. 

(b) No appraisal need be obtained In 
any one of these situations: 

0 l The property Is classified and Is 
to be disposed of as airport property. 

<2> The property Is suitable for his
toric monument purposes and Is to be 
disposed of with the use limited to 
such purpose to a State, political sub-

'714 

. . 



. . ... 

Federal Property Management Regulations § 101-47.304-4 

division Instrumentality thereof, or 
municipality. 

<3> The estimated fair market value 
of property to be offered on a competi
tive sale basis does not exceed $10,000. 

<c> The disposal agency shall have 
the property appraised by experienced 
and qualified persons familiar with 
the types of property to be appraised 
by them. Any person engaged to col
lect or evaluate Information pursuant 
to this subsection shall certify that he 
has no Interest, direct or Indirect, In 
the property which would conflict ln 
any manner with the preparation and 
submission of an Impartial appraisal 
report. 
[29 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, RS amended at 34 
FR 16545, Oct. 18, 19691 

§ 101-47.304 Advertised nnd negotiated 
disposals. 

§ 101-47.304-1 Publldty. 

<a> The disposal agency shall widely 
publicize all surplus real property and 
related personal property which be
comes available for disposal hereun
der, giving Information adequate to 
Inform Interested persons of the gen
eral nature of the property and Its 
possible uses, as well as any reserva
tions, restrictions, and conditions Im
posed upon Its disposal. 

<b> A condensed statement of pro
posed sales of surplus real property by 
advertising for competitive bids. 
except where the estimated fair 
market value of the property Is less 
than $2,500, shall be prepared and 
submitted, for Inclusion In the U.S. 
Department of Commerce publication 
"Commerce Business Dally," to: U.S. 
Department of Commerce <S-Synop
sls>. Room 1300, 433 West Van Buren 
Street, Chicago, Illinois 60604. 

11101-47.304-2 Soliciting cooperation of 
local groups. 

The disposal agency may consult 
with local groups and organl7.atlons 
and solicit their cooperation In giving 
wide publicity to the proposed disposal 
of the property. 

§ 101-47.304-3 Information to Interested 
perRonR. 

The disposal agency shall, upon re
quest, supply to bona fide potential 

purchasers and lessees adequate pre
liminary Information, and, with the 
cooperation of the holding agency 
where necessary, shall render such as
sistance to such persons as may enable 
them, Insofar as feasible, to obtain 
adequate Information regarding the 
property. The disposal agency shall es
tablish procedures so that all persons 
showing due diligence are given full 
and complete opportunity to make an 
offer. 

11101-47.304-4 Invitation for offen. 

In all advertised and negotiated dis
posals, the disposal agency shall pre
pare and furnish to all prospective 
purchasers or lessees written Invita
tions to make an offer, which shall 
contain or Incorporate by reference all 
the terms and conditions under which 
the property Is offered for disposal, In
cluding all provisions required by stat
ute to be made a part of the offer. The 
Invitation shall further specify the 
form of the disposal Instrument, 
which specifications shall be In accord
ance with the appropriate provisions 
of H 101-47.307-1 and 101-47.307c2. 

<a> When the. disposal agency has 
determined that the sale of specific 
property on credit terms Is necessary 
to avoid retarding the salability of the 
property and the price obtainable, the 
Invitation shall provide for submission 
of offers on the following terms: 

<1 > Offers to purchase of less than 
$2,500 shall be for cash. 

<2> When the purchase price Is 
$2,500 or more but less than $10,000, a 
cash downpayment of not less than 25 
percent shall be required with the bal
ance due In 8 years or less. 

<3> When the purchase price Is 
$10,000 or more, a cash downpayment 
of not less than 20 percent shall be re
quired with the balance due ln 10 
years or less. 

<4> The purchaser shall furnish a · 
promissory note secured by the pur
chase money mortgage or deed of 
trust on the property, whichever the 
Government determines to be appro
priate. 

<5> Payment will be In equal quarter
annual lrt11tallments of the principal 
together with Interest on the unpaid 
balance. 
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(6) Interest on the unpaid balance 
will be at the General Services Admin
Istration's established Interest rate. 

<bl Where the disposal agency has 
detennlned that an offering of the 
property on credit terms that do not 
meet the standards set forth In t 101-
4'1-304-4<al Is easential to pennlt dis
posal of the property ·In the best Inter
ests of the Government, the Invitation 
may provide for submission of offers 
on such alternate terms of payment as 
may be recommended by the disposal 
agency and' approved by the Adminis
trator of General Services on the basis 
of a detailed written statement justify
Ing the need to deviate from the 
standard terms. The justification shall 
be based on the needs of the Federal 
Government as distinguished from the 
Interests of the purchaser. The sale In 
those cases where the downpayment Is 
less than 20 percent shall, unless oth
erwise authorized by the Administra
tor of General Services, be under a 
land contract which shall provide, In 
effect, for conveyance of title to the 
purchaser by quitclaim deed or other 
form of conveyance In accordance with 
the appropriate provisions of §§ 101-
4'1.30'1-1 and 101-4'1.30'1-2 upon pay
ment of one-third of the total pur
chase price and accrued Interest, or 
earlier If the Government so elects, 
and execution and delivery of purchas
er's note and purchase money mort
gage <or bond and deed of trustl satis
factory to the Government, to secure 
payment of the unpaid balance of the 
purchase price. 

<cl The disposal agency may Increase 
the cash downpayment requirement or 
shorten the period of amortization 
whenever circumstances warrant and 
In the case of sales of farms, may pro
vide for payment of the unpaid bal
ance on equal semiannual or annual 
Installment basis. 

<dl Where a sale Is to be made on 
credit, the Invitation shall provide 
that the purchaser agrees by appropri
ate provisions to be Incorporated In 
the disposal Instruments that he will 
not le~e <unless the property was of
fered without leasing restrictions by 
the Government> or sell the property, 
or any part thereof or Interest therein, 
without prior written authorization of 
the Government. 

41 CFR Ch. 101 (7-1-90 Edition) 

<I l In appropriate cases, except as 
provided In § 101-4'1.304-4<dH2l, the 
Invitation shall state that the disposal 
Instrument may include provisions 
specifically authorizing leasing and/or 
resale and release of portions of the 
property as desired by the purchaser. 
provided that such provisions shall, In 
the judgment of the Government, be 
adequate to protect Its security for the 
credit extended to the purchaser. 

<2l In the case of timber or mineral 
lands, or lands containing other sale
able products, the Invitation shall 
state that the disposal Instrument 
may specifically provide for granting 
future partial releases to pennlt the 
resale of timber, minerals, and other 
saleable products, or authorize the 
leasing of mineral rights, upon pay
ment to the Government of such 
amounts as may be required by the 
Government but not less than the pro
ceeds of any sale or lease less such 
amounts as may be detennlned by the 
Government to represent the cost of 
the sale or lease. 

(3) All payments for such authoriza
tions and/or releases shall, at the 
option of the Government, be applied 
against the unpaid balance of the in
debtedness In Inverse order of Its ma
turity, or upon any delinquent Install
ments of principal and Interest, or 
used for payments of any delinquent 
taxes or Insurance premiums. 

<el Where property Is offered for dis
posal under a land contract or lease, 
the terms and conditions contained in 
the Invitation shall provide that the 
purchaser or lessee will be required to 
pay to the proper taxing authorities or 
to the disposal agency, as may be di
rected, all taxes, payments In lieu of 
taxes (in the event of the existence or 
subsequent enactment of legislation 
authorizing such payments), assess
ments or similar charges which may 
be assessed or Imposed on the proper
ty, or upon the occupier thereof, or 
upon the use or operation of the prop
erty and to assume all costs of operat
Ing obligations. 

<fl Whenever property Is offered for 
sale on credit terms or for lease, the 
terms and conditions contained In the 
Invitation shall provide that the pur
chaser or lessee shall procure and 
maintain at his expense during the 
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term credit Is extended, or the period 
of the lease, such Insurance In such 
amounts as may be required by the 
Government; required Insurance shall 
be In companies acceptable to the 
Government and shall Include such 
terms and provisions as may be re· 
qulred to provide coverage satisfactory 
to the Government. 
[29 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 33 
FR 12003, Aug. 23, 1968; 42 FR 4'1205, Sept. 
20, 1977] 

!I 101-47.304-5 Inspection. ' 

All persons Interested In the acquisi
tion of surplus property available for 
disposal under this Subpart 101-47.3 
shall, with the cooperation of the 
holding agency, where necessary, and 
with due regard to Its program activl· 
ties, be permitted to make a complete 
Inspection of such property, Including 
any available Inventory records, plans, 
specifications, and engineering reports 
made In connection therewith, subject 
to any necessary restrictions In the In· 
terest of national security and subject 
to such rules as may be prescribed by 
the disposal agency. 
<See 1101-47.304-13 and 1101-47.403.) 

!53 FR 29894, Aug. 9, 19881 

ft 101-47.304-6 Submission of offer~~. 

All offers to purchase or lease shall 
be in writing, accompanied by any re
quired earnest money deposit, using 
the form prescribed by the disposal 
agency and, In addition to the finan
cial terms upon which the offer Is 
predicated, shall set forth the wllllnR· 
neso; of the offeror to abide by the 
terms, conditions, reservations, and re
strictions upon which the property Is 
offered, and shall contain such other 
Information as the disposal agency 
may request. 

§ 101-47.304-7 AdvertiBed dispoRB111. 
<a> All disposals or contracts for dis

posal of surplus property, except a.o; 
provided In U 101-47.304-9 and 101-
47.304-10, shall be made after publicly 
advertising for bids. 

< 1 > The advertising for bids shall be 
made at such time previous to the dis
posal or contract, through such meth· 
ods and on such terms and conditions 
as shall permit that full and free com-

petition which Is consistent with the 
value and nature of the property In
volved. The advertisement shall desig
nate the place to which the bids are to 
be delivered or mailed, and shall state 
the place, date, and time of public 
opening. 

(2) All bids shall be publicly dis
closed at the time and place stated In 
the advertisement. 

<3> Award shall be made with rea
sonable promptness by notice to the 
responsible bidder whose bid. conform
Ing to the Invitation for bids, will be 
most advantageous to the Govern
ment, price P.nd other factors consid
ered: Provided, That all bids may be re· 
jected when It Is In the public Interest 
to do so. · 

(b) Disposal and' contracts for dispos
al of surplus property may be made 
through contract auctioneers when 
authorized by GSA. The auctioneer re
tained under contract shall be re
quired to publicly advertise for bids In 
accordance with the applicable provi
sions of this 1101-47.304-7. 

ft 101-47.304-8 [llenrvedl 

!1101-47.304-9 NeJQtlated dlapoaala. 

<a> Disposal agencies shall obtain 
such competillon as Is feasible under 
the circumstances In all negotiations 
of disposals and contracts for disposal 
of surplus property. They may dispose 
of surplus property by negotiation 
only In the following situations: 

< 1 > When the estimated fair market 
value of the property Involved does 
not exceed $15,000; 

<2> When bid prices after advertising 
therefor are not reasonable <either as 
to all or some part of the property) or 
have not been Independently arrived 
at In open competition; 

<3> When the character or condi
tions of the property or unusual cir
cumstances make It Impractical to ad
vertise publicly for competitive bids 
and the fair market value of the prop
erty and other satisfactory terms of 
disposal can be obtained by negotia-
tion; · 

<4> When the disposals will be to 
States, Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, possessions, political subdivisions 
thereof, or tax-supported agencies 
therein, and the estimated fair market 
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value of the property and other salls· 
factory terms of disposal are obtained 
by negotiation; or 

<5> When negotiation Is otherwise • 
authorized by the Act or other law, 
such as: 

Cl l Disposals of power transmission 
lines for· public or cooperative power 
projects <see t 10 1-4 '1.308-1>. 

Cll> Disposals for public airport utili· 
zaUon <see 1101-4'1.308-2). 

Cbl Appraisal data required pursuant 
to the provisions of 1101-4'1.303-4, 
when needed for the purpose of con
ducting negotiations under 1101-
4'1.304-9<al <3>. 14l, or 15l<ll shall be 

. obtained under contractual arrange
ments with experienced and qualified 
real estate appraisers familiar with 
the types of property to be appraised 
by them: Provided, however, That In 
any case where the cost of obtaining 
such data from a contract appraiser 
would be out of proportion to the ex
pected recoverable value of the prop
erty, or If for any other reason em· 
ploylng a contract appraiser would not 
be In the best Interest of the Govern· 
ment, the head of the disposal agency 
or his designee should authorize any 
other method of obtaining an estimate 
of the fair market value of the proper· 
ty or the fair annual rental he may 
deem to be proper. 

<cl Negotiated sales to public bodies 
under 40 U.S.C. 484CelC3l<Hl will be 
considered only when the disposal 
agency has made a determination that 
a public benefit will result from the 
negotiated sale which would not be re· 
allzed from a competitive sale disposal. 
The offer to purchase and the convey
ance document concerning such nego
tiated sales shall contain an excess 
profits covenant. A standard Excess 
Profits Covenant for Negotiated Sales 
to Public Bodies Is Illustrated In 1101-
4'1.4908. The standard covenant Is pro· 
vlded as a guide, and appropriate 
modifications may be made provided 
that Its basic purpose Is retained. The 
disposal agency shall monitor the 
property Involved and Inspect records 
related thereto as necessary to ensure 
compliance with the terms and condi
tions of the sale and may take any ac
tions which It deems reasonable and 
prudent to recover any excess profits 
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realt:.:ed through the resale of the 
property. 

<d> The annual report of the Admin
Istrator under section 212 of the Act 
shall contain or be accompanied by a 
listing and description of any negotiat
ed disposals of surplus real property 
having an estimated fair market value 
of over $15,000, other than disposals 
for which an explanatory statement 
has been transmitted under § 101-
47.304-12. 
129 F'R 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 40 
FR 22256, May 22, 1975; 51 FR 23760, July 
I, 1986; 54 FR 12198, Mar. 24, 19891 

a I 01-47 .30~-1 0 Dlapoaa1s by brokers . 

Disposals and contracts for disposal 
of surplus property through contract 
realty broket-s, where authorized by 
GSA, shall be made In the manner fol
lowed In similar commercial transac· 
lions. Realty brokers retained under 
contracts shall be required to give 
wide public notice of availability of 
the property for disposal. 

11101-47.30·1-11 llncumentlng determina· 
linn• In ncgnll~tte. 

The disposal agency shall document 
the factors leading to and the determi
nation Justifying disposal by negotia
tion of any surplus property under 
U 101-47.304-9 and 101-47.304-10, and 
shall retain such documentation in the 
files of the agency. 

a 101-~7.30~-12 Explanatory statements. 

Cal Subject to the exception stated 
In t101-47.304-121bl, the disposal 
agency shall prepare an explanatory 
statement, as required by section 
203Cell6l of the Act, of the circum
stances of each of the following pro
posed disposals by negotiation: 

<1 l Any real property that has an es
timated fair market value In excess of 
$100,000, except that any real proper
ty disposed of by lease or exchange 
shall only be subject to paragraphs Cal 
<2> through <4l of this section; 

12> Any real property disposed of by 
lease for a term of 5 years or less; If 
the estimated fair annual rent Is In 
excess or $100,000 for any of such 
years; 

<3> Any real property disposed of by 
lease for a term of more than 5 years, 
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If the total estimated rent over the 
term of the lease Is In excess of 
$100,000; or 

<4> Any real property or real andre
lated personal property disposed of by 
exchange, regardless of value, or any 
property any part of the consideration 
for which Is real property. 

<b> No explanatory statement need 
be prepared for a disposal of property 
authorized to be disposed of without 
advertising by any provision of law 
other than section 203(e) of the Act. 

<c> An outline for the preparation of 
the explanatory statement Is shown In 
§ 101-47.4911. A copy of the statement 
shall be preserved In the files of the 
disposal agency. 

<d> Each explanatory statement 
when prepared shall be submitted to 
the Administrator of General Services 
for review and transmltt.al by the Ad
ministrator of General Services by let
ters to the Committees on Govern
ment Operations and any other appro
priate committees of the Senate and 
House of Representatives. The submis
sion to the Administrator of General 
Services shall Include such supporting 
data as may be relevant and necessary 
for evaluating the proposed action. 

<e> Copies of the Administrator of 
General Services• transmittal letters 
to the committees of the Congress, 
§ 101-47.304-12<d>, will be furnished to 
the disposal agency. 

<f> In the absence of adverse com
ment by an appropriate committee or 
subcommittee of the Congress on the 
proposed negotiated disposal, the dis
posal agency may consummate the 
sale on or after 35 days from the date 
of the Administrator of General Serv
Ices letters transmitting the explana
tory statement to the committees. 
!29 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, 11.5 amended at 41 
FR 22354, June 3, 1976; 54 FR 12198, Mar. 
24, 1989] 

11101-47.304-13 ProviRlonR relatinl( to RR· 
bestos. 

Where the existence of asbestos on 
the property has been brought to the 
attention of the disposal agency by 
the Standard Form 118 Information 
provided In accordance with 1101-
47.202-2Hb><9l, the disposal agency 
shall Incorporate such Information 
<less any cost or time estimates to 

remove the asbestos-containing mate
rials> In any Invitation for Bids/Offers 
to Purchase and Include the following: 

NOTICZ or TJIII PR.amcz or AsiiBSTOs
WAR!fiNol 

<a> The Purchaser 18 warned that the 
property offered for aale contains asbestos
containing materials. Unprotected or un
regulated exposures to asbestos In product 
manufacturing, shipyard, and buUdlng con
struction workplaces have been 11880Ciated 
with asbestos-related dl8eases. Both the Oc
cupational Safety and Health Administra
tion <OSHA> and the Environmental Protec
tion Agency <EPA> regulate asbestos be
cause of the potential haz&rds associated 
with exposure to airborne asbestos fibers. 
Both OSHA and EPA have determined that 
such exposure Increases the rlak o( asbestos
related diseases, which Include certain can
cers and which ClUJ result In disability or 
death. 

!bl Bidders IOHerorsJ arc Invited, urged 
and cautioned to Inspect the property to be 
sold prior to submitting a bid <ollerl. More 
particularly, bidders <oHcrorsl are Invited, 
urged and cautioned to Inspect the property 
as to Its asbestos content and condition and 
any haz&rdous or envlrunmental condltlollB 
relating thereto. The disposal agency will 
ILSSist bidders <oUcrorsl In obtaining any 
authorlzntlon<sl which may be required In 
order to carry out any such lnspectlonlsl. 
Bldde111 !Oilerorsl shall be deemed to have 
relied solely on their own Judgment In as
seaslng the overall condition of all or any 
portion of the property Including, without 
limitation, any asbestos hazards or con
cerns. 

<cl No warranties either expreas or Im
plied are given with regard to the condition 
of the property Including, without limita
tion, whether the property does or does not 
contain asbestos or Is or 18 not safe for a 
particular purpose. The failure or any 
bidder <oUerorJ to Inspect, or to be tully In
formed as to the condition of all or any por
tion or the property ollered, will not collBtl
tute grounds for any claim or demand tor 
adJustment or withdrawal or a bid or oller 
after Its opening or teuder. 

!dl The description or the property art 
forth In the Invitation tor Bids !Oller to 
Purchase! and any other Information pro
vided therein with respect to aald property 
18 based on the best Information available to 
the disposal agency and Is believed to be 
correct, but an error or omission. Including 
but not limited to the omlaslon of any Infor
mation available to the agency having cus
tody over the property and/or any other 
Federal agency, shall not collBUtute grounds 
or reason for nonpertormllllce of the con
tract of sale, or any claim by the Purchaser 
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against the Government Including. without 
limitation, a.ny claim for allowance, refund, 
or deduction from the purchase price. 

<el The Government a.saumes no liability 
tor damages tor personal InJury, Illness, dla· 
ability or death, t.o the Purchaser, or t.o the 
Purchaser's successors, a.sallll'IS. employees, 
Invitees, or any other person subject t.o Pur
chaser's coatrol or direction, or t.o any other 
person, Including members of the 11eneral 
public, artsln11 from or Incident to the pur
chase, transportation, removal, handling, 
use, disposition, or other activity causing or 
leading t.o contact of any kind whatsoever 
with asbestos on the property which Ia the 
subject of this aale, whether the Purchaser, 
Its successors or a.sallll'IS has or have proper
ly warned or tailed properly to warn the 
lndtvlduallsl Injured. 

< tl The Purchaser further agrees that In 
Its use and occupancy of the property It will 
comply with all F ~deral, state, and local 
laws relalln11 to asbCJitos. 
153 f'R 29894, Au11. 9. 19881 

11101-47.306 Acceptance of offero. 

11101-47.306-1 General. 
<a> When the head of the disposal 

agency or his designee determines that 
bid prices <either as to all or some part 
of the property> received after adver
tising therefor or received In response 
to the action authorized In paragraph 
<bl of this 1101-47.306-1, are reasona
ble, I.e., commensurate with the fair 
market value of the property, and 
were Independently arrived at In open 
competition, award shall be made with 
reasonable promptness by notice to 
the bidder whose bid, conforming to 
the Invitation for bids, will be most ad
vantageous to the Government, price 
and other factors considered. Any or 
all offers may be rejected when the 
head of the disposal agency or his des
Ignee determines It is In the public In
terest to do so. 

<bl Where the advertising does not 
result In the receipt of a bid at a price 
commensurate with the fair market 
value of the property, the highest 
bidder may, at the discretion of the 
head of the disposal agency or his des
Ignee and upon determination of re
sponsiveness and bidder responsibility, 
be afforded an opportunity to Increase 
his offered price. The bidder shall be 
given a reasonable period of time, not 
to exceed fifteen working days, to re
spond. At the time the bidder is af
forded an opportunity to Increase his 

41 CFR Ch. 101 (7-1-90 Edition) 

bid, all other bids shall be rejected and 
bid deposits returned. Any sale at a 
price so Increased may be concluded 
without regard to the provisions of 
1101-47.304-9 and 1101-47.304-12. 

<c> The disposal agency shall allow a 
reasonable period of time within 
which the successful bidder shall con
summate the transaction and shall 
notify the successful bidder of the 
period allowed. 

<d> It Is within the discretion of the 
head of the disposal agency or his des
Ignee to determine whether the proce
dure authorized by paragraph (bl of 
this 1 101-47.306-1 Is followed or 
whether the bids shall be rejected and 
the property reoffered for sale on a 
publicly advertised competitive bid 
basis In accordance with the provisions 
of 1101-47.304-7, or disposed of by ne
l{otiatlon pursuant to t 101-47.306-1, 
or offered for disposal under other ap
plicable provisions of this Subpart 
101-47.3. 
129 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 50 
FR 25223, June 18, 19851 

11101-47.306-2 Equal offers. 

"Equal offers" means two or more 
offers that are equal In all respects, 
taking Into consideration the best In· 
terests of the Government. If equal ac
ceptable offers are received for the 
same property, award shall be made 
by a drawing by lot limited to the 
equal acceptable offers received. 

11101-47.306-3 Notice to unsucceasful bid-
ders. 

When an offer for surplus real prop
erty has been accepted, the disposal 
agency shall notify all other bidders of 
such acceptance and return their ear
nest money deposits, If any. 

11101-47.306 Absence of acceptable offers. 

11101-47.306-1 Negotiations. 

<al When the head of the disposal 
agency or his designee determines that 
bid prices after advertising therefor 
<Including the action authorized by 
the provisions of 1101-47.306-l<bll are 
not reasonable either as to all or some 
part of the property or were not Inde
pendently arrived at In open competi
tion and that a negotiated sale rather 
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than a disposal by readvertlslng or 
under other applicable provisions of 
this subpart would better protect the 
public Interest, the property or such 
part thereof may be disposed of by ne
gotiated sale after rejection of all bids 
received: Provided, That no negotiated 
disposal may be made under this 
§ 101-47.306-1 unless: 

<1 > Notification of the Intention to 
negotiate and reasonable opportunity 
to negotiate shall have been given by 
the agency head or his designee to 
each responsible bidder who submitted 
a bid pursuant to the advertising; 

(2) The negotiated price Is higher 
than the highest rejected bid price of
fered by any responsible bidder, as de
termined by the head of the agency or 
his designee; and 

<3> The negotiated price Is the high
est negotiated price offered by any re
sponsible prospective purchaser. 

<b> Any such negotiated disposal 
shall be subject to the applicable pro
visions of §§ 101-47.304-9 and 101-
47.304-12. 

§ 101-47.306-2 I>efense Industrial Jlcserve 
properties. 

In the event thnt any dlsposnl 
agency Is unable to dispose of any sur
plus Industrial plant because of the 
application of the conditions and re
strictions of the National Security 
Clause Imposed under the Defense In
dustrial Reserve Act <50 U.S.C. 453>, 
after making every practicable effort 
to do so, It shall notify the Secretary 
of Defense, Indicating such modifica
tions In the National Security Clause. 
if any, which In Its judgment will 
make possible the disposal of the 
plant. Upon agreement by the Secre
tary of Defense to any or all of such 
modifications, the plant shall be reor
fered for disposal subject to such 
modifications as may have been so 
agreed upon; or If such modifications 
are not agreed to, and upon request of 
the Secretary of Defense, the plant 
shall be transferred to the custody of 
GSA. 

{40 FR 120'18, Mar. I 'I, 19'161 

11101-47.307 Conveyanceq, 

11101-47.307-1 1-'orm or deed or lnltru
ment or conveyance. 

Disposals of real property shall be 
by quitclaim deed or deed without 
warranty In conformity with local law 
and practice, unless the disposal 
agency finds that another form of con
veyance Is necessary to obtain a rea
sonable price for the property or to 
render the title marketable, and unless 
the use or such other form of convey
ance Is approved by GSA. 

11101-47.307-2 Condltlon1 In disposal ln
llruments. 

<a> Where a sale Is made upon credit. 
the purchaser shall agree by appropri
ate provisions to be Incorporated In 
the disposal lntruments, that he will 
not resell or lease <unless due to Its 
character or type the property was of
fered without leasing restrictions by 
the disposal agency> the property, or 
any part thereof or Interest therein. 
without the prior written authoriza
tion of the disposal agency and such 
disposal Instruments In appropriate 
cases may specifically provide for such 
authorization and/or future partial re
leBSes to be granted on terrn!l which 
will adequl\tely protect the Govern
ment's security for the credit extended 
to the purchaser. 

<b> Except for exchange transactions 
Initiated by the Federal Government 
for Its own benefit, any disposition of 
land, or land and Improvements locat
ed thereon, to public bodies by negoti
ation pursuant to t 101-47.304-9<4! 
shall Include In the deed or other dis
posal Instrument a covenant substan
tially as follows: 

The Grantee covenants for ltsel!, Its heln<. 
successors. and asslgna and every successor 
In Interest to the property hereby conveyed. 
or any part thereof, that the said Grantee 
and such heirs. successors, and aashms shall 
not discriminate upon the basts of race. 
color, religion, or national origin In the use. 
occupancy, ~ale, or lease or the property. or 
In their ~mployment practices conducted 
thereon. This covenant shall . not apply, 
however, to the lease or rent.al of a room or 
rooms within a family dwelling unit; nor 
shall It apply with respect to religion to 
premises used primarily for religious pur
poses. The United States of America shall 
be deemed a beneficiary of this covenant 
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without reHard to whether It remains the 
owner of any land or Interest therein In the 
locality of the property hereby conveyed 
and &hall have the sole riHht to enforce this 
covenant In any court of competent jurisdic
tion. 

(c) Any deed, lease, or other Instru
ment executed to dispose of property 
under this subpart, subject to reserva
tions, restrictions, or condl lions as to 
the future use, maintenance, or trans
fer of the property shall recite all cov
enants, representations, and agree
ments pertaining thereto. 
129 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 33 
FR 4408, Mar. 12, 19681 

11101-~7.307-3 lllstribution of conformed 
copies or conveyance instrument.. 

<a> Two conformed copies of any 
deed, lease, or other Instrument con
taining reservations, restrlcllons, or 
conditions regulallng the future use, 
maintenance, or transfer of the prop
erty shall be provided the agency 
charged with enforcement of such res
ervations, restrictions, or conditions. 

<bl A conformed copy of the deed, 
lease, or other conveyance Instrument 
shall be provided to the holding 
agency by the disposal agency. 

11101-17.307-1 Disposition of title paper.. 
The holding agency shall, upon re

quest, deliver to the disposal agency 
all title papers In Its possession relat
Ing to the property reported excess. 
The disposal agency may transfer to 
the purchaser of the property, as a 
part of the disposal transaction, the 
pertinent records authorized by § 101-
11.404-2, to be so transferred. If the 
purchaser of the property wishes to 
obtain additional records, copies there
of may be furnished to the purchaser 
at an appropriate charge, as deter
mined by the agency having custody 
of the records. 
133 FR 572, Jan. 17, 19681 

11101-47.307-5 Title transfers from Gov
ernment corporations. 

In order to facilitate the administra
tion and disposition of real property 
when record title to such property Is 
not In the name of the United States 
of America, the holding agency, upon 
request of the Administrator of Gen· 

eral Services, shall deliver to the dis
posal agency a quitclaim deed, or 
other Instrument of conveyance with
out warranty, expressed or Implied, 
transferring all of the right, title, and 
Interest of the holding agency In such 
property to the United States of 
America. 

IIIOI-H.307-6 l'roceeds from disposals. 

All proceeds (except so much there
of as may be otherwise obligated, cred
ited, or paid under authority of those 
provisions of law set forth In section 
204<bHe> of the Act <40 U.S.C. 485<bl
(e)), or the Independent Offices Ap
propriation Act, 1963 <76 Stat. 725> or 
In any later nppropriatlon act> hereaf
ter received from any sale, lease, or 
other disposition of surplus real prop
erty and related personal property 
shall be covered Into the land and 
water conservation fund In the Treas
ury of the United States. 

130 FR 754, Jan. 23, 19651 

!IJOI--11.:1011 Spedol disposal provisions. 

111111--17.31111-1 l'uwer transmission lines. 

<a> Pursuant and subject to the pro
visions of section 13<dl of the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944 <50 U.S.C. App. 
1622<d», which Is continued In effect 
by section 602<a> of the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949, any State or political subdivi
sion thereof, or any State or Govern
ment agency or Instrumentality may 
certify to the disposal agency that a 
surplus powt!r transmission line and 
the right-of-way acquired for Its con
struction Is needful for or adaptable to 
the requirements of a public or coop
erative power project. Disposal agen· 
cles shall notify such State entitles 
and Government agencies of the avail
ability of such property In accordance 
with § 101-47.303-2. 

<b> Notwithstanding any other provl· 
slons of this subpart, whenever a State 
or political subdivision thereof, or a 
State or Government agency or Instru
mentality certifies that such property 
Is needful for or adaptable to the re
quirements or a public or cooperative 
power project, the property may be 
sold for such utilization at the fair 
market value thereof. 
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<c> In the event a sale cannot be ac
complished by reason of the price to 
be charged or otherwise and the certi· 
flcation Is not withdrawn, the disposal 
agency shall report the facts Involved 
to the Administrator of General Serv
Ices, for a determination by him as to 
the further action to be taken to dis
pose of the property. 

<d> Any power transmission line and 
right-of-way not disposed of pursuant 
to the provisions of this secUon shall 
be disposed of In accordance with 
other applicable provisions of this sub
part, Including, If appropriate, reclassi
fication by the disposal agency. 

11101-47.308-2 l'roperly for I'Ubllc air-
ports. 

<a> Pursuant and subject to the pro
visions of section 13<g) of the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944 <50 U.S.C. App. 
1622<g>>. which Is continued In effect 
by section 602<a> of the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act 
of 1949 and amended by the Act of Oc
tober 1, 1949, 63 Stat. 700, and section 
1402<c> of the Federal Aviation Act of 
1958, 72 Stat. 807 <50 U.S.C. App. 
1622a-1622c), airport property may be 
conveyed or disposed of to a State, po
litical subdivision, municipality, or 
tax-supported Institution for a public 
airport. Airport property Is any sur
plus real property Including Improve
ments and personal property located 
thereon as a part of the operating unit 
<exclusive of property the highest and 
best use of which Is determined by the 
Administrator of General Services to 
be Industrial and which shall be so 
classified for disposal without regard 
to ·the provisions of this section> 
which, In the determination of the Ad· 
mlnlstrator of the Federal Aviation 
Administration Is essential, suitable, or 
desirable for the development, lm· 
provement, operation, or maintenance 
of a public airport, as defined In the 
Federal Airport Act, as amended <49 
U.S.C. 1101>, or reasonably necessary 
to fulfill the Immediate and foreseea
ble future requirements of the grantee 
for the development, Improvement, 
operation, or maintenance of a public 
airport. Including property needed to 
develop sources of revenue from nona
vlatlon businesses at a public airport. 

(b) The disposal agency shall notify 
eligible public agencies, In accordance 
with the provisions of 1101-47.303-2, 
that property which may be disposed 
of for use as a public airport under the 
Act of 1944, as amended, has been de· 
termlned to be surplus. There shall be· 
transmitted with the copy of each 
such notice when sent to the proper 
regional office of the Federal Aviation 
Administration, 1101-47.303-2<d>, a 
copy of the holding agency's Report of 
Excess Real Property <Standard Form 
118, with accompanying schedules>. 

<c> As promptly as possible after re
ceipt or the copy of the notice given to 
eligible public agencies and the copy 
of Standard Form 118, the Federal 
Aviation Administration shall Inform 
the disposal agency of the determlna· 
tion of the Administrator of the Fed
eral Aviation Administration required 
by the provisions of the Act of 1944, as 
amended. The Federal Aviation Ad· 
ministration, thereafter, shall render 
such assistance to any eligible public 
agency known to have a need for the 
property for a public airport as may be 
necessary for such need to be consld· 
erect In the development of a compre
hensive and coordinated plan of use 
and procurement for the property. An 
application form and Instructions for 
the preparation of an application shall 
be furnished to the eligible public 
agency by the disposal agency upon 
request. 

<d> Whenever an eligible public 
agency hss submitted a plan of use 
nnd application to acquire property 
for a public airport, In accordance 
with the provisions of § 101-47.303-2, 
the dlsposl\1 agency shall transmit two 
copies of the plan and two copies of 
the application to the proper regional 
office of the Federal Aviation Admin· 
lstration. The Federal Aviation Ad· 
ministration shall promptly submit to 
the disposal agency a recommendation 
for disposal or the property for a 
public airport or shall Inform the dis· 
posal agency that no such recommen-
dation will be submitted. . 

<e> Upon receipt of such recommen
dation, the disposal agency may, with 
the approval of the head of the dispos
al agency or his designee, convey prop
erty recommended by the Federal 
Aviation Administration for disposal 
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for a public airport to the eligible 
public agency, subject to the provl· 
slons of the Surplus Property Act of 
1944, as amended. Approval for avla· 
tlon areas shall be based on estab· 
lished FAA guidelines, criteria, and re
quirements for such areas. Approval 
for nonavlatlon revenue-producing 
areas shall be given only for such 
areas as are anticipated to generate 
net proceeds which do not exceed ex
pected deficits for operation of the 
aviation area applied for at the air
port. 

(f) Any airport property not recom· 
mended by the Federal Aviation Ad· 
ministration for disposal pursuant to 
the provisions of this subsection for 
use as a public airport shall be dis
posed of In accordance with other ap
plicable provisions of this subpart. 
However, the holding agency shall 
first be notified of the Inability of the 
disposal agency to dispose of the prop
erty for use as a public airport and 
shall be allowed 30 days to withdraw 
the property from surplus or to waive 
any future Interest In the property for 
public airport usc. 

tg) The Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration has the sole 
responsibility for enforcing compli· 
ance with the terms and conditions of 
disposal, and for the reformation, cor
rection, or amendment of any disposal 
Instrument and the granting of re· 
leases and for taking any necessary 
action for recapturing such property 
In accordance with the provisions of 
the Act of October 1, 1949, 63 Stat. 
700, and section 1402<cl of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958, 72 Stat. 807 <50 
U.S.C. App. 1622a-1622cl. 

<h> In the event title to any such 
property Is revested In the United 
States by reason of noncompliance 
with the terms and conditions of dis· 
posal, or other cause, the Administra
tor of the Federal Aviation Adminis
tration shall have accountability for 
the property and shall report the 
property to OSA as excess property In 
accordance with the provisions of 
1101-47.202. 

m Section 23 of • the Airport and 
Airway Development Act of 1970 <Air· 
port Act of 1970) Is not applicable to 
the transfer of airports to State and 
local agencies. The transfer of airports 

41 CFR Ch. 101 (7-·1-90 Edition) 

to State and local agencies may be 
made only under section 13(g) of the 
Surplus Property Act of 1944 which Is 
continued In effect by the Act. Only 
property which the holding agency de

. termlnes cannot be reported excess to 
GSA for disposition under the Act, but 
which, nevertheless, may be made 
available for use by a State or local 
public body fol' publtc airport purposes 
without being Inconsistent with the 
Federal program of the holding 
agency, may be conveyed under sec
tion 23 of the Airport Act of 1970. In 
the latter Instance, section 23 may be 
used for the transfer of nonexcess 
land for airport development purposes 
providing that such real property does 
not constitute an entire airport. An 
entire, ex !sting and established airport 
can only be disposed of to a State or 
eligible local government under sec
tion 13<g> of the Surplus Property Act 
of 1944. 

(29 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, as a.mended at 42 
FR 46305, Sept. 15, 1977; 48 FR 1301, Jan. 
12, 19831 

11101-·17.301!-3 l'ruperty for use as historic 
monument•. 

<a> Under section 203(k)(3) of the 
act, the disposal agency may, In Its dis· 
cretlon, convey, without monetary 
consideration, to any State, political 
subdivision, Instrumentalities thereof, 
or municipality, surplus real and relat
ed personal property for use as a his· 
torlc monument for the benefit of the 
public provided the Secretary of the 
Interior has determined that the prop
erty Is suitable and desirable for such 
use. No property shall be determined 
to be suitable or desirable for use as a 
historic monument except In conform
Ity with the recommendation of the 
Advisory Board on National Parks, 
Historic Sites, Buildings, and Monu
ments. In addition, the disposal 
agency may authorize the use of prop
erty conveyed under subsection 
203<kH3l of the act or the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944, as amended, for 
revenue-producing activities If the Sec
retary of the In terlor: 

< 1 l Determines that such activities, 
as described In the applicant's pro
posed program of utilization, are com-
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patible with the use of the property 
for historic monument purposes; 

<2J Approves the grantee's plan for 
repair, rehabllltation, restoration, and 
maintenance of the property; 

(3) Approves the grantee's plan for 
financing the repair, rehabllltation, 
restoration, and maintenance of the 
property. The plan shall not be ap
proved unless It provides that all In
comes In excess of costs of repair, re
habilitation, restoration, maintenance 
and a specified reasonable profit or 
payment that may accrue to a lessor, 
sublessor, or developer In connection 
with the management, operation, or 
development of the property for reve
nue producing activities shall be used 
by the grantee, lessor, sublessor, or de· 
veloper, only for public historic preser
vation, park, or recreational purposes; 
and 

<4J Examines and approves the 
grantee's accounting and financial pro
cedures for recording and reporting on 
revenue-producing activities. 

<bl The disposal agency shall notify 
State and areawide clearinghouses and 
eligible public agencies, In accordance 
with the provisions of I 101-47.303-2, 
that property which may be disposed 
of for use as a historic monument has 
been determined to be surplus. A copy 
of the holding agency's Standard 
Form 118, Report of Excess Real Prop
erty, with accompanying schedules 
shall be transmitted with the copy of 
each such notice when It Is sent to the 
proper regional office of t.he Bureau of 
Outdoor Recreation as provided In 
§ 101-47.303-2(d). 

<cJ Upon request, the disposal 
agency shall furnish eligible public 
agencies with an application form to 
acquire real property for permanent 
use as a historic monument and advise 
the potential applicant that It should 
consult with the appropriate Bureau 
of Outdoor Recreation Regional 
Office early In the proces.~ of develop. 
lng the application. 

<dJ Eligible public agencies shall 
submit the original and two copies of 
the completed application to acquire 
real property for use as a historic 
monument In accordance with the pro
visions of § 101-47.303-2 to the appro
priate Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
Regional Office which will forward 

one copy of the application to the ap
propriate regional office of the dispos
al agency. After consultation with the 
National Park Service, the Bureau of 
Outdoor Recreation shall promptly 
submit to the disposal agency the de
termination required of the Secretary 
of the Interior under section 203<kl(3) 
of the act for disposal of the property 
for a historic monument and compati
ble revenue-producing activities or 
shall Inform the disposal agency that 
no such recommendation will be sub
mitted. 

<e l U"on receipt of the determina
tion, the disposal agency may with the 
approval of the head of the disposal 
agency or his designee convey to an el
Igible public agency property deter
mined by the Secretary of the Interior 
to be suitable and desirable for use as 
a historic monument for the benefit of 
the public and for compatible revenue
producing activities subject to the pro
visions of section 203<kH3J of the Act. 

<fl The Secretary of the Interior has 
the responsibility for enforcing com
pliance with the terms and conditions 
of disposals: the reformation, correc
tion, or amendment of any disposal In
strument; the granting of releases; and 
any action necessary for recapturing 
such property In accordance with· the 
provisions of section 203<kl<4l of the 
act. Any such action shall be subject 
to the disapproval of the head of the 
disposal agency, 

(g) The Department of the Interior 
shall notify the appropriate GSA re
gional Real Property Division, Public 
Buildings Service, Immediately by 
letter when title to such historic prop
erty Is to be revested In the United 
States for noncompliance with the 
terms Rnd conditions of disposal or for 
other cause. The notification shall cite 
the legal and administrative actions 
that the Department must take to 
obtRin full title Rnd possession of the 
property. In addition, It shall Include 
an adequate description of the propt>r
ty, Including any Improvements con
structed thereon since the. orlglnnl 
conveyance to the grantee. Upon re
ceipt of a statement from the Depart
ment that title to the property has re
vested, GSA will assume custody and 
Rccountablllty of the property. Howev
er. the grnntee shl\11 be required to 
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provide protecUon and maintenance of 
the property unlll such Lime as the 
title revert.s to the Federal Govern
ment, Including the period of any 
notice of Intent to revert. Such protec
tion and maintenance shall, at a mini
mum, conform to to the standards pre
scribed In 1101-47.4913. 
(40 FR 22257, May 22, 1975. a.s amended at 
49 FR 44472, Nov. 7, 19841 

11101-47.308-1 Property for educational 
and public health purpoaea. 

(al The head of the disposal agency 
or his designee Is authorized, at his 
discretion: (1 l To assign to the Secre
tary of the Department of Education 
<EDl for disposal under section 
203<kH1l of the Act such surplus real 
property, Including buildings, fixtures, 
and equipment situated thereon, as Is 
recommended by the Secretary as 
being needed for school, classroom, or 
other educallonal use, or < 2 l to assign 
to the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services <HHSl for disposal under sec
tion 203<kH 1 l of the Act such surplus 
real property, Including buildings, fix· 
tures, and equipment situated thereon, 
as Is recommended by the Secretary as 
being needed for use In the protection 
of public health, Including research. 

<bl With respect to real property 
and related personal property which 
may be made available for assignment 
to ED or HHS for disposal under sec
tion 2031kl< 1 l of the Act for education· 
al or public health purposes, the dis· 
posal agency shall notify eligible 
public agencies, In accordance with the 
provisions of §101-47.303-2, that such 
property has been determined to be 
surplus. Such notice to eligible public 
agencies shall state that any planning 
for an educational or public health 
use, Involved In the development of 
the comprehensive and coordinated 
plan of use and procurement for the 
property, must be coordinated with 
ED or HHS, a.s appropriate, and that 
an application form for such use of 
the property and Instructions for the 
preparation and submission of an ap
plication may be obtained from ED or 
HHB. The requirement for educational 
or public health use of the property 
by an eligible public agency will be 
contingent upon the disposal agency's 
approval under <I>, below, of a recom-

mendatlon for assignment of Federal 
surplus real property received from 
ED or HHS and any subsequent trans
fer shall be subject to the disapproval 
of the head of the disposal agency as 
stipulated under section 203<kH 1 l <A l 
or <Bl of the Act and referenced in 
paragraph <J l of this section. 

(cl With respect to surplus real prop
erty and related personal property 
which may be made available for as
signment to either Secretary for dis· 
posal under section 203<k H ll of the 
Act for educational or public health 
purposes to nonprofit Institutions 
which have been held exempt from 
taxation under section 501<cH3l of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 <26 
U.S.C. 50l<cH3ll, ED or HHS may 
notify eligible nonprofit Institutions, 
In accordance with the provisions of 
§ 101-47.303-2<el, that such property 
has been determined to be surplus. 
Any such notice to eligible nonprofit 
Institutions shall state that any re
quirement for educational or public 
health use of the property should be 
coordinated with the public agency de
claring to the disposal agency an 
Intent to develop and submit a com
prehensive and coordinated plan of 
use and procurement for the property. 
The requirement for educational or 
public health use of the property by 
an eligible nonprofit Institution will be 
contingent upon the disposal agency's 
approval, under paragraph m of this 
section, of an assignment recommen
daUon received from ED or HHS and 
any subsequent transfer shall be sub
ject to the disapproval of the head of 
the disposal agency as stipulated 
under section 203(kl(l l <A> or <B> of 
the Act and referenced In (j) below. 

<d> ED and HHS shall notify the dis· 
posal agency within 20-calendar days 
after the date of the notice of determl· 
nation of surplus If It ha.s an eligible 
applicant Interested In acquiring the 
property. Whenever ED or HHS has 
notified. the disposal agency within 
the said 20-calendar day period of a 
potential educational or public health 
requirement for the property, ED or 
HHS shall submit to the disposal 
agency within 25-calendar days after 
the expiration of the 20-calendar day 
period, a recommendation for assign
ment of the property, or shall Inform 
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the disposal agency, within the 26-cal
endar day period, that a recommenda
tion wlll not be made for assignment 
of the property, 

<e> Whenever an eligible public 
agency has submitted a plan of use for 
property for an educational or public 
health requirement, In accordance 
with the provisions of 1101-47.303-2, 
the disposal agency shall transmit two 
copies of the plan to the regional 
office of ED or HHS as appropriate. 
ED or HHS shall submit to the dispos
al agency, within 25-calendar days 
after the date the plan Is transmitted, 
a recommendation for assignment of 
the property to the Secretary of ED or 
HHS, or shall Inform the disposal 
agency, within the 26-calendar day 
period, that a recommendation will 
not be made for assignment of the 
property to ED or HHS as appropri
ate. 

<f> Any assignment recommendation 
submitted to the disposal agency by 
ED or HHS shall set forth complete 
Information concerning the education
al or public health use, Including: <1 l 
Identification of the property, <2> the 
name of the applicant and the size and 
nature of Its program, (3) the speclrlc 
use planned, <4> the Intended public 
benefit allowance, <6> the estimate of 
the value upon which such proposed 
allowance Is based, and, <6> If the acre
age or value of the property exceeds 
the standards established by the Sec
retary, an explanation therefor. ED or 
HHS shall furnish to the holding 
agency a copy of the recommendation, 
unless the holding agency Is also the 
disposal agency. 

(g) Holding agencies shall cooperate 
to the fullest extent possible with rep
resentatives of ED or HHS In their In
spection of such property and In fur
nishing Information relating thereto. 

<hl In the absence of an assignment 
recommendation from ED or HHS 
submitted pursuant to 1101-47.308-4 
<dl or <e>, and received within the 26-
calendar day time limit specified 
therein, the disposal agency shall pro
ceed with other disposal action. 

<ll If, after considering other uses 
for the property, the disposal agency 
approves the assignment recommenda
tion from ED or HHS, It shall assign 
the property by letter or other docu-

ment to the Secretary of ED or HHS 
as appropriate. If the recommendation 
Is disapproved, the disposal agency 
shall likewise notify the appropriate 
Department. The disposal agency shall 
furnish to the holding agency a copy 
of the assignment, unless the holding 
agency Is also the disposal agency. 

(J) Subsequent to the receipt of the 
disposal agency's letter of assignment, 
ED or HHB shall furnish to the dispos
al agency a Notice of Proposed Trans
fer In accordance with section 
203(k)( 1> <A> or <B> of the Act. If the 
dleposal agency has not disapproved 
the proposed transfer within 30-calen
dar days of the receipt of the Notice of 
Proposed Transfer, ED or HHB may 
proceed with the transfP.r. 

<k> ED or HHS shall furnish the 
Notice of Proposed Transfer within 35-
calendar days after the disposal agen
cy's letter of assignment and shall pre
pare the transfer documents and take 
all necessary actions to accomplish the 
transfer within 16-calendar days after 
the expiration of the 30-calendar day 
period provided for the disposal 
agency to consldef the notice. ED or 
HHS shall furnish the disposal agency 
two conformed copies of deeds, lea.~es 
or other Instruments conveying the 
property under section 203<k><l> <A> or 
<B> of the Act and all related docu
ments containing restrictions or condi
tions regulating the future use, main
tenance or transfer of the property. 

<I> ED or HHS, as appropriate, has 
the responsibility for enforcing com
pliance with the terms and conditions 
of transfer; for ·the reformation, cor
rection, or amendment of any transfer 
Instrument; for the granting of re
leases; and for the taking of any neces
sary actions for recapturing such prop
erty In accordance with the provisions 
of section 203<k><4> of the Act. Any 
such action shall be subject to the dis
approval of the head of the disposal 
agency. Notice to the head of the dis
posal agency by ED or HHS of any 
action proposed to be taken shall Iden
tify the property affected, set forth In 
detail the proposed action, and state 
the reasons there for. 

<m> In each case of reposses..~lon 
under a terminated lease or reversion 
of title by reason of noncompliance 
with the terms or conditions of sale or 
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other cause. ED or HHS shall, at or 
prior to such rep058esslon or reversion 
of title, provide the appropriate GSA 
regional office with an accurate de· 
scription of the real and related per
sonal property · Involved. Standard 
Fonn 118. Report of Excess Real Prop
erty, and the appropriate schedules 
shall be used for this purpose. Upon 
receipt of advice from ED or HHS that 
such property has been rep058essed or 
title has reverted, GSA will assume 
custody of and accountability for the 
property. However, the grantee shall 
be required to provide protection and 
maintenance for the property until 
such time as the title reverts to the 
Federal Government, Including the 
period of· any notice of Intent to 
revert. Such protection and malnte· 
nance shall, at a minimum, conform to 
the standards prescribed In I 101-
47.4913. 
149 FR 3465, Jan. 27, 19841 

§ 101-47.308-5 Property for use as shrine~. 
memorials, or for religious purposes. 

<al Surplus military chapels shall be 
segregated from other buildings, and 
shall be disposed of Intact, separate 
and apart from the land, for use off· 
site as shrines, memorials, or for rell· 
glous purposes, except In cases In 
which the chapel Is located on surplus 
Government-owned land and the dis
posal agency detennlnes that It may 
properly be used In place, In which 
cases a suitable area of land may be 
set aside for such purposes, and sold 
with the chapel. 

< 1 l Application. Applications for the 
purchase of surplus chapels for use 
off-site or for use In-place shall be so
licited by public advertising. All appll· 
cations received In response to adver· 
Using shall be submitted to the Chief 
of Chaplains of the service which had 
Jurisdiction over the property during 
the period of Government use thereof 
for military purposes and shall be dis· 
posed of In accordance with his recom
mendation. If no recommendation Is 
received from the Chief of Chaplains 
within 30 days from the date of such 
submission, the dl.sposal agency may 
select the purchaser on the basl.s of 
the needs of the applicants and the 
best Interests of the community to be 
served. It no application Is received for 
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transfer of the property for shrine, 
memorial, or religious uses, the Chief 
of Chaplains shall be notified accord
Ingly, and dl.sposal of the property 
shall be held In abeyance for a period 
not to exceed 60 days thereafter to 
afford additional time for the flllng of 
applications. If no such application Is 
received during the extended period, 
the property may be dl.sposed of for 
uses other than shrine, memorial, or 
religious purposes pursuant to other 
applicable provisions of this subpart. 

<2l Sale price. The sale price of the 
chapel shall be a price equal to Its ap
pral.sed fair market value In the light 
of conditions Imposed relating to Its 
future use and the estimated cost of 
removal, where required. The sale 
price of the land shall be a price equal 
to the appraised fair market value of 
the land based upon the highest and 
best use of the land at the time of the 
dl.sposal. 

(3) Conditions of trans.Jer. All chap
els disposed of pursuant to the author
Ity of this section shall be transferred 
subject to the condition that during 
the useful life thereof they be main· 
talned and used as shrines, memorials, 
or for !religious purposes and not for 
any commercial, industrial, or other 
secular use; and that in the event a 
transferee falls to maintain and use 
the chapel for such purposes there 
shall become due and payable to the 
Government the difference between 
the appraised fair market value of the 
chapel, as of the date of the transfer, 
without restrictions on its use, and the 
price actually paid. Where the land on 
which the chapel Is located is sold 
with the chapel, no conditions or re
strictions on the use of the land shall 
be Included In the deed. 

< 4 l Release 0/ restrictions. The dis· 
posal agency may release the condi· 
lions of transfer without payment of a 
monetary consideration upon a deter· 
mlnatlon that the property no longer 
serves the purpose for which it was 
transferred or that such release will 
not prevent accomplishment of the 
purpose for which the property was 
transferred. Such detennlnatlon shall 
be In writing, shall state the facts and 
circumstances Involved, and shall be 
preserved In the files of the disposal 
agency. 
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<b> Notwithstanding the provisions 
of this §101-47.308-5, a chapel and un
derlying land that Is a component unit 
of a larger parcel of surplus real prop
erty recommended by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare as 
being needed for educational or public 
health purposes, may be Included In 
an assignment of such property, when 
so recommended by the Secretary, for 
disposal subject to the condition that 
the Instrument of conveyance shall re
quire that during the useful life of the 
chapel It shall be maintained and used 
by the grantee as a shrine, memorial, 
or for religious purposes. 

11101-47.308-6 Property for housing and 
related facilities. 

<a> Under section 414<a> of the Hous
Ing and Urban Development Act of 
1969, as amended <40 U.S.C. 484b>. the 
disposal agency may, In Its discretion. 
transfer <assign> surplus real property 
to the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development or t.o the Secre
tary of Agriculture acting through the 
Farmers Home Administration 
<FmHA> at the request of either. for 
sale or lease by the appropriate Secre
tary at Its fair value for use In the pro
vision of housing to be occupied pre
dominantly by families or Individuals 
of low or moderate Income and for re
lated public commercial or Industrial 
facilities approved by the appropriate 
Secretary. 

<b> Upon receipt of the notice of de
termination of surplus <§ 101-47.204-
l<a». HUD or FmHA may solicit appli
cations from eligible applicants. 

<c> HUD or FmHA shall notify the 
disposal agency within 20 calendar 
days after the date of the notice of de
termination of surplus If It Is able to 
Interest an eligible applicant In acquir
Ing the property under section 414< a> 
of the 1969 HUD Act. as amended. 

<d> Both holding and disposal agen
cies shall cooperate. to the fullest 
extent possible, with representatives 
of HUD or FmHA In their Inspection 
of such property and In furnishing In
formation relating thereto. 

<e> HUD or FmHA shall advise the 
disposal agency and request transfer 
of the property for disposition under 
section 414<a> of the 1969 HUD Act. as 
amended, within 25 calendar days 

after the expiration of the 20-calen
dar-day period specified In I 101-
47 .308-6(C). 

(f) Any request submitted by HUD 
or FmHA pursuant to §101-47.308-
B<e> shall set forth complete Informa
tion concerning the Intended use. In
cluding: 

<1> Identification of the property; <2> 
a summary of the background of the 
proposed project, Including a map or 
plat of the property; <3> whether the 
property Is to be sold or leased to a 
public body or to an entity other than 
a public body which will use the land 
In connection with the development of 
housing to be occupied predominantly 
by families or Individuals of low and 
moderate Income, assisted under a 
Federal housing assistance program 
administered by the appropriate Sec
retary or under a State or local pro
gram found by the appropriate Secre
tary to have the same general purpose, 
and related public commercial or In
dustrial facilities approved by the ap
propriate Secretary; <4> HUD's or 
FmHA's best estimate of the fair value 
of the property and the price at which 
It will be sold by HUD or FmHA; <5> 
how the property Is to be used <I.e., 
single or multifamily housing units, 
the number of housing units proposed. 
types of facilities, and the estimated 
cost of construction>: (6) an estimate 
as to the dates construction will be 
started and completed; and < 7 l what 
reversionary provisions will be Includ
ed In the deed or the termination pro
visions that will be Included In the 
len.qe. It Is sul(gested that this Informa
tion, except for the map or plat of the 
property, be furnished In the body of 
the letter transfer request signed by 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development or the Secretary of Agri
culture or his designee. 

The above data will be used by GSA In 
preparing and submitting a statement 
relative to the proposed transaction to 
the Senate Committee on Governmen
tal AfCalrs and the House Committee 
on Government Operations prior to 
the transfer of the property to HUD 
orFmHA. 

(ft) In the absence of a notice under 
paragraph <c> of this section or a re
quest under paragraph <e> of this sec-
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lion. the disposal agency shall proceed 
with the appropriate disposal action. 

<h> If, after considering other uses 
for the property, the disposal agency 
determines that the property should 
be made available to HUD or FmHA 
under section 414<a> of the 1969 HUD 
Act, as amended, It shall transfer the 
property to the appropriate agency 
upon Its request. 

(I> The transferee agency shall bear 
the costs of any out-of-pocket ex
penses necessary to accomplish the 
transfer of the property, such as sur
veys, fencing, security, etc., of the re
maining property or otherwise. In ad
dillon, the transferee agency shall be 
responsible for any protection and 
maintenance expenses after the prop
erty Is transferred to the agency. 

<J> The disposal agency, If It ap
proves the request. &hall transfer the 
property by letter or other document 
to HUD or FmHA for disposal under 
section 414<a> of the 1969 HUD Act, as 
amended. It the request Is disap
proved, the disposal agency &hall &o 
notify the appropriate Secretary. The 
dlspo&al agency shall furnish the hold
Ing agency a copy of the transfer or 
notice of disapproval. 

<kl The transferee agency shall pre
pare the disposal document and take 
all other actions necessary to accom
plish the disposition of the property 
under section 414(a) of the 1969 HUD 
Act, as amended, within 120 calendar 
days after the date of the transfer of 
the property to the agency. 

0 l If any property conveyed under 
section 414<a> of the 1969 HUD Act, as 
amended, to an entity other than a 
public body Is used for any purpose 
other than the purpose for which It 
was sold or leased within a period of 
30 years of the conveyance, It shall 
revert to the United States (or, In the 
case of leased property, the lease shall 
terminate) unless the appropriate Sec
retary and the Administrator of Gen
eral Services, after the expiration of 
the first 20 years of such period, ap
prove the use of the property for such 
other purpose. 

<m> The transferee agency shall fur
nish the disposal agency two con
formed copies of deeds, leases, or 
other Instruments conveying property 
under section 414<a> of the 1969 HUD 
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Act, as amended, and related docu
ments containing reservations, restric
tions, or conditions regulating the 
future use, maintenance, or transfer of 
the property. 

<nl In each case of reversion of title 
by reason of noncompliance with the 
terms and conditions of saltl or other 
cause, HUD or FmHA shall, prior to or 
at the time of such reversion, provide 
GSA with an accurate description of 
the real and related personal property 
Involved. Standard Form 118, Report 
of Excess Real Property, and the ap
propriate schedules shall be used for 
this purpose. Upon receipt of advice 
from HUD or FmHA that title has re
verted, GSA will assume accountabll· 
lty therefor. 

147 FR 37176. Aug. 25, 19821 

11101-47.308-7 Property for use as public 
park or recreation areas. 

<a> The head of the disposal agency 
or his designee Is authorized, In his 
dlt;cretion, to assign to the Secretary 
of the Interior for disposal under sec
tion 203(k)(2l of the Act for public 
park or recreation purposes, such sur
plus real property, Including buildings, 
fixtures, and equipment situated 
thereon, as Is recommended by the 
Secretary as being needed for use as a 
public park or recreation area for dis
posal by the Secretary to a State, po
litical subdivision, Instrumentalities 
thereof, or municipality. 

(bl The disposal agency shall notify 
established State and regional or met
ropolitan clearinghouses and eligible 
public agencies, In accordance with the 
provisions of 1101-4'1.303-2, that prop
erty which may be disposed of for use 
as a public park or recreation area has 
been determined to be surplus. There 
shall be transmitted with the copy of 
each such notice, when sent to the 
proper field office of the Bureau of 
Outdoor Recreation, a copy of the 
holding agency's Report of Excess 
Real Property <Standard Form 118, 
with accompanying schedules). 

<c> An application form to acquire 
property for permanent use as a public 
park or recreation area and Instruc
tions for the preparation of the appli
cation shall be furnished by the De
partment of the Interior upon request. 
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Cd> The Department of the Interior 
shall notify the disposal agency within 
20 calendar days after the date of the 
notice of determination of surplus If It 
has an eligible applicant Interested In 
acquiring the property under section 
203Ck>C2> of the Act. 

ce> Holding agencies shall cooperate 
to the fullest extent possible with rep. 
resentatives of the Department of the 
Interior In their Inspection of such 
property and In furnishing Informa
tion relating thereto. 

en The Department of the Interior 
shall advise the disposal agency and 
request assignment of the property for 
disposition under section 203CklC2) of 
the Act, as amended, within 25 calen
dar days after the expiration of the 
20-calendar-day period specified In 
paragraph (d) of this section. 

(g) Any recommendation submitted 
by the Department of the Interior 
pursuant to paragraph Cf> of this sec
tion shall set forth complete Informa
tion concerning the plans for use of 
the property as a public park or recre
ation area, Including c 1 > Identification 
of the property, <2> the name of the 
applicant, C3> the specific use planned. 
and <4> the Intended public benefit al
lowance. A copy of the application to
gether with any other pertinent docu
mentation shall be submitted with the 
recommendation. 

Ch> In the absence of a notice under 
paragraph Cd> of this section or a re
quest under paragraph CO of this sec
tion, the disposal agency shall proceed 
with the appropriate disposal action. 

Cl> If, after considering other uses 
for the property, the disposal agency 
approves the assignment recommenda
tion from the Department of the Inte
rior, It shall assign the property by 
letter or other document to the Secre
tary of the Interior. If the recommen
dation Is disapproved. the disposal 
agency shall likewise notify the Secre
tary. The disposal agency shall fur
nish to the holding agency a copy of 
the assignment, unless the holding 
agency Is also the disposal agency. 

<J> Subsequent to the receipt of the 
disposal agency's letter of assignment, 
the Secretary of the Interior shall fur
nish to the disposal agency a Notice of 
Proposed Transfer, In accordance with 
section 203Ck><2><A> of the Act. If the 

disposal agency has not disapproved 
the proposed transfer within 30-calen· 
dar days of the receipt of the Notice of 
Proposed Transfer, the Secretary may 
proceed with the transfer. 

Ck> The disposal agency may, where 
appropriate, make the assignment sub
ject to the Department of the Interior 
requiring the applicant to bear the 
cost of any out-of-pocket expenses 
necessary to accomplish the transfer 
of the property, such as surveys, fenc
Ing, security of the remaining proper
ty or otherwise. 

Cl > In the absence of the notice of 
. disapproval by the disposal agency 
upon expiration of the 30-day period. 
or upon .earlier advice from the dispos
al agency of no obJection to the pro
posed transfer, the Department of the 
Interior may place the applicant In 
possession of the property as soon as 
practicable In order to minimize the 
Government"s expense of protection 
and maintenance of the property. As 
of the date of assumption of posses· 
slon of the property, or the date of 
conveyance, whichever occurs first. 
the applicant shall assume responsibil
Ity for care and handling and all risks 
of loss or damage to the property, and 
shall hnve all obligations and llabll· 
lUes of ownership. 

em> The Department of the Interior 
shall furnish the Notice of Proposed 
Transfer within 35-calendar days after 
the disposal agency"s letter of assign
ment and shall take all necessary ac
tions to accomplish the transfer 
within 15-calendar days after the expi
ration of the 30-calendar day period 
provided for the disposal agency to 
consider the notice. 

en> The deed of conveyance of any 
surplus real property transferred 
under the provision of section 
202Ck><2> of the Act shall provide that 
all such property be used and- main· 
talned for the purpose for which It 
was conveyed In perpetuity, and that 
In the event that such property ceases 
to be used or maintained for such pur
pose during such period, all or any 
portion of such property shall In Its 
then existing condition, at the option 
of the United States, revert to the 
United States and may contain such 
additional terms. reservations, restric
tions. and conditions as may be deter-
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mined by the Secretary of the Interior 
to be necessary to safeguard the Inter· 
est of the United States. 

Co> The Department of the Interior 
shall furnish the disposal agency two 
conformed copies of deeds, leases, or 
other Instruments conveying property 
under section 203Ck)C2> of the Act and 
related "documents containing reserva· 
Uons, restrictions, or conditions regu
lating the future use, maintenance or 
transfer of the property. 

Cp) The Secretary of the Interior has 
the responsibility for enforcing com· 
pllance with the terms and conditions 
of transfer; the reformation, correc
tion, or amendment of any transfer In· 
strument; the granting of releases; and 
any necessary actions for recapturing 
such property In accordance with the 
provisions of section 202C k )C 4) of the 
Act. Any such action shall be subject 
to the disapproval of the head of the 
disposal agency. Notice to the head of 
the disposal agency by the Secretary 
of any action proposed to be taken 
shall Identify the property affected, 
set forth In detail the proposed action, 
and state the reasons therefor. 

Cq> The Department of the Interior 
shall notify the appropriate GSA re
gional office Immediately by letter 
when title to property transferred for 
use as a public park or recreation area 
Is to be revested In the United States 
for noncompliance with the terms or 
conditions of disposal or for other 
cause. The notification shall cite the 
legal and administrative actions that 
the Department must take to obtain 
full title and possession of the proper
ty. In addition, It shall Include an ade
quate description of the property, In· 
eluding any Improvements constructed 
thereon since the original conveyance 
to .the grantee. Upon receipt of a state
ment from the Department that title 
to the property has revested, GSA will 
assume custody of and accountability 
for the property. However, the grantee 
shall be required to provide protection 
and maintenance for the property 
until such time as the title reverts to 
the Federal Government, Including 
the period of any notice of Intent to 
revert. Such protection and mainte
nance shall, at a minimum, conform to 
the standards prescribed In § 101-
47.4913. 

[36 F'H 9776, May 28. 1971, as amended at 49 
F'll 3467, Jan. 27. 19841 

lll01-n.30S-II l'roperty for displaced per-
sons. 

Cal Pursuant to section 218 of the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
of 1970, the disposal agency Is author
Ized to transfer surplus real property 
to a State agency, as hereinafter pro
vided, for the purpose of providing re
placement housing under title II of 
this Act for persons who are to be dis· 
placed by Federal or federally assisted 
projects. 

Cb> Upon receipt of the notice of sur
plus determination < 1101-47.204-lCa». 
any Federal agency having a require
ment for such property for housing 
for displaced persons may solicit appli
cations from eligible State agencies. 

Cc> Federal agencies shall notify the 
disposal agency within 20 calendar 
days after the date of the notice of de
termination of surplus If It Is able to 
Interest an eligible State agency In ac
quiring the property under section 
218. 

Cd> Both holding and disposal agen
cies shall cooperate, to the fullest 
extent possible, with Federal and 
State agency representatives In their 
Inspection of such property and In fur
nishing Information relating thereto. 

Ce> The Interested Federal agency 
shall advise the disposal agency and 
request transfer of the property to the 
selected State agency under section 
218 within 25 calendar days after the 
expiration of the 20-calendar-day 
period specified In §101-47.308-8Cc). 

Cf> Any request submitted by a Fed
eral agency pursuant to §101-47.308-
8Ce> shall be In the form of a letter ad
dressed to the appropriate GSA re
gional office and shall set forth the 
following Information: 
· < 1 > Identification of the property by 
name, location, and control number; 
C2> a request that the property be 
transferred to a specific State agency 
Including the name and address and a 
copy of the State agency's application 
or proposal; < 3 > a certification by the 
appropriate Federal agency official 
that the property Is required for hous
Ing for displaced persons pursuant to 
section 218, that an other options au-
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thorlzed under title II of the Act have 
been explored and replacement hous
Ing cannot be found or made available 
through those channels, and that the 
Federal or federally assisted project 
cannot be accomplished unless the 
property Is made available for replace
ment housing; <4> any special terms 
and conditions that the Federal 
agency desires to Include In convey. 
ance Instruments to Insure that the 
property Is used for the Intended pur
pose; <5> Identification by name and 
proposed location of the Federal or 
federally assisted proJect which Is cre
ating the requirement; (6) purpose of 
the project; <7> citation of enabling 
legislation or authorization for the 
project when appropriate; <8> a de
tailed outline of steps taken to· obtain 
replacement housing for displaced per
sons e.s authorized under title II of the 
Act; and <9> arrangements that have 
been made to construct replacement 
housing on the surplus property and 
to Insure that displaced persons will be 
provided housing In the development. 

(g) In the absence of a notice under 
§ 101-47.308-8(c) or a request under 
§ 101-47.308-8<e), the disposal agency 
shall proceed with the appropriate dis
posal action. 

<h> If, after considering other uses 
for the property, the disposal agency 
determines that the property should 
be made available for replacement 
housing under section 218, It shall 
transfer the property to the designat
ed State agency on such terms and 
conditions as will protect the Interest 
of the United States, Including the 
payment or the agreement to pay to 
the United States all amounts received 
by the State agency from any sale, 
lease, or other disposition of the prop
erty for such housing. The sale, lease, 
or other disposition of the property by 
the State agency shall be at the fair 
market value as approved by the dis
posal agency, unless a compelling jus
tification Is offered for disposal of the 
property at less than fair market 
value, In which event the disposal may 
be made at such other value as Is ap
proved by the disposal agency. 

(() The State agency shall bear the 
costs of any out-of-pocket expenses 
necessary to accomplish the transfer 
of the property, such as costs of sur-

veys, fencing, or security of the re
maining property. 

<J> The disposal agency, If It ap
proves the request, shall transfer the 
property to the designated State 
agency. If the request Is disapproved, 
the disposal agency shall notify the 
Federal agency requesting the trans
fer. The disposal agency shall furnish 
the holding agency a copy of the 
transfer or notice of disapproval, and 
the Federal agency requesting the 
transfer a copy of the transfer when 
appropriate. 

136 FR 11439, June 12, 19711 

11101-47.308-9 l'roperty for correcllonol 
facility use. 

<a> Under section 203<p>!l > of the 
Act, the head of the disposal agency or 
designee may. In his/her discretion. 
convey, without monetary consider
ation, to any State, or to those govern
mental bodies named therein, or to 
any political subdivision or Instrumen
tality thereof, surplus real and related 
personal property for correctional fa
cility usc, provided the Attorney Gen
eral has determined that the property 
Is required for correctional facility usc 
and has approved an appropriate pro
gram or project for the care or reha
bilitation of criminal offenders. 

<b> The disposal agency shall pro
vide prompt notification to the Office 
of Justice Programs <OJP>. Depart
ment of Justice <DOJ> of the availabil
Ity of surplus properties. Included In 
the notification to OJP will be a copy 
of the holding agency's Standard 
Form 118, Report of Excess Real Prop
erty, with accompanying schedules; 

<c> With respect -to real property and 
related personal property which may 
be made available for disposal under 
section 203<pH1l of the Act for correc
tional facility purposes, OJP shall 
convey notices of availability of prop
erties to the appropriate State and 
local public agencies. Such notice shall 
state that any planning for correction
al facility use Involved In the .develop
ment of a comprehensive and coordi
nated plan of use and procurement for 
the property rnuRt be coordinated ancl 
approved by the OJP and that an ap
plication form for such use of the 
property and Instructions for the prep-
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aratlon and submission of an applica
tion may be obtained from OJP. The 
requirement for correctional facility 
use of the property by an eligible 
public agency will be contingent upon 
the disposal agency's approval under 
paragraph (g) of this section of a de
temllnatlon by DOJ that Identifies 
surplus property required for correc
tional facility use under an appropri
ate program or project for the care of 

. rehabilitation of criminal offenders. 
<dl OJP shall notify the disposal 

agency within 20 calendar days after 
the date of the notice of determina
tion of surplus If there Is an eligible 
applicant Interested In acquiring the 
property, Whenever OJP has notified 
the disposal agency within the said 20 
calendar-day period of a potential cor
rectional facility requirement for the 
property, OJP shall submit to the dis
posal agency within 25 calendar days 
after the expiration of the 20 calen
dar-day period, a determination Indi
cating a requirement for the property 
and approving an appropriate program 
or project for the care or rehabilita
tion of criminal offenders, or shall 
Inform the disposal agency, within the 
25 calendar-day period, that the prop
erty will not be required for correc
tional facility use. 

<e> Any determination submitted to 
the disposal agency by DOJ shall set 
forth complete Information concern
Ing the correctional facility use, In
cluding: 

< 1 > Identification of the property, 
<21 Certification that the property Is 

required for correctional facility use, 
<3> A copy of the approved applica

tion which defines the proposed plan 
of use, and 

<41 The environmental Impact of the 
proposed correctional facility. 

<f> Both holding and disposal agen
cies shall cooperate to the fullest 
extent possible with Federal and State 
agency representatives In their Inspec
tion of such property and In furnish
Ing Information relating thereto. 

Cg> If, after considering other uses 
for the property, the disposal agency 
approves the determination by DOJ, It 
shall convey the property to the ap
propriate grantee .. If the determina
tion Is disapproved, or In the absence 
of a determination from DOJ submit-

... ' -· W' -··· • - - "'- - - -

ted pursuant to § l01-47.308-9(dl, and 
received within the 25 calendar-day 
time limit specified therein, the dis
posal agency shall proceed with other 
disposal action. The disposal agency 
shall notify OJP 10 days prior to any 
announcement of a determination to 
either approve or disapprove an appli
cation for correctional purposes and 
shall furnish to OJP a copy of the con
veyance documents. 

Chi The deed of conveyance of any 
surplus real property transferred 
under the provisions of section 
203Cpl<l I of the Act shall provide that 
all such property be used and main
tained for the purpose for which It 
was conveyed In perpetuity and that In 
the event such property ceases to be 
used or maintained for such purpose 
during such period, all or any portion 
of such property shall In Its then ex
Isting condition, at the option of the 
United States, revert to the United 
States and may contain such addition
al terms, reservations, restrictions, and 
conditions as may be determined by 
the Administrator of General Services 
to be necessary to safeguard the Inter
est of the United States. 

<II The Administrator of General 
Services has the responsibility for en
forcing compliance with the terms and 
conditions of disposals; the reforma
tion, correction, or amendment of any 
disposal Instrument; the granting of 
releases; and any action necessary for 
recapturing such property In accord
ance with the provisions of section 
203<p><3> of the Act. 

(jl The OJP will notify GSA upon 
discovery of any Information Indicat
Ing a change In use and, upon request, 
make a redetermination of continued 
appropriateness of the use of a trans
ferred property. 

<k> In each case of repossession 
under a reversion of title by reason of 
noncompliance with the terms of the 
conveyance documents, GSA will 
assume custody of and accountability 
for the property. However, the grantee 
shall be required to provide protection 
and maintenance for the property 
until such time as the title reverts to 
the Federal Government, Including 
the period of any notice of Intent to 
revert. Such protection and mainte
nance shall, at a minimum, conform to 
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the standards prescribed In § 101-
47.4913. 

[52 FR 9832. Mar. 27, 19871 

II 101-47.309 DispoRal or le&Res, permltR, Jl. 
censes, and similar Instruments. 

The disposal agency may, subject to 
such reservations, restrictions, and 
conditions, If any, as the disposal 
agency deems necessary properly to 
protect the Interests of the United 
States against liability under a lease, 
permit, license, or similar Instrument: 

<a> Dispose of the lease or other In
strument subject to assumption by the 
transferee of the obligations In the 
lease or other Instrument unless a 
transfer Is prohibited by the terms of 
the lease or other Instrument; or 

(b) Terminate the lease or other In
strument by notice or negotiated 
agreement; and 

<c> Dispose of any surplus Govern
ment-owned Improvements located on 
the premises In the following order by 
any one or more of the following 
methods: 

< 1 > By disposition of all or a portion 
thereof to the transferee of the lease 
or other Instrument <not applicable 
when the lease or other Instrument Is 
terminated); 

<2> By disposition to the owner of 
the premises or grantor of a sublease, 
as the case may be, <ll In full satisfac
tion of a contractual obligation of the 
Government to restore the premises, 
or <Ill In satisfaction of a contractual 
obligation of the Government to re
store the premises plus the payment 
of a money consideration to the Gov
ernment by the owner or grantor, as 
the case may be, that Is fair and rea
sonable under the circumstances, or 
<Ill> In satisfaction of a contractual ob
ligation of the Government to restore 
the premises plus the payment by the 
Government to the owner or grantor, 
as the case may be, of a money consld· 
eration that Is fair and reasonable 
under the circumstances; or 

<3> By disposition for removal from 
the premises. 
Provided, That any negotiated dispos
als shall be subject to the applicable 
provisions of §§ 101-47.304-9 and 101-
47.30-12. The cancellation of the Gov
ernment's restoration obligations In 

return for the conveyance of the Gov. 
ernment-owned Improvements to the 
lessor Is considered a settlement of a 
contractual obligation rather than a 
disposal or surplus real property and, 
therefore, Is not subject to the provi
sions of I§ 101-47.304-9 and 101-
47.304-12. 
[29 FR 16126. Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 31 
FR 16780, Dec. 31, 19661 

II 101-47.310 Disposal of structures and 
Improvements on Hovernmrnt-owned 
land. 

In the case of Government-owned 
land, the disposal agency may dispose 
of structures and Improvements with 
the land or separately from the land: 
Provided, That prefabricated movable 
structures such as Butler-type storage 
warehouses, and quonset huts, and 
housetrallers <with or without under 
carriages) reported to GSA with the 
land on which they are located, may, 
In the discretion of GSA, be designat
ed for disposal as personal property 
for off-site use. 

11101-47.311 DIRpo•al or re•idual perRonni 
property. 

<a> Any related personal property re
ported to GSA on Standard Form 118 
which Is not disposed of by GSA as re
lated to the real property, shall be des
Ignated by GSA for disposal as person
al property. 

<b> Any related personal property 
which Is not disposed or by the hold
InK agency, pursuant to the authority 
contained In § 101-47.30!!, or authority 
otherwise delegated by the Adminis
trator of General Services as related 
to the real property, shP.Il be disposed 
of under the applicable provisions of 
Part 101-45. 

II 101-47.312 Non-Federal interim use of 
property. 

<a> A lease or permit may be granted 
by the holding agency with the ap
proval of the disposal agency, for non
Federal Interim use of surplus proper
ty; Provided, That such .lease or 
permit shall be for a period not ex
ceeding 1 year and shall be made revo
cable on not to exceed 30 days' notice 
by the disposal agency: And provided 
further, That the use and occupancy 
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will not Interfere with, delay, or retard 
the disposal of the property. In such 
CBlies, an Immediate right of entry to 
such property may be granted pending 
execution of the formal lease or 
permit. The Iealie or permit shall be 
for a money consideration and shall be 
on such other terms and conditions ali 
are deemed appropriate to properly 
protect the Interest of the United 
States. Any negotiated Iealie or permit 
under this section shall be subject to 
the applicable provisions of II 101-
47.304-9 and 101-47.304-12, except 
that no explanatory statement to the 
appropriate committees of the Con· 
gress need to be prepared with respect 
to a negotiated Iealie or permit provld· 
lng for an annual net rental of 
$100,000 or less, and termination by 
either part on 30 days' notice. 

<bl [Reserved! 
164 FR 41245, Oct. 8, 19891 

11101-17.313 Eaaemenla. 

11101-17.313-1 Disposal or easements to 
owner or servient estate. 

The disposal agency may dispose of 
an easement to the owner of the land 
which Is subject to the ealiement when 
the continued use, occupancy, or con· 
trol of the easement Is not needed for 
the operation, production, use, or 
maintenance of property owned or 
controlled by the Government. A de· 
termination shall be made by the dis
posal agency as to whether the dlspos· 
al shall be with or without consider
ation to the Government on the basis 
of all the circumstances and factors In
volved and with due regard to the ac
quisition cost of the easement to the 
Government. The extent of such con
sideration shall be regarded as the ap
praised fair market value of the ease
ment. The disposal agency shall docu
ment the circumstances and factors 
leading to such determination and 
retain such documentation In Its flies. 

11101-17.313-2 Grant& of easement& In or 
over Government property. 

The disposal agenoy may grant ease
ments In or over real property on ap· 
proprlate terms and conditions: Pro
vtded, That where the disposal agency 
determines that the granting of such 
easement decrealies the value of the 

property, the granting of the ealie
ment shall be for a consideration not 
Jess than the amount by which the 
fair market value of the property Is 
decrealied. 

11101--17.31-1 Compliance. 

11101-17.31-1-1 General. 
Subject to the provisions of § 101-

47.314-2<al, requiring referral of crimi
nal matters to the Department of Jus
tice, each disposal agency shall per
form such Investigatory functions ali 
are necessary to Insure compliance 
with the provisions of the Act and 
with the regulations, orders, direc
tives, and policy statements of the Ad
ministrator of General Services. 

11101-17.314-2 Extent of lnveatlgatlona. 
<al Referral to other Government 

agenctes. All Information Indicating 
violations by any person of Federal 
criminal statutes, or violations of sec
tion 209 of the Act, Including but not 
limited to fraud against the Govern
ment, mall fraud, bribery, attempted 
bribery, or criminal collusion, shall be 
referred Immediately to the Depart
ment of Justice for further Investiga
tion and disposition. Each disposal 
agency shall make available to the De
partment of Justice, or to such other 
governmental Investigating agency to 
which the matter may be referred by 
the Department of Justice, all perti
nent Information and evidence con
cerning the Indicated violations; shall 
desist from further investigation of 
the criminal aspects of such matters 
except upon the request of the De
partment of Justice: and shall cooper
ate fully with the agency assuming 
final jurisdiction In establishing proof 
of criminal violations. After making 
the necessary referral to the Depart
ment of Justice, Inquiries conducted 
by disposal agency compliance organi
zations shall be limited to obtaining 
Information for administrative pur
poses. Where Irregularities reported or 
discovered Involve wrongdoing on the 
part of Individuals holding positions In 
Government agencies other than the 
agency Initiating the Investigation, the 
case shall be reported Immediately to 
the Administrator of General Services 
for an examination In the premises. 
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<b> Compliance reporl:J. A written 
report shall be made of all compliance 
Investigations conducted by each 
agency compliance organization. Each 
disposal agency shall maintain central
Ized flies of all such reports at Its re
spective departmental offices. Until 
otherwise directed by the Administra
tor of General Services, there shall be 
transmitted promptly to the Adminis
trator of General Services one copy of 
any such report which contains Infor
mation Indicating criminality on the 
part of any person or Indicating non
compliance with the Act or with the 
regulations, orders, directives and 
policy statements of the Administrator 
of General Services. In transmitting 
such reports to the Administrator of 
General Services, the agency shall set 
forth the action taken or contemplat
ed by the agency to correct the lm· 
proper conditions established by the 
Investigation. Where any matter Is re
ferred to the Department of Justice, a 
copy of the letter of referral shall be 
transmitted to the Administrator of 
General Services. 

Subpart 101-47.4-Management of 
Exceu and Surplua Real Property 

II 101-47.400 Scope of •ubparl. 

This subpart prescribes the policies 
and methods governing the physical 
care, handling, protection. and mainte
nance of excess real property and sur
plus real property, Including related 
personal property, within the States 
of the Union, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
American Samoa, Guam, the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands, and 
the VIrgin Islands. 

147 FR 4522, Feb. I, 19821 

11101-47.401 General proviRlonR or RUb
part. 

§ 101-47.401-1 Polley. 

It Is the policy of the Administrator 
of General Services: 

<a> That the management of excess 
real property and surplus real proper
ty, Including related personal proper
ty, shall provide only those minimum 
services necessary to preserve the Gov-

errunent's Interest therein, realizable 
value of the property considered. 

(b) To place excess real property and 
surplus real property In productive use 
through Interim utilization: Provided, 
That such temporary use and occu
pancy will not Interfere with, delay, or 
retard Its transfer to a Federal agency 
or disposal. 

<c> That excess and surplus real 
property which Is dangerous to the 
public health or safety shall be de
stroyed or rendered Innocuous. 

§ 101-47.401-2 DennltlonR. 

As used In this subpart, the follow
Ing terms shall have the meanings set 
forth below: 

<a> Maintenance. The upkeep or 
property only to the extent necessary 
to offset serious deterioration; also 
such operation of utilities, Including 
water supply and sewerage systems. 
heating, plumbing, and air-condition
Ing equipment, as may be necessary 
for fire protection, the needs of Inter· 
lm tenants, and personnel employed at 
the site, and the requirements for pre
serving certain types of equipment. 

<b> Repairs. Those additions or 
changes that are necessary for the 
protection and maintenance of proper· 
ty to deter or prevent excessive or 
rapid deterioration or obsolescence, 
and to restore property damaged by 
storm. flood, fire, accident, or earth· 
quake. 

II IOI-47..t01-3 TaXPA and other oblllfn· 
tlon•. 

Payments of taxes or payments In 
lieu of taxes Cln the event of the enact
ment hereafter of legislation by Con· 
gress authorizing such payments upon 
Government-owned property which Is 
not legally assessable), rents, and In· 
surance premiums and other obllga. 
lions pending transfer or disposal 
shall be the responsibility of the hold· 
lng agency. 

§ 101-47.401-4 Dec:ontamlnatlon. 

The holding agency shall be respon· 
slble for all expense to the Govern· 
ment and for the supervision of decon· 
tamlnatlon of excess and surplus real 
property that has been subjected to 
contamination with hu.ardous mater!· 
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als of any sort. Extreme care must be 
exercised In the decontamination, and 
In the management and disposal of 
contaminated property In order to pre
vent such properties becoming a 
hazard to the general public. The dis
posal agency shall be made cognizant 
of any and all Inherent hazards In
volved relative to such property In 
order to protect the general public 
from hazards and to preclude the Gov
ernment from any and all liability re
sulting from Indiscriminate disposal or 
mishandling of contaminated proper
ty. 

1101-47.401-5 Improvement. or alter
ation&. 

Improvements or alterations which 
Involve rehabilitation, reconditioning, 
conversion, completion, addlllon.s, and 
replacements In structures, utilities, 
Installations, and land betterments, 
may be considered In those cases 
where disposal cannot otherwise be 
mt.de, but no commitment therefor 
shall be entered Into without prior ap
provRI of OSA. 

1101-47.401-6 Interim uae and occupancy. 

When a revocable agreement to 
place excess real property or surplus 
real property In productive use has 
been made, the agency executing the 
agreement shall be responsible for the 
servicing thereof. 

11101-47.402 Protection and maintenance. 

149 FR 1348, Jan. 11, 19841 

1101-47.402-1 Reaponalblllty. 

The holding agency shall retain cus
tody and accountablllly for excess and 
surplus real property Including related 
personal property and shall perform 
the protection and maintenance of 
such property pending Its tran.sfer to 
another Federal agency or Its disposal. 
Guidelines for protection and mainte
nance of excess and surplus real prop
erty are In 1101-47.4913. The holding 
agency shall be responsible for com
plying with the requirements of the 
National Oil and Hazardous Sub
stances Pollution Contingency Plan 
and Initiating or cooperating with 
others In the actions prescribed for 

the prevention, containment, or 
remedy of hazardous conditions. 

(49 FR 1348, Jan. 11, 198U 

1101-47.402-2 Expenae of protection and 
maintenance. 

<a> The holding agency shall be re
sponsible for the expense of protection 
and maintenance of such property 
pending tran.sfer or disposal for not 
more than 12 months, plus the period 
to the first day of the succeeding quar
ter of the fiscal year after the date 
that the property Is avaUahle for Im
mediate disposition. If the holding 
agency requests deferral of the dispos
al, continues to occupy the property 
beyond the excess date to the detri
ment of orderly disposal, or otherwise 
takes actions which result In a delay In 
the disposition, the period for which 
that agency Is responsible for such ex
penses shall be extended by the period 
of delay. <See 1101-47.202-9.) 

<b> In the event the property Is not 
tran.sferred to a Federal agency or dis· 
posed of during the period mentioned 
In paragraph <a> of this section, the 
expense of protection and mainte
nance of such property from and after 
the expiration date of said period shall 
be either paid or reimbursed to the 
holding agency, subject to the limita
tions herein, which payment or reim
bursement shall be In the discretion of 
the disposal agency. The maximum 
amount of protection and mainte
nance to be paid or reimbursed by the 
disposal agency will be specified In a 
written agreement between the hold
Ing agency and the disposal agency. 
but such payment or reimbursement Is 
subJect to the appropriations by Con
gress to the disposal agency of funds 
sufficient to make such payment or re
Imbursement. In accordance with the 
written agreement, the disposal 
agency and the holding agency will 
sign an obligational document only If 
and when Congress actually appropri
ates to the disposal agency, pursuant 
to Its request, funds sufficient to pay 
or reimburse the holding agency for 
protection and maintenance expenses, 
as agreed. In the absence of a written 
agreement, the holding agency shall 
be responsible for an expenses of pro
tection and maintenance, without any 
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right of contribution or reimburse
ment from the disposal agency. 
149 FR 1348, Jan. 11, 19841 

§ IOl-47.403 Assistance In dlapo•ltion. 

The holding agency Is expected to 
cooperate with the disposal agency In 
showing the property to prospective 
transferees or purchasers. Unless ex
traordinary expenses are Incurred In 
showing the property, the holding 
agency shall absorb the entire cost of 
such actions. <See§ 101-47.304-5.) 
[36 FR 3894, Mar. 2. 19711 

Subpart 101-47.5-Abandonment, 
Destrudlon, or Donation to Public 
Bodies 

§ 101-47.500 Scope or RUbparl. 
(a) This subpart prescribes the poli

cies and methods governing the aban
donment, destruction, or donation to 
the public bodies by Federal agencies 
of real property located within the 
States of the Union, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, American Samon, Guam, 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Is
lands, and the VIrgin Islands. 

(b) The subpart does not apply to 
surplus property assigned for disposal 
to educational or public health Institu
tions pursuant to section 203<kl of the 
Act. 

[29 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, AS amended at 47 
FR 4522, Feb. 1, 19821 

II 101-47.501 General pro,·l•lon• or sub
part. 

§ 101-47.501-1 Definition•. 
<al "No commercial value" means 

real property, Including related per
sonal property, which has no reasona
ble prospect of being disposed of at a 
consideration. 

<b1 "Public body" means any Slate 
of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the VIrgin Islands, or any 
political subdivision, agency, or Instru
mentality of the foregoing. 

11101-47.501-2 Authority for disposal. 
Subject to the restrictions In 1101-

47.502 and 1101-47.503, any Federal 

agency having control of real property 
which has no commercial value or of 
which the estimated cost of continued 
care and handling would exceed the 
estimated proceeds from Its sale, Is au
thorized: 

<a> To abandon or destroy Govern
ment-owned Improvements and related 
personal property located on privately 
owned land. · 

(b) To destroy Government-owned 
Improvements and related personal 
property located on Government
owned land. Abandonment of such 
property Is not authorized. 

<c> To donate to public bodies any 
real property <land and/or Improve
ments and related personal property>. 
or Interests therein, owned by the 
Government. 

11101-17.501-3 Danl(erous property. 

No property which Is dangerous to 
public health or safety shall be aban· 
doned, destroyed, or donated to public 
bodies pursuant to this subpart with
out first rendering such property In
nocuous or providing adequate safe
guards therefor. 

11101-·17.501-·1 Flndlni(R. 

<a> No properly shall be abandoned, 
destroyed. or donated by a Federal 
agency under 1101-47.501-2, unless a 
duly authorized official of that agency 
finds, In writing, either that <1> such 
properly has no commercial value, or 
<2> the estimated cost of Its continued 
care and handling would exceed the 
estimated proceeds from Its sale. Such 
finding shall not be made by any offi
cial directly accountable for the prop
erly covered thereby. 

<b> Whenever all the property pro
posed lo be disposed of hereunder by a 
Federal agency at any one location at 
any one time had an original cost <esti
mated If not known> of more than 
$1,000, findings made under 1101-
47.501-4<a>. shall be approved by a re
viewing authority before any such dis
posal. 

11101-47.502 l>onallon• to public bodies. 

II 101-47.502-1 Colli limitation•. 

No Improvements on land or related 
personal property having an original 
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cost <estimated If not knownl In excess 
of $250,000 and no land, regardless of 
cost, shall be donated to public bodies 
without the prior concurrence of GSA. 
The request for such concurrence 
shall be made to the regional office of 
OSA for the region In which the prop
erty t& located. 

11101-17.502-2 Dlspoaal coata. 
Any public body receiving Improve

ments on land or related personal 
property pursuant to this subpart 
shall pay the disposal costs Incident to 
the donation, such as dt&mantllng, re· 
moval, and the cleaning up of the 
premises. 

11101-17.503 Abandonment and deatruc
tlon. 

D 101-17.603-1 General. 
<al No Improvements on land or re

lated personal property shall be aban· 
doned or destroyed by a Federal 
agency unless a duly authorized offi
cial of that agency finds, In writing, 
that donation of such property In ac
cordance with the provisions of this 
subpart Is not fea.Sible. This finding 
shall be In addition to the finding pre
scribed In 1101-47.501-4. If at any 
time prior to actual abandonment or 
destruction the donation of the prop
erty pursuant to this subpart becomes 
feasible, such donation will be accom
plished. 

<bl No abandonment or destruction 
shall be made In a manner which Is 
detrimental or dangerous to public 
health or safety or which will cause In
fringement of the rights of other per
sons. 

<cl The concurrence of GSA shall be 
obtained prior to the abandonment or 
destruction of Improvements on land 
or related personal property <ll which 
had an original cost <estimated If not 
known) of more than $50,000, or <2l 
which are of permanent type construc
tion, or (3) where their retention 
would enhance the value of the under
lying land, If It were to be made avail
able for sale or lease. 

11101-17.603-2 Notice of proposed aban
donment or destruction. 

Except as provided In 1101-47.503-3, 
Improvements on land or related per-

sonal property shall not be abanllvHed 
or destroyed by a Federal agency until 
after public notice of such proposed 
abandonment or destruction. Such 
notice shall be given In the area In 
which the property t& located, shall 
contain a general description of the 
property to be abandoned or de
stroyed, and shall Include an offering 
of the property for sale. A copy of 
such notice shall be given to the re
gional office of GSA for the region In 
which the property Is located. 

U 101-47.60:1-3 Abandonment or dealruc
tlon without notice. 

If (a) the property had an original 
cost <estimated If not known) of not 
more .than $1,000; or (b) Its value Is so 
low or the cost of Its care and han
dling so great that Its retention In 
order to post public notice t& clearly 
not economical; or <cl Immediate aban
donment or destruction ts required by 
considerations of health, safety, or se
curity; or <dl the assigned mission of 
the agency might be jeopardized by 
the delay, and a finding with respect 
to paragraph (ai, (b), (c), or (d) of this 
section, Is made In writing by a duly 
authorized official of the Federal 
agency and approved by a reviewing 
authority, abandonment or destruc
tion may be made without public 
notice. Such a finding shall be In addi
tion to the findings prescribed In 
U 101-47.501-4 and 101-47.503-l<al. 

Subpart 101-47 .6-Delegatlon& 

11101-47.600 Scope of subpart. 

This subpart sets forth the special 
delegations of authority granted by 
the Administrator of General Services 
to other agencies for the utilization 
and dt&posal of certain real property 
pursuant to the Act. 

11101-47.601 Delegation to Department of 
Defense. 

<al Authority Is delegated to the Sec
retary of Defense to determine that 
excess real property and related per
sonal property under the control of 
the Department of Defense having a 
total estimated fair market value, In
cluding all the component units of the 
property, of less than $1,000 as deter-
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mined by the Department of Defense, 
Is not required for the needs and re
sponsibilities of Federal agencies; and 
thereafter to dispose of said property 
by means deemed advantageous to the 
United States. 

(b) Prior to such determination and 
disposal, the Secretary of Defense 
shall take steps as may be appropriate 
to determine that the property Is not 
required for the needs of any Federal 
agency. 

<c> The authority conferred In this 
§ 101-4 7.601 shall be exercised In ac
cordance with the Act and regulations 
Issued pursuant thereto, except that 
the reporting of such property to GSA 
under Subpart 101-47.2 shall not be 
required. 

<d> The authority delegated In this 
§ 101-47.601 may be redelegated to any 
officer or employee of the Department 
of Defense. 
129 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 31 
FR 16780, Dec. 31, 1966! 

11101-47.602 Delegation to the ))epartment 
of Agriculture. 

<a> Authority Is delegated to the Sec
retary of Agriculture to determine 
that excess real property and related 
personal property under the control or 
the Department of Agriculture having 
a total estimated fair market value, In
cluding all the component units of the 
property, of less than $1,000 as deter
mined by the Department of Agricul
ture. Is not required for t.he needs and 
responsibilities of Federal agencies; 
and thereafter to dispose of sRid prop
erty by me11.ns deemed advRntagcous 
to the United States. 

<b> Prior to such determination Rnd 
disposal, the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall take steps as may be appropriate 
to determine that the property Is not 
required for the needs of any Federal 
agency. 

<c> The authority conferred In this 
§ 101-47.602 shall be exercised In ac
cordance with the Act and regulations 
Issued pursuant thereto, except that 
the reporting of such property to GSA 
under Subpart 101-47.2 shall not be 
required. 

<d> The Ruthorlty delegated In this 
§ 101-47.602 may be redelegated to any 
officer or employee of the Department 
of Agriculture. 

129 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, as amended at 31 
FR 16780, Dec. 31, 1986! 

11101--47.603 Delegations to the Seuetary 
of the Interior. 

(a) Authority Is delegated to the Sec
retary of the Interior to maintain cus
tody and control of an accountability 
for those mineral resources which m11.y 
be designated from time to time by the 
Administrator or his designee and 
which underlie Federal property cur
rently utilized or excess or surplus to 
the Government's needs. Authority Is 
also delegated to the Secretary to dis
pose of such mineral resources by 
lease and to administer any leRScs 
which are made. 

< 1) The Secretary may redelegatc 
this authority to any officer, official. 
or employee of the Dep11.rtment of the 
Interior. 

<2> Under this authority, the Secre
tary of the Interior, as heRd of the 
holding agency Is responsible for the 
following: (I) Maintaining proper In
ventory records, and <II> monitoring 
the minerals as necessary to ensure 
thRt no unauthorized mining or re
moval of the mlnerRis occurs. 

<3> Under this authority, the Secre
tary of the Interior, RS heRd of the dis
posal agency, Is responsible for the fol
lowing: <I> Securing, In accordance 
with I 101-47.303-4, any appraisals 
deemed necessary by the Secretary; 
<II> coordlnRting with all surface land
owners, Federal or otherwise, so as not 
to unduly Interfere with the surface 
usc; <Ill> ensuring tlll\t the lands which 
may be dlsturbrd or damaged nrc re
stored after removal of the mlnernl de
posits Is completed; and <lv> notifying 
the Administrator when the disposal 
or all marketable mlnerRI deposits h11.s 
been completed. 

<4> The Secret11.ry of the Interior, as 
head or the disposal agency, Is respon
sible for complying with the applicable 
environmental IRws and regulations, 
Including <I> the NRtionRI Environ
mental Polley Act of 1969, as amended 
<42 U.S.C. 4321, ct seq.> and tile Imple
menting regulat.lons Issued by the 
Council on Environmental Quality <40 
CFR Part 1500); <Ill Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act or 
1966 <16 U.S.C. 4700; and <Ill> the 
CoRStal Zone Man11.gement Act of 1972 
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06 U.S.C. 1451, et seq. l IUld the De· 
partment of Commerce Implementing 
regulations < 15 CFR Parts 923 and 
930). 

<6> The Secretary of the Interior will 
forward promptly to the AdmlniBtra· 
tor copies of any agreements executed 
under this authority. 

(6) Thl! Secretary of the Interior will 
provide to the Administrator IUl 
IUlnual accounting of the proceeds re· 
celved from leases executed under this 
authority. 

<bl Authority IB delegated to the 
Secretary of the Interior to determine 
that excess real property IUld related 
personal property under hiB control 
having a total estimated falr market 
value, Including all components of the 
property, of less thiUl $1,000 as deter
mined by the Secretary, IB not re· 
qulred for the needs and responslbll· 
lUes of Federal agencies; IUld thereaf· 
ter to dispose of the property by 
means most advantageous to the 
United States. 

< 1 l Prior to such determination and 
disposal, the Secretary of the Interior 
shall determine that the property Is 
not required Cor the needs of IUlY Fed· 
eral agency. 

<2> The authority conferred In this 
§101--1'7.603 (bl shall be exercised In 
accordiUlce with the Act IUld regula· 
tlons Issued pursuant thereto, except 
that the reporting of such property to 
GSA under Subpart 101-4'7.2 shall not 
be required. 

<3l The authority delegated In this 
§ 101-4'7.603<bl may be redelegated to 
IUlY officer or employee of the Depart
ment of the Interior. 
lt8 FR li0893, Nov. 4, 19831 

11101-47.60~ Delegation to the Department 
of the Interior and the Department or 
llealth, Education, and Welfare. 

<a> The Secretary of the Interior 
IUld the Secretary of Health, Educa· 
tlon, IUld Welfare, are delegated au
thority to transfer and to retransfer to 
each other, upon request, any of the 
property of either agency which Is 
being used IUld will continue to be 
used In the administration of any 
functions relating to the Indians. The 
term "property," as used In this 1101-
4'7 .604, Includes real property IUld such 
personal property as the Secretary 

making the transfer or retransfer de· 
termlnes to be related personal prop
erty. 

(b l This authority shall be exercised 
only In connection with property 
which the Secretary transferring or 
retransferrlng such property deter· 
mines: 

(1 l Comprises a functional unit; 
<2l Is located within the United 

States; IUld 
<3> Has an acquisition cost of 

$100,000 or less: Provided, however, 
That the transfer or retransfer shall 
not Include property situated In any 
area which Is recognized as IUl urbiUl 
area or place for the purpose of the 
most recent decennial census. 

<c> No screening of the property as 
required by the regulations In this 
Part 101-4'7 need be conducted, It 
having been determined that such 
screening among Federal agencies 
would accomplish no useful purpose 
since the property which Is subject to 
transfer or retransfer hereunder will 
continue to be used In the admlnlstra· 
tlon of any functions relating to the 
Indians. 

<dl Any such transfer or retransfer 
of a specific property shall be without 
reimbursement except: 

0 > Where funds programmed and 
appropriated for acquisition of the 
property are available to the Secretary 
requesting the transfer or retransfer; 
or 

(2) Whenever reimbursement at fair 
value Is required by Subpart 101-4'7.2. 

(e) Where funds were not programed 
and appropriated for acquisition of 
the property, the Secretary requesting 
the triUlsfer or retransfer shall so cer
tify. Any determination necessary to 
carry out the authority contained In 
this § 101-4'7.604 which otherwise 
would be required under this part to 
be made by GSA shall be made by the 
Secretary transferring or retransfer
rlng the property. 

<fl The authority conferred In this 
1101-4'7.604 shall be exercised In ac
cordance with such other provtslons of 
the regulations of GSA Issued pursu
ant to the Act as may be applicable. 

(g) The Secretary of the Interior 
IUld the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare, 11.re authorized to 
redelegate any of the authority con-
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tah1ed In this 1101-47.604 to !UlY orrt
cers or employees of their respective 
departments. 

Subpart 101-47.7-Condltlonal Glftl 
af Real Property To Further the 
Defenae Effort 

11101-47.700 Scope or subpart. 

This subpart provides for acceptance 
or rejection on behalf of the United 
States of any gift of real property of
fered on condition that It be used for a 
particular defense purpose and for 
subsequent disposition of such proper
ty <Act of July 27, 1954, <50 U.S.C. 
1151-1156)). 

!40 FR 12079, Mar. 17, 19751 

11101-47.701 Offers and a~~eptance or con
ditional gifts. 

<al Any agency receiving an offer of 
a conditional gift of real property for 
a particular defense purpose within 
the purview of the Act of July 27, 
1954, shall notify the appropriate re
gional office of GSA and shall submit 
a recommendation as to acceptance or 
rejection of the gift. 

<bl Prior to such notification, the re
ceiving agency shall acknowledge re
ceipt of the offer and advise the donor 
of Its referral to the GSA regional 
office, but should not Indicate aceept
ance or rejection of the gift on behalf 
of the United States. A copy of the ac
knowledgment shall accompany the 
notification and recommendation to 
the regional office. 

<cl When the gift Is determined to be 
acceptable and It can be accepted and 
used In the form In which offered, It 
will be transferred without reimburse
ment to an agency designated by GSA 
for use !or the particular purpose for 
which It was donated. 

<dl If the gift Is one which GSA de
termines may and should be converted 
to money, the funds, after conversion, 
will be deposited with the Treasury 
Department for transfer to an appro
priate account whlch will best effectu
ate the Intent of the donor. In aceord
ance with Treasury Department proce
dures. 

11101-47.702 Con•ultallon with al(enele•. 
Such conditional gifts of real proper

ty will be accepted or rejected on 
behalf of the United States or trans
ferred to an agency by GSA, only after 
consultation with the Interested agen
cies. 

11101-47.703 Advice or disposition. 
GSA will advise the donor and the 

agencies concerned of the action taken 
with respect to acceptance or rejection 
of the conditional gift and of Its final 
disposition. 

11101-47.704 Acceptance or Kirts under 
other laws. 

Nothing In this Subpart 101-47.7 
shall be construed as applicable to the 
acceptance of gifts under the provi
sions of other laws. 

Subpart 101-47.8-ldentlflcatlon of 
Unneeded Federal Real Property 

11101-~7.800 S~ope of RubpRrl. 
This subpart Is designed to lmple· 

ment, In part, section 2 of Executive 
Order 12512, which provides, In part. 
that the Administrator of General 
Services shall provide Government
wide policy, oversight and guidance 
for Federal real property manage
ment. The Administrator of General 
Services shall Issue standards, proce
dures, and guidelines for the conduct 
of surveys of real property holdings of 
Executive agencies on a continuing 
basis to Identify properties which are 
not utilized, are underutlllzed, or are 
not being put to their optimum use; 
and make reports describing any prop
erty or portion thereof which has not 
been reported excess to the require
ments of the holding agency and 
which, In the judgment of the Admin
Istrator, Is not utilized, Is underutl
llzed, or Is not being put to optimum 
use, and which he recommends should 
be reported as excess property. The 
provisions of this subpart are present
ly limited to fee-owned properties and 
supporting leaseholds and lellser Inter
ests located within the States of the 
United States, the District of Colum
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, American Samoa, Guam, the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, 
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and the VIrgin Islands. The scope of 
this subpart may be enlarged at a later 
date to Include real property In addi
tional geolrJ"aphlcal areas and other In
terests In real property. 
151 FR 193, Jan. 3, 19861 

11101-17.801 Standards. 

Each executive agency shall use the 
following standards In Identifying un
needed Federal property. 

<a> Dqtnutons-<1) Not utilized. 
"Not utilized" means an entire proper
ty or portion thereof, with or without 
Improvements, not occupied for cur
rent prolrJ"am purposes of the account
able executive agency, or occupied In 
caretaker status only. 

<2> Underutilized. "Underutlllzed" 
means an entire property or portion 
thereof, with or without Improve
ments: 

{I) Which Is used only at Irregular 
periods or Intermittently by the ac
countable executive agency for cur
rent program purposes of that agency; 
or 

<II> Which Is used for current pro
gram purposes that can be satisfied 
with only a portion of the property. 

<3> Not betng put to optimum use. 
"Not being put to optimum use" 
means an entire property or portion 
thereof, with or without Improve
ments, which: 

(I) Even though utilized for current 
program purposes of the accountable 
executive agency Is of such nature or 
value, or Is In such a location that It 
could be utilized for a different signifi
cantly higher and better purpose; or 

<Ill The costs of occupying are sub
stantially higher than would be appli
cable for other suitable properties 
that could be made available to the ac
countable executive agency through . 
transfer, purchase, or lease with total 
net savings to the Government after 
consideration of property values as 
well as costs of moving, occupancy, ef
ficiency of operations, environmental 
effects, regional planning, and employ
ee morale. 

<bl Guidelines. The following gener
al ·guidelines shall be considered by 
each executive agency In Its annual 
review <see 1101-47.802>: 

<1) Is the property being put to Its 
highest and best use? 

<I> Consider such aspects as sur
rounding neighborhood, zoning, and 
other environmental factors; 

<Ill Is present use compatible with 
State, regional, or local development 
plans and programs? 

(Ill) Consider whether Federal use of 
the property would be justified If 
rental charge equivalent to commer
cial rates were added to the program 
costs for the function It Is serving. 

<2> Are operating and maintenance 
costs excessive compared with those of 
other similar facilities? 

<3> Will contemplated program 
changes alter property requirements? 

< 4 l Is all of the property essential 
for program requirements? 

(5) Will local zoning provide suffi
cient protection for necessary buffer 
zones If a portion of the property Is re
leased? 

<6> Are buffer zones kept to a mini
mum? 

<7> Is the present property inad
equate for approved future programs? 

<8> Can net savings to the Nation be 
realized through relocation consider
Ing property prices or rentals, costs of 
moving, occupancy, and Increase In ef
ficiency of operations? 

<9> Have developments on adjoining 
nonfederally owned land or public 
access or road rights-of-way granted 
across the Government-owned land 
rendered the property or any portion 
thereof unsuitable or unnecessary for 
program requirements? 

<10> It Federal employees are housed 
In Government-owned residential 
property, Is the local market willing to 
acquire Government-owned houslns or 
can It provide the necessary housing 
and other related services that will 
permit the Government-owned hous
Ing area to be released? <Provide sta
tistical data on cost and availability of 
hoWling on the local market.> 

< 11) Can the land be disposed of and 
program requirements satisfied 
through reserving rights and Interests 
to the Government In the property If 
It Is released? 

<12) Is a portion of any property 
being retained primarily because the 
present boundaries are marked by the 
existence of fences, hedges, roads, and 
utility systems? 
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<13) Is any land being retained 
merely because It Is considered unde
sirable property due to topographical 
features or to encumbrances for 
rights-of-way or because It Is believed 
to be not disposable? 

<14) Is land being retained merely 
becauseltlslandlocked? 

<16> Is there land or space In Gov
ernment-owned buildings that can be 
made available for utilization by 
others within or outside Government 
on a temporary basis? 
135 FR 6261, Mar. 28, 1970, as amended at 
37 FR 6030, Mar. 9, 1972; 40 FR 12079, Mar. 
17, 19751 

11101-47.802 Procedures. 

<a> Executive agency annual review. 
Each executive agency shall make an 
annual review of Its property holdings. 

U > In making such annual reviews, 
each executive agency shall use the. 
standards set forth In 1101-47.801 In 
Identifying property that Is not uti
lized, Is underutlllzed, or Is not being 
put to Its optimum use. 

(2) A written record of the review of 
each Individual facility shall be pre
pared. The written review record shall 
contain comments relative to each of 
the above guidelines and an overall 
map of the facility showing property 
boundaries, major land uses, Improve
ments, safety zones, proposed uses, 
and regulations or other authoriza
tions that sanction the requirement 
for and usage made of or proposed for 
Individual parcels of the property. A 
copy of the review record shall be 
made available to GSA upon request 
or to the GSA survey representative at 
the time of the survey of each Individ
ual facility. 

<3> Each executive agency shall, as a 
result of Its annual review, determine, 
In Its opinion, whether any portion of 
Its property Is not utilized, Is underuti
Jized, or Is not being put to optimum 
use. With regard to each property, the 
following actions shall be taken: 

<I> When the property or a portion 
thereof Is determined to be not uti
lized, the executive agency shall: 

<A> Initiate action to release the 
property; or 

<B> Hold for a foreseeable future 
program use upon determination by 
the head of the executive agency. 

Such determination shall be fully and 
completely documented and the deter
mination and documentation kept 
available for GSA review <see 1101-
47.802<b><3><11><B». If property of this 
type which Is being held for future use 
can be made available for temporary 
use by others, the executive agency 
shall notify the appropriate regional 
office of GSA before any permit or li
cense for use Is Issued to another Fed
eral agency or before any out-lease Is 
granted by the executive agency. GSA 
will advise the executive agency 
whether the property should be per
mitted to another Federal agency for 
temporary use nnd will advise the ex
ecutive agency the name of the Feder
al agency to whom the permit shall be 
granted. 

(II) When the property Is determined 
to be underutlllzed, the executive 
agency shall: 

<A> Limit the existing program to a 
reduced area and Initiate action to re
lease the remainder; or 

<B> Shift present use Imposed on the 
property to another property so that 
release action may be Initiated for the 
property under review. 

<Ill> When, based on an lndepth 
study and evaluation, It Is determined 
that the property Is not being put to 
Its optimum use, the executive agency 
shall relocate the current program 
whenever a suitable alternate site, nec
essary funding, .and legislative author
Ity are available to accomplish that 
purpose. When the site, funding, or 
legislative authority are not available. 
a special report shall be made to the 
appropriate regional office of GSA for 
Its consideration In obtaining possible 
assistance In accomplishing relocation. 

(b) GSA Survey. Pursuant to section 
2 of Executive Order 12612, GSA will 
conduct, on a continuing basis, surveys 
of real property holdings of all Execu
tive agencies to Identify properties 
which, In the judgment of the Admin
Istrator of General Services, are not 
utilized, are underutlllzed, or are not 
being put to their optimum use. 

U > GSA surveys of the reil.l property 
holdings of executive agencies will bt> 
conducted by officials of the GSA 
Central Office and/or regional offices 
of GSA for the properly within tltf' 
geographical area or each region. 
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< ll The head of the field office of the 
agency having accountability for the 
facility will be notified In advance of a 
scheduled OSA surv~y and furnished 
at that time with copies of these regu
lations. 

<Ill The head of that field office 
shall arrange for an appropriate offi
cial of the executive agency having 
necessary authority, and who Is suffi
ciently knowledgeable concerning the 
property and current and future pro
gram uses of the property, to be avail
able to assist the OSA representative 
In his survey. 

<2l [Reserved] 
<3> To facilitate the OSA survey, ex

ecutive agencies shall: 
<ll Cooperate fully with OSA In Its 

conduct of the surveys; and 
(II) Make available to the OSA 

survey representative records and In
formation pertinent to the description 
and to the current and proposed use of 
the property such as: 

<Al Brief description of facilities 
<number of acres, buildings, and sup
porting facilities>; 

<Bl The most recent utilization 
report or analysis made of the proper
ty Including the written record of the 
annual review made by the agency, 
pursuant to 1 101-47 .802<al, together 
with any supporting documents; 

<Cl Detail maps which show proper
ty boundaries, major land uses, Im
provements, safety zones, proposed 
uses, and regulations or other authori
zations that sanction the usage made 
or proposed for Individual parcels or 
the entire property; drawings; and 
layout plans. 

<4> Upon receipt of notification of 
the pending OSA survey, the execu
tive agency shall Initiate action Imme
diately to provide the OSA representa
tive with an escort Into classified or 
sensitive areas or to Inform that repre
sentative of steps that must be taken 
to obtain necessary special security 
clearances or both. 

<5) Upon completion of the field 
work for the survey: 

m The OSA representative will so 
Inform the executive agency designat
ed pursuant to 101-47.802<bl<ll. To 
avoid any possibility of misunder
standing or premature publicity, con
clusions and recommendations will not 

be dll;cussed with this official. Howev
er, ~;urvey tean1s should discuss the 
facts they have obtained with local of
ficials at the end of the survey to 
ensure that all Information necessary 
to conduct a complete survey Is ob
tained. The OSA representative will 
evaluate and Incorporate the results of 
the field work Into a survey report and 
forward the survey report to the OSA 
Central Office. 

(II) The OSA Central Office will 
notify the head of the Executive 
lll!ency or his designee, In writing, of 
the survey findings and/or recommen
dations. A copy of the survey report 
will be enclosed when a recommenda
tion Is made that some or all of the 
real property should be reported 
excess, and the comments of the Exec
utive agency will be requested there
on. The Executive agency will be af
forded 45 calendar days from the date 
of the notice in which to submit such 
comments. If the case Is resolved, OSA 
Central Office will notify the head of 
the Executive agency or his designee, 
in writing, of the resolution, and the 
case will be completed at such time as 
the agency completes all resolved 
excess and/or disposal actions. The 
agency will be afforded a period of 90 
calendar days from the date of the 
notice to complete such actions. 

(IIIHivl [Reserved] 
<vl If the case Is not resolved, the 

OSA Central Office will request assist
ance of the Executive Office of the 
President to obtain resolution. 
(35 FR 5261, Mar. 28, 1910, as amended at 
36 FR 1215, Apr. 16, 1911; 31 FR 5030, Mar. 
9, 1972: 42 FR 40696, Aug, 11, 1917: 48 FR 
25200, June 6, 1983; 51 FR 194, Jan. 3, 19861 

Subparta 101-47.9-101-47.48 
[Reaerved] 

Subpart 101-47 .49-llluatratlona 

11101-~7.~900 Scope of subpart. 

This subpart sets forth certain forms 
and Illustrations referred to previously 
In this part. Agency .field offices 
should obtain the OSA forms pre
scribed In this subpart by submitting 
their future requirements to their 
Washington headquarters office which 
will forward consolidated annual re-
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quirements to the General Services 
Administration <BRAFl, Washington, 
DC 20405. Standard forms should be 
obtained from the nearest GSA supply 
distribution facility. 

11101-47.4904 GSA Form 1334, Request for 
Transfer of Excess Real and Related 
Peraonal Property. 

[40 FR 12080, Mar. 17, 19761 

11101-47.4901 [Reaened) 

Non: The lllustrallons In 1101-47.4904 
are flied RB part or the original document 
and do not appear In the FEDERAL RIOIBTER 
or the Code of Federal Regulations. 
[42 FR 40698, Aug. 11, 1977) 

11101-47.4902 Standard Form 118, Report 
of Exceas Real Property. 

11101-47.4902-1 Standard Form 118a, 
Buildings, Structures, Utilities, and 
Miscellaneous Facilities. 

11101-47.4904-1 Instructions for prepara· 
tlon or GSA Form 1334, Request for 
Transfer of Excess Resl and Related 
Personal Property. 

11101-47.4902-2 Standard 
Land. 

Form 118b, 

Non: The lllustrallons In 1101-47.4904-1 
are flied RB part or the original document 
and do not appear In the F'r.DERAL REOIBTER 
or the Code of Federal Regulations. 

II 101-47.4902-3 Standard Form 118c, Re· 
Ia ted Personal Property. 

[42 FR 40898, Aug. II, 19771 

II 101-47.4902-4 Instructions for the prep&· 
ration or Standard Form 118, and At· 
tachments, Standard Forms 118&, 118b, 
and 118c. 

[33 FR 12003, Aug. 23, 1988, RB IUTiended at 
36 FR 9022, May 18, 1971) 

§ I 01-47.4905 Extract of statutes authorl7.1n~r disposal or surplus real property to public 
agencies. 

l See footnote at end of table J 
···- ··--------·-----· .. ____________ , ________ _ 

Statute Typo ol po-"f ' -------·- ---------·-------·--
•o u.s.c. 484(k)(I)(A). o;sposals 

lor school, ciRnroom, or othof 
educational purposes. 

40 U.S.C. 484(k)(t)(B). Q;opooalo 
lOt' pubttc health purposes m. 
eluding research. 

•o u.s.c. •841kll2). [liopooals 
tor public park or reaeatk>n 
areas. 

Anr ourpluo real poopeoly. Including buifdlnVI. lbolurO!. 
end equipment aHuat&d thetoon, e•ctutWe of (I) min· 
erala haYing a comnwwclal value eepa~ete and apart 
~om The ... face. and (21 po-"f - The holdOng 
agency hal requested rolmburaemont of the net ptO· 
oeede ot cllposjllon pursuant to aecUon 204(c) of the 
acf. 

Any ourpluo rool po-"f. Including building>. fboluroa. 

and equipmenl oHuoled thereon. ..- of (II -· 
cwala Nrvtng 1 commordal value aeparate and "'an 
~ The eurfoce, and (2) po-"f whlc:tl ""' holding 
ogancy hOI r-led r-1 ollhe nol poo· 
ceedl of cleposition pursuonl lo oecllon 20'(c) ol lhe 
oct 

Any ourpluo roo! propeoly .ocomo,.rhded br lhe Sec:ro· 
10ry of ""' ln1erioo as being .- lor use as a 
plJ>Iic perlo or TOUoobon oroa, Including bullclngs, 
fboluroo, ond equlpmenl ellualed thereon; exclusive ol 
(1) -.; (2) lmprovomenlo wllhou1 land; (J) ,;H. 
10ry chopola IIUI>fecllo ~ •• a olwine. memorial, 
or lor ref9oul purpooet ...- The provltlonl ol 
t 101...C7.308-5; and (41 pr-"f - The holdOng 
- hoa r-led rolmburoemonl of The nel pro· 
coods of dllpoOilion puosuonl lo I8CIIon 20'(c) ol !he 
oct. 

Slates ond !heir political oubdM· 
-.o and lnt"""*""litios. 
ond IP·~ed-educottonol 
mtiMion'l; Dil~k:t ol Colum· 
bl.a: Commonwealth ot Puerto 
mco: end the Ykgkt lalandt. 

Stain and !heir po1111co1 oubdM· 

- and '"'"""*""litios. 
and IP·~ed -~ n. 
ot!Miono; Dlllrk:t of Columlrla; 
Commonweatth of Puer1o 
Rico; and The VIrgin lolands. 

Any Sllle. polillcol oubdMslon 
and lnt- thereof. 
or rnuridpalily; Dlllrk:t of Co
tumbia: Comm01 :Aeahh of 
Puorto Rico; and The V•gin 
lola-. 



( Seo lootnolu ttl end ol &able J 

Typo ot Pf operty ' 

40 U.S C. 484{11)(3). Oilpouta """ aurplua ruat ond rototud pur100ol ptoporty. OKCIU· 
lot' tQLOric monumentl. IIYO of (1) fftWWWall; (2) 111\PfOVOmGOII Mlhoul l&nd; 

(3) mitoiOiy c:l\opolo IUI>juct 10 doapoaot •• a ahrine. 
memorial. ot lot 18)9oul ptM"poHa undef lhe ptOVI· 
010011 ot t 101-47.308-5: and (4) ptopetty tor wlldl 
the holding agency has requesled •e&mburaemenl of 
lhe ne1 pcoceeda of di&pOfliuon purauanl to aecuon 
204(c) ol 1he OCI. Before ptoparty may be convoyed 
under lhil alalulo. lhe Secretary ot lhe lnteno~ mual 
dolarmine lhol 1he ptoporly II ... table ond da .. obta 
lof uae u • Nalonc monumenl tor the benefit or the 
publiC. No ptope<ly lhaU be cloiOtmonad IO be ... lablo 
Of douab'a lew w.o 11 a tv._tonc monument e•C&fll .,... 
contcwm~ty With the tecommondauon of the AcMSOty 
Boatd on ~uonat PaB.1. U•stonc s .. ea. 8UIIdangs. and 
Monumentl ea&abbhed b'f aec:bon 3 of the act anti· 
&led ''Arl Ad IDf lh8 PfOS.ONahOn or tvatoric Amencan 
Illes. buildings, Clbjecta. and antJQU'bOI or Nlbonal 
llignl!unce, ond tor other flUIPOIOI," OjiiMOVad Aug. 
21. 1935 (49 Slat. 666). and onty 10 much ot any 
auch ptoporty lhall bo &O dt)lernllnod to be a.utc1~e 01 

douable 101 such Ui>O aa 11 nocuaW)' tor lho ptewr· 
...abOO and proper obsorv .. hon of ttl rutonc loan-ea. 
Thu AdmanuiUaiOf ol GunUfdl SoMcea may aulhonzl 
thO uM ot tho ptoporty (onveyod undol uva &Ubs.ec· 
bon lor revonue-producang actMbos •I lhe Socrotary of 
thO ImonDI Cl) delormano& thai auch actMildS aro 
compabblo with u1t0 of tho ptoperty tor htstor.c manu· 
mont putpo.,es. (2) apPfOvus the granteo's ptan lor 
ropau, rohabiiJtallon. ro:;IOlahon, and maamonanctJ ol 
the pcoporty, (3) approves grantoo'i plan IOf hnancang 
ropaus. rohabatahOn. retUorabon, and ma111tonanctJ of 
the pcoperty whiCh must prCMde that lllCOIT'IOii 1n 
e•cou of tho costs ol such 1toms ahall bo used by 
tho Qlantoe only lor pubbc tutttonc pcourvaboO. park, 
Of recroabonal purposes. and (4) appro>Jos the grant· 
oe's accounting and hnanclal p-ocoduros lOt rococ.:ilng 
and reporting on r&\lenuo·PfodUOt'IQ ac&JV•bo~ 

~ U S.C. app. 1622(g). [M.pos· Any SUtplus roar or personal Pfoportv. tJ•cluSNtt ol (I) 
ais lor pubbc upo11 pl.WPOSQS. miliary chapels aubject to Wspor.al as a &hnntl, me· 

monel Of lor reltgioua purpoua undtlr lhe PfO\IIIIOns 
of 1 101_..7.308-5; (2) proporty aubtect to disposal as 
a historic monument i'IO under the provt.s.ons or 
1101-47.308-3; (3) ptoperty lha highall ond the bast 
use of wh6ch is determined by lhe disposal agency to 
be industrial and wtUch shall be ao t:lauihed for 
dlapoaat, and (4) ptopetty which lha holding a9"ncy 
has requested reimburaemont of lhe nel proceeds ol 
dl&patution putsuanl to soclion 20-t(c) of tho act. 

16 U.S C. 667b-d. (Upoaall IOf Any ~ua teal property (w•lh 01 wilhoul tmptovemants) 
wUd&de COf"lleiVItion purpoaea. lhal can be utili.zod for Wildlife conaervation putpOaes 

other than migratory bUds. excJuSIV8 of (1) oil, QBS. 
ond mineral righll, and (2) ptopetty wlldl the holdong 
agency has requested teimburaement or the net pto· 
ceeds of dlapo$UOn pur&uant to aection 204(c) of the 

23 u.s.c. 107 ond 317. Ooapoa· 
ala for Faclo<al aid ond Olhar 
highways. 

eel. 
Any real property or interests thefein determined by the 

Secretary ot Tranapor1ahon to be reasonably neces· 
ury IOf the right-ot-way of a Federal aid Of other 
highway (including conuol of eccesa thereto from 
adjoining Ianda) Of aa a &OOIC& ot material tor 1he 
conauuction Of mainlenanco of anv auch highway 
odlaeent to ouch real ptoparty Of lnt01eat tha<ein, 
axduaNe of (1) minetala having a commercial value 
10parete end apar1 from the IUtface, end (2) proper1y 
wNch the holding agency has roque1tod toimbutH· 
ment of the net procood~ of daspor.lttan pursuant to 
section 204(c) of lhe act. 
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Any Stale, pollucaJ IUbdwislon, 
lnllrumenlailliea thereat. 01 

municipaljty; OiaUicl or Colum· 
bAa; Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico; ond the terril0t188 ond 
posseu;ona of the United 
State a. 

Anv Slate, political subdM~on. 
mun.cipahty, Of tall·Supported 
Ul5tdution; Commonwoalth of 
Puerto Rico: and thO V1tgin 
Islands. 

The egency of the State ex.;,rcis· 
ing the administration of the 
W&ldlife resowcea of the Stale. 

State whefein the pt"operty 1S &il· 
uatad (or such political &ubdi· 
v1sion of the State as its law 
may Pfovlde), includang tho 
O.slnel of Columbia and Com
monwealth of Puor1o Rico. 
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!Sea lootnoto at end ol table] 

SlaMa Type ot pr<>Po<ly 1 

40 u.s.c. 345c. Oisposoll for 
authorized wldoning ol public 
hlghwayo, atroots, or altoyL 

Suc:fllnta<ost In IUiplul <Oal properly as the hood ol the 
<hposal agency dotonnlnos witt not be a"""'"' to the 
lnte<eata ot the United Statea, exclusive ot (11 mine<· 
ala having 1 oomme<clal value ooparato and -' 
lrom the IIU<foce, (21 p<operty IM>foctto chpooot lor 
Fodo<al old ond othof hlg'-YS unci« the p<ovltiono 
ot 23 u.s.c. 107 ond 317, and (3) properly which the 

hol<lng agency hal requostod ·-• of the 
not p<Oeaads ot dl!lposltlon ,......nt to oection 204(cl 
of the 8CI. 

State or politlcel •lbc!Woiool of o 
State. 

50 u.s.c. -· 1622(d). Oispos. 
als of power transmfsaion 
tines noodM lor or odaptoblo 
to tho <oqui<omonta of a 

Artr IUIJlluo powe< tromml!slon tina and tho right-of-way _.ad for Ita comtructlon. 
Artr State "' poltlcat ...-.,., 

tho<oot Of ony State agency 
Of Instrumentality. 

public powe< p<ojocl 
40 u.s.c. 464(cl(311HJ. Olspo!· Artr au<ptuo <oat p<oporty Including <elated po<sonal Artr State, political ...-.,., 

ols by nogoUattons. p<operty. thofoof. Of tox-oupportad 
agency thofoln: Commo<>-_.,th ol Pua<lo Rico; ond the 
Vi<gln tstando. 

40 U.S.C. 122. l<ansla< to the 
District of Columb'a of turfsclc· 
lion ova< p<~l wt1hin the 
District tor adminfstraUon and 
maintenance under condiUons 
to be og<aad upon. 

Artr au<pluo <oal p<oporly. except p<oporty which the 
holdtng egoncy has Joquostod reknbuteement of the 
nel poctHKfs of chpostHo,, pursuant to aecUon 204(c) 
of the act. 

Dlltrlct ol ~-

---------~----------····-··--···-------'----------
Footnote: 
'Tho Commlsslona<, PIJbtic Buildings Senrico, Gone< at Senricea Admlnlttratlon, Wuhlngton, DC 20405, In Olli"Op<lato 

Instances, may waive any exclusion hted kl tNs c:otumn. excopl lor thole reQUWed by law. 

[40 FR 22258, May 22, 19761 

§ 101-47.4906 Sample notice to public 
agencies of surplus determination. 

NOTICE OF SURPLUS 0ETJO:RMINATION-
00VERNM£NT PROPJO:RTY 

<Datel 

<Name of property! 

<Location I 
Notice Is hereby given that the 

<Name of property I, 

<Locallonl, has been determined to be sur
plus Government property. The properly 
consists or acres or fee land 
more or less and a ------ casement, to
gether with 

This property Is surplus properly 
available for disposal under the provi· 
slons of the Federal Property and Ad
ministrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended <40 U.S.C. 471 et seq.) and ap
plicable regulations. The applicable 
regulations provide that public agen· 
cies <non-Federal> shall be allowed a 

reasonable period of time to submit a 
fonnal application for surplus real 
properly In which they may be Inter
ested. Disposal of this property, or 
portions thereof, may be made to 
public agencies for the public uses 
staled below whenever the Govern
ment detennlnes that the property Is 
available for such uses and that dis· 
posal thereof Is authorized by the stat
utes cited and applicable regulations: • 

--------
StoMo T ypa of <hposal 

·----------1·---'"-------
23 u.s.c. t07 and 3t7 ............. F-at old ond C<lf10in otho< ........ ,... 
40 u.s.c. 484(o)(311111............. Noootlatod oolel 1o public 

- fOf UM lor public 
- peno<olly.' 

40 u.s.c. 484(t<)(t)(AJ ............. School. -oom. "' otho< 
O<U:atlonol-. 

40 U.S.C. 484(1<1(1)(8) ............. Protection of public hoaHh, 
-.g-

40 U.S.C. 484(1<)(2) .................... 1'\dc pori! Of <ecroatlon ..... 
40 u.s.c. 484(1<1(3) ................. HlotOfic mooiumont 

1 List only lhc statutes <showing type or 
disposal> applicable lo disposal to public 
bodies or lhc property determined to be sur
plus. 
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Slelulu 

50 u s c. opp. 1622lg) ........ Publoc """"'' 

1 L111 ooty for Pfopei'bel haVIoOQ an eatunelod value of 
$10,000 or more. 

If any public agency desires to ac
quire the property under the cited 
statutes, ·notice thereof In writing 
must be filed with 

<Name of disposal agency), 

<Address, before> 

<Date). 1 Such notice shall: 
Cal Disclose the contemplated use of 

the property; 
Cbl Contain a citation or the applica

ble statute or statutes under which 
the public agency desires to procure 
the property; 

cc> Disclose the nature or the Inter
est If an Interest less than fee Ullc to 
the property Is contemplated; 

Cdl State the length of time required 
to develop and submit a formal appli
cation for the property !Where a pay
ment to the Government Is required 
under the statute, Include a statement 
as to whether funds are available and, 
If not, the period required to obtain 
funds); and 

ce> Give the reason for the time re
quired: to develop and submit a formal 
application. 

Any planning for a public health use 
of property sought to be acquired sub
ject to a public benefit allowance must 
be coordinated with the Department 
of Health and Human Services 

<Address of appropriate office> 

An application form to acquire prop
erty for a public health requirement 
and Instructions for the preparation 
and submission of an application may 
be obtained from that office. • 

Any planning for an educational use 
of property sought to be acquired sub
ject to a public benefit allowance must 

1 Thla date shall be 20 calendar days after 
the date of thla notice. 

• Delete thla paragraph wherever property 
Ia not available for transfer for a public 
health use. 

he coordinated with the Department 
of Education. 

<Address of appropriate office> 

An application form to acquire prop
erty for an educational use and In
structions for the preparation and sub
mission of an application may be ob· 
talned from that office.• 

Any planning for a public park or 
recreation area of property sought to 
be acquired subject to a public benefit 
allowance must be coordinated with 
the Department of the Interior. 

<Address of appropriate office> 

An application form to acquire prop
erty for a public park or recreation 
area requirement and Instructions for 
the preparation and submission of an 
application may be obtained from that 
office.• 

Application forms or Instructions to 
acquire property for all other public 
use requirements may be obtained 
from 

<Name of disposal agency), 

<Address>. 
Upon receipt of such written notices, 

the public agency shall be promplly 
Informed concerning the period of 
time that will be allowed for submis
sion of a formal application. In the ab
sence of such written notice, or In the 
event a public use proposal Is not ap
proved, the regulations Issued pursu
ant to authority contained In the Fed
eral Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 provide for offer
Ing the property for sale. 

152 FR 9830, Mar. 27, 19871 

• Delete this paragraph wherever property 
Is not available for transfer for an educa
tional use. 

1 Delete thla paragraph wherever property 
Ia not available for transfer for a public 
park or recreation area. 
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ll101-47.4906a Attachment to notice sent 
to zoning authority. 

FEDERAL PROPERTY AlfD ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES ACT Or 1949, As AMENDED 

TITLE VIII-URBAN LAND UTILIZATlON 

DISPOSAL or URBAN LANDS 

SEC. 803 
tal Whenever the Administrator contem· 

plates the disposal for or on behalf of any 
Federal agency of any real property situat
ed within an urban area, he shall, prior to 
offering such land for sale, give reasonable 
notice to the head of the governing body or 
the unit of general local govenrment having 
jurisdiction over zoning and land-use regula
tion In the geographical area within which 
the land or lands are located In order to 
alford the government the opportunity or 
zoning for the use or such land In accord· 
ance with local comprehensive planning. 

<bl The Administrator, to the greatest 
practicable extent, shall furnish to all pro· 
spectlve purchasers or such real property, 
full and complete Information concerning: 

<I l Current zoning regulations and pro· 
specUve zoning requirements and objectives 
for such property when It Is unzoned: and 

<2> Current availability to such property 
or streets. sldewa1ks. sewers. wnter, street 
lights, and other service facilities and pro· 
spectlve availability or such services If such 
property Is Included In comprehensive plan· 
nlng. 

!34 FR 11210, July 3, 19691 

ll101-47.4906b Para(fl"aph to be added to 
letter sent to zoning authority. 

As the head of the governing body 
of the unit of general local govern· 
ment having Jurisdiction over zoning 
and land·use regulations In the geo
graphical area within which this sur
plus property Is located, you also may 
be Interested In section 803 of the Fed· 
era! Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, 82 
Stat. 1105, a copy of which Is attached 
for ready reference. It Is requested 
that the Information contemplated by 
section 803<b> be forwarded this office 
within the same 20-calendar-day 
period prescribed In the attached 
notice of surplus determination for 
the advising of a desire to acquire the 
property. If the property Is unzoned 
and ·you desire the opportunity to ac
complish such zoning In accordance 
with local comprehensive planning 
pursuant to section 803<a>. please so 

advise us In writing within the same 
time frame and let us know the time 
you will require for the promulgation 
of such zoning regulations. We will not 
delay sale of the property pending 
such zoning for more than 60 days 
from the date of this notice. However, 
If you will not be able to accomplish 
the desired zoning before the property 
Is placed on sale, we will advise pro
spective purchasers of the pending 
zoning In process. 
!34 FR 11210. July 3. 19691 

11101-47.4906-1 Sample letter for Iran•· 
mission of notice of aurplus determina
tion. 

<Date! 

CERTIFIED MAIL-RETURN RECEIPT 
REQOESTED 

<Addressee l 
Dear-----
The former <Name or 
property), <Location> 
has been determined to be surplus Oovent· 
ment property and available for disposal. 

Included In the attached notice are a de
scription or the property and procedural Ill· 
structlons to be followed If any public 
agency desires to submit an application for 
the property. Plea8e note particularly the 
name and address given for filing written 
notice II any public a11ency desires to submit 
such an application, the time limitation 
within which written notice must be (lied. 
and the required content or such notice. Ad· 
dltlonal Instructions are provided for the 
submission or comments regarding any In
compatibility of the disposal with any 
public agency's development plans and pro
grams. 

In order to ensure that all Interested par
ties are Informed or the availability or this 
property, please post the additional copies 
or the attached notice In appropriate con· 
splcuous places. 1 

A notice or surplus determination also Is 
belnK mailed to 
<Other addreRBeeR 1. 

Sincerely. 

Attachment 

1 Attach as many copies or the notice RB 
may be anticipated will be required for ade
quate postlnK. 

7!)1 
.... 



134 FR 11211, July 3. 1969, as amended at 3fi 
FR 8487, June 2, 19701 

II 101-&7.4906-2 Sample letter to a 1tate 
alngle point of contacL 

COatel 

<Addressee) 
Dear: 

On July 14, 1982, the President 
Issued Executive Order 12372, "Inter· 
governmental Review of Federal Pro
grams." This Executive order provides 
for State and local government coordi
nation and review of certain proposed 
Federal programs and activities, In
cluding real property disposal actions 
of the General Services Administra
tion. 

Enclosed Is a notice of surplus deter
mination that has been sent to appro
priate public bodies advising them of 
the availability of the described real 
property for public purposes. Surplus 
Federal real property which Is not ac
quired for State or local governmental 
public purposes Is generally offered 
for sale to the general public by com
petitive bidding procedures. 

No final disposal action will be taken 
for 60 calendar days from the date of 
this letter to allow for the receipt of 
any comments from your office. 

152 FR 9831, Mar. 27, 19871 

II 101--&7.4907 List of Federal real property 
holding agencies. 

Non: The lllustratlona In 1 101-47.4907 
are filed as part or the original document 
and do not appear In the FEDERAL REGISTER 
or the Code or Federal Regulatlona. 
140 FR 12080, Mar. 17, 197fil 

II 101-&7.4908 Excess profits covenant. 

EXCESS PROFITS COVENANT FOR NEGOTIATED 
SALES TO PUBLIC BODIES 

lal Thla covenant shall run with the land 
for a period or 3 years from the date or con
veyance. With respect to the property de
scribed In thla deed, If at any time within a 
3-year period from the date or tranarer or 
title by the Grantor, the Grantee, or Its sue-

cessors or asslgna, shall sell or enter Into 
agreements to sell the property, either In a 
single transaction or In a series or transac
llona, It Ia covenanted and agreed that all 
proceeds received or to be received In excess 
or the Grantee's or a subsequent seller's 
actual allowable costs will be remitted to 
the Grantor. In the event of a sale or less 
than the enUre property, actual allowable 
costs will be apportioned to the property 
baaed on a fair and reasonable determina
tion by the Grantor. 

lbl For purposes or thla covenant, the 
Grantee's or a subsequent seller's allowable 
costs shall Include the following: 

11 l The purchase price or the real proper
ty; 

(2l The direct costs actually Incurred and 
paid for Improvements which serve only the 
property, Including road conatructlon, storm 
and sanitary sewer conatructlon, other 
public facilities or uUIIty construction, 
building rehabilitation and demolition, land
scaping, grading, and other site or public 
Improvements; 

131 The direct costs actually Incurred and 
paid for design and engineering services 
with respect to the Improvements described 
In lbl!2l or this section; and 

141 The finance charges actually Incurred 
and paid In conJunction with loans obtained 
to meet any or the allowable costs enumer
ated above. 

<cl None or the allowable costs described 
In paragraph <bl or this section will be de
ductible If defrayed by Federal grants or If 
used as matching funds to secure Federal 
grants. 

!dl In order to verify compliance with the 
terms and condillona or this covenant, the 
Grantee, or Its successors or assigns, shall 
submit an annual report Cor each of the sub· 
sequent 3 years to the Grantor on the anni
versary date or this deed. Each report will 
Identify the property Involved In this trans
action and will contain such or the following 
Items or Information as are applicable at the 
lime or submission: 

11 l A description or each portion of the 
property that has been resold; 

(2l The sale price or each such resold por-
tion; 

(3l The Identity or each purchaser; 
( 4 l The proposed land use; and 
(6) An enumeration or any allowable costs 

Incurred and paid that would offset any re
alized prom. 
U no resale has been made, the report shall 
so state. 

(el The Grantor may monitor the proper
ty and Inspect records related thereto to 
enaure compliance with the terms and con
dltlona or thla covenant and may take any 
actlona which It deems reasonable and pru
dent to recover any excess profits realized 
through the resale or the property. 
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!51 FR 23780, July 1, 19881 

11101-47.4909 lllrheet and best use. 
<a> Highest and best use Is the most 

likely use to which a property can be 
put, so as to produce the highest mon· 
etary return from the property, pro
mote Its maximum value, or serve a 
public or Institutional purpose. The 
highest and best use determination 
must be based on the property's eco
nomic potential, qualitative values 
<social and environmental> Inherent In 
the property ltsell, and other utJIJza. 
tlon factors controlling or directly ar. 
fectlng land use <e.g. zoning, physical 
characteristics, private and public uses 
In the vicinity, neighboring Improve
ments, utUity services, access, roads. 
location, and environmental and his
torical considerations>. Projected high
est and best use should not be remote. 
speculative, or conJectural. 

<b> An analysts and determination or 
highest and best use Is based on Infor
mation complied from the property In
spection and environmental asseSii
ment. Major considerations Include: 

<1> Present zoning category <check 
one or more as appropriate>. 

Industrial.. ................................................ .. 
Single family residential ....................... .. 
Multiple family residential ................... .. 
Commercial/retail .................................. .. 
Warehouse ................................................ . 
ARrlcullure ............................................... .. 
Institutional or public usc ..................... .. 

Other <specify l 

Not zoned ................................................. .. 
Zoning proceeding pendlnl Federal 

disposal .................................................. .. 

Category proposed 

<2> Physical characteristics. <De
scribe land and Improvements and 
comment on property's physical char
acteristics Including utility services, 
access, environmental and historical 
aspects, and other slgnlllcant factors> 

<3> Area/neighborhood uses <check 
on~> or mor" RS apnropriA.tcl. 

•• 0 

Sln1le family residential ........................ . 
Multiple family l't!llldentlal .................... . 
Industrial .................................................. .. 
Office ......................................................... . 
Retail or commercial .............................. .. 
Farmland .................................................. .. 
Recreational/park area ......................... .. 

Other CspecUy l 

<4> Existing neighboring Improve
ments <check one or more as approprJ. 
ate>. 

Deterloralln1 ........................................... .. 
Stable ........................................................ .. 
Some recent development ..................... .. 
SIIRlflcant recent development ............ . 

VIcinity Improvements: 
-Dense -Moderate -8P1.1111! -None 

<5> Environmental factors/con-
straints adversely affecting the mar
ketability or the property <check one 
or more as appropriate>. 

Severe slope or soli Instability ............... . 
Road access ............................................... . 
ACCt!llll to aan.lt.ar)' eewen or stonn 

eewen ..................................................... .. 
Aeeeu to water supply ............................ . 
Location within or near noodplaln ...... . 
Wetlandft ................................................... .. 
Tideland .................................................. .. 
lrreRuhu ahape ......................................... . 
Preeent leMe agreement or other 

pouessory non-Federal lntereet ....... .. 
Historic, archeological or cultural ....... .. 
Contamination or other hazards ......... .. 

Other <specify) 

------------------------
Comments on adverse conditions ---· 

<8> Former Government uses <check 
one or more as appropriate>.· 

Office ........................................................ .. 
Industrial ................................................... . 
Warehouee or storage ............................ .. 
Reeldcntlal ............................................... .. 
Retail/commercial ................................... . 
ARrlcultural ............................................. .. 



quire an on-the-site flre111111Un11 1orce aae· 
quate to hold flrea In eheek until outalde as
atatance can be obtained. 

lbl Facllltlea of hlllh m&rket value which 
can obtain no outalde autatance and require 
an on-the-alta flrefl11htln11 force adequate to 
extlniJUiah fires. 

lei Facilities of hlllh market value at 
which the patrollln11 of lar11e areas Ia neces
sary. 

ldl Facilities of hlllh m11rket value not 
fenced and contalnln11 lar11e quantities of 
personal property of a nature lnvltlns pll
feralle. 

lei Facilities of hlllh market value at 
which several sates must be kept open for 
operatlns purposes. 

li. StandanU /or All Protected Propert1e1. 
lal All facilities within the ranee of mu

nicipal or other public proteetlon, but out
aide the &eorraphlc llmlta of such public 
body, should be covered by advance arran&e· 
menta with appropriate authorities lor 
pollee and fire proteetlon service, at a 
monthly or other service fee If neeeaaary. 

lbl Patrolling of all facilities with larsc 
areas to be protected should be accom
pltahed by use or automotive vehicles. 

lcl At fenced facilities, a minimum 
number of &ates should be kept open. 

6. Firdiphter-GuanU. Plrefl&hters and 
suards are the normal means for carrylns 
out the fire protection and security pro
&rams at exce&a and surplus real properties 
where both such programs are required. 
The duties or flreflshters and suards should 
be combined to the maximum extent possl· 
ble In the Interest of both economy and errl· 
clency. Such personnel would also be avail· 
able In many cases lor other mtacellaneous 
services, such as, removing srass and weeds 
or other fire hazards, servicing fire· extln
IJUishers, and other activities related to sen· 
eral proteetlon of property. 

'1. OperatinrJ Requfremenu 0/ Protection 
Unfu. Plreflshter-suards or suards, should 
be required to make periodic rounds of fa· 
cllltles requlrln& protection. The frequency 
of these rounds would be baaed upon a 
number of factors; such as, location and sl:.:c 
of the facility, type of structures and physl· 
cal barriers, and the amount and type or ac
tivity at the facUlty. There may be Instances 
where some form of central station supervl· 
slon, such as American Dlatrlct Telegraph 
Company, will effect reduction In costa by 
reducing the number of flreflshter-Sl: .. rds, 
or IJUarda, required to adequately protect 
the premises. 

8. Watchman '• Clock. To Insure adequate 
covera1e or the entire property by the 
uuarda, or flreflshter-suarda, an approved 
watchman'• clock should be provided, with 
key stations atrateslcally located so that, In 
pa&alns from one to the other, the IJUards 
will cover all portions of the property, 

v. rtu&c;"''"'" ,.. ... , ... -..- ............. - ··-·-···-· 
lc fire detection devices and allied equip
ment and services rna)' materially assist In 
mlnlmlzlns protection costa. However, use of 
devices or this type, like 1\l&tda, are purely 
secondary fire protection and are primarily 
a means or obtalnlnl fire and pollee protec· 
tlon facilities at the property In an emer
&ency. There are various types of devices, 
each of which can be considered separately 
or In combination as supplementing ll\l&rd 
patrols, which may &&alst In reduction of 
coata and, In some Instances, It may be possi
ble to eliminate alliU&rds. 

10. Sentrv Dog1. Frequently there are fa
cilities of hlsh market value, or which cover 
lar11e areas, or are so Isolated that they 
Invite Intrusion by curiositY seekers, hun
ters, vasranta, etc., which .require extra or 
special protection measures. This has usual
ly been taken care or by staffln1 with addi
tional suarda so that the "buddy system" of 
patrolllnl may be used. In such cases, the 
use or sentry dop should be considered In 
arrlvln11 at the appropriate method or ore. 
setL1n1 the need for additional 1\l&rds, as 
well as po&alble reductions In personnel. If It 
Is determined to be In the Government's In
terest to use this type of protection, advice 
should be obtained as to acquisition !lease, 
purchase, or donation), tralnlns, .use, and 
care, from the nearest pollee department 
usln11 sentry do11s. When sentry doss are 
used, the property should be clearly posted 
"Warnln11-Thls Government Property Pa· 
trolled by Sentry Doss." 

C. Maintenance Standards. The following 
standards or criteria are furnished as a 
11uldc In connection with the upkeep of 
excess and surplus real properties: 

1. Temporarv TJipe Buildinp1 and Struc
ture•. Temporary buildings housing person
al property which cannot be readily re
moved to permanent type storase should be 
maintained only to the extent necessary to 
protect the personal property. Vacant tem
porary structures should not be maintained 
except In unusual circumstances. 

2. Permanent TJipe Buildinps and Struc
turel. <al No Interior palntlns should be 
done. Where exterior wood or metal sur
faces require treatment to prevent serious 
deterioration, spot palntln11 only should be 

. done when practicable. 
lbl Carpentry and 111azln11 should be limit

ed to: work necessary to close openings 
&llalnat weather and pilferage; making nec
essary repairs to floors, roofs, and sidewalls 
as a protection against further damage; 
shoring and braclnl or structures to pre
clude structural failures; and similar oper
ations. 

lcl Any necll88ary roofing and sheet metal 
repairs should, as a rule, be on a patch basis. 

ldl Masonry repairs, Including brick, tile, 
and concrete construction, should be under-
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taken only to prevent leakalre or disintegra
tion, or to protect qalnst Imminent struc
tural failure. 

<el No bulldlnp should be heated for 
maintenance purposes except In unWiual cir
cumstances. 

3. Mechanical and EleclricaiiiUt.aUatlom. 
These Include plumbing, heating, ventilat
Ing, air conditioning, sprinkler systems, fire 
alarm systems, electrical equipment, eleva
tors, and similar Items. 

<al At facilities In Inactive statUII, mainte
nance or mechanical and electrical !natalia
tiona should be limited to that which Ia nec
essary to prevent or arrest aerloWI deteriora
tion. In most cases, peraonnel should not be 
employed for this work except on a tempo: 
rary basis at periodic Intervals when It Ia de
termined by Inspections that the work Ia 
necessary. Wherever possible electrical sys
tems should be deenerglzed, water drained 
from all fixtures, heat turned orr. and build
Ings secured against unauthorized entry. 
Sprinkler systems should be drained during 
freezing weather and reactivated when 
danger of freezing has passed. 

<bl At facilities In active statWI, such as 
multiple-tenancy operations, equipment 
should be kept In reasonable operating con
dillon. Operation of equipment to furnish 
services to private tenants, as well as the 
procurement of utility services for dlatrlbu· 
tlon to tenants, should be carried on only to 
the extent necessary to comply with lease or 
permit conditions, or In ca.ses where It Ia Im
practicable for tenants to obtain such serv
Ices directly from utility companies or other 
sources. 

<cl At facilities where elevators and/or 
high-pressure boilers and related equipment 
are In operation. arrangements should be 
made for periodic lnspectlonR by qualified 
and licensed Inspectors to Insure that InJury 
to personnel, 1088 or life, or damage to prop· 
erty does not occur. 

<dl Individual heaters should be Ulled, 
when practicable, In lieu of operating heal· 
lng plants. 

4. Grounds, Road.•. Railroads, and Fenc· 
lng. <al Maintenance or lf(lundll should be 
confined largely to removal or Vl'getallon 
where necessary to avoid fire hazardll and to 
control poisonous and noxious plant Krowth 
In accordance with local and State laws and 
reKulatlons: plowing of fire lanes where 
needed; and removal of snow from roadll 
and other areas only to the extent neces
sary to provide access for maintenance, fire 
protection, and similar activities. Wherever 
practicable, hay crops should be sold to the 
highest bidders with the purchaaer perform
InK all labor In connection with cutting and 
removal. Also, agricultural and/or Kt"Uing 
leases may be resorted to, If practicable, as 
other means or reducing the cost or Rround.q 
maintenance. Any such Jeuea shall be sub-

Ject to the provisions or 1101-4'1.203-9 or 
1101-41.312. 

<bl Only that portion or the road network 
necessary for flretruck and other minimum 
trarrtc should be maintained. The degree to 
which such roads are to be maintained 
should be only that necessary to permit we 
puaage at a reasonable speed. 

<cl Railroads should not be maintained 
except u might be required for protection 
and maintenance operations, or u required 
under the provisions or a Jeue or permit. 

<dl Ditches and other drainage facUlties 
should be kept sufficiently clear to permit 
surface water to run orr. 

<el Fencing, or other physical barrier. 
should be kept In repair sufficiently to 
afford protection against unauthorized 
entry. 

5. UU!Wes. (al At Inactive properties. 
water systems, sewage dlaposal systems. 
electrical dlatrlbutlon systems. etc., should 
be maintained only to the extent necessary 
to provide the minimum services required. 
Bulldlnp or areu not requiring electrical 
service or water should be deenerglzed elec
trically and the water valved orr. Utilities 
not In use, or which are serving dlamantled 
or abandoned structures, should not be 
maintained. 

<bl At active properties, water supply, 
electrical power, and sewage dlaposal facili
ties frequently must be operated at rates 
much below designed capacities. Engineer
InK studies should determine the structural 
and operating changes nece888ry for maxi
mum economy. Where Jeakqe Ia found In 
water dlatrlbutlon Jines. such Jines may be 
valved orr rather than repaired, unless nec
rasary for fire protection or other purposes. 

<cl Where utilities are purchased by con
tract, such contracts should be reviewed to 
determine If costs can be reduced by re•·I
Rion or the contracts. 

6. Properties to be Dl!po!ed of a! Salvage. 
No rundll should be expendl'd for mainte
nance on properties where the highest and 
beRt URe hM been determined to be a&IVaRe. 

U. Rf'palrs. RepRin should be limited to 
those additions or ehanRes thRt are neces· 
Rary for the preservation and maintenance 
or the property to deter or prevent exces· 
Rive, rRpld, or dan~rerous deterioration or ob
solescence and to restore property damqed 
by storm. flood. fire. accident, or earth· 
quake only where It haa been determined 
that restoration Ia required. 

E. Improvements. No costs should be In· 
curred to Increase the aales value or a prop
erty. and no costA should be Incurred to 
mllke a property dlaposable without the 
prior approval or OSA. <Bee 1 101-47.401-5.1 

129 FR 16126, Dec. 3, 1964, RS amended at 30 
FR 11281, AUK. 2, 19651 
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1101~7.49H •:uc:ullve Ordrr 12512. 

Non: The llhaatratlona In 1101-4'1.4814 
are flied u part of the oriKinal document 
and do not appear In thll volume. 
lliO PR 184, Jan. 3, 18881 

PART 101 .... 8-UTILIZATION, DONA
TION, OR DISPOSAL OF ABAN
DONED. AND FORFEITED PERSONAL 
PROPERTY 

Sec. 
101-48.000 Scope of part. 
101-48.001 Deflnltlona. 
101-48.001-1 Abandoned or other un-

claimed property. 
101-48.001-2 Distilled splrlta. 
101-48.001-3 Eleemoaynary Institution. 
101-48.001-4 Firearms. 
101-48.001-6 Forfeited property. 
101-48.001-8 Malt beveraaea. 
101-48.001-'1 Property. 
101-48.001-8 Voluntarily abandoned prop· 

ert.y. 
101-48.001-9 Wine. 

...,_rt 101-41.1-Utlll•allon of Abandoned 
and forfeited Peraonal Property 

101-48.100 Scope of subpart. 
101-48.101 Forfeited or voluntarily aban· 

doned property. 
101-48.101-1 Sources of property available 

for utilization. 
101-48.101-2 Cuatody of property. 
101-48.101-3 Coat of care and handling. 
101-48.101-4 Retention by holding agency. 
101-48.101-li .Property required to be re· 

ported. 
101-48.101-8 Transfer to other Federal 

aaenclea. 
101-48.101-'1 Reimbursement and eo&ta In· 

elden! to transfer. 
101-48.101-8 Billing. 
101-48.101-8 Dlspoaltlon of proceeds. 
101-48.102 Abandoned or other unclaimed 

property. 
101-48.102-1 Veatlna of title In the United 

Stale&. 
101-48.102-2 Reporting. 
101-48.102-3 Reimbursement. 
101-48.102-4 Proceeds. 

Subpart 101-41.2-Donallan of Abandoned 
and forfeited Poraonal Property 

101-48.200 Scope of subpart. 
101-48.201 Donation of forfeited distilled 

splrlta, wine, and malt beverages. 
101-48.201-1 Oeneral. 
101-48.201-2 Eatablllhment of eligibility. 
101-48.201-3 Requeata by lnatltutlona. 
101-48.201-4 Fllllna requeata. 

101·48.201-li Donation or Iota not required 
to be reported. 

101-48.201-8 Packlna and shipping costa. 

Subpart 101-41.3-Dhpoaal of Abandoned and 
farfelted Peraonal Property 

Sec. 
101-48.300 Scope or subpart. 
101-48.301 Oeneral. 
101-48.302 Distilled splrlta, wine, and malt 

beveraaes. 
101-48.303 Firearms. 
101-48.304 Property other than distilled 

spirits, wine, and malt beverages and 
firearms. 

IOI-48.301i Disposition of proceeds from 
sale. 

IOI-48.301i-l Abandoned or other un· 
claimed property. 

101-48.30&-2 Forfeited or voluntarily aban· 
doned property. 

Subparta 101-41.4-101-41.41 [leaerved) 

Subpart 101-41.49-llluatrallonl of Forma 

101-48.4800 Scope or subpart. 
101-48.4801 (Reserved) 
101-48.4802 OSA forma . 
101-48.4802-18 OSA Form 18, Application 

of Eleemosynary lnaUtutlon. 

AUTIIORITY: Sec. 201i(C), 83 Stat. 380; 40 
U.S.C. 488(C). 

SoURcE: 42 FR 51i813, Oct. 18, 18'1'1, unless 
otherwise noted. 

11101-411.000 Scope or part. 

This part prescribes the policies and 
methods governing the utilization, do
nation, and disposal of abandoned and 
forfeited personal property under the 
custody or control of any Federal 
agency In the United States, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, American 
Samoa, Guam, the Trust Territory of 
the Pacific Islands, and the VIrgin Is
lands. 
I 101-48.001 Definlllona. 

For the purposes of this Part 101-48, 
the following terms shall have the 
meanings set forth In this section. 

11101~8.001-1 Abandoned or other un-
claimed property. 

"Abandoned or other unclaimed 
property" means personal property 
that Is found on premises owned or 
leased by the Government and which 
Is subject to the filing of a claim there
for by the former owner<sl within 3 
years from the vesting of title In the 
United States. 
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GSA REAL PROPERTY DISPOSAL PROGRAM 

MISSION 

The General Services Administration (GSA) is responsible for 
promoting the optimum utilization and disposal of Federal real 
property in the most timely, economical, and efficient manner. 
Primary responsibilities include the development of Federal 
Government policies and regulations; the identification of 
properties not utilized, underutilized, or not being put to 
optimum use; arranging transfer of excess property from one 
Federal agency to another; and the disposal of surplus property 
by sale, lease, (including leases for the homeless), exchange and 
donation for public purposes. Donations include conveyances for 
prisons, parks, education, health, wildlife, historic monument, 
airports, and roadway purposes. 

~~perty ~s ·excess when it is no longer needed by a particular 
Government agency and surplus when it is no longer needed by the 
entire Federal Government. 

BASIC STATUTORY AUTHORITY 

The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended (40 u.s.c. 471 et seq.) 

Section 202: 
Section 203: 
Section 204: 

Governs the Transfer of Excess Real Property 
Governs the Disposal of Surplus Real Property 
Governs the Use and Disposition of Proceeds 
from Sale 

Executive Order 12512 (dated April 28, 1985) 
Emphasizes the importance of Executive agencies effectively 
and efficiently managing Federal Government assets. 

Federal Property Management Regulations (FPMR) 101-47 
Implements regulations for the identification, 
utilization and disposal of excess and surplus real 
property. 

See Appendix A for a listing of the relevant laws governing the 
utilization and disposal of property and Appendix B for relevant 
Executive Orders. 

PROPERTY DISPOSAL TYPES 

There are three basic categories of property disposals: 
1) Public Lands - The Department of the Interior is responsible 
for public domain and national park lands. The Department of 
Agriculture is responsible for national forest lands. GSA does 
not dispose of public domain lands, national forest lands, or 
national park lands. 

2) Reimbursable Disposal Activities - Under the Economy Act 
(31 U.S.C. 1535), GSA disposes of properties on a reimbursable 



basis for agencies having their own authorities. For example, 
the Department of Justice has its own authority to dispose of 
seized and forfeited properties. There are at least 16 agencies 
with various types of management and disposal authorities (i.e., 
Resolution Trust Corporation; u.s. Postal Service, Housing and 
Urban Development, and the Small Business Administration). 

3) Acquired Lands - GSA disposes of lands acquired by a Federal 
Agency but that have been determined to be no longer needed for 
furtherance of the agency's mission. These disposals are 
conducted under the authorities granted in the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended (40 u.s.c. 
471 et seq.). Under the base closure legislation, GSA delegated 
disposal authority to the Department of Defense. 

DISPOSAL PROCESS 

When excess property is reported to GSA, the property is screened 
with other Federal agencies to determine whether any other 
Federal requirements exits. If such requirements exist, GSA 
arranges transfer from the agency reporting the property to the 
agency requesting transfer. Unless waived by the Office of 
Management and Budget, receiving agencies must pay the fair 
market value for the property. 

If there are no Federal requirements, GSA determines the property 
surplus to the requirements of the entire Federal Government and 
makes it available, depending on the highest and best use, to 
State and local governmental units and eligible nonprofit 
institutions (public bodies). A wide range of public uses are 
served including homelessness, prisons, park and recreation, 
health and education, historic monument, wildlife conservation, 
airports, and highways. GSA is also authorized to negotiate the 
sale of property to State and local governmental units and 
entities thereof. Property not conveyed to public bodies for 
public purposes is offered for sale to the general public on a 
competitive bid basis. 

Since the enactment of legislation in 1987, implementation of the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act has become a major 
focus for GSA. GSA works with the Departments of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) and Health and Human Services (HHS) to 
develop policies and procedures implementing this Act. All 
properties reported to GSA for further Federal utilization or 
disposal are routinely referred to HUD for homeless suitability 
review. If determined suitable, GSA makes the properties 
available to homeless providers on a priority of consideration 
basis. 

Oversight of the GSA real property disposal program is provided 
by the House Committee on Government Operations and the Senate 
Committee on Government Affairs. Appendix C contains a diagram 
depicting the disposal process. 



<) APPENDIX A - GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION AUTHORITY 

The Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended (40 u.s.c. 471 et seq.), contains the basic law governing 
the utilization and disposal of excess and surplus Federal real 
property. Referenced below are pertinent subsections of sections 
202 (utilization of excess) and 203 (disposal of surplus) of this 
law (40 u.s.c. 483 and 484), and citations for related laws, which 
contain the principal authorities in this process: 

Transfer of excess real 
property among Federal agencies. 

Transfer of certain excess 
real property to the Secretary of 
the Interior to be held in trust 
fur use and benefit of Indian tribes. 

Disposal of surplus real 
property by competitive and 
negotiated sale. 

Disposal by negotiation to 
private parties. 

Disposal by negotiation to 
public agencies. 

Disposal for school, classroom, 
or other educational purposes. 

Disposal for public health purposes 
including homeless use and research. 

Disposal for public park or 
recreation area. 

Disposal for historic monument. 

Disposal for correctional 
facility use. 

Disposal of urban lands. 

Disposal of power transmission lines 
needful for or adaptable to the 
requirements of a public power project. 

Disposal for public airport purposes. 

40 u.s.c. 483(a)(l) 

40 u.s.c. 483(a)(2) 

40 u.s.c. 484(c) and (e) 

40 u.s.c. 484(e) (3) (G) 

40 u.s.c. 484(e) (3) (H) 

40 u.s.c. 484(k)(l) (A) 

40 u.s.c. 484(k) (1) (B) 

40 u.s.c. 484(k)(2) 

40 u.s.c. 484(k)(3) 

40 u.s.c. 484(p) 

40 u.s.c. 532 

50 u.s.c. App. 1622(d) 

50 U.S.C. App. 1622(g) 



Disposal for wildlife conservation 
purposes. 

Disposal of Federal aid and other 
highways. 

Disposal for authorized widening of 
public highways, streets, or alleys. 

Transfer to a State agency for 
replacement housing in certain 
limited situations mainly 
involving public land acquisitions. 

Transfer of jurisdiction over property 
within the District of Columbia for 
administration and maintenance under 
conditions to be agreed upon. 

Grant of easements in, over, or upon 
excess or surplus real property. 

Lease of Federal real property for use 
as facilities to assist the homeless 
(Title V-Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act). 

16 u.s.c. 667b-d 

23 u.s.c. 107 and 317 

40 u.s.c. 345c 

42 u.s.c. 4638 

40 u.s.c. 122 

40 u.s.c. 319-319(e) 

42 u.s.c. 11411 

OTHER LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

The following is a listing of pertinent laws and executive orders 
which may effect the disposal of real property: 

National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969, as amended 

National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966 

Farmlands Protection Policy Act 
of 1981 

Archeological and Historic 
Preservation Act of 1974 which amends 
the Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 

Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 

40 u.s.c. 4321 et seq. 

16 u.s.c. 470 et seq. 

7 u.s.c. 4201 et seq. 

16 u.s.c. 469 et seq. 

42 u.s.c. 40001 et seq. 

16 u.s.c. 1451 et seq. 



') Endangered Species Act of 1973 

Resources Conservation and Recovery Act 

Toxic Substances Control Act 

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act 

Clean Air Act 

Solid Waste Disposal Act 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 

Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 

Antiturst Laws: 
Act of July 2, 1890; 
Act of August 27, 1894; 
Act of October 15, 1914; 
Federal Trade Commission Act 

Protection and Enhancement of 
Environmental Quality 

Protection and Enhancement of the 
Cultural Environment 

Floodplain Management 

Protection of Wetlands 

Intergovernmental Review of 
Federal Programs 

16 u.s.c. 1531 et seq. 

42 u.s.c. 6901 et seq. 

15 u.s.c. 2601 et seq. 

16 u.s.c. 1271 et seq. 

42 u.s.c. 7401 et seq. 

42 u.s.c. 7401 et seq. 

42 u.s.c. 6901 et seq. 

42 u.s.c. 9601 et seq. 

Public Law 99-499; 
100 Stat. 1613 

26 Stat. 209 
28 Stat. 570 
38 Stat. 730 
38 Stat. 717 

E. o. 11514 of 
March 5, 1970, as amended 
by E.O. 11991 of 
May 24, 1977 

E. o. 11593 of 
May 13, 1971 

E. o. 11988 of 
May 24, 1977 

E. o. 11990 of 
May 24, 1977 

E. o. 12372 of 
July 14, 1982 
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Presidential Documents 

Exacullva Onlur 1~512 of April 20, 111115 

Fedornl llonl Properly Manngemenl 

Dy lhe uulhorily vc>le<l in me uo Pruldenl by lhe Conolilulion und lawo of the 
Uniled SluleJ of 1\mericu, includillR ncliun 400iul ul lillc 40 ollhe Unlled 
StuteJ Code, anJ tn ou.lcr tu enoure that Federul rcul '""I'"''Y rcoourcet ore 
treated In uccurdunce wilh U1cir voluu II! nationul uucl• and In the but 
inlcreJto ollloe Nuliun'• IUAJIIycro. Ills hereby ordertd u•lollowJ: 

Section 1. Ct•neral/lequiremenu. To enaurc the efluctiv" und economical uJe 
ol Amuricu'o rcul protoerly uml t•ubllc lund 111111, ••luloliolo a local pulnl lor 
lhe tnunciulion of clcur 1111d CUIIIillent J'edcrul puJicio,. ICHUrdlnH U11 ucquioi• 
lion, nlunugcR\Cnl, nncJ tJi!tpo•ul ur prtJpt:rliel, auul U!l:.u•c rnunlgemtnl uc
countubilily fur lmptemenlinH l'ederul rcul proptrly munu~emenl reforms, all 
t:Xeculive depurlrncnls und lltiCIICies 1hull l•kt lmmediulc ;ocliun to recognize 
lhe lmportnucc of such resources ahrouRh incrcuscd ll•an.•.:c•ncnl ellention. 
cotubli•hmeru ur cleur auul• unr.J obJectives. Improved tiOiicics and lovch of 
nccounluLilily, untl utlwr upprupriull! uctions. Spt!ciliclllly: 

(ol The Oorneetic l'ulicy Council ahull s~rve 11 lhe r.irum lor approving 
governrnenl·wide reul r""t""'Y nounusemenl p111fcics: 

(bl All E•eculive r.l"t•urtmenls urul ugentiu ohull Cllulolioh internal policlfo 
und syMierrll ol Mccuunluhilily lhul ensu1c ellecli•o uo" u( reol pro~erly n 
aupport or ml .. iun·rcl~le~ ucti•ilics, con•islenl with r,ofewl policies regard· 
in~ thu ucqui•ilion. munu~emenl, und di1posul or ouch a:,.eiJ. /\II ouch ugcn· 
cies shall P"oiudically rtvicw their renl properly holdirrB• und conduct ourveyo 
or JUcil properly in uccurdunce wilh ltllllfrordl and prucedurel delerrnined ~y 
the Ar.lmini•lrutor of Cencrrol Scrvice1. All auch ageucic• ohull oiJo develop 
onnuol reol properly munacemenl improvement plrouJ lhul include clear and 
concioe cauls ~nr.J o~jecliv~:• relulc~ lo ull u1pec1S of rcul properly mnnuge· 
mcnl, und idenhry sulc~~. work !IJII•ce monogcment, pruduclivity, und eXCL'U 

properly lurgcl•; 

(c) The Direr. tor or the Drncc of Munugemenl and Dudsel >hull review, through 
the munugcmcul unr.J ~~~~l~el review tlloceuoo, the ciJurh ur drparunenu und 
o.:ouciu luwuu.l ucl•h:vinH tlu: HOVurmntml·wh.lu properly monugement poli· 
citl cola~llohcd t•urounnl lu thlo Order. Suvings uchievcd 01 I ruull or 
improved munugemeul ohull be upplied to reduce Frr.Jcrul !pending and to 
support proarum delivery: 

(d) Th~ Office or Monngement nnd Dudgel ond the Generul Servlcu Admlnla· 
It~ lion 1hull, In con•uilation wllh lhtlund munaHing aaencles, develop legislu· 
live lnlllutlvea lhul 1eo:k to. hnpro1•e Fudorul rcul prot•erly manoaemenl 
thruu~h the utfopliun or ffjljiiUtlliUie prfVUIU IUCtor lllbUU~crnunt technlquu: 
the climlnuliun or dupliculiun or cHurl umung •R•nclu: und lhe eotubli•hmenl 
o( nounugeriul uccuuntul.oilily l11r lno~lcnmnllny ciJ.,ctive und efficlcnl rout 
projlerly munuRemenl flrtoclices: oonr.J 

(e) The flruldent'o Council on Munagemenl Improvement, 1u~ject to the policy 
direction ul iho Ourne.lic l'olicy Council, 1hull cunducl such uo.ldillonal 11udtes 
ns ure neceuny lo irnprovl! federnl roof properly munas~ment by opproprlule 
•Henein and ur••l'•· 
Sec. z. Real l'rop~:,.ly. 1'he '1\r.lmlulolrotor 11l Ccnerol Servlcu 1holl, lo the 
exlunl permlller.J loy luw. t"ovhlo sovcrnmunl·widc pulh:y overolghl und auld· 
ancr. f(Jr Fcdt:r~~l n~ul prurcrly munuyenwnt: monunc 1~:lecttd propcrlits fur 

APPENDIX 8 



Disposal Process 

Transferred To 
Federal Agency 

30·60 Days 

Property Re_ported ~cess 

Federal Screening by GSA 30 Days 

Determined To Be Surplus 

Public Body Screening 20 Days 

Sold To 
Private Sector 

60.90 Days 

. Conveyed To 
Local Government 

60.90 Days 



• 

\ 

•Rencl~•; conducl 1urveyo; dclci:ure operullonul re•t•on>ii.Jillly 10 ogenclu 
whero r~uii.Jie und ccunomlcul; und provide leodcr.hi11 in rile developmenl 
und muinlenunce of needed properly manugemerll inforrnulion 1y11em1. 

Sec. 3. Public Lands. In order lo ensure tho I l'ederully owned lund1, olher than 
rhe real properly covered I.Jy Seclion 2 olrhis Order, ore munus~d In lire mosl 
ell'eclive und tconomic manner, lhe Oet•orlmenls of 1\lfricullure D.nd lhc 
lnreriur shall ruLe 1uch 1lc1•• n• ore uppropriole lo imtuuv" !heir monogenrcnr 
of pulllic lu111.h um.l Nalional ~·urc•l Sy•lern lunr.ls und •~"•~II dt!velup appropri· 
ole leci>laril·" proposal• ncceosury lu lucilirule lhal rc•ulr. 

Sec. 4. becurivc Order No. 12HO of Februory 25, 1902, is hereby revo~ed. 

THE WIIITE IIOUSE. 
tlpril :!!J, /905. 
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Part VI 

Environmental 
Protection Agency 
40 CFR .-.rt·a 
n.. Nlillc:wW Prforttlll Lilt for 
Uncontrolld HIDrdoul Wllte Sltn; 
LJaUno PollcJ for F ..... F8c:llltln; 
Notte. ot Po11cJ StlitiiMnt 

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



~· 

-, EIMAOI-!JI,.fT'' -,-,-· (OS IICLu.&.aitli u ralhebiDCIOD:_ ~jJ:oPR. '==-~~l~l.am1•-dlxJ.A1_otlbe. EM'fiAl)ll :: _......,-""" ~.aN&IreetSW~W lP [,.•; ._.(tr -·~~CBR,...,.. · ·. 
ACJENC'( DC..-wtllwllapara.d .. ;" ·~- _, ·:- lectloatol{aJ(I)(I!.,. . "':"'u :, 

.._(IIIII) •• lUI (or • a*- ·- m bel bji SARA. Nqalrw lllat IIIIi . 
WuiiJastua. DC,IDIII'OpOUtul-.) ·. ' . - llabltal7 aritlria jllvftdecl_"' tbe HRS • 

mtL 111711 

•-·-The Buvb aatal PJobtctloa 
,.._., (''IIPA ") Ia --=tDi a policy 
;:~the Natloaal 011 and . . . . 

!klba-Coiiiii:+IDCJ . 
1'1111 ("NCP"). 40 a>R Pmt aoo. wblcll : 
'"'' PtomaJiallld pal'llllllt to -=ttoa 101· 
of the Cow; ebetilfve BDvboti81i1Dtal 
RelpocM. Comilewtloil;and UabWIJ' 
Act ot1110 ("CCRCLA ") (ameacled bji . ' 
the !klpei fuud AmeD I II and . . · 
Reaatltorballoa Act of 1118 C'SJ\RA ")) · , 
aed llx:8cullw OrderUIIIO (5:' PR 21123.' · · 
falltllrY 21. 1117). CBRCLA 1eqaiM that : 
the Na>IDdadulllt of :lllfoaal · · · · 
priori Ilea IIDCIIIIIbe kDoWa -NIIIII~ ·or · 
tlnateaed ...... of hiuanJOIII · . · · 

·wtN• L ~taatlt or wctas:::dDmtl 
11u~ UDIIId Slltn. and !bet · · 
the U.t be ..moed at l•et IIIIIDIIIJ. 'Jbe · 
Nalloaal Prloittlea Uat ("NPL "). laltlally 
..-.Jpllld u Appeadlx B of the NCP 
on Seopgmber e. 111113 (41 FR 40851)\ 
conatltal8a IIIII IIIt. . '. . . ' .. 

11da aot1oe dncrlbala pallaJta. . 
plodrwoa theNPL lltn located on' . · ·• 
Fedftltllr......r,.. ; allld·fodlltiel . • 
tbetiDiat !be NPt .!WIIllltr ant.tuot . ' 
oat Ill !be Na>. -II !be P.w.l · 
fadUIJ Ia alao wabfect to !be -'lw. · 
aatlolllutborttln or Sabtltle c or tile • . 
~ CoaMfttJn and Ra I&) , , 

Act ("RCRA"). BPAbad 1eq-llld 
pabiJc -Sat OD 11ft policy 0D MIJ 
13.1117 (51 PR t1WIJ: 
reoetwd are coalllned Ill the 
Hndqtwterl !klpet faDe! Mile Dldet. 
1'Jiewl,.. Ill todar'• Fadanl Raal I Ia 
a role addfns Federal fadUIJ attn to the 
NPI.ID coa!orDIIDCt with tbll poUcy. 
oNe t 111 oan: 1\la poUcr II effective 
illtllledlately. 
W a II T1le Headqaarten . 
Saperfand PtabUc DOc:ketll located at 
the U.S. l!lrriroameDtal Prootectlon . . 
A#M:J, 401 M Sll'llet SW. Waobfaslon. 
DC ZIM80. It II a..Uable for mwtfts "by •PPD"""""'' only" from P.OO un. to 4'00 
p.m. Mond.y ~ F'lfclaJ. exdudins · 
FedoralllolklaJL Telapbone '111ZI31Ze 
~ 
fOfl .....,.. W4i 11'1011 COIWAC?: 
lo"'Ph Knqter. Haunl011o Site 
F.valuation DtYioton. omce or 
F.mo,.,.ency and Rl'1fted1al Rptponae 

• --·-· . · . ..1118d ID III'IPIIU lilt ofDatloiW · - FMIIUID F_ _,_ . . . , , plbttiN aiiiDIIIJibe kDowi1i releue'i Dr .. 

. . 1. . . . • . ··lelled--ot~ .. 
Tllble at C '* ·- · llllblfaDoai. DDIJutultl, Or COD. h!!nlnen!a 
L lllbuda:tka the u1 ted. Btl The Uat. . 
D. Douala'"' toflllal'llllcrfarUIIIII ~·A. ':.1~~Bortb~C'.Ietbe .. PwdoNI hdi!IJ 81... . . . .......... - Sect! 

. m. c :llub of R.opooioo Aollhorlllol at Natloul Prtortlln u.t ("NPL "J. OD · 
.....s-1 PICIII!J 811e1 .. !be NR. IOI(a)[I)(B) aiMI reqa!Nt that tile NPI. 

IV . ...._ 1o Pllbllc e-m-,. .. mlled atlaut llllllull7· _ 
l\ lite cmllllderao CBRCLA-filwlced 

L Jubd •• ~ ilctiOII cmJ:r after Ilia placed OD 
111 11110. CoDsrnt eaacted tbo lila fiBal NPI. u pravlded Ill !lie NCp at · 

Comprebenllve BDvlronmental. , 40 all00.88(c:)(Z) and 31!11.88(•1· . .· . 
Reepo-. CompeDHIIollo and Uabi11tJ Allllclash Pedft fadUIJ lltn IN : . 
Ad. 42 U.S.C. MC:IIoD.IIIIIOI~. . . ~ble for tbe.NPL ~~to .the NCP . 
(CBRCLAar~Act'1-ID-....-III! ·.. at40a>R.m..:cJ(Z.J, _.m(e)(3J _ .. 
tbe di.asetw cit ~~~~~atroUed or . . , of Cl!MClA u ameadecl.bJ' SARA. .. 
abandOftid huudoua -e lltea. . , 11111111 the txpeadlhn af Soperfund . 
CBR<l,A wl1 am"'ded ID 1111 bji the_' , mODI,.. at P.edftllllYoO"'!ed.fadlltln. .. 
SaperfUad Ameacllli8at1and · . • ·, . , . Federal fac:IUIJ etta •lao 11ft ..m~ to. · 
Reautborizii!IOD Act ("SARA~ Piab.l,. , lila requlremeatl or CBRa.A MCIIOII . · 
No. SH9a. icili'SIIL tiiU et aq. To ·_- . i UD. edded bji SARA. . •, · .. · · 
lmpleaieil\ CJ!RQ.A, ihe Bn~IAI' 1 1\Ja JIOtlce IIIIICimtOIO tbe NJent;)'~l 
Protectlda A8tmCf ("EPA" or "tbe ' . policy or IDcludlaa DD the NPL Federal · ' 
AeeacY:J prmaW,eted tb~ rmoed f8c:lllt:r alta that meet the elfslbWIJ . 
NadoDal 00 and Huardoua Subotlllcel NqUirameDta (..,_,an HRS acore of 
~ 1'1111 ("NCP").. 40 a>R Plrt · &50). mm 11 aacb faclbtln aNIIIao 
aoo. 011 JaiJ-1& tliiiZ (47 PR 31180). · 18bjact to tbe oomctlveactloa . 
pam1111l to CBRCLA MC:IIoa tOll and .. thor! tin of Subtitle C or tbe Rfii0Ul'C8 
Bxeeatlft Order tznll41 PR 4ZZ37, ean-ntloa-and Reoovery Act· • 
A111!1111'2D.'198t). 'Jbe NC', furiller ("RCRA"). 4Z U.S.C.IIIIOt-811\11). · . 
N¥111ed·~BPAoaSeP-'*1e.1118 . lib h!NIDIDIIaJ"tFadera!Rapt• 
(., PR ,_. aad-Novelilber'ZO. ta (!0. liP A t .. ddiJie Feda'al faall!J liln te · ·' 
FR471112). ... forth IIUideUMfllld . ·· the NPLiDooafomjaace wldl tbfa;poUcy •. 
Jll'll a dawllltlded to .-pond _. · · ' t' a( die POlity' tor ihllrii CERCLA 111 reiN- end thi'Mimed · • · ~;·SIIN ... · : · ·· . 
..._efbuardOUI ~ , . ·•· ·• , , __ ... , .. _ .. , .... 
1M ra• .... or-WDIIIentLinmp-' CJIRClAMCIIOD11115(o)(8)(B}.dlrecta -•· 
ID SMA. BPA p:opoeed rnltiODIID lila IIPA 10 Uet prlori!J lltn "amon11" tbe . 
Na> 011 Dac mt.r Zt. 111111 (53 PR • - boW!I.rain-:or tbruteaed ralntea · 
IUIN).. .. . . . · or buardciua eubellllcn. poUutante. or 

8ectloa 101feJ(8liAI ofCBRa.A. U · -t•m!naatl, and MC:IIOD t05(a)(8)(A) 
IIIIMJDded bJ SAM requlrn that the . . dfloectl BPA to OOIIIIder certain · · 
NCP IDdDda antena tor "det&l wfDIDI · .aamertled and "other apJII'Oprlale" · 
prloritln amoua relea- or tflrM!Mied r.cton In dotne 10. , ...... a matter or 
rein- t!Jroasbou! the Uruled Stain policy. BPA bee the dtteretlon not to ute 
lor the ~ or tabna remedial Klloa CBRa.A to rnpoad to ceriiiD 1ype1 or 
ud, to tho -1 pruacable talc!IIIIDID I'!IIHIIL 
accoaat the potennal wwener of nell Wbatl tbelnltlel NPL waa 
act1011. tor the purpoee or taiuna _.t ...... r,.lfKII41 PR 401111Z. September e. 
actlod." R-1 aenon tnvol,.. 1•1. the ...,.ncy aMounced certain· 
deaftllp or otber aenon1 that .,.taken' . IIIUaa pollctee relebJ1810 tltee that · 
In I'HJIOIIM'to rei••- or !llreatl or llllfaht qualify for tho NPl.'One of thote 
ielea- on • ehort·tenn or 1empot117 poUdel -• that RCRA led·dfeposal 
baele(CBRCLA I@Ctlon 1Crt(Z3JI. . 1111111 the! received hazardou1 wuto · · 
R&IDedlal acuon lendo to be lo~ Ill aftw fuly ze. 1982 (th'e effective date of 
DIIUI'e and Involve• ,...ponie acllone !be RCRA land diepotai...,Watlon•J 
which are oon~totent wtth • penuneal · 
remedy for a releaoe (CBRCLA ~ 
101[Z4JI. O·ilona for detennlllllll 
prlor!tin for poe1iblo remMial ociiODI 
under CERCLA a,.. Included In the · · 
Hazard Ranldng Syelem ("HRS"). wblcll 



F.s.nl .... It I VoL M. No. C'f I MCIIIda;r, March tS. 11111 I Ralet ad Recuk~ ·: tos:n .. 

-'d ..,...U,. DOt be bdaded madill 
NPL 011 April tO. He (Ill PR t4tt1). dill 
AfJflfJtC'I " r •J tlsat H wa 
CCIIIIIdelial rttlllc.llo !bet pollcJ' 
bued IIPCIII- ftlllarttlte of dill 
Huardoel ad Solid WUIII 
Amr t IIi oft .. ("HSW A") dial · 
allow !be= 1111 reqaiN DWIWC:IIte 
edlae tl wate • e aeat 1111111 
of RCRA t.cllltlte lllllddltlc. to 
lflll)atwd • Ja• 'orwlllt -=awwt ....... 

011 ,_ 10•1• (It PI Z21117).1!PA 
!liD~~~ 11 ole 
btl pollcr far Jlt.dai RCRAoftllllttwd 
elllt madill NPL. bat &Udt c:ltu liMit the 
pollcr epplled aalr to -"ederwlelta. 
11»ei'DIJc:r tlllltd that tile llltlae of
Federwlelllt wltll ,., .. _ ... ,-be 
edtt J lllidtrlbe eq~t""'d RCRA 
SabtltJe C Wiec:IIN IIC1Iaa fttboritlet 
.-...DJ waaJd be cleflutad. flo WI 1&, 
-'ala RCRA llllt II ..tdc:b lllabtiUI C 
wc:aetfPW ectlaD aathwltlelue 
lftlleble -'d .-....117 be llated If 
llllt bed • HRS-- of 2UO or 
P-llr ad 111111 " Jeut - or tile 
rouowtlll crllllfa: 

• Pec:llltlew OWDed b:r ,._ wbo 
.... J tlnlltd - lllablll17 to 
._. cleuup u ~"' tlrelr 
~!loa Ill tile ballaaptcy .. _ 

• Pec:lllts. that be'N foei 
IUtllcabiab lo opll'l'-. Uld far whlcls 
tlltrw .. llddl~ IDclic8tlc.t thtt tile 
-or opll'lllllr wiD be 1IIIWIIIIIIa to 
1IIICimaU ew:uellvaiCtloD. 

• 81111. ..w,.J • t ern bp c11e 
beN.~ IIWIIIn or openlart llw'N 
• d-llJ.tor:r of IIIIWIIIlapelt to 
1IIICimaU ow:uett;a actloa.• 

011 ,_ 10. t• (It PR Z!OIII).I!PA 
tilted that It-'d r 'Jeutt llllr 
dtll whelller !Ida rwftltd pollcr tar 
clefenllle -r.drttl Jt<:RA.ftplttwd 
'"" ,_ !be NJII, llloald epplp to 
Pederwl fac:IIIIIIIL 

011 0c1obtr 11, u., SARA took 
tlrtet, ICiclllla • - MCtlciD 1211 to 
CI!RQA devolltd IICCialf'NIJ to Ptdtlwl 
ledlltl81: Sec:tloB 1211 npll .... lbe ' 
tppllcablllt:r of CI!RQA to tile FtdeNI 
CovmiLIWIIt. ucl ~_..oat a 
tchtme lllidtr whiO maturllltlld 
Ftdertl fec:lll17 tllftllloald bt bdaded 
Ill • IP8dtl doc:bt. nalatlld, pllcecl 1111 
tht NPL (If HRS - 10 WUI'IIIII), Uld 
1ddretMd Plft1IUI to ulnferrleacJ 
Aslwwt wltll BPA. 

,.. pat of lit dtllberttlc.t - • 
Fodertl ftdllllft J1otJaa poJic7, BPA 
conolderwd per!IMDt tec:t10111 of SARA 
ud Urt p;opoted poU.:, -'DC 

•OoA_&_II:IPR~IPA 

·~--... -~....., .................... tt ..... . 
................... w. .. ........ --

RCRA DWiuc:IIN latlc. II hdenJ . 'l'lnat, tile cloabt It butd btnJhr • 
ftdlltltw wltll RCRAofOIIIIItlld . . . lrrbmatloD i*Uildtcl b;r l'tdtrwf · .. 
lluudoat watt meres II PI 1111111 (It fldlltlet dial .,.lllbjeCI to RCRA.If 
PI 77ZZ. Mardi I. He). Bptcl&tiiJr, OiDCZwlled llllliidecl dlat Ftderwl 
dlat pollcJ tlllltd tbet: ledlltlu nbJtct to RCRA ftlllarttlu 

tlloald DOt tlto bt ftl~ _ .. _. •L-' 
• RCRA tec:tlua IIICM(a) nblec:ii """"".......,..-

.. _.._,._dllllfttom 11 1-· · Ptdlnllldllf7provltloaufCI!RC1A. 
nu....., •• ·- •• ~uvu . !Ilea tht l8111111art wwiJ DOt U'N · 
requh umlli to tilt IIIDI niiDI u. .. . dbwi:ted BPA to deftJop li cloi:bt of' .. 
prifttelp-owiitd or -open lid facllltltl: fldlltlet (far ...Jab aiJdW ~j . 

• 1h deBaltlua of a Ftderwl fwcllll7 · Wliip aaed 1aret1r of l'tciiNI fldlltlet · 
boaacJuy luqamllat to tile P'OJi'IIIJ: AbJect to ltCRA. · 
wide de!mb of fadlll7 11 prtwaiiJ:r- • · · llec:iect, tire ~ It .i8., hied,: . 
owiitd ot -opaalld facllltla . . . 1D CRRti.A Nctlua Ull(d). 1111 "tab 11tp1 
1h Asuc:r dellftallled tbet tilt pat . til._ thti I prellmlzwr IWMID'elll 

ii11Jorll7 of Fedtrtl ftdlll7 tlletlllllt It OUDdaclltd for «d foe/lilT ou 1M ·: 
~ bt plloed oa tilt NJIL Uft RCRA- dllcbt, • Wild wbeN IJIPI'OI*IIte. to · · 
lflll)alld lulsudout Wille iDIJIIIIIiDt!DI llldade tDdl fldlltltl Ga tilt NJIL If the 
11111111 wltldD tile ~ fadllf7 prOJi'IIIJ flciiUr"m.tt "tbt crlllltlltllblltloed 111 · 
boaDdtrtet, nbJec:IIDa them lo RCRA . . .. r'dl'- wltll tec:tlua 1011'1111dtr tilt 
conwctlw wctloa aatbarltlet.111intorw,' Motlaiu.II'CoiiiiLpacJ 1'1111 far. · " .. 
eppllctt10111o Feclerwl ftdlltlte of tht detwm~abia prlotltlu 11110111 ntea-• 
Wud!S. 1-boaDclarr poiJc:r IIIII tilt ' . (EPA doeuppfr tbl CI!RCA tuclloa 
,_tO. s• RCRA det.mJ poUq · · . .!01 i:rt~Huud Rlllldua 
~d IWIDit Ill pllcm, ftl7 few Peden) s,.tem (HRB)-Co Ptdenl, u well u 
ledll17 allu 011 tile NPL. Howt'NI', priftll, tlta.) Here lplll, If Coztsrett 
CI!Ra.A IIIIIIJallalaiiii'N hltlorJ · lied IDIIIDdecl dial Ptderwl ledlltlft 
llldlcall thtt Coztsrett c:1eu1r IDtllldtd tDbJec:t to RatA l1llllorltlu 1101 be 
that ~ fldlll7 tllu s-niiJ' bt pllcecl OD tilt NPL, !Ilea tilt llalallton 
plloed • tile NPLWiid tddrlrrld aac1er -'d aotM'N.......,.I!PA to 
tilt ,_ ut out Ill CI!RQA teet1o11 · ...Jute tar tht NPL Ill Ptdertl 
Ull(e). 1'11-. EPA u.daded tllet tile fldlltlulll tilt clocket-dlt larp 
RCRA dt!flml po1JcJ epplable to 1111Jorll7 of whlcls IN llibjac:t to RCRA 
l*'fnll tlllt illllbt DOt be 1pproprilll eatllurltlwt. 
lor~ fec:WIIIIL OIINa;r 11. tW nlrd. C 8 IW ut ap tht liltwqeDcv 
(U PR UW1). tilt AtJ-:1 IIIIIINII Md Apena•\ (lAGJs-- (CIRCA 
dlat It-_._..,tdopt11111 po11c:J MCtloo UII(•J IZHtll to ...Ja.ita lila 
tar 11tt111s Ptclewl fldlll7 tltwt thtt.,. · Mid far deuapt of PtderwJ.Iedlll7 
•llllblt fur tilt NPL. ,..If t11t:r .,. alto tltea. If Ill Pldertl fwcllll7 tlteanbject 
nbftct to tht wnectl" ICtlaa to RatA SabtiU. C- clefmed fnlm 
elllilorltlw of lllabtiU. C of RCRA; pabllc lltlllil Uld IIIBIIUD aacler CI!RQ,A, 
c •t- tpee1f1ca11J reqwtlld c. few Federwlelllt -'II-wltlllll tbt 
tWnppc 1 ell, lAG pr a c m, -lrUJ to OIDCZ•wloaal 

Co = lllllat thtt Ptdertl ftdlll7 IIIIIDL 
tltwt bt c. tilt NP1. n~~~lf Rather, Cc IQIW brtadtd thtt I!PA • 
RCRA mJec:tlw wctloa 10tbarltlet ~~ ,...Judll 11

11
111 ~-lAG ~bl ,Ill 

IPPIJr,lt ~ b:r tht Dttarw of tht r......, •1 17 Ill ..,., IN •.... • oar 
L I .,.. of till ""NPL lilcladllla tbotl ftdlltlet 

~c~ea:SC.~~c. ':.J ...Jab ut ap b:r nbfect to RCRA Subtitle C 1atboritlea. 
CBitCA MCtloo ua, tdded b:r SARA. ,_.Senator Robert T.lltelfarcl tilted 
Pint. Ill teetloil Ull(c).I!PA 11 .......,_ chuiDa tilt !lour debttt ou tec:tloa 1211 of 
to ttllblltlll "Ptdertl Asuc:r SARA (~btlqaeaU, tec:tlua 1211 or 
Huant- Watll c-pu- Ducktt. • CI!Ra.A: 
butd • tat-etloD tubmltttd iiDCier ['I'JM -· ""'"""' nq1lln • MC1!oa lOll ud UID(b) of CI!RQ,A, Cllld e-pro ............ -.lei; otroot to lcleadr, 
tec:tl011130ll. 31101. Uld 3010oiRCRA.• ""'•-•D,......."•n don wutultr 

·-··tii!CM _... ...... __, 
tiP~--IICM' __ ,_ __ ..., ___ 11_ .. ___ 
tlot_,_.., __ tii!CM .......... 
111111111-b ...... _II 
,...ttl, .... -.......~~ .. -_, .. -~ -·--ot· ---ACM: OIIIIIICM-III!Oooqollw-- tMt I 
actA t de& ....... ..._,... ... 
• ew;a IINL .,_IIJd.....,., • dl.lpoeld ol. 

illai wuruttlteDIIDILSSZ C.. Jlec. 8141111Z 
(dai!J ..... Octobor .. ,., '-""'" tddedJ. 

BPA Ilea l0113141tWed tba Ylew tilt I 
plec:lnl Ptdertl fadll17 IIIII OD the NJIL 
tervftiD lillportaat mr-&tloaal 
functloa IDd belpa to tel prtorltln and 
focua deaaap elrorta 1111 tboat Pedmol 
altn tllat plWHIII tile moat ttr!oua 
problem.t (liD PR t7113t, Ncmmbtr 211. 
t885). 
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ftllll-led llllhlmq p I -

ltCRA, wfdle at ... - Ita. d .. 
ect~aa:.p : • aat.....,_ot 
!be pc I 7J lllllllrCBRa.A. .,._tile 
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h"ll ,, ....... ...._ .... 
mpuh Peal) _...ar:aaA 
F : Ill w af 'btiiii .. IJWI-IIt 
(La, •lAC ..-C!!PQA ...:1m1 
- ..... ., .. Pecllnl fadii!J, D'A. ....... PI .......... _ 
~ll•rlleapp+Fata 
--•lAG Ill clholdc I I 7• ''!?Icc, 
fuuwa: alllaA M:Ptfllr _,-
~p-RJ ......... .. 
c:leuGaf ................ .... 
--.ilfllaAwl' 57' acil• 
........ .,.". 6 3 ?lid 
- 1mllllp!JJ7 'IF 
clht?Dcl "'-.. CIIa.A . 

2 3 llw -s Mt I *" 'ftlll4 
DOC..._CIIIa.Acc?h7 2 
AltawtluiiJ, tt.IAG _. pauuk 
c11..:r2 "'• n::m ...... I 
118tmc lllct'PQ" II -......................... 
RCRAwtD...,_Ibe._ol 
....-lal8d t .... - N 6 zn1 
anlla.lt.IJJ t 3 w ?ala !be 
7 1 '-.ill&. ofllleiAC woald be 
-'-IIIJ !be lllpataiJ putloe ...... 
:he d7lpoote iuuho?lall ..... oldie lAC. or_...,._,.,._....,., 
RCRA-eatho!tad State lledlnw to Jolil 
Pile lAG .......... or •51 mt Dlllbe · 
ti!raul or an lAG CI2IIIOI be acids l&d. Par 
lrmance. Slltll olllcla!a mar decide lhct 
Pile proper c:lonN af a Pandflll 11!oald be 
8CCIIII!pl!ihed ~ -lhla. willie 
CERC.A ofllcfelt 11t8J deltiiadbi that 
the Rille - llloaJd be manapd 
dliFPI"PPItfJ- pmt or. wmpseheftllte 
CERCl.A act!DII at the IFC.. A3thnsh 
EPA w1ll t1J liD '""In "'f liGd! 
amlllc:ll and achlne iSI••~~~~ml wl:ll 
Pile Stat. 7n !be lAG~ there mer 
llecalftwheNibe~......,of 
EPA aad tile sa.t. ewwndc; eon Klfww 
actfcn c.nnott. PIIOftad. 

CI!RQA -'1011 UZ(e)(8~ ealll!eJ 
.,..,.,.,.,..., NtpOI!IO actloaa,. ""' 
~JMC~nc Fl~ oa 71171 point . 

INCOIUIBHr .. CIRACIION.-

~WIJ:=::II:door==IM PI 72 • eap 7a?lr ...., , ... 
'''bA:c-..;._..._..._ 

.... Act, .. 1:411o1:::7 •• t I 

.. Fe I ... 0 '*'..., ~~~~~~~ .. 
apaM 7 ...,_.. ... Act.• · 
..-.sallr" 5 & ... _, 1 rtU. 
illr....Jial ...... •lll:llodll?r ...... ...,.,_,.,_ ... ,..._, 7 ,., 

6ePI I' L 
Aa lila Oe' a.part•MRA 

BDI+J. aec1ka UZ(eXGJ -.llldadel Ia 
... bill "'D cPutiJ Pilat JIG~ 

~=.r.:...":''.1:u~= 
cacla mz fa! Ulloa ... '
cuthodud t:, tile PI "m'l" I• hPa 
da!elata. BPAJ'. S.. H.R. bp.-. _. 
C.S.1118a& at 2M 11•J. S.. allo 
13Z Coas: Rae. 814111 ldalb ad., 
Octoblr a. 18)"('"nde !a liD nold 
lltaatl011111l wtdc:la Pile PRP 11111111 wadt 
at alit. tbal Pwludiaa • JDq 1Mt · 
IDcaael.teat wl?h wbt Pllallaa! -t, 
a3loald be or aawba ... lhc 
pro~~r-.,. Tll!a aatllefatlaD 
=~Del liD GDJn=NIJI•I"PIDall' act10111tabtl a PRP, ....., t"-
actlca "' • 8lcte, .. bolll rn-or actl•lllald ... acid Ill,._,, 
pot8Jitlal coalllet wttft • aataA· 
.alllcatud actfGB,• . .,.._., _____ _ ....... _____ .. 
-ti•IIIM"•-• .. -........ .,._.7 I Lrlili·-::=:. 
~--tNIIIJ .... -.,, ... _,.,. ___ .. _.._.., 
......... ol~ 
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o!ler • C!Ra.A rome ilia! biiwllplloa/ 
feulbllllf IIDdr (RI/PSJ lla beau 
..,.., llllllot - ._ beaD ardand "' 
• Sr.'-fa ...,....U, a...U.ble at bolla 
prinle md Federal r.dlllf lltw. 
H.,....., C!Ra.A aactkm UO(a)(C) 
.,..,.,Wnllllot Stota Ia- aball applr liD 
I"'OIIIIddal actlaDI bu:l .,,. "*"IIIIMr 
CI!Ra.A -· hdtttal frr.llitT litaa lllat 
.... not Clll tbo Nl't. tlnlo. actla8 u • 
[lftiN)IIadtatiCIII Clll the ..... .-.1 
oectiOII ~~Of-. DO nell 
llmltatiCIII liD Pldenl fadlltr 
111181-.., - plaOid Clll the NJIL. 
n. pWa !e,......lll.et~oa UZ(•X•l 

.... "doer 1M! Jill 1M IU/P8-aol 
the 11111111 11-" daat trta- .etiCIII 
UZ!•XI~ IDIIIIcL a RJ/P8 _,be __ _,prtar ... ..0 u altar, 
NPLJialbil.11 '1111alll; laO,traefar 
P..tanl fM:IIItr alt., u daa Po 'd•t 
· hu delllallllld ldlaadlooll;t liD tab 
CI!Ra.A .-llaetOIIN; a a 11 actloa8 
(lacllllllbc IU/PSI) liD daa Peden! . 
q I 1 far IDOit -rG'L lltaa 
(l!xecsllw Oidia 1ZIIIII. at.
Z(e)(tJ~·· 1'lla, wfMID • Federal C.cllllf 
le plaaad ae the NPL. a RI/PS will oftaD 
U'W beeD F Dl d (ae CCIIIIpleted). 

Ill ..S. liD 11mb daa aalhartall011 
IDI ....... Ill CBRa.A IOCIICIII UZ!•X•~ 
EPA t11111111lU8 alllil hold 
detenaiiWtiCIIIIllwllllbet or DOIIIII Rl/ 
PS "aaddr ddl Act (CBRa.Ar hu Ilea 
IDIIIatad: lladl• CXIIIdactecl bJ Fedenl 
feclllll• befoN • lito hu lllea plaaad 
on the NPL maJor_, DOt DOIIIII-
aa apptopclata RI/PS Ill EPA'a 
opllllon.10 Au trattarolpalleJ, the 

••-UII{oJ(4J-·--.... -..... -_._._........,. """____ ~-......, .. ----·--· _......,. -·· bull talltrtl ... u...t•e.-.. ... 
fodlHioo ... - .... ~U.O.(II ;I I -.s.) Noddollollllo ____ _ _...,... ....... _.,_...,.. 
orlllellodp 11 _...,_.,_ 

Ull{oi(O~ 

··s.~-<1..-a& .. ,.... 
... , ....... --J!,.D. .... ,...("CCIIlQA _,_..., fii•IUIPI•
eot~.._ ...... ,_ .... _. ___ _.,_ .......... 
"-Nl'l.lo-'7 -looRIIPr)DPO 
nDQ.triL., r--11/PS- .. pub ..... ....,_.IN'tl ___ ... "-f• _ _,_CIIIIQA_ 

. ••s.ett. ........ , .............. .. 0., _ .. .,_ ... ..., _ _..,, ., ........ ___ tllll __ 

~-- ... eqzt 5tl..._wttl 
(ZIIQA._Oodor,__ .d). 

•• "1tl//''"' II• .. rl .. _._ CD\l.A. _. ......... _. .... ....., ---·--d) ., ... 10.11'11.. 
... ...., ............. ~~~~ •• I 5 ...... 
*'"'f'l -••t~uaf'lltMNCJI.IItlll ..... 
fWI whet~-- • ecap~~~ble RIM_., 
f~QA. 

~wiD ,._.n, IDIIllprel 
CERa.A.qaalllf RI/PSa Ill be"*" !bat 
ue jNOtloled far, Dr atloptad bJ 
rer.r-, Ill a lAG. Tba ~ 
lieU..... !bat -=Ia a poUq .. Clllllletaat 
wltll CERa.A MCIIaa UO(e)(t), wblcb 
cllrwcte l'lclaNI C.cllltlel, "'Il 
-'tatiCIII wltb EPA. "liD CO'IDIIIftCie 
1111 RI/PS wltbiD lfx IDOIItM of lila 
faclllt;r'e llatllla on tba NJIL. Ill addiiiDII. 
tile pollq will promote COIIIilleDC)' Ill 
RI/I'S'a. aDd wlllllllp ton~antllllot all 
appropriate IDfonaaiiDIIIw belli 
CIOOeciecl ctariDa 1M RI/FS. 10 tbatiPA 
111111 projllllfJ nalaate NIDadlal . 
alteraaii'WI at Fadtnl facllltr lltau 
NqaiNd aader CBRQ.A IIIJdlciD 
Ull(e)(f). Pmbar. bJ IIIICDIII'IIIDI Ill• 
clnal~ "'IAGe at tile nr1J RI/PS 
etqe. IItie poUq 111111 halp to ;aomote 
~IIOD 11110111 !be pull ... Uld 
nold liloallalltnt actloaa. . . 

'l1lu, the lAC wiD ..,_.n, commlt 
tile Federal fllc:IIIIJ liD ccw. plelll botb u 
RI/PS ud 18J aableqaellt NIDadlal 
aet1011 delllnlliDed bJ EPA liD be . ..... ...,. 

ODce uRI/PSiw beaWiidll""*' 
llild• (ae '-por•led IDIID) u lAC. 
EPA lll1llt dec:lda whitt. ar DOl liD 
aatbortla PRPI to coallllae wltb or 
-.CERQ.A remedlalaciiCIIII (botb 
ftlliiiiUJ ud SteliHirdared) at the lite. 
,. dedllml will be lllllda Clll • ~ 
-bull. taJdas IDIID aCCOIIIIt the 
llatae of CBRa.A aclhlllee at tbe lllte. 
ud 1M polllllllal far dlavpllon or Dr 
coofllct wltb !Mt work II the PRP actloa 
........ tbortDcl. 

IV. Rw; I Ill PIIWic C Ia 

0D Mar 13. 1_,. (SZ PR 17811), EPA 
aoUcllld pabUc COIIIIIInt 011 tbe 
AaenCJ'I IDIIIIIIICIII to adoDt a pollc:y for 
IDcludlna eli&lble hclarallac:llltr litn 
011 the NJIL. -11 tbeJ uw allo aubJect 
to RCRA -'i'W ac:IICIII aatbol!lln: 
the~ rewltad llbl-ta 011 
the pollc)'. EPA CODiidatad tbe 
__ .. ralaad. aDd tHjkllldl liD tbem 
ufollowa. 

Two of the llbl moten CGDCVr 
wltb tbe polk:J liD IDclliCia •IJslble 
Paderal C.cllllf lltaa Clll tba NPL aad 
....... DO ..... ted N'lleiCIIII or 
addiHOIIal Wiidllftte. 

0na COIIIIMIIIer ...... 0, aapporte• 
the poUq, bot bellrrn tllat tbe criteria 
Dec! to llet P'edtoral facllllf Ill In ue 
.. dur. Tba aaiiiiDenter er.tn tbat •ae 
wrlllell. tbe pi opoeed poUq could be 
IDII'rpNied to IMU tbat Federal 
haard.,.. fac:Wtln woald be placed OD 

the NPL res•rdl- or tllelr etatu under 
IRCRAI or tllelr depee or actaal 
liuard.. 

In retpo!IH. tho CODUDI!IIter Ia correct 
Ill concludlllll that under the policy. · 

PadiJral facllllf~ lfln would be pieced OD 
tile NPL f'IIIU'dl ... of tbe faclllt(1 
llatae aodlr RCRA. Aa ell-ret abowe. 
IItie le coulelnt wltb C1101Peufooal 

'IDtnt !bat Fed8ral C.cllltr elln abould 
be oo the NJIL. ud lllatllatllla criteria 
aboald DOt be appllaclliD Fedeftl IIIIH Ill 
• IFIUIIIer lllatle more exdaaf011U7daaa 
for prlftta ... Howlm!r, Ill• . 
CIIIIIIDftlllr le Ill tact Ill ...-11111 
tbat Fecleral C.cllllf lEitH will be llatecl 
reprdlne of tba dqrea ollward the, 
prewoL 11le ~ ID!nda to- tbe 
HR& the Ame metbod Dec! far llDil
Federallllta. liD clelllnedlla wbetber • 
Federal facllltr lite ..,.a u actaal or 
;otallalllnat to healtb ar lite 
aiiYfrmuDeat ucL tb&efote. qaai!Bn for 
lite NPL. (CiaNDIIJ, • lllta 1a anera~~, 
eiiB!bla far !be NPL II the HitS _.. le 
zuo or.,....,,) 11le appllcalloo of the 
HitS liD Pedaral facllltr IIIIH le 
-"teD! wltb CBRa.A RC110D UO(~ 
whlcb nqalra EPA to- daa HitS Ill 
eftiaalllll for the NPL lila facllltlee OD 
tile Fecleral ~ Huudoaa Wute 
eompu... DocbL 

Olla mmwclldDOiwtoo 
tbe pollc)', bat rtltbar Ia COD Dec! that 
oo Sapafllllcl maal• be epeotat 
Pecleral faclllllea. Tba 1111ter 
beUtftl tbatllllltba Jft"f 7 edlal work 
{iiNIIcltwJ antnl!lftta ud IIIIa 
~ oor l'llllllldlal work abaald 
be "' the nut Flmd. 

Ill reepollle. ~II'W Order 12580 (SZ 
PR ZIIZS. JUIDUJ 21. 1117). at MCIIOII 
Z(e~ clelepln lite rnpGIIIIbWtr far 
c:oocluc:tiDa -• P"H "111111 work to 
!Ita Fecleral qeoc:lea. ner.fora. tbe 
Pedmtl qnclea. ratber llaaa tbe Truot . 
P\md.l'izwlca tbaae aclhlllea. wltb EPA 
rro.tclllla cmntabL Ill addiiiOD. HC!Ion 
t11(e)(S) of CIRCA n ameoded by 
SARA. •lflctb' llmlta tbe - of tbe Flmd 

· for l'llllecllalaciiODI at FedmtUy-owned 
facllllla. Altboash tbe AdciDietrator 
cion U'W tile diM:NIIOD Ia aH Fundo 
floc the Huardou Subetaacn 
Supei fwd liD pay far em~~~p~~q removal 
aellona for nle- or tbntateoed 
rei•- from Federal faclllll.., the 
COilC8toed Bxac:allve AseiiCJ' or . 
depulment cut relmbWM tbe Plmd far 
aacb coete. Bxecallve Order 1Z580. 
IGCIIon 8(1). 1be Deputceot of Derenoe 
aod tbe Departmnt or Bllerv llleo have 
reopcmee autborllf for emerpncy 
removal• (Executive Order. oectlao 
2(d)J. 

Aaatber OOIDDIIIIIIII' oppoen tbe 
poUq or placiDa RCRA·I'elllllated 
Federal raclllllea OD tbe Nl't. argulna 
tbat pubUc notification Ia adequatel:r 
addteued bJ otber provlolano ar 
CERa.A (eectl0111 tzo (b). (e), end (d)). 
and the! the pohqla lneonolotent with 
oectlontZO(a). which requlree that 
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STATEMENT OF JANIS M, S'l'ROCl( 
CALIFOMIA SECRETARY FOR INVIRONMIN'l'At. PROTEe'l'ION 

REPRESINTIKG 'i'HE NATIONAl. 
GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION BIFORI THE 

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RISPOKSI TA~ FORCE 
July 17 I 1U1 

Mr. Chairman, fallow maabara of the Taak rorce, it is a privilaqa 

and an honor fo~ me to be a member of thia Taak Force, repr .. entinq 

the interests and viewpoint• of the National Gova~ors' 

Allsociation. 

our taak hare is to make recOIIDIIen4ationa on waya to improve 

intara~Jency coordination and to streamline procedures for the 

purposes of expaditin9 environmental response action• at military 

installation• that a:r:e bainq closed or scheduled to be closed. 

The JJational Governor•' Allsociation, foun4&4 in uoa, i8 the 

instrument thrOUih whiob the nation'• Governor• collectively 

influence the development and implementation of national policy and 

apply or .. tiva leada:r:ahip to state issues. The Aasociation works 

closely with the Adminiatration and Conqr••• on atate and federal 

policy issuaa. Th• Aasociation serve• ae a vehicle for eharinq 

knowle4qe of innovative p:r:oqr&IU amonq the atates and provides 

technical assistance and ccnaultant services to Governor• on a wide 

ranqe of mana~Jament ancS policy issuea. 



, 
ltates have inherited a pollution problem of sta;qerinq proportion 

fraa the federal vovernment. While aqqressive federal end atate 

requlation. have qreatly improved environmental manaqement and 

cleanup within the private aeotor over the laat two decades, they 

have not done •• wall to eneura sound environmental practices at 

military l:laaea. h a reault, virtually avery atata ia host to 

environmentally contaminated military baaaa. 

stat• inyQlYtmtnt in cltanqp Qf militaty battl tlattO for clgau:• 

it pot,iyat.ad hy ttytrtl foetor•, Fire1;, et,et11 hayt • legal 

rtGRntihility tg tnt»:• !:hat ttat,a anyirpn;otntal gleanyp ·.tnd 

manaptmfDt l&wt Art Qbtytd. StCQnd, etat11 beyt I tpytreiqn duty 

'0 IDIU£1 tb•t pltanup plane and agtigne ylll retult in eato titae 

an4 yill not p;gduge additional hacordt tb•t ggu14 threaten the 

htalth ep4 ••t•tv qt :tbair gi1;i•ont. Pinally, atataa have an 

economic incentive to enaure that appropriate cleanup actiona are 

pramptly taken. Many of the .. b&sea dated tor cloaure will 

eventually be tranaterred for civilian uaaa. Therefore, it is 

important that atataa ovaraea cleanup antS compliance actiona at the 

b&aea eo that atatea and their local communities do not inherit 

contaminated property. To minimize economic dialocation in 

coaunitiea, it ia alao important for the clean-up to take place in 

a timely unner. 

we believe that both the coaprahenaive Environmental Reaponee 

eompan.ation, and Liability Aot (CERCLA) antS a .. ource conaarvation 

and Recovery Act (RCRA) provide opportuniti•• tor atata1 to 
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, 
eatablbh atron; rolaa in· ovaraeain; cleanup activitiaa at the 

cloain; baa••· Purauant to CIRCLl section 120, aoma •tataa have 

entered into the Federal Facility Agreement• with the u.s. EPA and 

the Dapartaant ot Daten•• (DOD) tor the cleanup of military ~a••• 

Which are on the National Prioritiaa Liat. Th••• Federal Facility 

Aqraeaent• provide an affective mecbaniam to enaura cooperation 

emont the DOD facilitiaa, u.s. EPA, and atate and local regulatory 

avenciea. We are hopeful that atate• will ~ verkin; c1oaaly and 

productively with th .. e a;enciaa to expedite the cleanup activities 

at thaae cloain; baaea. 

%. ltdeyelppmtpt and BIUII pf Military lfttl 

Redevelopment an4 reuae of military baae• involv•• i .. u•• that 

are vital to the environment an4 the economy of the atat••· 

Statea will bave to balance their miaaion to protect pu~lic 

health and the environment with the economic needa of the 

atatee and local aoiDIIIunitiea. We liiU&t not ~ a atuml:llinq 

~loolc to ba•e clo•ure and reutililation of baae property. We 

aupport rapid redevelopmant and reuae of military ~aaea, as 

lon; •• all environmental law• are complied with ~fore, 

durin; ancS after oloaura, ancS aa len; aa ultimata remediation 

of environmental aontaaination at the b&••• ia not advaraaly 

affected. we balieva that auab ra4avelopmant can ~· 

uncSartaJcan rapicSly, conaiatant with CERCU. Section 120 (h), if 

us IPA interpret• that proviaion in a cou.on •an•• way, 

verkin; with atatea on a ca•a-by-caaa baaia. 
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lnt~ia civilian land u•• on a olosin; ba•• may be allowed if 

such laneS usa will not int~tara with the on;oinq cleanup 

activities, if the atata and the pul:)lio are ade;uately 

notified, and if DOD aqreas to indemnity, hold harmless and 

waive olaiu against the state tor any causa of action ariainq 

out of the usa of the baa• property. 

stat•• may oonaidar paroalin; out th• olean or cleaned 

portion• of the ~••• property for •ala if, in addition to the 

above-mentioned three conditions, DOD a;r••• to retain the 

raaponsibility for any lon;-term operation and maintenance of 

the raadial action and tor any naca .. ary rU~oval or raadial 

vorlt identified in the future. Furthermore, aufficiant 

protective provisions ahould ~· written into deeds and other 

laqal document• atfactuatin; parcel tranater, which will 

provide tor ri;bt of entry or ace••• ~ regulatory a;anci•• 

tor monitoring purpo•••· Land usa ra•triotion• should alae be 

imposed on paroals vbich oannot ~• fully ramadiated becau .. it 

ia either tachnoloqically infeasible or prohibitively 

expensive to do so. 

In determining the cleanup •tan4ar~, acha4ule•, and 

priorities tor the olosin; bases, there ha• to be a wi .. 

balanoin; between the environmental ooncarna and the economic 

conaiderations • 



Where a baae cloeure ia re~ired ~ law to occur before the 

adheduled final cleanup previoualy a;reed to in the Federal 

Facility A;reuent, atatea may coneider on a caae•by•caae 

·bada whether it b appropriate or fe .. ible to renegotiate the 

term• and adhedule• in the Federal racili ty A;reaent. If the 

re•ourc•• are •imply not available tor the •tate to perform 

it• overaiqht r••pon•ibility on an expedited time achedule, 

the atate may have to aeek increa•ed over•i;ht fundinq from 

the federal qovernmant in order to help meet the clo•ure date 

r~ired by law. 

In order to •n•ure that the propo•ed reuae of b&ae property 

doe• not interfere with the on;oing cleanup work, local 

redevelopment aqenciea need to be brought into thi• federal• 

atate coordinated cleanup effort at the earlieat stage 

po .. ible. Redevelopment a;enciea need to be illlllledhtely 

informed of the proc••• and requirement• of the cleanup work 

at the baae. At the la•t Metin;, we heard about the 

aituation at Norton Air rorce Baaa in California from the Air 

Force'• perapactiva. We would like to taka a couple ot 

ainuta• to talk about the Norton aituation from a different 

puapeotiva. 

'l'he Air Force laaaed a portion of the Norton Air Force Ba•• to 

the Inland valley Development A;ency, vbidh •ubleaaed a lar;e 

han;ar to LOCkheed corporation tor CCIIIlllercial aircraft 

maintenance operation. 'l'he hanqar wa• aboVe a potential 
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aource of haaar4oua •u~•tance contamination. Lockheed 

contracted to have the concrete floor in the han;ar removed 

and rapoured. The u.s. BPA Ra9ion I and california atate 

ra;ulatory aqenciea found out about Lockheed'• activity two 

day• before the worlc wa• to beqin. In thia ca•e, the Inland 

Valley Development Aqency and Lockheed ahould bave ~••n 

informed of the exi•tenca of the Federal Facility Aqreement 

amonq the Air Force, u.s. IPA and California. 'l'hey eould 

have ~ecome familiar with the terlU and condition. of the 

Federal Facility Aqraemant to know that there ia a potential 

aource of huardoua aubatance contamination ~aneath the 

b&n9U. 'l'hia aituation exuplitiaa the need for enhanced 

communication amonq the DOD branCh, the baae, the federal and 

atate requlatora, the local redevelopment aqanciea and the 

public. 

stat;• and Lpgal 

stat•• racoqniaa that there i• an intere•t, both within the 

DOD branobe• and within the local communitiea, to promptly 

make land and faciliti•• on clo•inq a••• available to private 

aactor for interim uaa and poat-cloaure uae. state• need to 

.aka aura that actlvitiaa aaaociatad with aaa rau•• do not 

conflict with or impede the cleanup worlc a• required by the 

Federal Facility Aqraemant, and federal and atate 

environaental lawa. 
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Therefore, i~ h ••••ntial that the DOD branch notify and 

involve the •~ataa aa aoon aa poaaibla raqardinq any propoaad 

baaa reuae or chan;•• in i~• cleanup poligiea or prioritiaa. 

'l'ha Q0111111Unicationa uonq all partiea concerned naecS to be 

illlprovecS. St&~e• naecS ~o know, at the earliaat ataqe 

poaaibla, what the propoaecS rauaa achecSulaa are tor the 

clo•in; baaaa. Thia information cloea not appear to be 

forthcoming. Hoa~ at&~•• will have to hire acScSitional atatr 

tor the axpacSitacS cleanup effort, ancS will need to know in 

advance when to hire the new atatf and how many ~o hire. 

I~ would ba halptul to have a join~·•ervice• re;ional 

environmental office in each ata~• which woulcS coordinate with 

tha atata on behalf of all the COD branchaa raqarcSin; broad 

policy iaauea. 'l'hia way, the atate will not have to cSaal 

aeparately with aaoh branch which may have cSitfarent 

prac:tioaa, policiaa or procedure• reqardinq the raquirecS 

cleanup of ita baa••· 

rurtharmore, there are evan policy cSifferano•• within tha aama 

aarvice branch. In California, we have one baa• which has 

tif~y environmental atatf with the authority to make on-aite 

claciaiona1 and 1••• than 1!0 mila• away, we have another baaa 

which baa two environmental ataff who deter all the deciaiona 

to the aaat coaat, cauainq unnecaaaary delay• in the cleanup 

proc•••. 'l'hia daonatrataa the naacl for gonaiatancy in 

policiaa no~ only within DOD, but alae within the aame aervioa 
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branch. 

We alao believe that it will help apeed up the cleanup procaaa 

if vreater authority ia ;ivan to the local baa• official& for 

on•aita contractin; and daciaion-aakinq en technical iaauea. 

Thia not only will expedite daciaiona, but alae will allow for 

a batter relationahip between the baae and the atata 

requlatory aqanoiea. 

In addition, atatea aay conaiclar aettin; up a atata•lavel task 

force to adc!raaa tha bue cloaure bau••. In california, t1. s. 

BPA Jleqion 1 and Governor Wilaon have jointly propoeed a 

JIIUlti•aqency · taak force which would include maiiiDers 

repreaantin; the DOD branchea, u.s. EPA Region I, and the 

atate and local regulatory aqanciea. 

succeaaful tranaition at theaa cloain; baaea alae depanda on 

bow auch coamunity involvement there ia in the proce... Basea 

that are receptive and reaponaive to local concern• will 

hopefully be able to eaae into the tr~ition from military 

preaanoe to civilian reuae with bleaain;a from both regulatory 

a;anciaa and local communitiaa. 

With ra;ard to the tunclin; tor the cleanup activitiaa at the 

oloainq baaaa, atatea applaud DOD'a propoaal that aala ana 

leaae proceed& from property tranaaction be uaecl to tun<i 
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cleanup. However, •tat•• ar• concerned abOut the continuing 

tundin; for the cleanup and the •tat• over•i;ht. CUrr•ntly, 

for tho•• •tataa which have entered into the Department of 

Dafanaa and State Memorandwa of A;re-ant (DSMOA) with DOD, 

fun4in; fer •tate ovarai;ht ce~~•• from tha Ba•• Clo•ur• 

Account Which ia funnelled through tha Daf•n•• Environmental 

Raatoration Account (DBJA), Aa w• undaratand, funding from 

the Baaa Cloaura Account may axpira after f1 va yaara. 

Therefore, wa would lika to be a .. uracS that aourca• of fundin; 

for atata ovarai;ht and cleanup will continua, •inc• it ia 

obvioua that moat of the•• baaea will not ba fullY cleaned up 

in tiva yaara. 

III. Stat•'• Autbgrfty Ynd•r CJBCLA and BCRA 

It ia tha atat••' poaition that Con;raaa, by enacting CDCLA 

Section 1aO(a) (4), haa axpraaaly waived federal aovaraign 

imlllunity ra;ardin; removal and remedial action• at federal 

facilitiaa vhicb era not included on tba National Prioriti•• 

t.iat. :tn other vorda, it ia tha atataa' poaition that tha DOD 

tacilitiaa ara a~jaot to atata law requirement• and tha atata 

approval authority ra;ardin; removal an4 remacSial actiona at 

military ba••• which ara not on tha National Prioritiaa Li•t. 
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authority to make •ure that baee cloaure activitiea and the 

requil'ed cleanup al'e carried out in full compliance with 

federal and atate environmental law•. Where neceaaary, atatea 

will aeu panaltiea aqainat the DOD tacilitiea to deter future 

violation• at the clodnq ~aaea. State• are hopeful that 

COnqr••• or the u.s. Supraae c:ouzot will aoon clarify the 

•tatu' authority to aaaeaa panaltiea under Rc:RA section &001. 

In concluaion, we would like to reiterate that the key to a 

.ucceaaful and expeditioue cleanup of the cloainq baaea ia 

COlllllunication and cooperation. DOD, federal and atate 

raqulatol'Y aqenciee and local communitie• need to work 

toqether to come to a con••naue on iaeuea relatinq to the 

cleanup and reuae of the oloain; baau. 

Jrl', Chai:t1R&n, fellow meml)era of the 'l'allk POl'oe, I thank you 

tor yo\U' conaidaration of my •tateant. I would ba pleaaed to 

auver any queetiona you .. Y have, and to work with you in the 

coain; month• on thea• t.portant iaeuea. 
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Members of the Task Force, I am Earl Gjelde, President and Chief 

Executive Officer of Chem-Nuclear Environmental services, Inc., 

and I am pleased to provide this statement to the Task Force 

regarding environmental response actions at closing military 

installations. 

Chem-Nuclear Environmental Services, Inc. (CNES) is a member of 

the Waste Management,Inc - Chemical Waste Management, Inc. group 

of companies, which together form the world's largest and most 

experienced environmental and waste management team. CNES is 

specifically structured to focus these extensive resources, 

experience and capabilities on the unique and complex 

environmental and waste management needs of the federal 

government. The CNES team offers waste management systems, 

procedures and Quality Assurance policies that meet all 

applicable state environmental and EPA standards, from analytical 

technologies through remediation systems to final treatment, 

disposal and site restoration involving all streams of waste at 

federal and industrial facilities. 

We commend the dedication of this Task Force, the Department of 

Defense and the u.s. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to 

explore methods of consolidating and streamlining interagency 

coordination and environmental restoration. The Department of 

Defense has created, through this Task Force and other public 

fora, avenues of public expression for concerns about 
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environmental problems at DOD facilities and proposed solutions. 

out of this atmosphere of genuine openness, creative solutions 

will certainly arise. In congressional ~earings Deputy Assistant 

Secretary Tom Baca, and Christian Holmes, Deputy Assistant 

Administrator for USEPA, have called for greater interagency 

coordination and streamlining of clean-up procedures. Both DOD 

and USEPA have made clear that expedited environmental 

restoration and interagency cooperation are not mutually 

exclusive. 

Base closures have made this point practical. With regard 

especially to large bases slated for closure, it is clear that if 

expedited remediation procedures are not established and 

utilized, final cleanup of the facilities might be delayed 

indefinitely. Additionally, if expedited restoration procedures 

are not considered as a first resort, instead of as a last 

resort, the prolonged, multi-stage, time-consuming and expensive 

that we have experienced in the Superfund program will be 

repeated at taxpayer expense at federal facilities. 

DOD AIID ENVIRONMENTAL ACCOtJNTABILITY 

we believe a successful Environmental Restoration and Waste 

Management Program at DOD rests on four cornerstones which are 
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derived from extensive environmental experience in the industry 

and municipal sectors: 

• Involve the people who know and have experience in the 

commercial contract world; 

• Identify clearly what the DOD wants to achieve when 

soliciting bids, but don't stifle creativity on how to 

achieve these goals; 

• Hold contractors accountable for the results; 

• Align contractor incentives with the Department's 

desired results. 

Take advantage of the best America has to offer. Involving 

companies that know the environmental business will mean 

accessing the commercial skills and experience that already 

exist. Superfund and other corrective action programs have given 

the commercial sector over a dozen years experience in the 

technical areas of restoration and waste management. DOD should 

take advantage of lessons learned. Moreover, DOD should 

challenge industry to find new and better solutions to DOD's 

problems, not constrict it with specified solutions and methods. 
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DOD must set out clear performance standards which the 

contractors must satisfy. These standards also will provide a 

clear measurement of environmental compliance. With desired 

results clearly stated, the contractor can then be given 

authority to solve the problems for DOD in a cost-efficient and 

environmentally effective way. 

Holding contractors accountable will mean implementing contract 

mechanisms that measure performance by commercial standards. 

Accountable contractors, who possess the proper degree of control 

and authority at an installation, will have a clear incentive to 

produce what they promised. Accountable contractors have a bias 

for appropriate action, which lessens repetitive, overlapping 

site analysis and supports more integrated clean-up methods. 

Aligning contractor incentives with the desired results and 

performance standards will bring more environmentally effective 

and cost efficient work. Saving costs and reducing time for 

tasks demand creative technical breakthroughs and a bias for 

action. Incentives, in the fee structure and bonuses for cost

and-time-savings, are essential elements in encouraging the best 

results. 

DOD aND COMMERCIAL ENVIRONMENTAL ADVANTAGES 

We would like to briefly focus .on three innovative practices 

widely used in the private sector which could, if implemented 
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broadly where appropriate, save funds, protect the environment 

and establish the Department of Defense as the federal 

environmental leader. These could apply equally to closed, 

realigned and active DOD installations. When applied to base 

closures, these practices could greatly speed up the transfer 

process, and subsequent receipt of revenues for the federal 

government. The economically effected communities would benefit 

from the clean-up earlier and the near-term impact of closure 

will be lessened. These are not new ideas, but simply need to be 

applied in new areas and more broadly to meet DOD demands: 

integrated or "turn-key" contracts; substantial clean-up 

initiatives; and a capital development partnership program. 

INTEGRATED, T'D'RN-JtEY RESTORATION CONTRACTS 

The DOD, especially the Air Force, has boldly stated the need to 

explore consolidated, turn-key clean-up contracts whereby one 

contractor (or contracting team) is responsible for environmental 

services at a site. We strongly encourage the Department and the 

Military Services to focus on Integrated Restoration as a first 

resort, in order to avoid entering the fragmented Superfund 

approach at each installation. Where appropriate, the 

integrated, turn-key approach should prove a time and cost saver. 

Under this approach in a remediation-restoration situation, the 

DOD would develop a compact but dependable RifFS, using the most 

efficient and accelerated study techniques approved by EPA. 
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Contractors would then provide bids to complete all of the phases 

of the remediation and restoration. DOD would collect baseline 

data on the volumes and types of waste at the site and provide 

known site characteristics. Contractors or teams of contractors 

would then competitively bid for the project from completion of a 

final site investigation through technology implementation, 

identifying to the greatest extent possible fixed-prices or 

fixed-unit prices for wastes processed. 

Many critics of the pace of cleanup at DOD facilities have 

concluded that the complex and exacting final clean-up standards 

of Superfund and other statutes may tend to trigger exhaustive 

study and corresponding delay. USEPA has been attempting to 

address this issue by proposing ways to streamline the site 

investigation process. The central premise is that use of an 

initial hydrogeological analysis to focus site monitoring will 

reduce the number of samples needed while at the same time 

assuring more accurate site characterization. These new 

procedures can accelerate the site evaluation phase dramatically 

and produce more accurate, reliable results. 

Our company has had considerable experience with these new 

procedures and can attest to their success. In fact, in most 

Superfund situations we find we can conduct a very thorough RI/FS 

for a unit in three to six months, and at a fraction of the 
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traditional cost. The program we utilize has been made available 

to EPA and DOD, and is available to anyone else. 

Experienced contractors, given accurate preliminary information 

on site and waste characteristics, can submit bids on the cost of 

performing the rest of the project. For smaller projects, such 

as removal of an underground storage tank or a motor pool area, 

literally hundreds of contractors will be experienced with this 

kind of bid. on larger restoration projects, DOD will find a 

large number of competitive contractors and teams of contractors 

prepared to bid. 

CNES has broad experience with this approach. Firm fixed 

contracts make up more than half of the environmental restoration 

work performed by CNES and its parent company, Chemical Waste 

Management, Inc. We have conducted single contractor remedial 

projects for the DOD and through CNES Geotech have found our 

charges to be 45 percent of the charge for identical work carried 

out under the fragmented contracting model too often used in the 

Superfund program. 

The incentives under this approach are right. There is 

considerable pressure for prompt, accurate, efficient action 

because the contractor has the burden to produce the required 

results within a high degree of fixed pricing. Moreover, this 

disciplined-bid approach by its nature encourages development of 

7 



new, more effective and cost efficient technologies. It must be 

stressed that fixed pricing is truly effective only if the 

contractor is accountable for specific environmental results. 

Short-term costs are then balanced with long-term environmental 

results. 

SUBSTANTIAL CLEAR-UP IRITIATIVBS FOR DOB 

seeking the right regulatory approach can accelerate physical 

clean-up of a site. By expanding the application of the 

Superfund Interim Remedial Action Program and using it as a 

model for other remedial programs, DOD could contract for cleanup 

for far more sites than it envisions at present. 

Under this approach, the contractor would perform a substantial 

remedial action that eliminates a site's threats to health and 

the environment, but does not achieve all applicable, final 

cleanup standards. The contractor would analyze the site, using 

the most focused and timely means sanctioned by EPA, and perform 

such tasks as removal and disposal of the source, or containment, 

treatment or removal of hot spots, plume containment and site 

stabilization. By the end of the process, all threats to health 

and environment in the surrounding vicinity should be eliminated 

or substantially reduced and the potential for contamination 

migration halted. DOD would then have a substantially clean site 

which could then be scheduled for final restoration. 

8 



The principle here is that DOD would be able to move aggressively 

to solve 80 percent of the environmental problem as quickly as 

possible. The last 20 percent of work often is the most 

difficult, sometimes is the most expensive and time consuming and 

can be subject to the greatest impact of later technology 

development. In some circumstances, the best approach for the 

first 80 percent is not the same as for the final 20 percent of a 

project. This program accelerates the .greatest degree of cleanup 

and health protection, and saves money because the migration of 

contaminants is halted. 

CAPITAL DBVELOPKE:NT P~TNERSHIP PROGRAM 

In addition to investigating means to accelerate cost-effective 

clean-up, DOD should seek out private capital development in an 

effort to create rigorous performance warranties for installation 

facilities. At closed bases, anticipating transfer to the 

private or state-local government sectors, and at active 

installations, this cost-saving method might be used. It could 

have the effect of saving substantial capital budget funds. The 

Capital Development Partnership Program concept is an expansion 

of DOD's present long-term contracting authority in 10 usc, 

Sections 2809 and 2812. The Program is patterned after 

commercial sector practices in capital facilities development and 

long-term facilities management and operation. DOD has obvious 

need at active and realigned installations for facilities such as 

those for water treatment, waste treatment, thermal treatment, 
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containment, and waste-to-energy. DOD might also firid 

application in certain situations involving closed bases. 

In the past, DOD possessed a few methods for developing, building 

and operating such capital facilities. Assuming that the need 

for the facility was recognized by Congress, DOD was often forced 

to place the full cost of the design, construction, permitting 

and operation of the facility in the budget. At times, the 

product paid for did not work properly, was not able to be 

permitted, or cost too much to operate. Subsequent retrofits, 

added to the initial costs, have at times resulted in bogus or 

deserved charges of economic wastefulness and missed critical 

deadlines. 

There is an alternative option for DOD to stem this cycle of 

costs and lack of performance. Under the Capital Development 

Partnership Program concept, the proposed DOD facility (for 

example, a waste disposal or treatment facility or a waste-to

energy plant) would, after a rigorous competition, be fully 

capitalized by private company which is an expert in that field. 

Under this integrated "turn-key" approach in the capital 

facilities area, a contractor or team of contractors would design 

and build a capital facility, such as a waste disposal facility 

or an incinerator, and fully warrant the results. More 

expansively, competing contractors could provide a bid to perform 

10 



all services, from site investigation through facility design, 

permitting and operation -- all for a firm fixed price. 

The Department of Defense has the assurance that it does not pay 

the contractor if it does not receive the environmental 

performance it requires. If the contractor is to incinerate 

wastes to a numerical clean alr standard with warranted, 

permitted ash disposal, or to clean waste water to numerical 

water quality standards, it will perform enough study to assure 

that the waste stream is accurately charac.terized. It will then 

move very rapidly into design and construction of the treatment 

facility. Remember, the contract is paid only if it achieves the 

performance goal set out by the Department at the beginning. 

Contrast this commercial sector approach with the potential cost 

overruns that have accrued over several years at projects built 

for DOD, where such contractor accountability is absent. 

Construction costs and permitting costs at the DOD site or 

adjacent land would be borne fully by the company. The company 

would receive a requirements contract for all waste to be 

disposed of, with the payment fully "subject to annual 

appropriations" (thus addressing the federal budget limitations). 

Whatever wastes DOD (or the new state-local government or private 

title holder in the case of closed bases) actually produced would 

be sent to the facility. DOD could then decide each year how 

much is produced or how much is to be disposed of subject to 

11 



annual operating appropriations. Thus, DOD would not have to 

•score" the capital costs and would not pay for anything, except 

the actual processing of wastes. These unit-price payments would 

therefore be "subject to annual appropriations" under a long-term 

contract. Arrangements could be made for unexpected termination 

of the contract. 

DOD is, of course, now authorized under Title X to contract for 

certain facility operations for up to 32 years. That authority 

should be expanded to include more environmental categories, such 

as waste disposal and waste-to-energy: and long-term requirement 

contracts, subject completely to annual appropriations, with 

companies which fully capitalize the needed facility and assure 

all permits and certifications necessary under laws and 

regulations. 

CONTRACTOR ACCOUNTABILITY 

This Task Force is conscious of the valuable discussion ensuing 

in the federal contractor community regarding liability and 

accountability. In closing, we would briefly focus the Committee 

and DOD on two clear principles: 

1. Contractors should be held accountable for the task they 

contracted to carry out and the results they promised. The 

commercial market is driven by this principle. If a 

customer such as DOD contracts to build a waste treatment 

12 
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system which is to be capable of meeting specific standards, 

the Department should not bear the costs if the company 

cannot deliver on its promise. This is but one performance 

warranty often presumed in the commercial sector that DOD 

has a responsibility to demand of us in the contractor 

community: 

2. No company should be expected to bear extraordinary and 

uncontrollable liability, especially regarding third party 

effects and prior existing conditions with future impacts. 

The contractor for DOD cannot "bet the Company" and thereby 

risk its very existence in areas where it has little or no 

control. Accountability must be commensurate with the 

degree of authority and control of the site and tasks given 

the contractor. In addition, the DOE must recognize that 

increased contractor accountability must be matched by 

rewards that reflect the added responsibilities. 

In summing up, every contractor should be accountable for its 

performance, within its control under the contract, and not for 

others. The DOD should move its environmental restoration 

contracting in a manner that demands this carefully-defined 

accountability. The commercial sector demands such 

accountability. The federal government should accept no less. 

13 



Adopted at the 59th Annual Conference of Mayors 
June 19. 1991. In San Diego. CA 

ENVIRONMENTAL MITIGATION AT CLOSING MILITARY FACILITIES 

WHEREAS, currently and in future years a number of cities are facing closure of military 
facilities located within or near to city jurisdiction, while other cities already have closed 
and abandoned military facilities in their jurisdiction; and 

WHEREAS, there are significant, economic, fiscal and environmental impacts related to 
these facility closures; and 

WHEREAS, many of the facilities scheduled or proposed for closure contain 
environmental hazards including asbestos in buildings or facilities to be removed, active 
and abandoned hazardous and/or toxic waste disposal areas, and groundwater 
contamination; and 

WHEREAS, costs for assessment and cleanup or mitigation of environmental hazards 
and for economic conversion will be high at many closing facilities; and 

WHEREAS, financial responsibility for this necessary cleanup rightfully belongs with the 
United States Government, Department of Defense and the particular branches of the 
military services responsible for creation or control of the hazardous conditions; and 

WHEREAS, the Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee's Environmental 
Restoration Panel has proposed legislation to require that environmental hazards at 
closing military facilities be cleaned up in a timely and efficient fashion to allow transfer 
of uncontaminated portions of such facilities for other purposes prior to complete cleanup 
of all contaminated portions, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that The United States Conference of Mayors 
urges the Department of Defense to assume all responsibility for environmental mitigation 
at dosing and dosed military facilities to facilitate turning them over to local control for 
reuse; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that The United States Conference of Mayors calls upon 
Congress to provide necessary statutory direction and funding to meet Federal cleanup 
responsibilities and to allow accelerated transfer of uncontaminated portions of closing 
facilities in a cooperative and timely fashion; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that The U.S. Conference of Mayors calls upon Congress 
to ensure that these properties are transferred to local governments at a cost not to 
exceed one dollar ($1) once mitigation has been achieved in order that the local economy 
benefits from the use of the property. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION REQUIREMENTS 

CONTRACTED WORK ELEMENT 

• Report preparation • 
• Historical record search • 
• VIsual Inspection 

• • Sompllng/Analysls 

• • Geotechnical surveys 

• ·-- • 
• Ground probing,...., 

• Asbestos Inventory • 

• 
• 

SUPERFUND PROCESS 

Report preparation 

Monitoring well 
construction 

Sampling/Analysis 

Risk ossessment 

Hydrogeological 
studies 

Pilot testing 

Oefense 
Priority 

Model (DPM) 

• 
• 

• 

• llologkal trHtment 

ln-lltu vftrofiutktn 

Pvmp and uut system 

Soli venting 

Permit application 

Tank leak testing 

Remedial 
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(AD) 

full scale desl9n 

Engineering 
performance 
development 
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• 

• 

• 
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(RA) 

Emergency response 
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• --Construction 

• .... _ 
• ...... 
• Slurryw.lh 
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• On-site fndn•lt&on 
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llologkat ttNtlnent 

Groundwat« trNtment 
system 

• 
• 
• 

• 

Operations and 
Maintenance 

Lcng-term monitoring 

• ........,.._ 
Equlpment replacement 

Engineering 
performance 
adjustment 

Technical support 
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CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTING 
VERSUS SERVICE CONTRACTING 

• The Department of Labor - the Administrator of the Wage and Hour 
Division - has the regulatory authority to determine which labor rate 
should be applied for each work element. 

Construction contract: Contractor labor rate is administered under the Davis-Bacon Act 
(DBA). Contract awarded to actually alter the site conditions via clean-up actions, which 
include soil removal and disposal, posting fences, enclosing asbestos-containing areas, or 
construction of long-term remedial action. 

Service contract: Contractor labor rate is administered under the McNamara-O'Hara Service 
Contract Act (SCA). Contract awarded for technical expertise in engineering, chemical, social, 
life science, drafting, statistics, health and safety, and program/construction management or 
for operation of process-oriented remedial actions. 

• Contracting officer determines the classification of the contract 

• Guideline for classifying work element (construction versus service) is 
unclear for new emerging technologies. 

• Examples: bio-treatment, soil venting, in-situ vitrofication, and other process-related 
treatment technology. 

• 
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Method 

Suboptions 

Risks 

Suitability 

Environmental 
restoration work 

FIXED-PRICE CONTRACT VERSUS 
COST-REIMBURSEMENT CONTRACT 

Fixed-price contract Cost-reimbursement contract 

Firm-fixed-price Cost-plus-award-fee 
Fixed-price with economic price Cost~plus-incentive-fee 

adjustment Cost-plus-fixed-fee 
Fixed-price-incentive Cost or cost-sharing 
Fixed-price with redetermination 

Contractor bears risk Government bears risk 

Scope of work and reasonable prices can Scope of work can only be subjectively 
be defined at the time of contract award; measured, but actual scope of work 
e.g., construction, soil removal, simple cannot be defined at the time of contract 
service contracts, etc. award; e.g., major system development, 

research and development tasks with 
clearly defined end product 

Traditional construction-type service Technical services work - PAISI and RI/FS 
work - removal, erecting permanent reports, risk assessment, pilot projects, 
structures, capping, slurry walls, etc., implementation of innovative treatment 
where scope is clearly defined technology, where scope is not clearly 

definable 

• 
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I 

DoD ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 
CONTRACTING CENTERS 

ARMY 

COE districts 

COETHAMA 

NAVY 
NAVFACINEESA (CLEAN) 

WESTDIV 

AIR FORCE 

Brooks AFB, TX 

DOE Laboratories 
(HAZWRAP) 

Contracting 
center 

background 

Construction 

Service 

Construction 

Service 

Service 

Primary contract 
method 

Firm-fixed-price 
Cost-plus-fixed-fee 

Cost-plus-award-fee 

Cost-plus-award-fee 

Time-and-materials 

Cost-plus-fixed-fee 

Contractor pool 

2 rapid-response 
contractors 

7 preplaced contractors 

24 contractors 

3 5B contractors 

B regional contractors 

10 preplaced contractors 

B regional contractors 
2 alternatives 

Contract limit 

5years, 
$50 million 

5 years, 
$15 million 

2years, 
$1.5 million 

10 years, 
$100 million 

5years, 
$50 million 

5 years, 
$unlimited 

• 
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CONTRACTORS' CONCERNS 

• Environmental restoration contractors are subject to 
numerous business risks 
• Unknown site condition/clean-up requirement 

• Changing regulatory standards 

• Application of many remedial technologies are not yet commercially 
proven 

Strict environmental liability and nonavailability of insurance 

• Protecting trade secrets to maintain a competitive edge 

' 
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CONTRACTING ISSUES 

• Types of contracting pool 

• Application of various contracting models and methods 

• Application of turnkey approach 

• Contracting strategy to expedite clean-up process 

• Third-party liability and construction bond 
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CONTRACTING POOL 

• All environmental restoration contracting centers have 
established a pool of contractors based on each phase of the 
Superfund process 

~ All of these contractor pools have limited capability and flexibility 

~ Example: Brooks Air Force Base cannot perform RD/RA 

• Services are planning to establish a pool of contractors with full
service capability and with more flexibility 

~ Navy's CLEAN contract could be used for all phases of the Superfund process 

~ Air Force plans to expand Brooks Air Force Base capability to perform all phases 
of the Superfund process 

Corps of Engineers is expanding use of large indefinite delivery A-E/service 
contracts and preplaced remedial action contracts 

• 
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CONTRACTING POOL (Continued) 

• Creating a preplaced contracting pool of many qualified 
contractors is the key to ensuring competition 

~ Contracting officer must have leverage against preplaced contractors 

~ Geographical monopoly within a preplaced pool of contractors should be 
avoided 

• There are several built-in incentives to make contractors 
competitive 
~ Preplaced contractors are screened through a competitive review process 

~ Contract options are renewed annually 

• Having in-house ability to obtain and evaluate a second opinion 
is critical in minimizing fraud and abuse by contractors 

~ DoD needs highly qualified technical program managers and contracting 
officers to ensure a healthy competition among contractors, particularly for 
managing cost-reimbursement contracts 

10 
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CONTRACTING MODELS 

CONSTRUCTION MODEL 

.-----.,..---,.-----:------:-------,······ .................................................. .. 

PA Sl Rl FS ROD/RD Technical oversight 
L.._ _ ____.:. __ ....:...._ _ ___;'--_ _.;...._,--___._ ....................................................... . 

Change '----.t 
contractor 

RA O&M 

• The Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 36.209 states design and construction works must 
be separated, and a contractor that performed the design work cannot bid on the follow-on 
construction work except with the approval of the head of the agency or an authorized 
representative 

• ROD/RD contractor can be retained to provide technical oversight services 

SERVICE MODEL 

~'---P_A _ _.;...._s_I_....:....__R_I_~_Fs_~~-RO_D_I_R_D~~--R-A_~_o_&_M~~~ 
• Turnkey approach - one contractor manages a site from start to finish 

• Artificial separation between design and construction is eliminated; use of this model is 
better suited for implementing process-oriented technology 

" 
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Contract 
type 

CONTRACTING METHODS 

CONTRACT OPTIONS MATRIX 

Construction 
model 

Service 
model 

Fixed-price 

COE districts 
NAVFAC 

COE districts 
NAVFAC 

Primary contracting method 

Cost- Special use 
reimbursement Time-and-materials* 

COETHAMA COE 
DOE BrooksAFB 

* Time-and-materials contracting method is a special variation of cost-reimbursement contracting 
method. 

" 
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CONTRACTING METHODS (Continued) 

• Environmental restoration activities require combinations of all 
contracting options outlined in the matrix 

• DoD environmental restoration contracting centers are biased 
toward using a contracting option in which they have most 
experience 

• They would rather use a more familiar contracting method than explore use of 
a suitable alternative with which they are less familiar 

This is an institutional weakness that can be corrected by improving 
contracting officer training on available contract methods 

• Each contracting center must develop a capability to use various 
contracting methods 

• Training of contracting officers is critical 

• Services have made progress in establishing preplaced contractor pools and 
using innovative contracting strategies 

" 
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TURNKEY APPROACH 

• The turnkey approach may prove to be a useful tool for 
contracting remedial actions that primarily involve process
oriented technology 

• The turnkey concept can be used with prequalified pool of 
contractors who can perform all phases of the Superfund process 
or contractors selected by a separate open competition 

• To explore potential uses of the turnkey approach which 
combines design and construction into one contract 

•• 
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CONTRACTING STRATEGY 

• Utilize a hybrid contract incorporating provisions covering all 
phases of the Superfund process 

• Where requirement develops, use task order contracting to quickly award a 
contract 

Depending on scope of work, procurement time takes about 4 to 6 weeks after 
work is requested 

Using a proper contract method for a specific requirement will significantly 
reduce the need for change orders. 

• A dedicated procurement cell at each DoD environmental 
restoration contracting center could improve customer 

• responsiveness 

.. 
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CONTRACTING STRATEGY (Continued) 

• All DoD contracting centers should have their own contracting 
authority to perform all phases of Superfund process provided 
that adequate technical oversight is available 

• Consider adapting turnkey approach for awarding contracts 
requiring process-oriented technology 

• Employ special provisions in contract to reimburse DOL-directed 
• wage Increases 

.. 
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THIRD-PARTY LIABILITY AND CONSTRUCTION BOND 

• DoD should explore using Public Law 85-804 (50 USC 1431) 
implemented in the FAR 52.250, Indemnification of Contractors 

~ This will lessen the risk to contractors posed by strict liability standards 

~ Contractors will remain responsible for their own negligence 

~ Under cost-reimbursement contract method, contractor's insurance costs are 
directly passed on to Government 

Indemnification allows contractors without liability insurance to compete for 
DoD contracts 

• Compliance with Miller Ad (Performance and Payment Bonds) 
may lessen competition 

~ Use the authority in the Miller Ad [40 USC 270(e)] to waive the requirements of 
the Ad for cost-reimbursement contracts 

More carefully evaluate bonding requirements for fixed-price contracts 

" 
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SUMMARY 

• Having a capability to manage various contracting methods at 
each DoD contract center will reduce contract delays 

~ DoD acquisition managers should have some flexibility in deciding contract 
types 
Expanding the present preplaced pool of contractors will give DoD remedial 
managers more flexibility 

• Establishing a dedicated procurement cell at each DoD contract 
center will expedite contracting 

~ The cell should consist of contracting officers who have expertise in both fixed
price and cost-reimbursement contracts, experienced site remediation 
managers, and auditors 

In hiring contracting officers, DoD contract centers should concentrate on past 
familiarity and experience with cost-reimbursement contracts 

• Close coordination with DOL is important since DOL determines 
the wage classifications (construction versus service) of new 
emerging remedial technologies 

.. 
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STATE AUTHORIZATION 

• Congress envisioned that Subtitle C would be administered by the 
States 

• States are eligible to seek authorization to implement and enforce a 
hazardous waste program 

• Authorized State programs operate in lieu of the Federal program; EPA 
administers the Federal RCRA program in non-authorized States 

.. - ' 



STATE AUTHORIZATION 

• Prior to HSWA, Federal rules promulgated after a State obtained base 
authorization did not take effect until the State adopted that 
requirement 

• Non-HSWA rules (promulgated under pre-HSWA authorities) are 
effective only in non-authorized States 

• Rules promulgated under 1984 HSWA authorities are immediately 
effective in both non-authorized and authorized States 



STATE AUTHORIZATION 

• EPA authorizes State hazardous waste programs which are at least as 
stringent as the Federal RCRA program 

• Authorized State programs may be more stringent than the Federal 
RCRA program 

• EPA retains enforcement authorities and oversight responsibilities 

• States receive funding from EPA through RCRA grants under Section 
3011 
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STATE AUTHORIZATION 

• Forty six States and territories have been authorized for RCRA 

• Ten States and territories currently are unauthorized for RCRA 
(including Alaska, California, Hawaii, Iowa, and Wyoming) 

• 
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UNAUTHORIZED STATES 

(EPA Regions Are Outlined} 
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Resolution 
of a 

Cottununi and Dispute 
A Rhode Island 

Case Study 



The conflicts over land use in Rhode 
Island which comprise this case 

. study, arose from planning for the 
reuse of former Defense facilities, part 
of an ongoing Defense Economic 
Adjustment Program. Resolution of 
conflict was a critical factor to the 
success of the program .. To resolve 
outstanding differences impeding 
reuse planning and property disposal, 
the Rhode Island mediation effort was 
established. 

Funding support was provided by 
Department of Defense (Office of Eco
mic Adjustment) with the cooperation 

--------··-· -·----··· 

of the New England Regional Commis
sion. This enabled the State of Rhode 
Island to contract with Ecofunding, the 
non-profit organization that designed 
and implemented the mediation pro
gram. Ecofunding was also supported 
by a grant from the Henry P. Kendal 
Foundation. 

Persons responsible for this effort at 
Ecofunding include Judith Reitman, 
Editorial Director (Brochure Prepara
tion), Debra Mellinkoff. Project Director 
(Mediation), and William A. Butler, 
President. Resolution would not have 
been possible, however. without the 

. ·-·-··---- ·-·--·---

determined and unselfish efforts of the 
Rhode Island participants who were 
deeply concerned about the future of 
their state. 

This community guidance manual 
has been prepared under the auspices 
of the President's Economic Adjust
ment Committee (EAC) in accordance 
with its clearinghouse function for 
information exchange among federal, 
state and local officials involved in 
resolving community adjustment prob
lems. The process pursued in Rhode 
Island should have potential applica
tion in other situations . 

• 
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Resolution of a Community 
Land Dispute 

Years of Conflict 

In 1973, the Department of Defense 
(DOD) closed several naval facilities in 
Rhode Island, totalling approximately 
4,000 acres. By law the General 
Services Administration (GSA) is 
charged with the disposal of surplus 
federal property. compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) is required m the disposal 
process. To offset signilicant 
job losses from the base closures, an 
interim use lease was negotiated with 
the State for areas of Quonset/ 
Davisville properties, so that pro
ductive, civilian use could be made of 
the property during the disposal 
process. 

Between 1973·1976, the Rhode 
Island Port Authority, the State agency 
responsible for the leased property, 
negotiated 55 leases to various firms, 
many of which were oil-related indus· 
tries. Prompted by this action and their 
concern for the environmental con· 
sequences of surplus land redevelop· 
ment, a coalition of five environmental 
organizations (Conservation Law 
Foundation of Rhode Island. Audubon 
Society of Rhode Island, Save the Bay, 
Acquidneck Island Ecology), filed suit 
in November 1975, against GSA, 
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charging that the requirements of 
NEPA had not been met during 
disposal. This move was based on the 
environmentalists· contention that 
NEPA required the GSA to prepare a 
"cumulative" EIS for the disposition of 
all Navy lands in Rhode Island. 

As a result of this litigation, the GSA 
was barred from selling the Charles· 
town Naval Auxiliary Landing Field to 
the New England Power Company for 
its proposed nuclear facility. An EIS 
had to be completed before disposal 
could proceed. 

In January 1976, the environ· 
mental coalition filed a subsequent suit 
against the GSA to compel production 
of an EIS for the Quonset/Davisville 
and Acquidneck Island (East Bay) 
parcels before disposition of the prop
erties. Since the GSA had insufficient 
funds to prepare the required EIS 's, 
funds were made available by DOD, so 
that disposal and reuse of the property 
could proceed as quickly as possible. 
Work on the EIS's began in the Fall. 

Faced with the reality of high un· 
employment, limited suitable indus
trialland,and the absence of a compre
hensive land management plan, the 
State considered resolution of this 
conflict imperative. However, due to 
the potent economic, political, and 
environmental ramifications of the land 

development, each of these interest 
groups remained adamant regarding 
their view on optimal land use. Hostility 
between the act or s further polarized 
pro-developmental and environmental 
positions. Extended litigation ap
peared inevitable. 

An Alternative Through 
Mediation 

In an effort to move toward a viable 
resolution of this dispute, to speed 
planning and disposal, DOD and the 
State decided to establish a forum for 
dispute resolution, with the assistance 
of a non-profit organization which 
helps communities with environmental 
problem solving. Early in 1977 th1s 
organization began to investigate 
environmental mediation methodol -
ogies. Final selection of the approach 
was made by participants and the 
Gove.rnors Office. 

Months were spent identifying the 
appropriate representatives from each 
interest group who would participate in 
a series of 4 meetings. Staff members 
of the firm awarded the GSA contract 
for preparation of the EIS for Quonset/ 
Davisville and East Bay parcels. were 
also invited to anend these sessions. 



When the 3D-40 leaders from busi
ness, labor, environment, state and lo
cal government first met formally, the 
lack of communication was as ex
treme as the hostility nurtured by 4 
years of intense conflict. Old griev
ances and preconceived biases were 
aired-vocally and emphatically. Mis
perceptions generated by media cov
erage aggravated an already volatile 
situation. 

Despite the vociferous atmosphere 
of the first session, the majority of at
tendees expressed interest in pursu
ing this method of dispute resolution. 
During the second meeting in Janu
ary 1978, which the press did not at
tend, each group cogently expressed 
its concerns. Areas of conflict were 
thereby identified, and those areas 
not inherently suitable to compro
mise (e.g.proposed nuclear facilities) 
eliminated from debate. 

Environmentalists strongly en
dorsed the notion of a resource-ori
ented, comprehensive land use plan 
for the surplus property and de
manded increased participation in 
the review of public and private sector 
development. Fearing excessive reg
ulation of intended industrial devel
opment, business leaders distrusted 
the environmentalists' "obstruction
ist" actions. Government pressured 
for an immediate resolution in order 

to curb the devastating social and eco
nomic impact of Rhode Island's loss 
of $300 million in cash flow. And, la
bor, concerned with the loss of 6,000 
jobs, sought adoption of a master 
land use plan which would, hopefully, 
result in a more stable job climate. 

Due to the pervasive hostility, the 
mediator decided that an informal 
setting would be more conducive to 
problem resolution. At the close of 
the second session, participants en
dorsed the creation of an Executive 
Committee with representation from 
each faction. Meeting bi-weekly, this 
committee would seek consensus on 
the heated issues. Government re
presentatives from the Department 
of Economic Development, Depart
ment of Environmental Management 
(OEM), Statewide Planning Program, 
and the Governor's Office provided 
technical support, while represen
tatives on the Executive Committee 
kept their constituencies informed as 
to the progress of the agreement. 

Due to unanticipated constraints on 
the appointed mediator's time, the 
mediation Project Director assumed 
this rigorous position which demands 
intensive, irregular hours and constant, 
personal contact with the participants 
at the site of the mediation, in this case 
Rhode Island. 

The Issues: Fears and 
Resolutions 

Coddington Cove In their 1976 
court action. environmentalistsagreed 
to excise Coddington Cove from their 
suit due to the Cove's tenuous surplus 
status. At that time, the Navy made a 
tacit agreement with the State and en
vironmentalists that the latter group 
would be given opportunity to com
ment on the Candidate EIS (CEIS) for 
development of the Cove property. 

In November, 1977, the CEIS was 
released. Then, in February 1978, the 
Navy filed a "negative declaration" 
stating that the proposed construc
tion of a shipyard did not warrant a 
full EIS evaluation. Such a declara
tion clearly violated the Navy's 1976 
agreement with the State and envi
ronmentalists. 

In order to avoid a potential suit 
against the Navy, a series of media
tions with Navy and environmental 
leaders were initiated. Negotiations 
produced a binding agreement which 
assured that proper environmental 
consideration would be given to the 
development of Coddington Cove; 
specifically, 1. oil and toxic wastes 
generated by shipyard operations 
would be disposed of according to 
applicable laws, and, 2. reports on 
intended disposal procedures would 



be reviewed by the Department of 
Environmental Management. 

011 Development Environmental
ists viewed oil development as an 
aggravation rather than as a solution 
to economic conditions in Rhode 
Island and warned of the toxic effects 
of an oil refinery on Narragansett 
Bay. Business, however, identified 
the oil industry as the only developer 
with a firm interest in the Davisville 
site and termed concerns about envi
ronmental hazards irrelevant. Labor 
maintained that satellite industries 
generated by oil development would 
create desperately-needed jobs. 

During the mediation, the environ
mentalists' contentions received no 
support from State, business and 
labor representatives. Consequently, 
environmentalists withdrew their ob
jection and conceded to the devel
opment of oil support facilities on the 
Navy lands. 

Land Use Planning Although the 
majority of participants favored a 
comprehensive land use plan, the 
uncertainty surrounding future de
velopment precluded the formula
tion of such an approach. Environ
mentalists offered a set of evaluation 
criteria which would determine the 
economic and environmental effects 
of potential development. These plans 
were endorsed by the Executive 

Committee and sent to the Depart
ments of Economic Development 
and Environmental Management and 
the Statewide Planning Program. 
The proposal guidelines were ac
cepted as valid. Implementation of 
the criteria would encourage pro
ductive interaction between busi
ness, labor, environmentalists and 
government in the selection of ap
propriate industrial development. 

Occupational Safety and Health In 
response to the State's request to 
excise a portion of the Quonset Base 
for construction of a new Electric 
Boat facility, environmentalists re
quested stricter enforcement of OSHA 
regulations governing potentially 
hazardous (toxic) working conditions 
at the original EBplant.lnitiallyunsup
portive of the environmentalis.ts' posi
tion, business stated that the federal 
OSHA laws were adequate and ex
pressed concern over further govern
ment regulation. 

Labor's first reaction to the OSHA 
issue was one of suspicion: why the 
sudden charge that OSHA regula
tions were inadeq.uately enforced? 

Nonetheless, environmentalists in
sisted upon resolution of the issue 
before excising the EB parcel from 
their suit. Alter seven months of 
intense negotiations, a compromise 
agreement was reached between the 

State and environmentalists which 
assured that further development 
would meet State and Federal stan
dards governing occupational safety 
and health. 

By the end of 1978. the State had 
concluded negotiations with the GSA 
for the purchase of the Electric Boat, 
Airstrip, and Air National Guard par
cels. 

The Environmental Impact State
ment (EIS) When the mediation pro
cess began in Rhode Island, partici
pants believed the EIS to be an appro
priate mechanism by which to resolve 
the dispute. In May, 1978, when GSA 
released the draft EIS on the Quon
set/Davisville and East Bay parcels. 
State officials, business and environ
mental isis expressed concern that 
the draft's failure to address critical 
issues increased the possibility of 
litigation over the final document. 

The Executive Committee then 
developed evaluation criteria which 
facilitated acceptance of the final 
EIS, released in November, 1978. 

From Skepticism 
to Support 

The following assessment by parti
cipants in the mediation process may 
be useful to other communities experi
encing similar conflicts. Hopefully, 
our suggestions will help in the de-



signing of other effective local pro
grams for resolution of environmental 
disputes. 

Labor Despite past experience with 
mediation, labor was, initially, a re
luctant participant and particularly 
suspicious of environmentalists' mo
tives. Noted Mr. Prentice Wither
spoon, President ofthe Food Handler 
Local Union 328 AFL-CIO: 

"My interest in this issue of disposi
tion of the Navy lands is simply
jobs . .. My initial perception of the 
mediation process was less than 
complimentary. There were too many 
people representing the environmen
talists to have much hope for any 
progress." 
Upon familiarization with the nature 
of the dispute, labor actively and 
constructively participated. With the 
cooperation of industry representa
tives, labor achieved success in "sel
ling the need for a balanced environ
ment-physical, economic and social." 

The key to the success of the 
process was, according to labor, "the 
development of mutual respect and 
trust by the parties involved." Mr. 
Witherspoon recommends that "fu
ture disputes be handled in much the 
same manner, with some fine tuning." 
That is, all interested parties should 
participate in the initial two meetings, 
then representation reduced to two 

~' 
Mr. Prentice Witherspoon 

"The key to the success of the entire 
process was the development of 
mutual respect and trust among the 
parties." 

persons per party. As to the use of 
outside resources, Mr. Witherspoon 
comments: 

"I was most impressed with both the 
ability and dedication of those in
volved, but the process could have 
been speeded up considerably with 
better orchestration of resource 
people." 

Business Although business shared 
the environmentalists' desire to main
tain the unique beauty of Narragansett 
Bay, their primary concern was indus
trial development with minimal regu
lation. Aware of the need for accomo
dation, business was consistently 
supportive of the mediation process 
and proved to be highly constructive 
in working toward agreement. Busi
ness representative John Simas, Man
ager, Cranston Plant, CIBA-GEIGY 
Corporation, dealt with environmen
talists on industrial siting concerns. 
He stated: 

"I believe the process has merit. The 
process provided the opportunity for 
adversary groups to come together, 
state their concerns and, in turn, 
reach concensus on establishing 
controls for the appropriate use of 
Navy lands. It proved that people with 
different backgrounds and views can 
develop a focus that provides for 
long-term, better solutions than oth
erwise could have been developed." 
As did Mr. Witherspoon, Mr. Simas 
believes that: 

"Some efficiencies could be achieved 
by allowing the parties to have a 
venting session(s), but shortly there
after to structure a representative 
group to identify all the concerns and 
start working on those issues as early 
as possible." 
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He also recommends thai the same 
mediator serve throughout, without 
interruption, in order to expedite the 
process. 

Mr. John Simas 

"The process provided the opportunity 
for adversary groups to meet, state 
their concerns and reach consensus." 

Environmentalists According to 
Harold Ward, Dean of the Environ
mental Pre-Law Program at Brown 
University and founding member and 
Director of the Conservation Law 

Foundation of Rhode Island, the 
environmentalists welcomed the ini
tiation of an alternative process (me
diation) which promised to develop 
land-use controls which could be 
implemented by state government 
and which, by agreement, would 
appropriately balance environmental 
protection with economic growth. 

Recognizing the need for clearly 
enunciated positions, the environ
mentalists remained consistently ac
tive in developing specific land use 
recommendations, many of which 
held promise for achieving consen
sus. Mr. Ward suggests that in order 
to create a successful mediation. 
working groups should be kept to a 
minimum and an independent meth
od be devised for representatives of 
the various interests to consult with 
their constituents. The facilitator 
should encourage the momentum of 
the sessions and remain throughout 
the process as a stable force. Mr. 
Ward further advises that the partici
pation of public interest groups, 
which typically do not have paid 
staffs, be funded. He notes that only 
through the threat of injunction did 
environmentalists achieve equal bar
gaining stature: 
"It may be that for environmental 
groups the possibility of litigation will 
be adequate to give credibility to their 
participation in the mediation process." 

Mr. Harold Ward 

"The mediation opened lines of com
munication previously blocked by 
many of the participants' biases." 

State and Local Government At the 
outset, government officials, pres
sured by the substantial loss of cash 
flow, were impatient and insistent 
upon an immediate resolution. 

Mr. Charles H. Vernon, Chief Plan-



ner for the State's Department of 
Economic Development commented: 

"Initially I was not optimistic about 
the process ... However, to the extent 
that the PAEDC would be spared 
additional delays through continued 
litigation, we all agreed to take part." 

As the potential for agreement be
came recognizable, government rep
resentatives cooperated with the Ex
ecutive Committee, became a driving 
force in the Planning Division, and 
made every effort to accommodate 
the private sector. Mr. Vernon ac
knowledged: 

"The process had provided for dia
logue and an ensuing mutual under
standing of each group's position." 

Mr. Eric·R. Janke!, a participant and 
former Executive Assistant to Gover
nor Garrahy, views mediation as a 
means by which to offset the loss of 
both jobs and cash from Rhode 
Island and the resolution of this 
dispute as the first step towards 
attracting new types of industry to the 
former Naval facilities. And Governor 
Garrahy, having chaired the Eco
nomic Renewal Council as Lt. Gover
nor was confident that the process 
would clarify participant needs and 
open lines of communication bet
ween the parties. 

Governor Garrahy 

"The mediation process provided for 
dialogue and an ensuing mutual 
understanding." 

Success 
The process initiated in Rhode Is

land has since been established as a 
State system, and subsequent ac
tions and review concerning the land 
development have been removed 
from the jurisdiction of Federal Court. 
Although the environmentalists have 
no involvement in the State review 

process, State failure to maintain this 
procedure furnishes grounds for en
vironmentalists' pursuit of court ac
tion. However. recourse to litigation 
is not warranted if environmentalists 
disagree on an interpretive level with 
the State's decision reached through 
this process. 

The benefits accrued to the State of 
Rhode Island upon resolution of this 
dispute are impressive. Most notably, 
the threat of further litigation involv
ing the transfer of Navy lands has 
finally been dissipated. Firm negotia
tions over price have begun, unim
peded by conflicts over appropriate 
use. 

An unprecedented, productive line 
of communication has opened be
tween previously warring factions, 
and the genuine rapport that evolved 
among members of the Executive 

. Committee continues beyond the 
sessions. In addition, communica
tion among State government agen
cies improved greatly as staff from 
various departments joined forces, 
often for the first time. 

And, while the parties recognized 
their similarities to be greater than 
their apparent differences, the tax
payers were saved an estimated 
$250,000 in litigation expenses. The 
General Services Administration 
(GSA) will no longer have to bear the 



cost of maintaining an estimated 
$100 million worth of federal property 
left idle since the Navy's move in 1973. 

Planning Community 
Mediations 

Expensive. divisive court battles 
have traditionally been the only re
course for conflict resolution. How
ever. legal decisions, achieved at 
much cost and with extended delays, 
often leave the disputants dissatis
fied and embittered. 

The non-adversarial approach, 
such as that employed in Rhode 
Island. can be highly effective in 
opening lines of communication be
tween interest groups disputing envi
ronmental issues. Controversies 
which for years were locked in legal 
and political stalemate have been 
resolved through mediation: 
• When farmers in the Snoqualmie

Snohomish River Basin clashed 
with environmentalists over dam 
construction, mediation broke the 
impasse; construction of the flood
control dam was approved and a 
planning council established to 
oversee that future growth would 
correspond to environmental stan
dards. 

• Regularly, the Western Forest En
vironmental Discussion Group, 
comprised of representatives from 

timber companies and environ
mental groups, conducts an on
going dialogue on optimal use and 
preservation of the forests. 

• After a year of meetings and field 
trips. the National Coal Policy 
Project saw environmentalists and 
industry officials agree on impor
tant issues for coal mining and 
burning. 
The conflict over intangible values 

and priorities sets environmental dis
putes apart from those of labor or 
business. Shifting the focus from 
"quality of life" topics to a more 
pragmatic listing of specifics is a 
necessary but often grueling process. 
requiring the mediator to clarify 
participant concerns. Furthermore, 
not all environmental disputes are 
condusive to mediation due to the 
presence of extreme polarization of 
views. 

Because of the sensitive nature of 
environmental mediation. the follow
ing points should be taken into 
consideration by communities plan
ning such a process: 
1. Selection of the Proper Mediator 

A mediatorfrom outside the region 
may be more readily accepted as 
an impartial, disinterested party. 
While all participants must approve 
the choice of mediator. initial 
approval should be sought from 

the interest group which has had 
the least experience with this pro
cess; often, the opponent of the 
proposed action will be most wary 
of outside interference with the 
issues. 
Due to the local time-intensive 
demands of the process. the medi
ator must expect to spend exten
sive time at the location. The 
appointment of an assistant who 
can remain at the location through
out the mediation may offset some 
of this pressure. 
Finally, official endorsement of the 
selection should be offered by the 
community's highest public offi
cial. Such support gives credibility 
to the process and encourages full 
participation by all concerned. 

2. Selection of the Participants 
Identification of all parties who 
have the power to effect the dispute 
is the mediator's first task. The 
selection of the participants must 
be accomplished in a thorough 
manner in order to expedite the 
process. 
Although business. labor and gov
ernment might have had prior ex
perience with the mediation pro
cess, all participants must be edu
cated regarding the elements of 
the particular dispute. An under 
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standing of the ''give and take" 
nature of the process will assist all 
factions in preparing their cases 
and in accepting the need to com
promise. 

3. Clarification of Positions 
Abstract, poorly articulated con
cepts often feed preconceived 
biases and foster mistrust. Hence, 
the intangible values which lie at 
the core of environmental disputes 
must be clarified by the mediator in 
more concrete terms. 

Once all parties have determined 
their concerns, the mediator can 
then identify the controversial as
pects and eliminate from debate 
those issues not condusive to the 
mediation forum. 

4. Mediator's Low Key Role 
Acting in a liason capacity, the 
mediator should facilitate dialogue 
and promote open lines of com
munication between parties. Such 
a role requires constant, daily 
·contact with both members of the 
Executive Committee (core group) 
and general participants. 

Forceful yet subtle, the mediator 
gives stability to the process. 

5. Structure 
A large public meeting initially 
introduces the participants to one 
another and provides a forum 

through which pent-up hostilities 
are purged. After a few such 
meetings, formation of a smaller 
core group is advised. The media
tor should guide these sessions 
and periodically meet with repre
sentatives of the original, larger 
group, keeping them informed of
the progress of the settlement. 

6. A Medlable Dispute 

The kinds of disputes that lend 
themselves to mediation are those 
in which there is a rough equiva
lence of power and the situation is 
not do-or-die, where there's no 
ground for compromise. 

Such a balance of power must be 
present for an equal bargaining 
position to exist. Groups which are 
less established in the community 
may draw their power from either a 
track record of successful lawsuits 
or the implicit threat of litigation. 

To be mediated, positions on dis
pute must be flexible and lend 
themselves to compromise. Com
plete and apparently irreversible 
polarity preclude mediation. 

7. Timing 
A sense of public urgency and 
broad media coverage is useful to 
a successful mediation. If NEPA is 
relevant to the dispute. commence-

ment of the mediation process 
before production of an EIS is 
advised. Community input can 
then be a valuable asset in the 
resolution of the conflict. 

If the Federal agency involved is 
receptive to the mediation process. 
the duration of the conflict may be 
minimized. 

8. Financial Support 
Federal and state government su
port for all participants' time is cri
tical, as is funding from other donor 
institutions. Such support lends 
legitimacy to the process. rein
forces the need for resolution. and 
provides participants with a data 
base to compare options. 

9. Media Cooperation 
The sensitive nature of most dis
putes lends itself to dramatic, 
emotional press coverage. Such 
coverage can foster public interest 
and concern for a speedy resolu
tion, but can also reinforce old 
prejudices. Although press should 
be discouraged from attending the 
sessions, the mediator should be 
accessible and provide media 
sources with comprehensive prog
ress reports. 
Widespread coverage. well han
dled. can be an excellent catalyst 
for participant activity. 



The President's Economic Adjustment Committee 
•Department of Defense 
·Department of Agriculture 
•Department of Commerce 
·Department of Energy 
•Department of Health, Education & Welfare 
•Department of Housing & Urban Development 
•Department of the Interior 
•Department of Justice 
•Department of Labor 
•Department of Transportation 

·council of Economic Advisors 
•Office of Management & Budget 
• Arms Control & Disarmament Agency 
•Environmental Protection Agency 
•community Services Administration 
•General Services Administration 
•small Business Administration 
·Office of Personnel Management 
·white-House Office of Intergovernmental Affairs 

The Economic Adjustment Committee was established in March 1970 to assist in the alleviation of serious 
economic and social impacts that result from major Defense realignments. The role of the inter-agency 
Economic Adjustment Committee was strengthened by President Carter in his Executive Order 12049, dated 
March 27, 1978, to provide a coordinated Federal response to the Defense adjustment needs of the states and 
local communities. The Secretary of Defense is the Chairman of EAC and the Office of Economic Adjustment 
serves as the staff of the Committee. 

For Further Information Contact 
Director, Office of Economic Adjustment, Department of Defense 

Pentagon, Room 3E772, Washington,D.C. 20301 
(202) 697-9155 
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Thank you Mr. Chairman. 

I am pleased to have the opportunity to meet with you to 

talk about community adjustments to base closures and 

realignments. 

I am David MacKinnon of the Office of Economic Adjustment 

(OEA) . I am here on behalf of the Director and Deputy Director 

who are out of town today. 

The Department of Defense has supported a program of 

community economic adjustment assistance since 1961. The 

program is voluntary and comprehensive. It is coordinated 

among all levels of government through the mechanism of the 

President's Economic Adjustment Committee. We tailor the 

program to help meet local needs. First, we estimate the 

Defense-related impact; then we scale the assistance in 

proportion to the needs. A local adjustment organization is 

designated or established as a focal point for adjustment 

efforts. Coordination is deliberate; local, State, and Federal 

officials meet in the forum provided by the program. Private 

sector organizations and public interest groups are also 

represented to help plan the community response to the impact. 

The philosophy and main goal behind the program is that 

the private sector will, in the main, replace the lost jobs and 

earnings through reuse of the available facilities and the 

generation of new andfor expanded economic activity outside the 

gate. The principal objective is economic stability. 



During the past 30 years we have tried to help shorten and 

make more effective the tasks of closure and reuse. Speedy 

reuse clearly benefits both communities and the DoD. New jobs 

are created quickly, and DoD lowers its cost for property 

maintenance. If there are delays in reusing the property and 

replacing the jobs, the losses will be deeper and longer than 

otherwise would be the case. 

Large bases, such as airfields, depots, and the like, 

usually constitute significant portions of local economies. 

Announcement of the planned closure of such installations 

invariably denotes a crisis, measured in jobs lost, the decline 

in real estate value, tax base shrinkage, and population 

outmigration. Closures also place major burdens on local 

planning agencies and resources as they must try to integrate 

these surplus facilities with community development plans and 

ongoing economic development activities. The severity of these 

burdens is usually a function of community size, location, and 

economic structure; large urban economies can often absorb 

these losses without undue strain, while smaller, more rural 

areas have more difficulty. 

In the usual case, the community or communities that 

constitute the impact area do not have sufficient public and 

private resources necessary to cover the immediate base 

conversion and redevelopment costs. Community economic 



adjustment, therefore, becomes essentially the process of 

planning and sorting through possible development goals, 

alternative base redevelopment concepts, and differing resource 

requirements in an effort to decide what investment decisions 

will be needed to replace the economic losses. 

To this end, we are working in 21 communities that are 

near bases on the 1988 Base Realignment Closure Act list. Base 

reuse planning is timed to coincide with the schedule for 

closing the facilities and disposal of property. Since Con

gressional action in April 1989, more than $1.7 million in 

planning funds have been provided by OEA to the communities 

where the local economic impacts have been most severe. 

Today, plans are complete for two locations and are 

nearing completion at all others. The first of the 1988 Base 

Closure Act installations formally closed on April 1, 1991-

Pease Air Force Base in New Hampshire. The Pease Development 

Authority, a State-chartered organization with $250 million in 

bonding capacity, completed, and is now implementing the base 

reuse plan. Implementation boils down to garnering and 

applying the resources needed to carry out the plan. It's the 

process of property acquisition, redevelopment, facility 

marketing, promotion, enterprise development, and financing. 

Historically, implementation of a base redevelopment plan 

took a minimum of three or four years. This, I might add, was 
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before we were operating under the environmental cleanup 

constraints that now exist. While some of the issues at Pease 

appear to be resolved, initial attempts to implement the 

Redevelopment Plan were seriously hampered, as Mr. Cheney of 

the State of New Hampshire described to you at the last 

hearing, with any number of unexpected and expected environ

mentally based complications and impediments. The remaining 

installations on the 1989 list will close between 1993 and 

September 1995 and they, too, are experiencing uncertainities 

and delays. 

Regarding the 1991 base closure list--while final Con

gressional action has not taken place, OEA and the Military 

Departments, notified the affected Members of Congress in April 

1991, and presently are notifying Governors and elected 

officials of DoD's community economic adjustment program. To 

assure common understanding of the program and process, OEA 

will sponsor three two-day meetings in the West, Central, and 

East for the impacted communities at which time we will explain 

the economic adjustment program and process. They will also 

observe concrete results of successful economic adjusment 

projects. Participants will include senior representatives of 

the Military Departments, and member of the Economic Adjustment 

Committee such as the Environmental Protection Agency, Housing 

and Urban Development, Health and Human Services, the General 



services Administration, Department of Labor, and the Economic 

Development Administration. Considering the emphasis at the 

Base Closure Commission hearings, we are certain that environ

mental cleanup as it relates to facility reuse will be one of 

the principal, if not the primary, topic of concern. 

Once Congress acts probably in early October, we are 

prepared to initiate community economic adjustment programs and 

make planning grants in those locations where it is appropriate 

to get started. 

Does the program work? In the sample of 100 closings we 

have monitored for almost 30 years, over 80 percent of the base 

closure communities have replaced lost civilian jobs and in

comes within several years. They then go beyond those recovery 

levels to attain even larger, more diversified economies as a 

result of further development. 

For the most part, we believe that the 1988 and 1991 base 

closure communities should have the same strong success record 

as in the past. However, if Pease and Norton are the norm, it 

is predictable, although regrettable, that the environmental 

laws and regulations delaying or prohibiting interim use or 

disposition of the property will more than likely impede com

munity economic recovery and make future base closures even 

more difficult for the Department. We fully support the 

efforts of the Commission to improve the process and would like 

to help in any way we can. 
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Fonnerly Used 
Defense Sites 

D he Secretary of the Anny is the DoD Executive Agent for the implementation of DERP 
at Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS). As Executive Aaent, the Army is responsible 
for environmental restoration activities under DERP on lands formerly owned or used by 

111y DoD components. Tile U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is responsible for executing 
lbe FUDS program. Investigation and cleanup procedures at formerly used sites are similar to 
!bose at currently owned installations. However, information concerning the origin of the 
cootamination. land transfer information, and current ownership must be evaluated before DoD 
considers a site eligible for restoration. 

A rocal of 6.980 AJDS with 
poccntial for inclusion in the pro
pam have been identified through 
inventory effons. By the end of FY 
90. PAs had been initiated at 3.830 
ol the sites. of which 1.46 I were 
underway and 2.369 were com
pleled. Based on the completed 
PAs. it was determined that I .S88 
Iiies were eligible and 78 I sites 
were ineligible for the AJDS pro
pwn. Of the eligible sites, 308 
require no further action, but each 
ol the lllher I .280 sites requires one 
cw more remedial/removal projects. 
Sis bad been completed for I 10 
...,jecls md were Wlderway for an
Giber 122 projects as of the end of 
F\'90. 

DoD bas already funded 609 
propcnies for further investigation 
md remedial action. These activities 
iDt:1ude 450 projects addressing haz
..-doua or toxic waste (HlW) con
twninai<Jn from formerly used un
clcrp<Jund storage fuel tanks or 
t.ndfills, and leaking polychlori
-.ed biphenyl (PCB) transformers. 
Also included are 65 projects for 
ck:la:tion md removal of ordnance 

and explosive waste (OEW) from 
fonner wget ranges or impact 
areas. Prior to FY 88. 94 BOOR 
projects involving unsafe buildings 
or structures on formerly owned or 
used propenies were completed. No 
BOOR projects have been con
ducted during the last 2 years. 

USACE also represents DoD 
interests at NPL sites where fonner 
propenies are located and where 
DoD may be a Potentially Respon
sible Party (PRP). Fonner proper
ties that have passed from DoD 
control may have been conwni
nated by past DoD operations as 
well as by lllher owners, making 
DoD one of several PRPs. Ongoing 
USACE efforts will detennine the 
allocation. if any, of DoD cleanup 
responsibility. USACE also cooper
ates with EPA. state, and other PRP 
representatives to facilitate the 
cleanup process. 

At the end of FY 90, 12 FUDS 
were listed on the NPL. Ten of the 
sites are described in Appendix E. 
(The eleventh site, United Chrome 
Products, was deleted from DERP 

Status of Activities at 
Formerly Used Properties 

PASiles 

2.369 COMPLETED 

1.461 UNDERWAY 

110 COMPLETED 

122 UNDERWAY 

94 BOOR 

650EW 

450HTW 



in early FY 91, as a result of a 
delamination thai DoD was 110( 

responsible for the contamination of 
the site. The twelfth site, West Vir
ginia Ordnance Worts. is an 
inactive site thai is being n=medi
ated u an active site and is des· 
cribed in Appendix 8.) 

In FY 90, SS8.6 million was 
spent on activities a1 former sites. 
The following an= examples of 
worlt undertaken by USACE &I 
fonnerly used properties in FY 90. 
(Appendix E provides additional 
details for RJDS on the NPL.) 

Removal Action at 
Pine Grove Flats, NV 

An old mine shah in a remote 
pan of Nevada was found to con
tain metal canisters of chemicals. 
The pany that illegally dumped the 
canisters remains unidentified and 
no component of DoD ever owned 
the propeny. However, labels on 
the canisters indicated thai they 

were once Army popeny produced 
prior 10 1966 for cleactiv&ling chem
ical warfare agents. A&:r the State 
of Nevada issued a Flllding of 
Alleged Violation and Order 10 
USACE and the Bureau of Land 
Management, USACE removed 
more than 400 canisters from the 
36-fooc deep mine shaft. Because of 
the mine shaft's inslability, it was 
IIIIS&fe 10 enter and a ftreman 's 
book had 10 be used 10 remove the 
canisters. The age of the canisters 
and the corrosive nature of the 
chemicals made it necessary to 
repaclcage all canisters prior to 
transporWion and disposal. Negoti
ations with the State of Nevllda an= 
ongoing 10 detennine if funher 
response activities are required. 

Tank Removal at 
Quonset Point, RJ 

During the winter of 1989-90, 
113 Wlderground fuel storage tanks 
wen= removed from the site. During 
the removal operation, a significant 

amount of soil and ground wa1er 
contamination was encountered. The 
Rbocle Island Department of En
vironmental ManagemeDt proposed 
removing contaminated soil down 
10 the wa1er table. linin& the holes 
with polyethylene, and t.ckfiUing 
with clean material. 

The State of Rhode Island 
accepted a USACE counter propos
al, which resulted in ID RA con
sisting of backfilling the holes with 
the contaminated soil, performing a 
soil gas analysis supplemented by 
monitoring wells, and, as necessary. 
installing skimming wells 10 recover 
free product in the ground W&ler. 
An Rl/FS will be conducted lo 
detennine the extent of environ
mental contamination and the need 
for long-term remediation. 

These negotiations were initiated 
by USACE, resulting in a substan
tial savings of SSOO.<XXl 10 the 
government, while achieving com
pliance with regulatory require
ments and maintaining good rela
tions with the Swe of Rhode Island 
regulatory agencies. 



Rapid Response at 
Valley Forge General 
Hospital, PA 

In May 1990. lhe Jnsence of 
pesac:ides and herbicides w~ dis
w>Ued by propeny owners m an 
IIII1J5C(I part of lhe hospital complu. 
One month IIICI'.the USACE Rapid 
ltesJIOII5e Team overpacked. trans· 
paned. and disposed of approxi· 
mau:ly 10 dnuns of hazardous 
chemical wam. The Team was able 

10 perfonn a quick removal of lhe 
chemicals- Local residents were 
pleased with DoD's concern for 
public health and lhe environment. 

Removal Action at 
Port Heiden, AK 

More than 8.000 dnlms and sev · 
en.J large-capacity above ground 
and underground fuel tanks were 
abandoned at Pon Heiden Radio 
Relay Site by the Anny and the Air 
Force after World W;u II. The 
remote location of the site required 
large-scale mobilization using 
barges for equipment and living 
quarters before the RA began in the 
summer of 1990. HTW as well as 
achcr regulated materials were 
removed from the site and trans· 
ported to approved disposal facili· 
lies in the continental United States. 
Unregulated wastes were recycled, 
ro the extent practical. incinerated 
onsite. or buried in local approved 
landfills. The removal action was 
~UC~:Cssfully completed before the 
winter season began. 

ROD at Hastings 
East Industrial Park, 
NE 

In Scp1ember 1990, USACE 
achieved a major milestone when a 
ROD was signed 10 allow the offi· 
cial cleanup of the contaminaled 
soil operable unit at the Hastings 
East lndusuial Park. fonnerly the 
Blaine Naval Anununition Depot. In 
1991. USACE wiU Jnparc Ulgi
neering design documents for incin· 
eration of explosives-c:ontaminalcd 
soils. 

~~Ill HaslingJ &sf llltlusiJV/ 
Pwt c:uJm/natJJd In lite FY liO signing of 1 ROO lor 
lite ciMnup of this FUDS. 
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aUIJIC!: Dafen~e IDviroaaantel ReatoretiOD Pro;raa for Por.erly Uaed 
Dafenae Bitll (DERP PVIIB) 

1. erutecS tbroqh Coqreaaioaal appropriatiOD (PL!II-ZU) in 1!183, tile 
Dafenae JDviroueDtal RutoratiOD Pro;ru (DIRP) ccmaoUdatecl end upadld 
.. parate Dapartmlllt of Dafenae (DOD) pro;rua for aaviroa•ntal reatorauon 
at actin end fomu attea. aad ruurch end dlvalopMilt aad procur-t 
lniUativ.a to 1111111111a the gaaaratiOD of buardolal wuta. D!1U' wu later 
codified ln peruDaDt law u MctiOD 211 of tba Baperflmd 'Mndwnte ud 
1antllori1atiOD Act (PLt9·t99) aaacted in 1986. ft11 fact abHt COftrl that 
portiOD of DIRP wbieb daall witb aavi~tal reatoratiOD at for.erly ueed 
dafiDie aitll (PUDS). 

2. !ba U.B. Any Corpa of IDginun (UBACI) uac:utel DERP PVDS ud ie 
reepODaible for aavircamaDtal reatoretiOD related to buardoue end 
toaie/radiolcgic nate (ITIIW), ordnallca end uploaive wute (OBW), ud 
blli14ing d111011UOD end dlbrie rucval (ID/DR) 011 lendl fomarly CMIId or 
u11d by eny DOD c~t for wbieb DOD ia reepcm~ibla. lfo BD/DR activitiee 
wre c011ductld Wider tba program in FY 87-!10 bacaue f'IIJida .. re required by 
lligber priority ITIIW ad OEW prcjectl. Bowever, 11111ted f1ln4a in FY 91 and 
n 92 are targeted for ID/DR. 

3. EnvirOIIIIIDtel reetoretion act1vitill at PUDS c:onfon to tbe requireMnta 
of tbl JratiODal OU end luardoua 8ubltancee COIIUngaacy Plea. 'l'bere are 
t110 pdury ccmpcnaat1. fila 111ventory c:oapo11at coaaiata of: eite 
identificatiOD: detenli111ti011 of for81r uae by a DOD eoeponant aDd 
eligibility for the F1IDS progru; dlterainaUOD of tba catagory(iu) of 
potential ramadiation needed at eaeb eligible lite; end data to auppcrt 
prioritisatiOD of r..adial activitiea. 'l'ba ~iation ccmpo~~ant coneiata 
of: etudiaa eaaential to ebaraeterise tba aite prior to remedial design; 
reMdial daeign: raMdial action: and litigation, end Httl-t 
aagotietione witb EPA. State aDd otblr partial ralatiYI to defining and 
reaolving DOD CERCLA liability for 1 particular eita. 

4. &bout 7000 for81rl:r a11d prcpartiee, witb potential for inclu11cn in the 
pro;ru. bava beaD idantifild. Prel1111nary l1111uante (PAl at about 2900 
of thou ei tel ban bean coeplatad. 'l'lla UBACI plene to coaplata all Pl' 1 by 
tbl and of n !14. !o date about S50 prcpartiel bava bean dltarlliDad to need 
RM4iat1on: lOS prcpertiu baVI balD cli&Did·ap, act1011a are andarway or 
pl~ for tile nMiDiDV ei tee. 

5. In n 8!1 end FY !10, 141.3 •1111011 end 158.5 1111li011, Alpactinl:r, wu 
apant 011 act1Yitiu at PVDS. 'l'lla n !11 PVDS budget 11 •87.8 ll1111on. 

6. '1'bl Corpl of 111g11111r1 peillt of contact for tba PUDS pro;raa 11 Mr. 
!hcul J. Vub, Cbiaf, Pcr81rly U11d Dafen~a Situ lruu:h, A'l'TII: CI!MP-RF, 
20 MaSiaebueettl Ava .. JIW, Vuh1Dgtcn, D. c. 20314-1000, talapbone nuaber 
(202) 504-4705. 



AGENDA 
DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE TASX FORCE MEETING 

KIMBALL CONFERENCE CENTER 

9:00-9:20 a.m. 

9:20-10:15 

10:15-11:15 

11:15-12:00 

12:00-1:00 

1:00-2:00 

2:00-3:00 

3:00-4:00 

4:00 

9:00-12:00 a.m. 

12:00 

1616 P SREET, NW 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 

JULY 17, 1991, 9:00AM- 4:00 PM 

I. Chairman's Remarks 
A. Introduction of New Members 
B. Overview of Agenda 

II. Economic Development and Environmental 
Requirements - Mr. Dempsey, Office of 
Economic Adjustment 

III. RCRA/CERCLA Applicability 
A. RCRA/CERCLA Overlap - Mr. Davidson 
B. RCRA Delegation - Ms. Jones 

IV. Parcelling Property -Mr. Pendergrass 

LUNCH 

V. Contracting Improvements -Mr. Dienemann, 
Mr. Mahon, Mr. Oh 

VI. Public Witnesses 

VII. Open 

RECESS 

JULY 18, 1991, 9:00 AM - 12 NOON 

I. Outline and Discussion of Proposed 
Recommendations 

A. Staff Review 
B. Task Force Discussion 

II. Closing Remarks -Mr. Baca 



The Installation 
Restoration Program 

ij he Installation Restoration Pro8ram (IRP) conforms to the requirements of the 
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). EPA 
guidelines are applied in conducting investigation and remediation work in the program. 

Th< initial s1.1ge. a Preliminary 
Assessment or PA. is an inslal
lation-wide srudy to determine if 
sites are present that may , pose 
hazanls to public health or the 
environment. Available information 
is collected on the source. nature. 
extent. and magnitude of actual and 
potential hazardous subslance 
releases at sites on the inslallation. 
Th< next step. a Site Inspection or 
Sl. consists of sampling and anal
ysis to determine the existence of 
actual site conl.lmination. Th< infor
mation gathered is used to evaluate 
the site and determine the response 
action needed. UnconLaminated sites 
do not proceed to later stages of the 
IRP process. 

ConLaminated sites are fully 
investigated in the Remedial 
lnvestiplioDIFeasibility Study or 
RIIFS. Th< RI may inClude a 
variety of site investigative. sam
pling. and analytical activities to 

determine the nature, extent. and 
significance of contamination. Th< 
focus of the evaluation is to deter
mine the risk to the general popula
tion posed by the contamination. 
Concurrent with these investiga
tions, the FS is conducted to eval
uate remedial action alternatives for 
the site. 

After agreement is reached with 
appropriate EPA and/or state regu
latory authorities on how the site 
will be cleaned up, Remedial 
Design/Remedial Action or 
RDIRA work begins. During this 
phase, detailed design plans for the 
cleanup are prepared and 
implemented. 

1be notable exception to this 
sequence involves Removal Actions 
and Interim Remedial Actions 
(IRAs ). These actions may be con· 
dueled at any time during the IRP 
to protect public health or control 
contaminant releases to the environ
rnenL Such measures may include 
providing alternate water supplies to 
local resideills, removing con· 
cenlrated sources of contaminants. 
or constnlcting structures to prevent 
the spread of contamination. 

The National 
Priorities List (NPL) 

EPA has established a Hazard 
Ranking System (HRS) for eval· 
uating contaminated sites based on 
their· potential hazard to public 
health and the environrnenL A 
Revised Hazard Ranking System 
(HRS2) for evaluation of future 
sites has been proposed by EPA. 
Th< application of the HRS. using 
PA!SI data. generates a score for 
each site evaluated. 1be score is 
computed based on facton such as 
the amount and toxicity of the con· 
taminants present. their potential 
mobility in the environment. the 
availability of pathways for human 
exposure, and the proximity of po~ 
ulalion centen to the site. 

The NPL is a compilation of the 
sites scoring 28.5 or higher by the 
HRS. Such sites are ftrs1 proposed 
for NPI.. listing. Following a public 
comment period, proposed NPL 
sites may be listed fmal on the 
NPI.. or may be deleted from 
consideration. 
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JRP Priorities 

1be order in which DoD con
duels IRP project ..:tivilies is based 
011 a policy assigning the highest 
priorities to sites that repn:sent the 
a-JeSt potential public health and 
environmental hazards. Top pnonty 
is assigned to: 

• Removal of imminent threals 
from hazardous or toxic sub
stanCes or WICXploded ordnana: 
(UXOJ 

• lnt.crim and stabilization mea
sures to prevent sit.c det.crioriza
tion and achieve life cycle cost 
savings 

• RJIFSs a1 sit.cs either Listed or 
proposed for the NPL. and RD/ 
RAs necessary to comply with 
SARA. 

Anticipating the need to n:fme 
priorities as the DERP matures and 
a large number of sit.cs simultane
ously n:ach the costly cleanup 
phase. DoD developed the Defens. 
Priority Model (DPM). The DPM 
uses Rl data to produce a scor< 
indicating the relative risk to human 
health and the environment pre
sented by • site. The model 
considers the following site 
characteristics: 

• Hazard - the characteristics and 
concentrations of contaminants 

• Pathway - the potential _for con
taminant transport 

• Receptor - the presence of 
polt:ntial receptors. 

This risk -based approach recognizes 
the importance of protecting public 
health and the environment and 
helps objectively identify those sites 
dw should receive priority for 
funding. 

In FY 89. DoD complet.cd devel
opment of the DPM. DoD solicit.cd 
comments from EPA. the slates, 
environmental orsanizations, and 
the public. In response to comments 
received, the model was n:ftned. In 
lddition. the model has been auto
mated to facilitat.c scoring. 

DoD component personnel have 
been trained in the use of DPM and 
have scored more than 250 sit.cs 
when: RD/RA ..:tivilies could be 
initialed in FY 90. In this first year 
of implementation, scoring results 
wen: used prinwily to identify 
scoring difficulties and gauge model 
performance. 

In preparation for the FY 91 
program scoring effort. fwtbcr 
improvements wen: made to DPM. 
Most significantly, the methodoiOSY 
used to calculllt.c toxicity of con
taminants was changed to n:flect 
mon: accurat.cly actual toxicity dara. 
Previously. surrogale values wen: 
calculaled relative to the chemical 
benzo(a)pyrene. In lddition, all 

information for contaminant charac
taislics conllined in the DPM 
cbcmicals data base was updat.cd. 
This updat.c was conducted in coop
eration with EPA to ensure consis
t.cncy in methods. The DPM data 
base currently contains more than 
280 chemicals, including explosives 
and radiologicals. Other improve
ments to DPM include clariftcation 
of t.crm5 and incn:ased user friendli
ness of the automat.cd version. 

Ill the swnmer of 1990, scoring 
was accomplished for nearly 300 
sit.cS when: RD!RA wort could be 
iDitilled in FY 91. A qttality 
ISSUraiiQO n:view indicaled t1w sit.c 
scares wen: man: reliable than last 
year due to incn:ased experience 
witb the model and improved 
scoring guidance. Confidence .is 
expected to incn:ase each year the 
model is spplied. 

The Department has 1 continuing 
dialogue with EPA and stat.cs on 
DPM. During FY 91. DoD int.cnds 
to continue to improve DPM and 
proceed with full implementation. 

Railing resldwl uplosMs If the West v.;in/a Oniwa WOtts NPI. lila. Hlf1llest ptforlly Is 
g/Yett Ill lites sur:tr as ltr/s, wtt1c1r ,.,...,., /liMe ltellt!IINI fltiVItotlmellt hazMU 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC 20330 

AUG I 2 1991 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY (ENVIRONMENT) 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(PRODUCTION AND LOGISTICS) 

SUBJECT: Experience with Environmental Response Actions and 
Property Transfer (Your memo, 28 June 1991) - INFORMATION 
MEMORANDUM 

I appreciate the opportunity to respond to the issues being 
worked by the Environmental Response Task Force. The four 
attachments to this letter provide answers to the specific 
questions you asked related to these issues. 

I have also reviewed the issue briefs forwarded as an 
attachment to the subject letter. While these briefs provide 
additional background information and list some generalized 
options, they do not make concrete recommendations for the two 
areas which the Task Force was charged to address. In an attempt 
to assist you in focusing on ways to improve interagency 
coordination and streamline the process, I suggest you refer to the 
testimony I gave to the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
Subcommittee on Readiness, Sustainability and Support on June 21, 
1991. In addition, I suggest the May 20, 1991 letter that I 
forwarded to Mr. Jim Courter, Chairman of the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission concerning these areas be considered. 

Finally, in an attempt to ensure that all of the different 
federal committees and task forces considering issues related to 
the expeditious accomplishment of the environmental restoration 
program, I suggest the staff supporting the task force consider the 
recommendations being formulated by the Federal Facilities 
Environmental Strategy (FFES) working group. Since, the FFES 
working group is chartered as a joint DoD, EPA and DoE effort and 
is currently addressing a broad range of issues, it is an excellent 
source of recommendations. 



• 

·• 
I am certainly supportive of your leadership in trying to make 

the outcome of the Task Force reflective of the best ideas 
available for accelerating the cleanup at closure bases. I think 
the Task Force is an excellent vehicle for communicating these 
ideas to the Congress and the public. 

I look forward to reviewing future activities of the Task 
Force. 

4 Attachments 
1. Response to 
2. Response to 
3. Response to 
4. Response to 

/\~~.~ 
~ry D. Vest 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 
(Environment, Safety and Occupational Health) 

Issue 1 
Issue 2 
Issue 3 
Issue 4 
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Issue 1. 

QUESTION 

What experience have you had with out-leasing facilities when the 
facility is within the scope of an investigation of potential 
contamination by hazardous substances or an ongoing cleanup of such 
contamination? What barriers or complications have you identified? 

With respect to excess property, or bases slated for closure, what 
policies, procedures or standard lease forms have been established 
for leasing base facilities that may be affected by an investigation 
or cleanup of hazardous substance contamination in the interim 
before the base is closed? 

What policies, procedures or standard deed provisions have been 
established to protect the rights of the Department, and to enable 
it to discharge its responsibilities to clean up contaminated sites, 
when transferring parcels of a closing base that are within an "area 
of concern?" 

RESPONSE 

Enclosed are specific experiences we have had with Pease AFB, NH. 
Also enclosed are the interim lease agreements for Pease AFB, NH and 
Norton AFB, CA. 

3 Tabs 
1. Specific Experiences 
- Norton and Pease AFBs 
2. Interim Lease 
Agreement - Pease 
3. Interim Lease 
Agreement - Norton 

ATTACHMENT 1 
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE ISSUE 1 

Air Force experience with attempts to lease or convey 
property where remedial actions are underway or needed at 
closing bases is fairly limited to date. Our primary 
experience is based on a time-critical soil removal at Norton 
AFB and an environmental site assessment and proposed interim 
remedial action at Pease AFB to support redevelopment efforts 
at these two bases. Both Norton and Pease AFB are on the 
National Priorities List. 

Time-Critical Soil Removal at Norton AFB 

In July 1990, the Air Force subleased two bays of Hangar 
763 to the Inland Valley Development Agency (IVDA) who in turn 
subleased them to Lockheed Commercial Aircraft Center, Inc. for 
use in performing Boeing 747 aircraft maintenance. 

In November 1990, Lockheed conducted structural tests that 
revealed that the bay floors required replacement to support 
the weight of Boeing 747 aircraft and identified previously 
unknown trichloroethylene- (TCE-) and toluene-contaminated soil 
below the floor. In Dec 90, the Air Force initially gave 
Lockheed permission to accomplish the contaminated soil removal 
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as part 
of the floor removal and construction but rescinded permission 
as the result of inputs from the other remedial project 
managers (RPMs). The RPMs from EPA Region IX, the California 
Department of Health Services (DHS), and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) notified the Air Force that the 
area beneath the hangar needed to be fully characterized under 
the Federal Facilities Agreement and the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA). Further, to allow the soil removal and replacement 
of the floor might impede the ongoing characterization of sites 
at Norton AFB. 

To obtain consensus and ensure adequate characterization of 
the excavated soil, meetings were held with EPA Region IX, DHS, 
and RWQCB in Dec 90 and Jan 91. Based on these meetings, a new 
soil sampling plan was developed. EPA Region IX, DHS, and 
RWQCB all reviewed and technically concurred with the sampling 
plan. In Mar-Apr 91, soil sampling and analysis was 
accomplished. TCE and toluene contamination was confirmed 
primarily above three feet in depth. 

In close coordination with EPA Region IX, DHS, and the 
RWQCB, the Air Force developed an action memorandum that 
identified minimum action levels and outlined the actions that 

Maj Groover/BCV/79556/5 Aug 91/0051G 



would be taken to characterize and remediate the site. The Air 
Force and Lockheed agreed that Lockheed would be responsible 
for all soil removal and treatment in support of the floor 
replacement and that the Air Force would be responsible for the 
removal and treatment of any soil below that level. To 
accelerate the process and avoid further delays to Lockheed, 
the Air Force made the decision to allow Lockheed to accomplish 
the soil removal as a time-critical action. The regulators 
disagreed with this approach but agreed not to oppose it. Soil 
removal actually began 28 May 91 and was completed in late 
Jun 91. 

The lease and sublease were modified to reflect Norton's 
status as an NPL site; hold the lessee & sublessee accountable 
for compliance with the Federal Facilities Agreement; to give 
the Air Force, federal, and state regulators greater access to 
the leased property for inspections; and to hold the lessee and 
sublessee accountable for compliance with the action memorandum 
and work plan during construction. 

Environmental Site Assessment and Interim Removal Action at 
Pease AFB 

In early 1990, Deutsche Airbus began negotiations with the 
Pease Development Authority for the possible purchase of 
facilities and property at Pease AFB for use as an aircraft 
refurbishing plant. In Feb-Mar 91, after the requirement had 
firmed up and as a result of its experience at Norton, the Air 
Force began a environmental site assessment of Hangar 227 and 
52 acres of adjacent apron and taxiways, the proposed site for 
Deutsche Airbus operations. The purpose of the assessment was 
to determine what, if any, contaminants existed on the site and 
whether they would pose a sufficient problem to prevent a 
property transfer to the PDA in support of negotiations with 
Deutsche Airbus. 

Initial sampling revealed the presence of TCE and 
dichlorethylene (DCE) contamination at the southeast corner of 
Hangar 227. As a result, a second round of sampling was 
conducted and completed in Jun 91. The second round confirmed 
the presence of TCE and DCE contamination in excess of m1n1mum 
action levels and indicated a need for remedial action prior to 
transfer of the property. 

As the result of negotiations with Ms Belaga, EPA Region I 
Administrator, the Air Force has developed a strategy in which 
it will deed only the building to PDA for conveyance to 
Deutsche Airbus. The 52 acres (to include the land beneath the 
hangar 227) will be leased to PDA and presumably subleased to 
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Deutsche Airbus until remedial actions are in place and a 
permanent transfer can be effected in compliance with CERCLA 
120(h). The Air Force also made a commitment to have an 
interim remedial action in place and operating as quickly as 
possible. 

Lessons Learned. 

The biggest lesson learned was from Norton AFB's experience 
with Lockheed. At the time that the original lease and 
sublease were signed, neither Lockheed nor the Air Force was 
aware that the floor would need to be replaced and that 
contamination existed below the floor. This lack of knowledge 
concerning Lockheed's requirements and the environmental 
conditions at the site resulted in a six month delay to 
Lockheed's construction plans and could ultimately have cost 
the IVDA a redevelopment opportunity for the local community. 

To remedy this deficiency in future situations, the Air 
Force has adopted a policy of conducting an environmental site 
assessment at industrial areas on closing bases where the RI/FS 
is not yet complete and the local development authority has a 
time sensitive business opportunity that involves an interim 
use lease or permanent transfer of property. The first 
environmental site assessment accomplished was the one at Pease 
AFB discussed above. 

Another lesson learned was the need to keep the regulators 
fully involved and informed early in the process when 
environmental site assessments or interim remedial actions are 
necessary. Many of the delays at Norton can be attributed to 
the Air Force's initial effort to accomplish the soil removal 
outside the auspices of the FFA and CERCLA. Particularly at 
the NPL bases, the concurrence and support of the non-Air Force 
remedial project managers is critical to the success or failure 
of such an endeavor. 



.. -

1. 
2. 
:3. 

4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
B. 
9. 
10. 
ll. 
12. 

13. 
14. 
15. 

16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 

25. 
26. 

27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 

J2 ""! / ._/,.,c_ .N • ;· · 

//2" E.i4';'~;v 

LEASE OR BASE CLOSURE 

PROPERTY INTERIM BASIS) ON 

PEASE AIR FOR E BASE, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

'I 
Term 
Use of Leased Premises 
Subjection to ~xisting 
Easements and Rights-of 
Operating Agreement 
Rent 
Termination 

nd r·uture 
way 

Assignment or Sub1ettin 
Condition of Leased Pre 
Maintenance of Leased P 
Damage to Government Pr 
Access and Inspection 
Government Non-Liabilit and 
Indemnification by Less e 
Insurance 
Compliat\ce w.ith A~J,>l.i.ca 
Construction and Modifi 
Leased Premises 
Utilities and Services 
Taxes 
Surrender of Leased Pre ises 
Disputes 
Rules and Regulations 
Notices 
Environmental Protectio 
Special Provisions 
Use of Other Pease Air orce Base 
Facilities 
General Provisions 
Gvvernment Representati 
Their Successors 
Amendments 
Extension of Lease 
Exhibits 
Reporting to Congress 

Page Number 

l 
2 

3 
3 
3 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
ll 

12 
13 
17 

18 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
24 
25 
31 

34 
36 

42 
42 
43 
43 
44 



•. 

No. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

LEASE 

OF PROPERTY ON PEASE AIR FORCE BASE, NEW HAMPSHIRE 

THIS LEASE, made between the Secretary of the Air Force of 

the first part, and the Pease Development Authority, an authority 

established under New Hampshire RSA 12-G, with a place of business 

at 300 Gosling Road, Portsmouth, New Hampshire, of the second 

part, WITNESSETH: 

The Secretary of the Air Force ("Government" or "Air Force"), 

by virtue of the authority conferred upon him by law under Title 

10, United States Code, Section 2667, for the consideration set 

out below, hereby leases to the party of the second part 

("Lessee") the premises or property described in Exhibit "A" and 

shown on Exhibit "B" hereto ("leased premises" or "premises"), for 

use on an interim basis pending its final disposal pursuant to the 

Base Closure and Realignment Act, P. L. 100-526. 

THIS LEASE is granted subject to the following conditions: 

This Lease shall be for a term of one Cll year, 

beginning on -------' and ending on --------' unless 

sooner terminated in accordance with the provisions of this Lease. 

/ 



2. Use of Leased Premises 

a. The sole purpose for which the leased premises and 

any improvements thereon may be used, in the absence of prior 

written approval of the Government for any other use, is for the 

conduct of corporate aircraft operations and related minor 

preventive aircraft maintenance and other directly related 

activities. 

b. This Lease authorizes interim use of land and 

facilities on Pease Air Force Base for purposes which will 

facilitate the local community's economic adjustment to the 

impacts resulting from the impending closure of the installation 

and not interfere with, delay, or retard final disposal of the 

property by the Government. The Lessee understands and 

acknowledges that this Lease is not and does not constitute a 

commitment by the Government as to the ultimate disposal of the 

leased premises or of Pease Air Force Base, in whole or in part, 

to the Lessee or any agency or instrumentality thereof, or to any 

sublessee. 

c. The Lease may be terminated by the Government as 

provided in Condition 6. The Lessee understands and agrees that 

the Government need not state a reason for termination and waives 

any claims or suits against the Government arising out of any such 

termination. 

2 



3. Subjection to Existing and Future Easements and Rights

of-Way 

This Lease is subject to all outstanding easements and 

rights-of-way for any purpose with respect to the leased premises. 

The holders of such easements and rights-of-way ("outgrants•), 

present or future, shall have reasonable rights of ingress and 

egress over the leased premises, consistent with Lessee's right to 

quiet enjoyment of them under this Lease, in order to carry out 

the purpose of the outgrant. These rights may also be exercised 

by workers engaged in the construction, installation, maintenance, 

operation, repair or replacement of facilities located on the 

outgrants and by any federal, state or local official engaged in 

the official inspection thereof. 

4. Operating Agreement 

The Operating Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit •c• 

is incorporated into this Lease by reference. In the event of any 

inconsistency between the provisions of the Operating Agreement, 

as it presently exists or may be amended, and the provisions of 

this Lease, the provisions of this Lease will control. 

5. ~ 

a. The Lessee shall pay to the United States rent as 

follows: 

3 
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(1) For the one-year term of this Lease, facility/area 

rent in the amount of One Hundred Twenty-Seven Thousand Eight 

Hundred Dollars ($127,800). Facility/area rent shall be payable 

in equal quarterly installments of Thirty-One Thousand Nine 

Hundred Fifty Dollars ($31,950) each in advance on or before the 

first day of the beginning month of each such quarter-year period. 

(2) For each calendar day or any portion thereof 

that an aircraft in support of the Lessee's operations shall 

occupy ramp parking during the existence of this Lease, ramp 

parking rent in an amount of Twenty-five Dollars ($25.00) per 

aircraft. Ramp parking rent shall be payable in arrears upon 

receipt of appropriate bills from the Government and forwarded 

with the facility/area rent due for the following quarter-year 

period. 

(3) Rent payments due under Conditions Sa(ll and 

5a(2J above shall be made promptly when due, without any deduction 

or setoff. Interest at the rate prescribed by the Secretary of 

the United States Treasury shall be payable on any rent payment 

required to be made under this Condition Sa that is not paid 

within fifteen (15) days after the date on which such payment is 

due. Interest shall accrue beginning on the day after the rent 

payment is due and end on the day payment is received by the 

Government. 

4 
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b. Rent under Conditions 5a(lJ and 5a(2J above shall 

begin on the day following the beginning date of the Lease term. 

If the rent under Condition 5a(lJ above begins on a day other than 

the first day of the beginning day of such quarter-year period, 

that portion of the rent which is payable for the period shall be 

prorated. 

c. The Lessee will reimburse all Air Force costs 

associated with granting this Lease. Such reimbursement will be 

in the amount of actual Air Force expenses, but not exceeding Five 

Thousand Dollars ($5,000). Such cosfs include, but are not 

limited to, expenses incurred in connection with the conduct of 

appraisals, environmental studies required by the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPAl, and any environmental audit of 

the leased premises conducted solely for purposes of this Lease. 

Payment of these costs shall be made promptly upon receipt of 

appropriate bills from the Government. Notwithstanding the 

foregoing, the Lessee will not be required to reimburse the Air 

Force costs associated with granting this Lease if such costs are 

less than One Thousand Dollars ($1,000.00). 

d. The Lessee 

any sum which may have to be 

termination of this Lease 

shall pay to the Government on demand 

expended after the expiration or 

in restoring the premises to the 

condition required by Condition 18. 

5 
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e. Compensation in each case shall be made payable to 

the Treasurer of the United States and forwarded by the Lessee 

direct to the Commander, 509 Combat Support Group, Pease Air Force 

Base, New Hampshire 03803 ( "Commander" or "said officer"). 

6. Termination 

a. This Lease may be terminated by the Deputy 

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Installations) at any time 

upon the failure of the Lessee to comply with the terms of this 

Lease. No money or other consideration paid by the Lessee or 

which may be due up to the effective date of termination will be 

refunded. Prior to termination, the Lessee must be informed, in 

writing, by the said officer of the terms with which the Lessee is 

not complying and afforded a period of ten (10) business days to 

return to compliance with the Lease's provisions or begin the 

actions necessary to bring it into compliance with the Lease in 

accordance with a compliance schedule approved by the Government, 

if the time required to return to compliance exceeds the ten (10) 

business day period. 

b. This Lease may be terminated by either the Lessee 

(subject to the provisions of Condition 18 below> or the 

Government at any time by giving the other party thirty (30) days' 

written notice. No money or other consideration paid by the 

6 



Lessee or which may be due up to the effective date of termination 

will be refunded or waived, as the case may be. 

7. Assignment or Subletting 

a. The Lessee shall neither transfer nor assign this 

Lease or any interest therein or any property on the leased 

premises, nor sublet the leased premises or any part thereof or 

any property thereon, nor grant any interest, privilege, or 

license whatsoever in connection with this Lease without the prior 

written consent of the Government. -such consent shall not be 

unreasonably withheld or delayed, subject to the provisions of 

Conditions 7b, 7c, and 7d below. 

b. Any assignment or sublease granted by the Lessee 

shall be subject to all of the terms and conditions of this Lease 

and shall terminate immediately upon the expiration or any earlier 

termination of this Lease, without any liability on the part of 

the Government to the Lessee or any assignee or sublessee. Under 

any assignment made, with or without consent, the assignee shall 

be deemed to have assumed all of the obligations of the Lessee 

under this Lease. No assignment or sublease shall relieve the 

Lessee of any of its obligations hereunder. 

c. The Lessee shall furnish the Government, for its 

prior written consent, a copy of each agreement of sublease or 

assignment it proposes to execute. Such consent may include the 

7 



requirement to delete, add or change provisions in the sublease 

instrument as the Government shall deem necessary to protect its 

interests. Consent to any sublease shall not be taken or 

construed to diminish or enlarge any of the rights or obligations 

of either of the parties under the Lease. Consent or rejection or 

any required changes shall be provided within twenty-one (21) days 

of receipt of the proposed agreement. 

d. Any agreement of sublease or assignment must 

include the provisions set forth in Conditions 22 and 23 of the 

Lease and expressly provide that (1) the sublease is subject to 

all of the terms and conditions of the Lease; (2) it shall 

terminate with the expiration or earlier termination of the Lease; 

(3) the sublessee shall assume all of the Lessee's obligations and 

responsibilities under the Operating Agreement (Exhibit Cl; and 

(4) in case of any conflict between the Lease and the sublease, 

the Lease will control. A copy of the Lease and the Operating 

Agreement must be attached to the sublease agreement. 

8. Condition of Leased Premises 

a. The Lessee 

condition and state of repair 

has inspected, knows and accepts the 

of the leased premises. It is 

understood and agreed that they are leased in an "as is," "where 

is" condition without any representation or warranty by the 

Government concerning their condition and without obligation on 

the part of the Government to make any alterations, repairs or 
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additions. The Government shall not be liable for any latent or 

patent defects in the leased premises. The Lessee acknowledges 

that the Government has made no representation or warranty 

concerning the condition and state of repair of the leased 

premises nor any agreement or promise to alter, improve, adapt, or 

repair them which has not been fully set forth in this Lease. 

b. A condition report signed by representatives of 

the Government and the Lessee will be attached as Exhibit "D" and 

made a part of this Lease no later than ten (10) business days 

after the beginning date of this Lease.· The report sets forth the 

condition of the leased premises with respect to physical 

appearance and condition as determined from the joint inspection 

of them by the parties. 

c. An environmental condition report signed by 

representatives of the Government and the Lessee will be attached 

as Exhibit "E" and made a part of this Lease no later than ten 

(10) business days after the beginning date of this Lease. The 

report sets forth the condition of the leased premises with 

respect to environmental matters as determined from the joint 

environmental inspection of them by the parties. 

9. Maintenance of Leased Premises 

The Lessee, at its own expense, shall at all times 

protect, preserve, and maintain the leased premises, including any 

9 



improvements located thereon, in good order and condition, and 

exercise due diligence in protecting the leased premises against 

damage or destruction by fire and other causes. 

a. The Government will provide grounds maintenance to 

standards required for 

feet of Building No. 215. 

Government operations to within five (5) 

The Lessee or any sublessee will be 

responsible for and provide all grounds maintenance in the area 

within five (5) feet of the facility. 

b. The Lessee or any sublessee will be responsible for 

and provide any snow and ice removal on streets, parking lots, and 

airfield pavements required in support of the Lessee's or any 

sublessee's operations that are not listed on Exhibit G to this 

Lease. All such snow and ice removal performed by the Lessee or 

any sublessee will be accomplished in strict compliance with the 

procedures contained in Exhibit G. 

10. Damage to Government Property 

Any real or personal property of the United States 

damaged or destroyed by the Lessee incident to the Lessee's use 

and occupation of the leased premises shall be promptly repaired 

or replaced by the Lessee to the satisfaction of the said officer. 

In lieu of such repair or replacement the Lessee shall, if so 

required by the said officer, pay to the United States money in an 

amount sufficient to compensate for the loss sustained by the 

10 
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Government by reason of damage or destruction of Government 

property. 

11. Access and Inspection 

a. Any agency of the United States, its officers, 

agents, employees, and contractors, may enter upon the leased 

premises, at all times for any purposes not inconsistent with 

Lessee's quiet use and enjoyment of them under this Lease, 

including but not limited to the purpose of inspection. The 

Government will give the Lessee or sublessee normally twenty-four 

(24) hours prior notice of its intention to enter the leased 

premises unless it determines the entry is required for safety, 

environmental, operations, or security purposes. The Lessee shall 

have no claim on account of any entries against the United States 

or any officer, agent, employee, or contractor thereof. 

b. The Lessee acknowledges and agrees that final 

disposal of the leased premises takes precedence over interim use 
-

under this Lease. The Lessee will cooperate with the Government 

to enable such final disposal to occur on a timely basis. In 

particular, the Lessee will permit potential buyers, their 

prospective tenants and subtenants, and the contractors or 

subcontractors of any of them, to visit the premises on reasonable 

notice from the Government during regular business hours. 

11 
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12. Government Non-Liability and Indemnification by Lessee 

a. The United States shall not be responsible for 

damages to property or injuries to persons which may arise from or 

be attributable or incident to the condition or state or repair of 

the leased premises, or the use and occupation thereof, or for 

damages to the property of the Lessee, or for damages to the 

property or injuries to the person of the Lessee's officers, 

agents, servants or employees, or others who may be on the leased 

premises at their invitation or the invitation of any one of them. 

b. The Lessee agrees to assume all risks of loss or damage 

to property and injury or death to persons by reason of or 

incident to the possession and/or use of the leased premises, or 

the activities conducted under this Lease. The Lessee expressly 

waives all claims against the Government for any such loss, 

damage, personal injury or death caused by or occurring as a 

consequence of such possession and/or use of the leased premises 

or the conduct of activities or the performance of 

responsibilities under this Lease. The Lessee further agrees to 

indemnify, save, hold harmless, and defend the Government, its 

officers, agents and employees, from and against all suits, 

claims, demands or actions, liabilities, judgments, costs and 

attorneys' fees arising out of, or in any manner predicated upon 

personal injury, death or property damage resulting from, related 

to, caused by or arising out of the possession and/or use of the 

leased premises or any activities conducted or services furnished 
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in connection with or pursuant to this Lease. The agreements 

contained in the preceding sentence do not extend to claims for 

damages caused solely by the gross negligence or willful 

misconduct of officers, agents or employees of the United States, 

without contributory fault on the part of any person, firm or 

corporation. The Government will give the Lessee notice of any 

claim against it covered by this indemnity as soon after learning 

of it as practicable. 

13. Insurance 

a. All Risk. The Lessee shall in any event and 

without prejudice to any other rights of the Government bear all 

risk of loss or damage to the premises, together with the 

improvements thereon, arising from any causes whatsoever, with or 

without fault by the Government, the following: fire; lightning; 

storm; tempest; explosion; impact; aircraft; vehicles; smoke; 

riot; civil commotion; bursting or overflowing of water tanks, 

apparatus, or pipes; boiler and machinery coverage against loss or 

damage by explosion of steam boilers, pressure vessels and similar 

apparatus now or hereafter installed; flood; labor disturbances; 

or malicious damage. 
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b. Insurance: 

(1) Lessee's Insurance: During 

period this Lease shall be in effect, the Lessee or any 

at its expense will carry and maintain: 

the entire 

sublessee 

(a) Property insurance coverage, 

including but not limited to special perils coverage against the 

risks enumerated in paragraph 13a above, shall at all times be in 

an amount equal to at least 100% of the full replacement value of 

the building, building improvements and personal property on or 

near the leased premises; 

(b) Commercial general liability coverage 

for bodily injury and property damage insurance, including but not 

limited to, insurance against assumed or incidental contractual 

liability under this Lease, with respect to the leased premises 

and improvements thereon, to afford protection with limits of 

liability in amounts approved from time to time by the Government, 

but not less than Three Million Dollars ($3,000,000) in the event 

of bodily injury and death to any number of persons in any one 

accident, and not less than Three Million Dollars ($3,000,000) for 

property damage; 

(c) If and to the extent required by law, 

workmen's compensation or similar insurance in form and amounts 

required by law; 
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(2) Lessee's Contractor's Insurance: During 

the entire period this Lease shall be in effect, the Lessee shall 

either carry and maintain the insurance required below at its 

expense or require any contractor performing work on the leased 

premises to carry and maintain at no expense to the Government: 

(a) Commercial general liability coverage 

for bodily injury and property damage insurance, including, but 

not limited to, contractor's liability coverage and incidental 

contractual liability coverage, of not less tnan Three Million 

Dollars ($3,000,000) with respect to personal injury or death, and 

Three Million Dollars ($3,000,000) with respect to property 

damage; 

(b) Workmen's compensation or similar 

insurance in form and amounts required by law. 

(3) Policy Provisions: All insurance which 

this Lease requires the Lessee or any sublessee to carry and 

maintain or cause to be carried or maintained pursuant to this 

Condition 13b shall be in such form, for such amounts, for such 

periods of time, and with such insurers as the Government may 

require or approve. All policies or certificates issued by the 

respective insurers for commercial liability and special perils 

insurance will name the Government as an additional insured, 

provide that any losses shall be payable notwithstanding any act 
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or failure to act or negligence of the Lessee or the Government or 

any other person, provide that no cancellation, reduction in 

amount, or material change in coverage thereof shall be effective 

until at least sixty (60) days after receipt by the Government of 

written notice thereof, provide that the insurer shall have no 

right of subrogation against the Government, and be reasonably 

satisfactory to the Government in all other respects. In no 

circumstances will the Lessee be entitled to assign to any third 

party rights of action which the Lessee may have against the 

Government. 

(4) Delivery of Policies: The Lessee shall 

deliver or cause to be delivered promptly to the Government a 

certificate of insurance evidencing the insurance required by this 

Lease and shall also deliver no later than thirty (30) days prior 

to the expiration of any such policy, a certificate of insurance 

evidencing each renewal policy covering the same risks. 

c. Loss or Damage: In the event that any item or 

part of the leased premises, together with the improvements 

thereon, shall require repair, rebuilding, or replacement 

resulting from loss or damage, the risk of which is assumed by the 

Lessee under Condition 13a, the Lessee shall promptly give notice 

thereof to the Government. The Lessee will as soon as practicable 

after the casualty restore such item or part of the leased 

premises and improvements thereon as nearly as possible to the 
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condition which existed immediately prior to such loss or damage, 

subject to Condition 18 of the Lease. 

14. Compliance with Applicable Laws 

a. The Lessee will at all times during the existence 

of this Lease promptly observe and comply, at its sole cost and 

expense, with the provisions of all applicable Federal, state, and 

local laws, regulations, and standards, and in particular those 

provisions concerning the protection of the environment and 

pollution control and abatement. 

b. The Lessee shall comply with all applicable laws, 

ordinances, and regulations of the State of New Hampshire, the 

County of Rockingham, and the City of Portsmouth with regard to 

construction, sanitation, licenses or permits to do business, and 

all other matters. 

c. This condition does not constitute a waiver of 
-

Federal Supremacy or Federal or State of New Hampshire sovereign 

immunity. Only laws and regulations applicable to the leased 

premises under the Constitution and statutes of the United States 

are covered by this condition. 

d. Responsibility for compliance as specified in this 

Condition 14 rests exclusively with the Lessee. The Department of 

the Air Force assumes no enforcement or supervisory responsiblity 
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except with respect to matters committed to its jurisdiction and 

authority. The Lessee shall be liable for all costs associated 

with compliance, defense of enforcement actions or suits, payment 

of fines, penalties, or other sanctions and remedial costs related 

to Lessee's or any sublessee's use of the leased premises. 

15. Construction and Modification of Leased Premises 

a. The Lessee shall not construct or make or permit 

its sublessees or assigns to construct or make any substantial 

alterations, additions, or improvements co or installations 

or otherwise modify or alter the leased premises in 

substantial way without the prior written consent of 

upon 

any 

the 

Government. Such consent may include a requirement to provide the 

Government with a performance and payment bond satisfactory to it 

in all respects and other requirements deemed necessary to protect 

the interests of the Government. For construction or alterations, 

additions, modifications, improvements or installations 

<collectively "work") in the proximity of operable units that are 

part of a National Priorities Listed (NPL) Site, such consent may 

include a requirement for written approval by the Remedial Project 

Managers appointed under the Pease Air Force Base Federal Facility 

Agreement. Except as such written approval shall expressly 

provide otherwise, all such approved alterations, additions, 

modifications, improvements and installations shall 

Government property when annexed to the leased premises. 
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b. All plans for construction or alterations, 

additions, modifications, improvements, or installations 

("construction plans" or "remodeling plans") pursuant to Condition 

15a above by the Lessee must comply ' with the provisions of 

Conditions 22 and 23 and be approved incwriting by the Government 

before the commencement of any construction , project. In 

addition, the designs for all Lessee connections to Pease Air 

Force Base utilities will comply with DOD/USAF construction 

standards and be subject to Pease Air Force Base review and 
-

approval. DOD/USAF construction standards are available through 
L 

the office of the Commander. The -.Lessee will submit any 
. 

remodeling plans to the Commander for approval. 

c. The Air Force review process for either a 
' 

construction project or a utility connection will be completed 

within thirty <30) days of receipt of pl~ns and specifications. In 

the event problems are detected during review, immediate notice 

will be provided by telephone to the Lessee or its representative 

designated for the purpose. Approvar will not be unreasonably 

withheld. 

~ 

d. All construction shall b·e in accordance with the 

approved designs and plans and withou~ cost to the Government. 

The Lessee shall not proceed with excavation, demolition, or 

construction until it receives written notice from the Government 

that such designs and plans are acceptable to the Government. 
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e. All matters of ingress, egress, contractor haul 

routes, construction activity and disposition of excavated 

material, in connection with the lease herein granted, shall be 

coordinated with the Government. All excavation and construction 

activity shall be accomplished during periods (including hours of 

the day) acceptable to the said officer. 

f. The Commander is 

and consents under this Condition 15. 

authorized to grant approvals 

Approvals and consents for 

work in the proximity of operable units that are part of an NPL 

Site require review by the Office -of the Deputy Assistant 

Secretary of the Air Force (Environment, Safety and Occupational 

Health). Disapprovals may be reviewed by the Office of the Deputy 

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Installations). Such review 

is discretionary. A request for review will be submitted to the 

Commander, who will forward it through channels with his comments 

within ten (10) business days after he receives the request. 

16. Utilities and Services 

The Lessee will be responsible at its sole expense for 

all utilities, janitorial services, building maintenance and 

grounds maintenance for the leased premises. Utilities services 

will be provided through meters, if possible. The Lessee will 

purchase, install, and maintain all such meters at its own cost 

and without cost and expense to the Government. The Lessee will 

pay, in addition to the cash rent which is required under this 
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Lease, the charges for any utilities and services furnished by the 

Government which the Lessee may require in connection with its use 

of the leased premises. The charges and the method of payment for 

each utility or service will be determined by the appropriate 

supplier of the utility or service in accordance with applicable 

laws and regulations, on such basis as the appropriate supplier of 

the utility or service may establish. It is expressly understood 

and agreed that the Government in no way warrants the continued 

maintenance or adequacy of any utilities or services furnished by 

it to the Lessee. 

a. Subject to Conditions l6b and l6c below, the Lessee 

may purchase from the Government the following utility services: 

electricity, water, high pressure water heat, and sewage. 

b. Any sale of a utility service will be in accordance 

with 10 u.s.c. § 2481 and Air Force Regulation (AFRl 91-5. 

c. The Lessee agrees to enter into a separate contract 

for each utility service procured under Condition l6a above at 

rates to be specified in each contract. 

17. Taxes 

The Lessee shall pay to the proper authority, when and 

as the same become due and payable, all taxes, assessments, and 

similar charges which, at any time during the term of this Lease 
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• may be imposed upon the Lessee with respect to the leased 

premises. Title 10, United States Code, § 2667(el contains the 

consent of Congress to the taxation of the lessee's interest in 

the leased premises, whether or not the premises are in an area of 

exclusive Federal jurisdiction. Should Congress consent to 

taxation of the Government's interest in the property, this Lease 

will be renegotiated. 

18. Surrender of Leased Premises 

On or before the date of expiration of this Lease, or 

its earlier termination hereunder, the Lessee shall vacate and 

surrender the leased premises to the Government. Subject to 

Condition 15a, the Lessee shall remove its property from the 

leased premises and restore them to as good order and condition as 

that existing on the beginning date of this Lease, damages beyond 

the control of the Lessee due to fair wear and tear, excepted. If 

the Lessee shall fail or neglect to remove its property, then, at 

the option of the Air Force, the property shall either become the 

property of the United States without compensation therefor, or 

the Air Force may cause it to be removed and the premises to be 

restored at the expense of the Lessee, and no claim for damages 

against the United States or its officers or agents shall be 

created by or made on account of such removal and restoration 

work. 
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• 19. Disputes 

a. Except as otherwise provided in this Lease, any 

dispute concerning a question of fact arising under this Lease 

which is not disposed of by agreement shall be decided by the 

authorized officer of the Government. He or she shall reduce the 

decision to writing and mail or otherwise furnish a copy to the 

Lessee. The decision of the authorized officer shall be final and 

conclusive unless, within thirty (30) days from the date of 

receipt of such copy, the Lessee mails or otherwise furnishes to 

the authorized officer a written appeal addressed to the Secretary 

of the Air Force. The decision of the Secretary or his or her 

duly authorized representative for the determination of such 

appeals shall be final and conclusive. This provision shall not 

be pleaded in any suit involving a question of fact arising under 

this Lease as limiting judicial review of any such decision to 

cases where fraud by such official or his or her representative or 

board is alleged: provided, however, that any such decision shall 

be final and conclusive unless the same is fraudulent or 

capricious, or arbitrary, or so grossly erroneous as necessarily 

to imply bad faith, or is not supported by substantial evidence. 

In connection with any appeal proceeding under this condition, the 

Lessee shall be afforded an opportunity to be heard and to offer 

evidence in support of its appeal. Pending final decision of a 

dispute hereunder, the Lessee shall proceed diligently with the 

performance of the Lease in accordance with the decision of the 

authorized officer. 
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b. This provision does not preclude consideration of 

questions of law in connection with decisions provided for in 

Condition 19a above. Nothing in this provision, however, shall be 

construed as making final the decision of any administrative 

official, representative, or board on a question of law. 

20. Rules and Regulations 

The use and occupation of the leased premises shall be 

subject to the general supervision and approval of the said 

officer and to such reasonable rules and regulations as may be 

prescribed by him or her from time to time. 

21. Notices 

a. No notice, order, direction, determination, 

requirement, consent or approval under this Lease shall be of any 

effect unless it is in writing. 

b. All notices to be given pursuant to this Lease 

shall be addressed, if to the Lessee, to: 

Executive Director 
Pease Development Authority 
Building 90 
Pease Air Force Base, NH 03803 

if to the Government, to: 

509 Combat Support Group Commander 
Pease Air Force Base 
New Hampshire 03803 
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or as may from time to time be directed by the parties. Notice 

shall be deemed to have been duly given if and when enclosed in a 

properly sealed envelope or wrapper, addressed as aforesaid and 

sent certified mail, return receipt requested. 

22. Environmental Protection 

a. The Lessee will comply with the environmental laws 

and regulations set out in Exhibit "F," and all other Federal, 

state, and local laws, regulations, and standards that are 

applicable to Lessee's activities on the leased premises. See 

also Condition 14. 

b. The Lessee shall be solely responsible for obtaining 

at its cost and expense any environmental permits required for its 

operations under the Lease, independent of any existing Pease Air 

Force Base permits. 

c. The Lessee shall indemnify and ~old harmless the 

Government from any costs, expenses, liabilities, fines, or 

penalties resulting from discharges, emissions, spills or other 

releases, storage, disposal, or any other action by the Lessee 

giving rise to Government liability, civil or criminal, or 

responsibility under Federal, State or local environmental laws. 

This provision shall survive the expiration or termination of the 

Lease, and the Lessee's obligations hereunder shall apply whenever 
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the Government incurs costs or liabilities for the Lessee's 

actions of the types described in this Condition 22. 

d. The Government's rights under this Lease 

specifically include the right for Air Force officials to inspect 

the Lessee's premises for compliance with environmental, safety, 

and occupational health laws and regulations, whether or not the 

Government is responsible for enforcing them. Such inspections 

are without prejudice to the right of duly constituted enforcement 

officials to make such inspections. 

e. Except as provided in Condition 22f below, the 

Government is not responsible for any removal or containment of 

asbestos. The Lessee and any sublessee will submit any remodeling 

plans to the Commander for approval as required under Condition 

lSb of the Lease. If the plans requira the removal of asbestos, 

an asbestos disposal plan must be submitted concurrently with the 

remodeling plans. The asbestos disposal plan will identify the 

proposed disposal site for the asbestos. 

f. The Government shall be responsible for the removal 

or containment of friable asbestos existing in the leased premises 

on the beginning date of the Lease as identified in the 

environmental condition report hereto (Exhibit E). The Government 

agrees to abate all such existing friable asbestos as provided in 

this condition 22f and Condition 22g below. The Government may 

choose the most economical means of remediating any friable 
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asbestos, which may include removal oc containment, oc a 

combination of removal and containment. The foregoing agreement 

does not apply to non-friable asbestos which may be disturbed by 

the Lessee's oc sublessee's activities and thereby become 

friable. Non-friable asbestos which becomes friable through or as 

a consequence of the Lessee's or sublessee's activities under this 

Lease will be abated by the Lessee at its sole cost and expense. 

g. Notwithstanding any othec provision of the Lease, 

the Lessee and its sublessee do not assume any liability or 

cesponsiblity foe environmental impacts-and damage caused by the 

Government's use of toxic or hazardous wastes, substances or 

materials on any portion of Pease Air Force Base, including the 

leased premises, pcioc to the beginning date of this Lease. The 

Lessee and its sublessee have no obligation to undertake the 

defense, remediation 

cesponsiblity foe the 

and cleanup, to include the liability and 

costs of damage, penalties, legal and 

investigative services solely arising out of any claim or action 

in existence now, oc which may be brought in the future by third 

parties oc any governmental body against the Government, because 

of any use of, oc celease from, any portion of Pease Aic Focce 

Base (including the leased premises} of any toxic or hazardous 

wastes, substances oc materials pcioc to the beginning date of 

this Lease. Furthermore, the Government recognizes and 

acknowledges its obligation to indemnify the Lessee and any 

sublessee to the extent required by the provisions of Public Law 

No. 101-519, Section 8056. 
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h. The Government acknowledges that Pease Air Force 

Base has been identified as a National Priority List (NPL) Site 

under the Comprehensive Environmental 

Liability Act CCERCLA) of 1980, 

Response Compensation and 

as amended. The Lessee 

understands that the Government will provide it with a copy of the 

Pease Air Force Base Federal Facility Agreement ("Interagency 

Agreement" or "IAG") once it has been executed, and agrees that 

should any conflict arise between the terms of the IAG and the 

provisions of this Lease, the terms of the IAG will take 

precedence. The Lessee further agrees that notwithstanding any 

other provision of the Lease, the Government assumes no liability 

to the Lessee or its sublessees should implementation of the IAG 

interfere with the Lessee's use of the leased premises. The 

Lessee shall have no claim on account of any such interference 

against the United States or any officer, agent, employee or 

contractor thereof, other than for abatement of rent. 

(1) The Air Force, the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the New Hampshire 

Department of Environmental Services (NHDES) and their officers, 

agents, employees, contractors, and subcontractors have the right, 

upon reasonable notice to the Lessee and any sublessee, to enter 

upon the leased premises for the purposes enumerated in this 

subparagraph and for such other purposes consistent with any IAG 

provided pursuant to this Condition 22h: 

28 



.. 
Cal to conduct investigations and surveys, 

including, where necessary, drilling, testpitting, borings and 

other activities related to the Pease Air Force Base Installation 

Restoration Program ("Pease AFB IRP") or the IAG; 

(b) to inspect field activities of the Air 

Force and its contractors and subcontractors in implementing the 

Pease AFB IRP or the IAG; 

(c) to conduct any test or survey required 

by the EPA or NHDES relating to the implementation of the IAG or 

environmental conditions at the leased premises or to verify any 

data submitted to the EPA or NHDES by the Air Force relating to 

the IAG or such conditions; 

Cdl to construct, operate, maintain or 

undertake any other response or remedial action as required or 

necessary under the Pease AFB IRP or the IAG, including, but not 

limited to monitoring wells, pumping wells and treatment 

facilities.· 

(2) The Lessee agrees to comply with the 

provisions of any health or safety plan in effect under the Pease 

AFB IRP or the IAG or during the course of any of the above 

described response or remedial actions. Any inspection, survey, 

investigation, or other response or remedial action will, to the 

extent practicable, be coordinated with representatives 
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designated by the Lessee and any sublessee. The Lessee and any 

sublessee shall have no claim on account of such entries against 

the Unites States or any officer, agent, employee, contractor, or 

subcontractor thereof. 

(3) The Lessee further agrees that in the event 

of any sublease or assignment of the leased premises pursuant to 

Condition 7 of the Lease, it shall provide to the EPA and NHDES by 

certified mail a copy of the agreement of sublease or assignment 

of the leased premises within fourteen (14) days after the 

effective date of such transaction. 

i. Pease Air Force Base air emissions offsets will not 

be made available to the Lessee. The Lessee shall be responsible 

for obtaining from some other source<s> any air pollution credits 

that may be required to offset emissions resulting from its 

activities under the Lease. 

j • Any hazardous waste permit under Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act, or its New Hampshire equivalent, 

shall be limited to generation and transportation. The Lessee 

shall not, under any circumstances, allow any hazardous waste to 

remain on or about the leased premises for any period in excess of 

ninety (90) days. Any violation of this requirement shall be 

deemed a material breach of this Lease. Government hazardous 

waste storage facilities will not be available to the Lessee. The 

Lessee must provide at its own expense such hazardous waste 
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storage facilities, complying with all laws and regulations, as it 

needs for temporary (less than ninety (90} days} storage. 

k. Air Force accumulation points for hazardous and 

other wastes will not be used by the Lessee or any sublessee. 

Neither will the Lessee or sublessee permit its hazardous wastes 

to be co-mingled with hazardous waste of the Air Force. 

1. The Lessee shall have a completed and approved plan 

for responding to hazardous waste, fuel, and other chemical spills 

prior to commencement of operations on tne leased premises. Such 

plan shall be independent of Pease Air Force Base and except for 

initial fire response and/or spill containment, shall not rely on 

use of Pease Air Force Base personnel or equipment. Should the 

Government provide any personnel or equipment, whether for initial 

fire response and/or spill containment, otherwise on request of 

the Lessee, or because the Lessee was not, in the opinion of the 

said officer, conducting timely cleanup actions, the Lessee 

agrees to reimburse the Government for its costs. 

23. Special Provisions 

a. The Lessee acknowledges that it has read the 

Environmental Assessment (EA} and Finding of No Significant Impact 

(FONSI} prepared by the Government in connection with this Lease 

and understands that the operations described in the EA/FONSI are 

the only ones that have been assessed in compliance with the 
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National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPAl. The Lessee 

agrees that any operation, type and quantity of chemicals used or 

emissions caused, employees, vehicle trips, flights of aircraft, 

or any other parameter contained in the EA/FONSI- (collectively, 

"EA/FONSI parameters") which might have environmental impact or is 

regulated by Federal or State environmental laws may not be 

changed or modified without the prior written consent of the said 

officer. The EA/FONSI parameters are hereby incorporated by 

reference and made an integral part of this Lease as though fully 

set forth in this Condition 23a. A decision on a proposal by the 

Lessee for any change in the EA/FONSI parameters may require 

further environmental studies or assessments, the cost of which 

will be borne by the Lessee. The EA and FONSI are on file at 

Pease Air Force Base. Copies will be made available, on request, 

by the Commander. 

b. The Lessee 

Federal, state, and local 

regulations, and with all 

shall comply with 

occupational safety 

Air Force safety, 

all applicable 

and health 

health and fire 

regulations, standards, tech orders, and procedures in common use 

work and operating areas, including ramps and taxiways. 

c. The Lessee shall be responsible for determining 

whether it is subject to local building codes or building permit 

requirements, and for compliance with them to the extent they are 

applicable. 
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d. The Lessee acknowledges that it understands that 

Pease Air Force Base is an operating military installation which 

could remain closed to the public prior to its complete disposal 

and accepts that Lessee's operations may from time to time be 

hampered by temporary restrictions on access, such as identity 

checks and auto searches. The Lessee further acknowledges that it 

understands that the Air Force strictly enforces Federal laws and 

Air Force regulations concerning controlled substances (drugs) and 

agrees that the Government will not be responsible for lost time 

or costs incurred due to delays in entry, temporary loss of 

access, barring of individual employees from the base under 

Federal laws authorizing such actions, limitation or withdrawal of 

an employee's on-base driving privileges, or any other security 

action that may cause employees to be late to or unavailable at 

their work stations, or delay arrival of parts and supplies. 

e. The Lessee shall be responsible for control of its 

employees in restricted and controlled areas, including obtaining 

and controlling restricted area badges. The Lessee and its 

employees shall strictly comply with restricted and controlled 

area entry procedures. 

f. The Lessee will be responsible at its cost and 

expense for any improvements, renovations and repair of any 

parking area included in the leased premises. The Lessee also 

will provide at its expense any physical security it deems 

necessary for the privately-owned vehicles of its employees, 
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contractors and subcontractors. The Lessee agrees that the 

Government will not be responsible for loss or damage to the 

parked vehicles of its employees, contractors and subcontractors 

and it will indemnify and hold the Government harmless from any 

claims for such loss or damage. 

g. The Lessee acknowledge! that it understands that 

the Government is not responsible for and will not provide any 

structural fire protection, police or ambulance services for the 

Lessee or any sublessee. 

24. Use of Other Pease Air Force Base Facilities 

a. Flying Facilities 

(1) Subject to the provisions of subparagraphs 

(a), (b), (c), and (d) of this Condition 24a(l) and the Operating 

Agreement, the Lessee shall have the right to use the runways, 

taxiways, parking aprons and ramps ("flying facilities"> of Pease 
-

AFB on a noninterference basis with Government operations. 

(a) Aircraft operations will be limited to 

those directly related to the corporate aircraft operations the 

Lessee is authorized to conduct under this Lease. The number of 

aircraft operations (defined as one takeoff and one landing> in 

any calendar month will not exceed seventy-five <75). 
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(b) The Lessee will pay landing fees for 

all aircraft using the flying facilities in support of its 

operations. Landing fees will be determined and paid in 

accordance with AFR 55-20. The Lessee also agrees to execute any 

releases or documents that may be required as a condition for use 

of the flying facilities by nongovernment aircraft pursuant to 

AFR 55-20. 

(c) The Government will respond to fire 

and crash rescue emergencies involving civil aircraft in support 

of the Lessee's operations under this Lease within the limits of 

the capabilities of the fire fighting and crash rescue ("CFR") 

organization the Government maintains in support of its military 

operations at Pease AFB. The Lessee acknowledges that it 

understands that the Government will provide emergency fire 

fighting and crash rescue service only so long as a CFR 

organization is required for military operations at Pease Air 

Force Base. The Lessee agrees that after the Government 

determines that a CFR organization is no longer required for such 
-

military operations, the Lessee (or its sublessee) will assume the 

responsibility for and provide, at its sole cost and expense, all 

CFR services required to support the Lessee's (or its sublessee's) 

operations under this Lease. The Lessee agrees to release the 

Government, its officers, agents and employees from all liability 

arising out of or connected with the use of or the failure to use 

government CFR equipment or personnel for fire control and crash 

rescue activities and to indemnify the Government, its officers, 
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agents, and employees, against all claims arising out of the use 

of or failure to use government CFR equipment or personnel. The 

Lessee further agrees to execute and maintain in effect a hold 

harmless agreement as required by applicable Air Force regulations 

for all periods during which emergency fire fighting and crash 

rescue service is provided by the Government in support of the 

civil aircraft. 

(d) The Lessee agrees that all aircraft in 

support of its operations which may have to taxi, park, run 

engines or be towed on the runway, flight line, ramp, restricted 

areas or environs in arriving, operating on, and departing Pease 

Air Force Base will strictly comply with all procedures required 

under or pursuant to the Operating Agreement. 

(e) Procedures governing use of the flying 

facilities by aircraft in support of the Lessee's operations are 

contained in the Operating Agreement. 

(2) The Lessee acknowledges that it understands 

that maintenance of the flying facilities is solely for Government 

purposes. The Government will provide information on any areas it 

deems unsafe to taxi any civil aircraft. The Government shall not 

be liable for damage to aircraft in support of the Lessee's 

operation while taxiing, to include Foreign Object Damage (FOOl. 
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b. Wash Rack 

(ll The Lessee shall have the right to use the 

Government wash rack located on the portion of Pease Air Force 

Base outside the cantonment area of the New Hampshire Air National 

Guard. Such use shall be on a noninterference basis with 

Government operations under written procedures to be established 

by the Government in its sole discretion. Such procedures will be 

attached to the Operating Agreement as "Attachment A" within 

thirty (30) days after execution of the Lease by all parties. 

(2) If pretreatment is required for any 

industrial wastes placed in the Pease Air Force Base sewage 

treatment system by the Lessee by applicable National Pollutant 

Dischaige Elimination System (NPDESl permits, Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) regulations, or Pease Air Force Base's 

contracts for wastewater treatment, the Lessee shall pretreat such 

wastes as required. The Government will give sympathetic 

consideration to pretreatment in Pease Air Force Base facilities, 

provided they are suitable for the purpose, have capacity 

available, and arrangements for reimbursement satisfactory to the 

Commander are agreed upon. 

25. General Provisions 

a. Convenant against Contingent Fees. The Lessee 

warrants that no person or agency has been employed or retained to 
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solicit or secure this Lease upon an agreement or understanding 

for a commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee, ex

cepting bona fide employees or bona fide established commercial 

agencies maintained by the Lessee for the purpose of securing 

business. For breach or violation of this warranty, the 

Government shall have the right to annul this Lease without 

liability or in its discretion to require the Lessee to pay, in 

addition to the lease rental or consideration, the full amount of 

such commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee. 

b. Officials not to Benefit. No Member of or 

Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be admitted to 

any share or part of this Lease or to any benefit to arise 

therefrom, but this provision shall not be construed to extend to 

this Lease if made with a corporation for its general benefit. 

c. Nondiscrimination. The Lessee shall use the 

leased premises in a nondiscriminatory manner to the end that no 

person shall, on the ground of race, color, religion, sex, age, 

handicap or national origin, be excluded from using the facilities 

or obtaining the services provided thereon, or otherwise be 

subjected to discrimination under any program or activities 

provided thereon. 

(1) As used in this condition, the term 

"facility" means lodgings, stores, shops, restaurants, cafeterias, 
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restrooms, and any other facility of a public nature in any 

building covered by, or built on land covered by, this Lease. 

(2) The Lessee agrees not to discriminate 

against any person because of race, color, religion, sex, or 

national origin in furnishing, or refusing to furnish, to such 

person the use of any facility, including all services, 

privileges, accommodations, and activities provided on the leased 

premises. This does not require the furnishing to the general 

public the use of any facility customarily furnished by the Lessee 

solely to tenants or to Air Force military and civilian personnel, 

and the guests and invitees of any of them. 

d. Gratuities. The Government may, by written 

notice to the Lessee, terminate this Lease if it is found after 

notice and hearing, by the Secretary of the Air Force, or his/her 

duly authorized representative, that gratuities in the form of 

entertainment, gifts, or otherwise, were offered or given by the 

Lessee, or any agent or representative of the Lessee, to any 

officer or employee of the Government with a view toward securing 

an agreement or securing favorable treatment with respect to the 

awarding or amending, or the making of any determinations with 

respect to the performing of such agreement; provided that the 

existence of the facts upon which the Secretary of the Air Force 

or his/her duly authorized representative makes such finding, 

shall be an issue and may be reviewed in any competent court. In 

the event this Lease is so terminated, the Government shall be 
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• entitled Cal to pursue the same remedies against the Lessee as it 

could pursue in the event of a breach of the Lease by the Lessee, 

and Cbl as a penalty in addition to any other damages to which it 

may be entitled by law, to exemplary damages in an amount Cas 

determined by the Secretary of the Air Force or his/her duly 

authorized representative) which shall be not less than three nor 

more than ten times the costs incurred by the Lessee in providing 

any such gratuities to any such officer to employee. The rights 

and remedies of the Government provided in this article shall not 

be exclusive and are in addition to any other rights and remedies 

provided by law or under this Lease. 

e. No Joint Venture. 

will make, or will be construed 

Nothing contained in this Lease 

to make, the parties hereto 

partners or joint venturers with each other, it being understood 

and agreed that the only relationship between the Government and 

the Lessee is that of landlord and tenant. Neither will anything 

in this Lease render, or be construed to render, either of the 

parties hereto liable to any third party for the debts ;or 

obligations of the other party hereto. 

f. Records and Books of Account. The Lessee agrees 

that the Comptroller General of the United States or the Auditor 

General of the United States Air Force or any of their duly 

authorized representatives shall, 

(3) years after the expiration or 

Lease, have access to and the 
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• pertinent books, documents, papers, and records of the Lessee 

involving transactions related to this Lease. The Lessee further 

agrees that any sublease of the leased premises <or any part 

thereof) will contain a provision to the effect that the 

Comptroller General of the United States or the Auditor General of 

the United States Air Force or any of their duly authorized 

representatives shall, until three (3) yea~s after the expiration 

or earlier termination of this Lease, have access to and the right 

to examine any directly pertinent books, documents, papers, and 

records of the sublessee involving transactions related to the 

sublease. 

g. Failure of Government to Insist on Compliance. 

The failure of the United States to insist in any one or more 

instances, upon strict performance of any of the terms, covenants 

or conditions of this Lease shall not be construed as a waiver or 

a relinquishment of the Government's rights to the future 

performance of any such terms, covenants or conditions, but the 

obligations of the Lessee with respect to such future performance 

shall continue in full force- and-effect. 

h. Entire Agreement. It is expressly agreed that 

this written instrument embodies the entire agreement between the 

parties regarding the use of the leased premises by the Lessee, 

and there 

otherwise, 

are no 

between 

understandings 

the parties 

or agreements, verbal or 

except as expressly set forth 

herein. This instrument may only be modified or amended by mutual 
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agreement of the parties in writing and signed each of the parties 

hereto. 

26. Government Representatives and Their Successors 

a. The Commander, 50 9th Combat Support Group 

(509 CSGl, Pease Air Force Base, has been duly authorized to 

administer this Lease and execute and administer the Operating 

Agreement (Exhibit C) until closure of Pease Air Force Base. 

After closure of the base, the Pease Disposal Management Team 

(DMTl Site Manager ("Site Manager") will-assume responsibility for 

general management functions for the base. 

b. Except as otherwise specifically provided, any 

reference in the Lease to "Commander" or "said officer" shall mean 

the Commander of the 509 CSG or the DMT Site Manager, as the case 

may be, and shall include his or her authorized representatives 

and the DMT Site Manager's duly appointed successors. 

27. Amendments 

a. 

agreement of 

approved by the 

This Lease may be amended at 

the parties. Amendments ·to 

Deputy Assistant Secretary 

(Installations) to become effective. 
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•• b • The Operating Agreement may be amended by mutual 

agreement of the parties to it. The approval of the Deputy 

Assistant Secretary is not required for any amendment to the 

Operating Agreement so long as the amendment is consistent with 

the Lease. 

28. Extension of Lease 

This Lease may be extended for additional terms of one 

year, subject to the provisions of Condition 6, by mutual 

agreement of the parties. 

29. Exhibits 

Seven (7} exhibits are attached to and made a part of 

this Lease, as follows: 

a. Exhibit A - Description of Leased Premises 

b. Exhibit B - Map of Pease Air Force Base 

c. Exhibit c - Operating Agreement 

d. Exhibit D - Condition Report 

e. Exhibit E - Environmental Condition Report 

f. Exhibit F - List of Environmental Laws and 
Regulations 

g. Exhibit G - Snow and Ice Removal Areas and 
Procedures 
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30. Reporting to Congress 

Pursuant to the Base Closure and Realignment Act 

CBCRA), P. L. 100-526, this Lease is not subject to Title 10, 

United States Code, Section 2662. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand by authority 

of the Secretary of the Air Force this day of 

19_ 

By: 

Title: 

THIS LEASE is also executed by the Lessee this 
-----' 19_ 

-----' 

day of 

By: ______________________ [SEAL] 

Title: 

Reviewed and approved as to form, substance and execution. 

Date Assistant Attorney General 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

COUNTY OF ARLINGTON 

) 
) ss.: 

) 

On the day of , 19 __ , before me, Kathleen L. 
Peyton, the undersigned Notary Public, personally appeared 
James F. Boatright, personally known to me to be the person whose 
names is subscribed to the foregoing Lease, and personally known 
to me to be the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
Installations, and acknowledged that the same was the act and deed 
of the Secretary of the Air Force and that he executed the same as 
the act of the Secretary of the Air Force. 

Notary Public, Commonwealth of Virginia 

MY commission expires: 

[ATTACH OR INSERT ACKNOWLEDGMENT FOR LESSEE] 
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EXHIBIT A 

DESCRIPTION OF LEASED PREMISES 

For purposes of the foregoing lease agreement between the Department 
of the Air Force and the State of New Hampshire Pease Development Authority, 
the "leased premises" shall include the following: 

1. The nosedock hangar known as "Building No. 215" located at the eastern 
edge of the runway and parking apron at Pease Air Force Base, consisting of 
approximately 28,400 square feet. 

2. All reasonable and necessary rights of ingress and egress to Building 
No. 215 by way of walkways, driveways and roadways connected to it. 

3. Parking space for twenty (20) vehicles in the parking area on the 
southeast side of Building No. 215. The parking spaces will be located in 
close proximity to the building and designated for the exclusive use of the 
Lessee. 
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EXHIBIT C 

OPERATING AGREEMENT 

[TO BE ATTACHED WHEN DEVELOPED 1 



•' 

EXHIBIT D 

CONDITION REPORT 

[TO BE ATTACHED WHEN COMPLETED] 



EXHIBIT E 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION REPORT 

(TO BE ATTACHED WHEN COMPLETED] 



Exhibit F 

LIST OF ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

Air Quality: (a) 
(b) 

Clean Air Act & Amendments 
40 CFR Parts 50-52, 61, 62, 65-67 
and 81 

(c) 

(d) 

RSA ch. 125-C, Air Pollution 
Control, and rules adopted 
thereunder 
RSA ch. 125-H, Air Toxic Control 
Act, and rules adopted thereunder 

Hazardous Materials: (a) Hazardous Materials Transportation 
Act and Department of Transportation 
Regulations thereunder 

(b) 

(c) 
(d) 
(e) 

Emergency Planning and Community 
Right-To-Know Act 
49 CFR Parts 100-179 
40 CFR Part 302 
RSA ch. 277-A, Toxic Substances in 
the Workplace, and rules adopted 
thereunder 

Hazardous Waste: (a) Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) of 1976 and RCRA Amend
ments of 1984 

Water Quality: 

(b) Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as 
amended 

(c) 40 CFR Parts 260-271, 300, 302 
(d) RSA ch. 147-A, Hazardous Waste 

Management and rules adopted 
thereunder 

(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 

(e) 

(f) 

Clean Water Act and Amendments 
Safe Drinking Water Act 
40 CFR Title 100-143, 401 and 403 
RSA ch. 146-A, Oil Spillage in 
Public Waters, and rules adopted 
thereunder 
RSA ch. 485, New Hampshire Safe 
Drinking Water Act, and rules 
adopted thereunder 
RSA ch. 485-A, Pollution and Waste 
Disposal, and rules adopted 
thereunder 



EXHIBIT G 

SNOW AND ICE REMOVAL AREAS AND PROCEDURES 

I. Description of the Snow and Ice Removal Areas that will be 
accomplished by the Government 

A. Road, streets, parking lots, and other areas (except 
airfield). 

(1) Newington Street - Main Gate to Flightline Road. 

(2) Portsmouth Avenue - Bulk Storage to Grafton Drive. 

(3) Rockingham Drive and Hospital entry drive. 

(4) Concord Avenue. 

(5) Dover Avenue and Durham Street. 

(6) Franklin Avenue via Bldgs 239 and 234 driveways and 
Exeter Street including Bldg 130, Motor Pool, and driveway to Bldg 
136. 

(7) Fire Lanes and Hospital parking lots. 

(8) Rye Street and Sewage Plant. 

(9) Parking lots and streets for Buildings #2, 11, 23, 
32, 68, 69, 89, 124, 161, 203, 226, 232, 238, 239, 339, 354, 355, 
359, 360, 361, 395, 398, 406, 408, 419, 420, 10010, 10400, 10405, 
10804, 10806, 10880, 10803, 10808, 10830, 10825, 10875, 10860, 
80901. 

B. Airfield areas. 

(ll Runway/Overruns. 

(2) Taxiways parallel, A, B, c, and D. 

(3) NAVAIDS Bldg 10804, 10806, 418 and Lowry Lane 
(access roadl. 

(4) Jet 
(entrance only). 

engine trim pad north side "D" taxiway 

II. Snow and Ice Removal Procedures. 

A. Roads, street, parking lots, and other area (except 
airfield). 

(ll Ice or compacted snow can be removed with a grader 
or underbody scraper. The grader will start in the center of the 



street and progress to the curb line. A street plow following the 
grader will aid in disposing of the windrow created by the grader. 

(2) Ice 
be treated with 
chlorides onto the 

on base streets west of 
dry sand to prevent 
airfield. 

the railroad track will 
vehicles from carrying 

(3) Salt and Sand. Salt and/or sand should be used to 
control 1c1ng on selected areas of base streets. Salt shall not 
be applied to streets west of Portsmouth Avenue to avoid tracing 
salt onto the ramp. Salt use will be kept to absolute minimum and 
will be applied at selected intersections and steep areas of base 
streets. Salt use shall be coordinated and controlled by the 
Commander. 

B. Airfield areas. 

(1) Snow Removal. (To Be Developed). 

(2) Ice Removal and Control. :· 

Cal Ice on airfield pavements should be reduced to 
1/4 inch thickness prior to the application of urea. Excess water 
and loose snow should be removed by snow sweepers. Urea is 
applied at the rate of 1 pound per 100 Sq Ft. The brine resulting 
from the urea application should be swept to the edges of the 
runway to aid in removing any ice thereon. 

will aid in 
probability 
is blowing. 

(b) Serrated cutting edges on alternate scrapers 
removing hard ice on the taxiways and also reduce the 
of the urea blowing off the pavement if a cross wind 

(c) Only two chemicals are approved by the Air 
Force for use on airfield pavements; urea, shotted or drilled, 
meeting MIL Spec MIL-U-10866C, Class 2 and isopropyl alcohol, grad 
B, Fed. Spec TT-l-735A. 

(d) At Pease AFB, urea is spread using a GFE truck 
mounted spreader capable of being calibrated. Alcohol is not 
normally used. 
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Lease No. NQ-90-0006 

DEPARTMENT OP THE AIR PORCB 

LBASE 

OP PROPERTY ON NORTON AIR PORCB BASE, CALIFORNIA 

THIS LBASB, made between the Secretary of the Air Force, of 

the first part, and Inland Valley Development Agency, a joint 

powers authority under California law, 385 North Arrowhead Avenue, 

San Bernardino, California 92415-0129, of the second part, 

WITNESSETH: 

The Secretary of the Air Force, under the authority contained 

in Title 10, United States Code, Section 2667, has determined that 

the property hereby leased is not excess property, as defined by 

40 u.s.c. 472; is not for the time needed 'or public use; and 

leasing it will be advantageous to the United States and in the 

public interest. Therefore, for the consideration set out below, 

the Secretary of the Air Force <"Government" or "Air Force") 

hereby leases to the party of the second part ("Lessee") the 

premise~ or property described in Exhibit "A" and sbown on Ex~~bit 

"B" hereto ("leased premises" or "premises"), for use on an 

interim basis pending ito final disposal pursuant to the Baae 

Closure and Realignment Act, P. L. 100-526. 

THIS LEASE is granted subject to the following conditions: 



1. 

This Lease shall be for a term of three (3) years, 

beginning on July '10, 1990 and ending on July 9, 1993, unless 

sooner terminated in accordance with the provisions of this Lease. 

2. Use of L~~§~remises 

a. The sole purpose for which the leased premises and 

any improvements thereon may be used, in the absence of prior 

written approval of the Government for any other use, is for the 

conduct of commercial aircraft maintenance and modification 

operations and directly related activities. 

b. This Lease authorizes interim use of land and 

facilities on Norton Air Force Base for purposes whicn will 

facilitate the local community's economic adjustment to the 

impacts resulting from the impending closure of the installation 

and not interfere with, delay, or retard final disposal of the 

property by the Government. The Lessee understands and 

acknowledges that this Lease is not and does not constitute a 

commitment by the Government as to the ultimate disposal of the 

leased premises or of Norton Air Force Base, in whole or in part, 

to the Lez~ee or any agency or instrumentality thereof, or to any 

sublessee. 



c. The Lease may be terminated by the Government as 

provided in Condition 6. The Lessee understands and agrees that 

the Government need not state a reason for termination and waives 

any claims or suits against the Government arising out of any such 

termination. 

3. Subiection to Existing and Future Easements and Bights

of-Way 

This Lease is subject to all outstanding easements and 

rights-of-way for any purpose with respect to the leased premises. 

The holders of such easements and rights-of-way (•outgrants•>, 

present or future, shall have reasonable rights of ingress and 

egress over the leased premises in order to carry out the purpose 

of the outgrant. These rights may also be exercised by workers 

engaged in the construction, installation, maintenance, operation, 

repair or replacement of facilities located on the outgrants and 

by any federal, state or local official engaged in the official 

inspection thereof. 

4. Qperoting Aareement 

The Operating Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit •c• 

is incorporated into this Lease by reference. In the event of any 

inconsistency between the provisions of the Operating Agreement, 

as it presently exists or may be amended, and the provisions of 

this Lease, the provisions of this Lease will control. 
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5. 

a. The Lessee shall pay to the United States rent as 

follows: 

Ill for each year this Lease shall be in effect, 

facility/area rent in the amount of Seven Hundred Six Thousand 

Nine Hundred Twenty Dollars ($706,920). Facility/area rent shall 

be payable in equal quarterly installments of One Hundred Seventy

Six Thousand Seven Hundred Thirty Dollars ($176,730) each in 

advance on or before the first day of the beginning month of each 

such quarter-year period. 

lal Facility/area rent in the amount of 

Five Hundred Eighty-Three Thousand Nine Hundred Twenty Dollars 

($583,920) for the hangar facility, identified.as Building 763 on 

Exhibits wA• and •B• (•Hangar 763•) IExhi~it A, Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 

5, 6, and 7) and the parking area !Exhibit A, Item 9) shall begin 

on the first day of occupancy or use of Hangar 763 by the Lessee. 

•occupancy• or •use• shall mean any activity or presence, to 

include preparation and construction, in Hangar 763 which the Air 

Force determines is inconsistent with its continued exclusive use 

of the entire hangar facility. 

lbl Facility/area rent in the amount of 

One Hundred Twenty-Three Thousand Dollars ($123,000) for the use 

of the warehouse facility identified as Building 747, Southeast 
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Annex, on Exhibits •A• and •s• <•warehouse Annex 747•) (Exhibit A, 

Item 8) shall begin on the earlier of the first day of occupancy 

or use of Warehouse Annex 747 by the Lessee or six (6) months from 

the beginning date of the Lease. •occupancy• or •use• shall mean 

any activity or presence, to include preparation and construction, 

in Warehouse Annex 747. 

<c l If the facility/area rent under 

Condition Sa<ll <al or Condition Sa(ll (b) above commences on a day 

other than the first day of the beginning month of a quarter-year 

period, that portion of the facility/area rent which is payable 

for the quarter-year period shall be prorated. 

(2) for each calendar day or any portion thereof 

that an aircraft in support of the Lessee's operations shall 

occupy ramp parking during the existence of this Lease, ramp 

parking rent in an amount of One Hundred Dollars ($100.00) per 

aircraft. Ramp parking rent shall be payable in arrears upon 

receipt of appropriate bills from the Government and forwarded 

with the facility/area rent due for the following quarter-year 

period. Ramp parking rent shall begin on the day following the 

beginning date of the Lease term. 

(3) Rent payments due under Conditions Sa<ll and 

Sa!2l above shall be made promptly when due, without any deduction 

or setoff. Interest at the rate prescribed by .the Secretary of 

the United States Treasury shall be payableon any rent payment 
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required to be made under this Condition Sa that is not paid 

within fifteen ClSl days after the date on which such payment is 

due. Interest shall accrue beginning on the day after the rent 

payment is due and end on the day payment is received by the 

Government. 

b. The Lessee will reimburse all Air Force costs 

associated with grfnting this Lease and any renewal of it. Such 

costs include, but are not limited to, expenses incurred in 

connection with the conduct of appraisals, environmental studies 

required by the Natfonal Environmental Policy Act (NEPAl, any 

environmental audit of the leased premises conducted solely for 

purposes of this Lease, and relocating Air Force operations out of 

Docks 3 and 4. Payment of these costs shall be made promptly upon 

receipt of appropriate bills from the Government. 

c. The Lessee shall pay to the Government on demand 

any sum which may have to be expended after the expiration or 

termination of this Lease in restoring the premises to the 

condition required by Condition 18. 

d. Compensation in each case shall be made payable to 

the Treasurer of the United States and forwarded by the Lessee 

direct to the Commander, 63 Combat Support Group, Norton Air Force 

Base, California C •commander• or •said officer•). 
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6. Termination 

a. This Lease may be terminated by the Deputy 

Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Installations) at any time 

upon the failure of the Lessee to comply with the terms of this 

Lease. No money or other consideration paid by the Lessee or 

which may be due up to the effective date of termination will be 

refunded. Prior to termination, the Lessee must be informed, in 

writing, by the said officer of the terms with which the Lessee is 

not complying and afforded a period of fifteen Cl5l business days 

to return to compliance with the Lease's provisions or begin the 

actions necessary to bring it into compliance with the Lease in 

accordance with a compliance schedule approved by the Government, 

if the time required to return to compliance exceeds the fifteen 

Cl5l business day period. 

b. This Lease may be terminated by either the Lessee 

(subject to the provisions of Condition 18 below) or the 

Government at any time by giving the other party thirty (30) days' 

written notice. No money or other consideration paid by the 

Lessee or which may be due up to the effective date of termination 

will be refunded or waived, as the case may be. Notwithstanding 

the foregoing, the Government agrees that until it bas adopted a 

plan for the final disposal of Norton Air Force Baler it will 

exercise its right of termination under this Condition Sb only in 

case of a national emergency declared by the Pre1ident of the 

United States. 
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7. Assignment or Subletting 

a. The Lessee shall neither transfer nor assign this 

Lease or any interest therein or any property on the leased 

premises, nor sublet the leased premises or any part thereof or 

any property thereon, nor grant any interest, privilege, or 

license whatsoever in connection with this Lease without the prior 

written consent of the Government. Such consent 'shall not be 

unreasonably withheld or delayed, subject to the provisions of 

Conditions 7b, 7c, and 7d below. 

b. Any assignment or sublease granted by the Lessee 

shall be subject to all of the terms and conditions of this Lease 

and shall terminate immediately upon the expiration or any earlier 

termination of this Lease, without any liability on the part of 

the Government to the Lessee or any assignee or sublessee. Under 

any assignment made, with or without consent, the assignee shall 

be deemed to have assumed all of the obligations of the Lessee 

under this Lease. No assignment or sublease shall relieve the 

Lessee of any of its obligations hereunder. 

c. The Lessee shall furnish the Government, for its 

prior written consent, a copy of each agreement of sublease or 

assignment it proposes to execute. Such consent may include the 

requirement to delete, add or change provisions in the sublease 

instrument as the Government shall deem necessary to protect its 
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interests. Consent to any sublease shall not be taken or 

construed to diminish or enlarge any of the rights or obligations 

of either the of the parties under the Lease. Consent or 

rejection or any required changes shall be provided within twenty

one !21) days of receipt of the proposed agreement. 

d. Any sublease agreement must include the 

provisions set forth in Conditions 22, 23 and 24 of the Lease and 

expressly provide that !ll the sublease is subject to all of the 

terms and conditions of the Lease; !2) it shall terminate with the 

expiration or earlier termination of the Lease; (3) the sublessee 

shall assume all of the Lessee's obligations and responsibilities 

under the Operating Agreement !Exhibit C); and (4) in case of any 

conflict between the Lease and the sublease, the Lease will 

control. A copy of the Lease and the Operating Agreement must be 

attached to the sublease agreement. 

B. Condition of Leased Premises 

a. The Lessee has inspected, knows and accepts the 

condition and state of repair of the leased premises. It is 

understood and agreed that they are leased in an •as is,• "where 

is• condition without any representation or warranty by the 

Government concerning their condition and without obligation on 

the part of the Government to make any alterations, repairs or 

additions. The Government shall not be liable for any latent or 

patent defects in the leased premises. The Lessee acknowledges 
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····-···· 

that the Government has made no representation or warranty 

concerning the condition and state of repair of the leased 

premises nor any agreement or promise to alter, improve, adapt, or 

repair them which has not been fully set forth in this Lease. 

b. A condition report signed by representatives of 

the Government and the Lessee will be attached as Exhibit •o• and 

made a part of this Lease within ten (10) business days of the 

beginning date of this Lease. The report sets forth the condition 

of the leased premises with respect to physical appearance and 

condition as determined from the joint inspection of them by the 

parties. 

c. An environmental condition report signed by 

representatives of the Government and the Lessee will be attached 

as Exhibit •E• and made a part of this Lease within sixty (60) 

days of the beginning date of this Lease. The report sets forth 

the condition of the leased premises with respect to environmental 

matters as determined from the joint environmental inspection of 

them by the parties. 

9. Maintenance of Leased Premises 

The Lessee, at its own expense, shall at all times 

protect, preserve, and maintain the leased premises, including any 

improvements located thereon, in good order and ·condition, and 
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exercise due diligence in protecting the leased premises against 

damage or destruction by fire and other causes. 

10. Damage to Government Property 

Any real or personal property of the United States 

damaged or destroyed by the Lessee incident to the Lessee's use 

and occupation of the leased premises shall be promptly repaired 

or replaced by the Lessee to the satisfaction of the·said officer. 

In lieu of such repair or replacement the Lessee shall,. if so 

required by the said officer, pay to the United States money in an 

amount sufficient to compensate for the loss sustained by the 

Government by reason of damage or destruction of Government 

property. 

11. Access and Inspection 

a. The United States, its officers, agents, employees, 

and contractors, may enter upon the leased premises, at all times 

for any purposes not inconsistent with Lessee's quiet use and 

enjoyment of them under this Lease, including but not limited to 

the purpose of inspection. The Government will give the Lessee or 

sublessee normally twenty-four (24) hours prior notice of its 

intention to enter the leased premises unless it determines the 

entry is required for safety, environmental, or security purposes. 

The Lessee shall have no claim on account of such entries against 
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the United States or any officer, agent, employee, or contractor 

thereof. 

b. The Lessee acknowledges and agrees that final 

disposal of the leased premises takes precedence over interim use 

under this Lease. The Lessee will cooperate with the Government 

to enable such final disposal to occur on a timely basis. In 

particular, the Lessee will permit potential buyers, their 

prospective tenants and subtenants, and the contractors or 

subcontractors of any of them, to visit the premises on reasonable 

notice from the Government during regular business hours. 

12. Goyernment Non-Liability and Indemnification by Lessee 

a. The United States shall not be responsible for 

damages to property or injuries to persons which may arise from or 

be attributable or incident to the condition or state or repair of 

the leased premises, or the use and occupation thereof, or for 

damages to the property of the Lessee, or for damages to the 

property or injuries to the person of the Lessee's officers, 

agents, servants or employees, or others who may be on the leased 

premises at their invitation or the invitation of any one of them. 

b. The Lessee agrees to assume all risks of loss or damage 

to property and injury or death to persons by reason of or 

incident to the possession and/or use of the leased premises, or 

the activities conducted under this Lease. The Lessee expressly 
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waives all claims against the Government for any such loss, 

damage, personal injury or death caused by or occurring as a 

consequence of such possession and/or use of the leased premises 

or the conduct of activities or the performance of 

responsibilities under this Lease. The Lessee further agrees to 

indemnify, save, hold harmless, and defend the Government, its 

officers, agents and employees, from and against all suits, 

claims, demands or actions, liabilities, judgments, costs and 

attorneys' fees arising out of, or in any manner predicated upon 

personal injury, death or property damage resulting from, related 

to, caused by or arising out of the possession and/or use of the 

leased premises or any activities conducted or services furnished 

in connection with or pursuant to this Lease. The agreements 

contained in the preceding sentence do not extend to claims for 

damages caused solely by the gross negligence or willful 

misconduct of officers, agents or employees of the United States, 

without contributory fault on the part of any person, firm or 

corporation. The Government will give the Lessee notice of any 

claim against it covered by this indemnity as soon after learning 

of it as practicable. 

13. Insyrance 

a. All Risk. The Lessee shall in any event and 

without prejudice to any other rights of the Government bear all 

risk of loss or damage to the premises, . together with the 

improvements thereon, arising from any causes whatsoever, with or 
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without fault by the Government, including but not limited to, 

fire; lightning; storm; tempest; explosion; impact; aircraft; 

vehicles; smoke; riot; civil commotion; bursting or overflowing of 

water tanks, apparatus, or pipes; boiler and machinery coverage 

against loss or damage by explosion of steam boilers, pressure 

vessels and similar apparatus now or hereafter installed; flood; 

labor disturbances; earthquake, malicious damage; or any other 

casualty or act of god. For purposes of this Condition 13a only, 

•premises• shall be deemed to include all of Hangar 763, whether 

or not it is included in the description of the leased premises in 

Exhibit A. 

b. Insurance: 

(1) ~ssee's Insurance: During the entire 

period this Lease shall be in effect, the Lessee at its expense 

will carry and maintain: 

(a) All-risks property and casualty 

insurance against the risks enumerated in paragraph 13a above in 

an amount at all times equal to at least 100' of the full 

replacement value of the improvements and personal property on or 

near the leased premises; 

(b) Public liability and property damage 

insurance, including but not limited to, insurance against assumed 

or contractual liability under this Lease, vith respect to the 
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leased premises and improvements thereon, to afford protection 

with limits of liability in amounts approved from time to time by 

the Government, but not less than Five Million Dollars 

C$5,000,000) in the event of bodily injury and death to any number 

of persons in any one accident, and not less than Five Million 

Dollars ($5,000,000) for property damage; 

Ccl If and to the extent required by law, 

workmen's compensation or similar insurance in form and amounts 

required by law; 

(2) Lessee's Cgntractor's Insurance: During 

the entire period this Lease shall be in effect, the Lessee shall 

either carry and maintain the insurance required below at its 

expense or require any contractor performing work on the leased 

premises to carry and maintain at no expense to the Government: 

Cal Comprehensive general liability 

insurance, including, but not limited to, contractor's liability 

coverage and contractual liability coverage, of not less than Five 

Million Dollars ($S,000,000l with respect to personal injury or 

death, and Five Million Dollars ($5,000,000) with respect to 

property damage; 

(b l Workmen's compensation or similar 

insurance in form and amounts required by law. 
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(3) Policy Provisions: All insurance which 

this Lease requires the Lessee to carry and maintain or cause to 

be carried or maintained pursuant to this Condition 13b shall be 

in such form, for such amounts, for such periods of time, and with 

such insurers as the Government may require or approve. All 

policies or certificates issued by the respective insurers for 

public liability and all-risks property insurance will name the 

Government as an additional insured, provide that any losses shall 

be payable notwithstanding any act or failure to act or negligence 

of the Lessee or the Government or any other person, provide that 

no cancellation, reduction in amount, or material change in 

coverage thereof shall be effective until at least thirty (30> 

days after receipt by the Government of written notice thereof, 

provide that the insurer shall have no right of subrogation 

against the Government, and be reasonably satisfactory to the 

Government in all other respects. In no circumstances will the 

Lessee be entitled to assign to any third party rights of action 

which the Lessee may have against the Government. 

(4) Deliyery of Policies: The Lessee shall 

deliver or cause to be delivered promptly to the Government a 

certificate of insurance evidencing the insurance required by this 

Lease and shall also deliver no later than thirty (30) days prior 

to the expiration of any such policy, a certificate of insurance 

evidencing each renewal policy covering the same risks. 
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c. Loss or Damage: In the event that any item or 

part of the leased premises, together with the improvements 

thereon, shall require repair, rebuilding, or replacement 

resulting from loss or damage, the risk of which is assumed by the 

Lessee under Condition 13a, the Lessee shall promptly give notice 

thereof to the Government. The Lessee will as soon as practicable 

after the casualty restore such item or part of the leased 

premises and improvements thereon as nearly as possible to the 

condition which existed immediately prior to such loss or damage, 

subject to Condition 18 of the Lease. 

14. Compliance with Applicable Laws 

a. The Lessee will at all times during the existence 

of this Lease promptly observe and comply, at its sole cost and 

expense, with the provisions of all applicable Federal, state, and 

local laws, regulations, and standards, and in particular those 

provisions concerning the protection and enhancement of 

environmental quality and pollution control and abatement. 

b. The Lessee shall comply with all applicable laws, 

ordinances, and regulations of the State of California, the County 

of San Bernardino, and the City of San Bernardino with regard to 

construction, sanitation, licenses or permits to do business, and 

all other matters. 

17 



• 

c. This condition does not constitute a waiver of 

Federal Supremacy or sovereign immunity. Only laws and 

regulations applicable to the leased premises under the 

Constitution and statutes of the United States are covered by this 

condition. The United States presently exercises exclusive 

Federal jurisdiction over the leased premises. The Government 

will notify the Lessee of any change in legislative jurisdiction 

within thirty (30l days of the occurence of the event. 

d. Responsibility for compliance as specified in this 

Condition 14 rests exclusively with the Lessee. The Department of 

the Air Force assumes no enforcement or supervisory responsiblity 

except with respect to matters committed to its jurisdiction and 

authority. The Lessee shall be liable for all costs associated 

with compliance, defense of enforcement actions or suits, payment 

of fines, penalties, or other sanctions and remedial costs. 

15. Construction and Modification of Leased Premises 

a. The Lessee shall not construct or make or permit 

its sublessees or assigns to construct or make any substantial 

alterations, additions, or improvements to or installations 

or otherwise modify or alter the leased premises in 

substantial way without the prior written consent of 

upon 

any 

the 

Government. Such consent may include a requirement to provide the 

Government with a performance and payment bond satisfactory to it 

in all respects and other requirements deemed necessary to protect 

18 



• 

the interests of the Government. Except as such written approval 

shall expressly provide otherwise, all such approved alterations, 

additions, modifications, improvements and installations shall 

become Government property when annexed to the leased premises. 

b. All plans for construction or alterations, 

additions, modifications, improvements, or installations 

(•construction plans• or •remodeling plans•> pursuant to Condition 

15a above by the Lessee must be approved in writing by the 

Government before the commencement of any construction project. 

In addition, the designs for all Lessee connections to Norton Air 

Force Base utilities will comply with DOD/USAF construction 

standards and be subject to Norton Air Force Base review and 

approval. DOD/USAF construction standards are available through 

the office of the Commander or the Base Civil Engineer. The 

Lessee will submit any remodeling plans to the Base Civil Engineer 

for approval. 

c. The Air Force review process for either a 

construction project or a utility connection will be completed 

within thirty 130) days of receipt of plans and specifications. In 

the event problems are detected during review, immediate notice 

will be provided by telephone to the Lessee or its representative 

designated for the purpose. Approval will not be unreasonably 

withheld. 
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d. All construction shall be in accordance with the 

approved designs and plans and without cost to the Government. 

The Lessee shall not proceed with excavation, demolition, or 

construction until it receives written notice from the Government 

that such designs and plans are acceptable to the Government. 

e. All matters of ingress, egress, contractor haul 

routes, construction activity and disposition of excavated 

material, in connection with the lease herein granted, shall be 

coordinated with the Government. All excavation and construction 

activity shall be accomplished during periods (including hours of 

the dayl acceptable to the said officer. 

f. The Commander is authorized to grant approvals 

and consents under this Condition 15. Disapprovals may be 

reviewed by the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the 

Air Force (Installations). Such review is discretionary. A 

request for review will be submitted to the Commander, who will 

forward it through channels with his comments within ten (10) 

business days after he receives the request. 

16. Utilities and Services 

The Lessee will be responsible at its sole expense for 

all utilities, janitorial services, building maintenance and 

grounds maintenance for the leased premises. 

will be provided through meters, if possible. 
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The Lessee will 
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purchase, install, and maintain all such meters at its own cost 

and without cost and expense to the Government. The Lessee will 

pay, in addition to the cash rent which is required under this 

Lease, the charges for any utilities and services furnished by the 

Government which the Lessee may require in connection with its use 

of the leased premises. The charges and the method of payment for 

each utility or service will be determined by the appropriate 

supplier of the utility or service in accordance with applicable 

laws and regulations, on such basis as the appropriate supplier of 

the utility or service may establish. It is expressly understood 

and agreed that the Government in no way warrants the continued 

maintenance or adequacy of any utilities or services furnished by 

it to the Lessee. 

a. Subject to Conditions 16b and 16c below, the Lessee 

may purchase from the Government the following utility services: 

electric power, steam, water, and sewage. 

b. Any sale of a utility service will be in accordance 

with 10 u.s.c. S 2481 and Air Force Regulation (AFRl 91-5. 

c. The Lessee agrees to enter into a separate contract 

for each utility service procured under Condition 16a above at 

rates to be specified in each contract. 
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17. Taxes 

The Lessee shall pay to the proper authority, when and 

as the same become due and payable, all taxes, assessments, and 

similar charges which, at any time during the term of this Lease 

may be imposed upon the Lessee with respect to the leased 

premises. Title 10, United States Code, S 2667(el contains the 

consent of Congress to the taxation of the lessee's interest in 

the leased premises, whether or not the premises are in an area of 

exclusive Federal jurisdiction. Should Congress consent to 

taxation of the Government's interest in the property, this Lease 

will be renegotiated. 

lB. Surrender of Leased Premises 

On or before the date of expiration of this Lease, or 

its earlier termination hereunder, the Lessee shall vacate arid 

surrender the leased premises to the Government. Subject to 

Condition 15a, the Lessee shall remove its property from the 

leased premises and restore them to as good order and condition as 

that existing on the beginning date of this Lease, damages beyond 

the control of the Lessee due to fair wear and tear, excepted. If 

the Lessee shall fail or neglect to remove its property, then, at 

the option of the Air Force, the property shall either become the 

property of the United States without compensation therefor, or 

the Air Force may cause it to be removed and the premises to be 

restored at the expense of the Lessee, and no claim for damages 
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against the United States or 

created by or made on account of 

work. 

19. Disputes 

its officers or agents shall be 

such removal and restoration 

a. Except as otherwise provided in this Lease, any 

dispute concerning a question of fact arising under this Lease 

which is not disposed of by agreement shall be decided by the said 

officer. Be or she shall reduce the decision to writing and mail 

or otherwise furnish a copy to the Lessee. The decision of the 

said officer shall be final and conclusive unless, within thirty 

!30) days from the date of receipt of such copy, the Lessee mails 

or otherwise furnishes to the said officer a written appeal 

addressed to the Secretary of the Air Force. The decision of the 

Secretary or his or her duly authorized representative for the 

determination of such appeals shall be final and conclusive unless 

determined by a court of competent jurisdiction to have been 

fraudulent or capricious, or arbitrary, or so grossly erroneous as 

necessarily to imply bad faith, or not supported by substantial 

evidence. In connection with any appeal proceeding under this 

condition, the Lessee shall be afforded an opportunity to be heard 

and to offer evidence in support of its appeal. Pending final 

decision of a dispute hereunder, the Lessee shall proceed 

diligently with the performance of the Lease in accordance with 

the decision of the said officer. 
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b. This condition does not preclude consideration of 

questions of law in connection with decisions provided for in 

Condition 19a above. Nothing in this condition, however, shall be 

construed as makin9 final the decision of any administrative 

official, representative, or board on a question of law. 

20. Rules and Regulations 

The use and occupation of the leased premises shall be 

subject to the general supervision and approval of the said 

officer and to such reasonable rules and regulations as may be 

prescribed by him or her from time to time. 

21. Notices 

a. No notice, order, direction, determination, 

requirement, consent or approval under this Lease shall be of any 

effect unless it is in writing. 

b. All notices to be given pursuant to this Lease 

shall be addressed, if to the Lessee, to: 

Mr. w. R. Holcomb, Co-Chairman 
Inland Valley Development Agency 
385 North Arrowhead Avenue 
Fourth Floor 
San Bernardino, California 92415-0129 

24 



• 

with a copy to: 

Reid ' Hellyer 
A Professional Corporation 
P. o. Box 1300 
Riverside, California 92502-1300 
Attention: Frank J. Delany, Esq. 

if to the Government~ to: 

Combat Support Group Commander 
63 CSG/CC 
Norton Air Force Base, California 92409 

or as may from time to time be directed by the parties. Notice 

shall be deemed to have been duly given if and when enclosed in a 

properly sealed envelope or wrapper, addressed as aforesaid and 

sent certified mail, return receipt requested. 

22. Environmental Protection 

a. The Lessee will comply with the environmental laws 

and regulations set out in Exhibit •F,• and all other Federal, 

state, and local laws, regulations, and standards that are 

applicable to Lessee's activities on the leased premises. See 

also Condition 14. 

b. If pretreatment is required for any industrial 

wastes placed in the Norton Air Force Base sewage treatment system 

by the Lessee by applicable National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDESJ permits, Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA> regulations, or Norton Air Force Base's contracts for 

wastewater treatment, the Lessee shall pretreat such. wastes as 

required. The Government will give sympathetic consideration to 
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pretreatment in Norton Air Force Base facilities, provided they 

are suitable for the purpose, have capacity available, and 

arrangements for reimbursement satisfactory to the said officer 

are agreed upon. 

c. The Lessee shall be solely responsible for obtaining 

at its cost and expense any environmental permits required for its 

operations under the Lease, independent of any existing Norton Air 

Force Base permits. 

d. Norton Air Force Base air emissions offsets will 

The Lessee shall be 

source(s) any air 

to offset emissions 

not be made available to the Lessee. 

responsible for obtaining from some other 

pollution credits that may be required 

resulting from its activities under the Lease. 

e. Any hazardous waste permit under Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act, or its California equivalent, shall 

be limited to generation and transportation. The Lessee shall 

not, under any circumstances, allow any hazardous waste to remain 

on or about the leased premises for any period in excess of ninety 

(90> days. Any violation of this requirement shall be deemed a 

material breach of this Lease. Government storage facilities 

will not be available to the Lessee. The Lessee must provide at 

its own expense such storage facilities complying with all laws 

and regulations it needs for temporary (less than ninety (90) 

days) storage. 
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f. Air Force accumulation points for hazardous and 

other wastes will not be used by the Lessee or any sublessee. 

Neither will the Lessee or sublessee permit its hazardous wastes 

to be co-mingled with-hazardous waste of the Air Force. 

g. The Lessee shall have a completed and approved plan 

for responding to hazardous waste, fuel, and other chemical spills 

prior to commencement of operations on the leased premises. such 

plan shall be independent of Norton Air Force Base and except for 

initial fire response and/or spill containment, shall not rely on 

use of Norton Air Force Base personnel or equipment. Should the 

Government provide any personnel or equipment, whether for initial 

fire response and/or spill containment, otherwise on request of 

the Lessee, or because the Lessee was not, in the opinion of the 

said officer, conducting timely cleanup actions, the Lessee 

agrees to reimburse the Government for its costs. 

h. The Lessee shall indemnify and hold harmless the 

Government from any costs, expenses, liabilities, fines, or 

penalties resulting from discharges, emissions, spills, storage, 

disposal, or any other action by the Lessee giving rise . to 

Government liability, civil or criminal, or responsibility under 

Federal, State or local environmental laws. This provision shall 

survive the expiration or termination of the Lease, and the 

Lessee's obligations hereunder shall apply whenever the Government 
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incurs costs or liabilities for the Lessee's actions of the types 

described in this Condition 22. 

i. The Government's rights under this Lease 

specifically include the right for Air Force officials to inspect 

the Lessee's premises for compliance with environmental, safety, 

and occupational health laws and regulations, whether or not the 

Government is responsible for enforcing them. Such inspections 

are without prejudice to the right of duly constituted enforcement 

officials to make such inspections. Although Norton Air Force 

Base is presently under exclusive Federal jurisdiction, the Lessee 

shall not seek to exclude state or local environmental and 

occupational health safety inspectors on the grounds that they 

lack jurisdiction. 

j. Except as provided in Condition 22k below, the 

Government is not responsible for any removal or containment of 

asbestos. The Lessee and any sublessee will submit any remodeling 

plans to the Base Civil Engineer for approval as required under 

Condition 15b of the Lease. If the plans require the removal of 

asbestos, an asbestos disposal plan and a copy of the notification 

which the Lessee or sublessee has provided to the South Coast Air 

Quality Management District (SCAQHD) must be submitted 

concurrently with the remodeling plans. The asbestos disposal 

plan will identify the proposed disposal site for the asbestos. 
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k. The Government shall be responsible for the removal or 

containment of friable asbestos existing in the leased premises on 

the beginning date of the Lease as identified in the environmental 

condition report hereto <Exhibit El. The Government agrees to 

abate all such existing friable asbestos as provided in this 

Condition 22k and Condition 22n below. The Government may choose 

the most economical means of remediating any friable asbestos, 

which may include removal or containment, or a combination of 

removal and containment. The foregoing agreement does not apply 

to non-friable asbestos which may be disturbed by the Lessee's or 

sublessee's activities and thereby become friable. Non-friable 

asbestos which becomes friable through or as a consequence of the 

Lessee's or sublessee's activities under this Lease will be abated 

by the Lessee at its sole cost and expense. 

1. The Government acknowledges that Norton Air Force 

Base has been identified as a National Priority List (NPLl Site 

under the Comprehensive Environmental 

Liability Act (CERCLAl of 1980, 

Response Compensation and 

as amended. The Lessee 

acknowledges that the Government has provided it with a copy of 

the Norton Air Force Base Interagency Agreement <IAGl entered into 

by EPA Region 9, the State of California, and the Air Force on 

June 29, 1989, and agrees that should any conflict arise between 

the terms of the IAG and the provisions of this Lease, the terms 

of the lAG will take precedence. The Lessee further agrees that 

the Government assumes no liability to the Lesse~ or its 

sublessees should implementation of the IAG interfere with the 
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Lessee's use of the leased premises. The Lessee shall have no 

claim on account of any such interference against the United 

States or any officer, agent, employee or contractor thereof, 

other than for abatement of rent. 

m. The Air Force and/or its contractors and 

subcontractors have the right to enter upon the leased premises 

and conduct investigations and surveys, to include drillings, 

compiling, etc., as required or necessary under the Norton Air 

Force Base Installation Restoration Program or the IAG. These 

inspections or surveys will, to the extent practicable, be 

coordinated with a representative designated by the Lessee or its 

sublessee. The Lessee shall have no claim on account of such 

entries against the Unites States or any officer, agent, employee, 

contractor, or subcontractor thereof. 

n. The Lessee and its sublessee do not assume any 

liability or responsiblity for environmental impacts and damage 

caused by the Government's use of toxic or hazardous wastes, 

substances or materials on any portion of Norton Air Force Base, 

including the leased premises, prior to the beginning date of this 

Lease. The Lessee and its sublessee have no obligation to 

undertake the defense, remediation and cleanup, to include the 

liability and responsiblity for the costs of damage, penalties, 

legal and investigative services solely arising out of any claim 

or action in existence now, or which may be brought in the future 

by third parties or any governmental body against the Government, 
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because of any use of, or release from, any portion of Norton Air 

Force Base (including the leased premises> of any toxic or 

hazardous wastes, substances or materials ·prior to the beginning 

date of this Lease. 

23. Special Provisions 

a. The Lessee acknowledges that it has read the 

Environmental Assessment (EAl and Finding of No Significant Impact 

(FONSil prepared by the Government in connection with this Lease 

and understands that the operations described in the EA/FONSI are 

the only ones that have been assessed in compliance with the 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPAl. The Lessee 

agrees that any operation, type and quantity of chemicals used or 

emissions caused, employees, vehicle trips, flights of aircraft, 

or any other parameter contained in the EA/FONSI (collectively, 

•EA/FONSI paremeters•) which might have environmental impact or is 

regulated by Federal or State environmental laws may not be 

changed or modified without the prior wiitten consent of the said 

officer. The EA/FONSI paremeters are hereby incorporated by 

reference and made an integral part of this Lease as though fully 

set forth in this Condition 23a. A decision on a proposal by the 

Lessee for any change in the EA/FONSI paremeters may require 

further environmental studies or assessments, the cost of which 

will be borne by the Lessee. The EA and FONSI are on file at 

Norton Air Force Base. Copies will be made available, on request, 

by the Commander. 
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b. The Lessee shall comply with all applicable Federal, 

state, and local occupational safety and health regulations, and 

with all Air Force safety, health and fire regulations, standards, 

tech orders, and procedures in common use work and operating 

areas, including ramps and taxiways. 

c. The Lessee shall be responsible for determining 

whether it is subject to local building codes or building permit 

requirements, and for compliance with them to the extent they are 

applicable. 

d. The Lessee acknowledges that it understands that 

Norton Air Force Base is an operating military installation which 

will remain closed to the public prior to its complete disposal 

and accepts that its operations may from time to time be hampered 

by temporary restrictions on access, such as identity checks and 

auto searches.. The Lessee further acknowledges that it 

understands that the Air Force strictly enforces Federal laws and 

Air Force regulations concerning controlled substances (drugs! and 

agrees that the Government will not be responsible for lost time 

or costs incurred due to delays in entry, temporary loss of 

access, barring of individual employees from the base under 

Federal laws authorizing such actions, limitation or withdrawal of 

an employee's on-base driving privileges, or any other security 

action that may cause employees to be late to or unavailable at 

their work stations, or delay arrival of parts and supplies. 
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contractors of 

<1> All officers, 

Lessee shall comply 

agents, employees, and 

with Norton Air Force Base 

entry control regulations, including 

identification cards · and car stickers 

proper authorities upon request. 

requirements to obtain 

and to display them to 

(2) The Lessee shall be responsible for control 

of its employees in restricted and controlled areas, including 

obtaining and controlling restricted area badges, and for the 

costs of security checks when needed to comply with Air Force 

regulations. The Lessee and its employees shall strictly comply 

with flight line restricted and controlled area entry procedures. 

The Lessee will be responsible for arranging and paying for 

security training for its employees. 

(3) The Lessee will be responsible at its cost 

and.expense for any improvements, renovations and repair of the 

parking area included in the leased premises. The Lessee also 

will provide at its expense any physical security it deems 

necessary for the privat~ly-owned vehicles of its employees, 

contractors and subcontractors. The Lessee agrees that the 

Government will not be responsible for loss or damage to the 

parked vehicles of its employees, contractors and subcontractors 

and it willindemnify and hold the Government harmless from any 

claims for such loss or damage. 

33 



(4) Any police alarm installed by the Lessee on 

the leased premises must be compatible with the Wells Fargo alarm 

system presently in use on Norton Air Force Base. Any increased 

costs to the Government from such alarm installation, including 

increased response costs, will be reimbursed by the the Lessee. 

e. 

tank which 

the deluge 

installation 

The Lessee will install an above-ground storage 

will be connected to the base sewer lines to collect 

system waste water if the Government determines 

of the tank is necessary to comply with applicable 

Federal, state or local legal requirements. The tank will have a 

one hundred ten per cent (110\l volume secondary containment 

system. The valve from the tank to the sewer will remain closed 

until an inspection of any waste water in the tank has been 

conducted and the results have been coordinated through the 

Commander. Any discharge into the sewer must be approved in 

writing by the Commander. 

f. The Lessee understands and acknowledges that open 

and above ground explosives storage sites at Norton Air Force Base 

present a hazard to aircraft using runway 6-24 and certain 

identified taxiways. The Lessee hereby assumes responsibility 

for and agrees to indemnify and hold the Government harmless from 

any claims for damages to property or injuries to persons which 

may arise from incidents involving such explosives where the 

property or persons are on Norton Air Force Base premises incident 

to the Lessee's or sublessee's use of the leased premises. 
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24. RePlacement Facilities 

a. The Lessee acknowledges that its occupancy and use 

premises and use of other Norton Air Force Base 

displace certain Air Force activities and 

of the leased 

facilities will 

interfere with others. Therefore, the Lessee agrees that it will, 

at its expense, furnish the facilities and improvements 

(collectively, •replacement facilities"! necessary to relocate the 

displaced Air Force activities and minimize interference with 

other Air Force activities and relocate the supplies, equipment, 

fixtures and other items of Government property to the replacement 

facilities. At such time as the replacement facilities are 

completed accepted by the Government and the displaced Air Force 

activities have been relocated in them, the Lessee may occupy 

Hangar 763. 

b. Upon execution of the Lease, the Lessee will 

construct, renovate, and/or install the replacement facilities 

substantially in accordance with the description and sketches 

attached hereto as Exhibit "G" and more particularly described in 

plans and specifications t~ be agreed upon pursuant to Condition 

24d. The Lessee will be responsible for all costs related to 

planning, design, contracting, construction, renovation and 

installation of the replacement facilities and asbestos abatement, 

if required. 
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c. The replacement facilities will be completed as 

soon as possible and no later than one hundred twenty (120) days 

after the beginning date of the Lease, subject however, to 

excusable delays, i.e., unavoidable delays due to acts of God, 

enemy action, civil commotion, fire, inclement weather, or similar 

causes or any other causes beyond the reasonable control and 

without the fault or negligence of the Lessee and/or those engaged 

in the construction, renovation or installation of the replacement 

facilities. 

d. Construction plans and specifications 

(collectively, •plans•) for the replacement facilities will be 

provided by the Lessee and must be approved by the Government in 

writing prior to the commencement of any construction, renovation, 

or installation. such approval shall not be unreasonably withheld 

or delayed. The Lessee will be responsible for all supervision 

and inspection necessary to assure compliance with the approved 

plans. If the plans require the removal of asbestos, the Lessee 

will submit concurrently with them an asbestos disposal plan and a 

copy of the notification to SCAQMD as required under Condition 22j 

of the Lease. 

e. The replacement facilities, when completed and 

accepted by the Government, shall become Government property. 

Government acceptance of the replacement facilities is conditioned 

on the facilities being completed in accordance with the approved 

plans. 
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f. The Lessee acknowledges it understands that the 

Government has no funds to plan or construct, renovate or install 

the replacement facilities and agrees that it and its sublessee 

will make no claim against the Government in any way related to or 

arising out of the furnishing of the replacement facilities. 

g. The Lessee will be responsible for repair or 

of any pavements, underground or overhead utility 

lines, buildings and Government personal property 

by the Lessee or sublessee or its contractors or 

replacement 

pipes and 

damaged 

subcontractors during construction, renovation or installation of 

the replacement facilities. 

25. Use of Other Norton Air Force Base Facilities 

a. Flying Facilities 

Cll Subject to the provisions of subparagraphs 

Cal, (bl, (cl, and (dl of this Condition 25a (1) and the Operating 

Agreement, the Lessee shall have the right to use the runways, 

taxiways, parking aprons and ramps ("flying facilities"! of Norton 

AFB on a noninterference basis with Government operations. 

(a) Aircraft operations will be limited to 

those directly related to the commercial aircraft maintenance and 

modification operations the Lessee is authorized to conduct under 
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this Lease. 

takeoff and 

five (5). 

'• 

The number of aircraft operations <defined as one 

one landing) in any calendar month will not exceed 

(b) The Lessee will pay landing fees for 

all aircraft using the flying facilities in support of its 

operations. Landing fees will be determined and paid in 

accordance with AFR 55-20. The Lessee also agrees to execute any 

releases or documents that may be required as a condition for use 

of the flying facilities by nongovernment aircraft pursuant to 

AFR 55-20. 

(c) The Government will respond to fire 

and. crash rescue emergencies involving civil aircraft in support 

of the Lessee's operations under this Lease within the limits of 

the capabilities of the fire fighting and crash rescue ("CFR") 

organization the Government maintains in support of its military 

operations at Norton AFB. The Lessee acknowledges that it 

understands that the Government will provide emergency fire 

fighting and crash rescue service only so long as a CFR 

organization is required for military operations at Norton Air 

Force Base. The Lessee agrees that after the Government 

determines that a CFR organization is no longer required for such 

military operations, the Lessee <or its sublessee> will assume the 

responsibility for and provide, at its sole cost and expense, all 

CFR services required to support the Lessee's <or its sublessee's) 

operations under this Lease. The Lessee agrees to release the 
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Government, its officers, agents and employees from all liability 

arising out of or connected with the use of or the failure to use 

government CFR equipment or personnel for fire control and crash 

rescue activities and to indemnify the Government, its officers, 

agents, and employees, against all claims arising out of the use 

of or failure to use government CFR equipment or personnel. The 

Lessee further agrees to execute and maintain in effect a hold 

harmless agreement as required by applicable Air Force regulations 

for all periods during which emergency fire fighting and crash 

rescue service is provided by the Government in support of the 

civil aircraft. 

<dl The Lessee agrees that all aircraft in 
' 

support of its operations which may have to taxi, park, run 

engines or be towed on the runway, flight line, ramp, restricted 

areas or environs in arriving, operating on, and departing Norton 

Air Force Base will strictly comply with all procedures required 

under or pursuant to the Operating Agreement. 

<el Procedures governing use of the flying 

facilities by aircraft in support of the Lessee's operations are 

contained in the Operating Agreement. 

(2J The Lessee acknowledges that it understands 

that maintenance of the flying facilities is solely for Government 

purposes. The Government will provide information on any areas it 

deems unsafe to taxi a 747 aircraft. The Government shall not be 
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'• 

liable for damage to aircraft in support of the Lessee's operation 

while taxiing, to include Foreign Object Damage (FOD). 

b. Wash Rack 

The Lessee shall have the right to use the 

Government wash rack on a noninterference basis with Government 

operations 

Agreement. 

under procedures 

26. General Proyisions 

established in the Operating 

a. Convenant against Contingent Fees. The Lessee 

warrants that no person or agency has been employed or retained to 

solicit or secure this Lease upon an agreement or understanding 

for a commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee, ex

cepting bona fide employees or bona fide established commercial 

agencies maintained by the Lessee for the purpose of securing 

business. For breach or violation of this warranty, the 

Government shall have the right to annul this Lease without 

liability or in its discretion to require the Lessee to pay, in 

addition to the lease rental or consideration, the full amount of 

such commission, percentage, brokerage, or contingent fee. 

b. Officials not to Benefit. No Member of or 

Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be admitted to 

any share or part of this Lease or to any benefit to arise 
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therefrom, but this provision shall not be construed to extend to 

this Lease if made with a corporation for its general benefit. 

c. Nondiscrimination. The Lessee shall use the 

leased premises in a nondiscriminatory manner to the end that no 

person shall, on the ground of race, color, religion, sex, age, 

handicap or national origin, be excluded from using the facilities 

or obtaining the services provided thereon, or otherwise be 

subjected to discrimination under any program or activities 

provided thereon. 

(1) As used in this condition, the term 

•facility• means lodgings, stores, shops, restaurants, cafeterias, 

restrooms, and any other facility of a public nature in any 

building covered by, or built on land covered by, this Lease. 

( 2) The Lessee agrees not to discriminate 

against any person because of race, color, religion, sex, or 

national origin in furnishing, or refusing to furnish, to such 

person the use of any facility, including all services, 

privileges, accommodations, and activities provided on the leased 

premises. This does not require the furnishing to the general 

public the use of any facility customarily furnished by the Lessee 

solely to tenants or to Air Force military and civilian personnel, 

and the guests and invitees of any of them. 
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• 
d. Gratuities. The Government may, by written 

notice to the Lessee, terminate this Lease if it is found after 

notice and hearing, by the Secretary of the Air Force, or his/her 

duly authorized representative, that gratuities in the form of 

entertainment, gifts, · or otherwise, were offered or given by the 

Lessee, or any agent or representative of the Lessee, to any 

officer or employee of the Government with a view toward securing 

an agreement or securing favorable treatment with respect to the 

awarding or amending, or the making of any determinations with 

respect to the performing of such agreement; provided that the 

existence of the facts upon which the Secretary of the Air Force 

or his/her duly authorized representative makes such finding, 

shall be an issue and may be reviewed in any competent court. In 

the event this Lease is so terminated, the Government shall be 

entitled Cal to pursue the same remedies against the Lessee as it 

could pursue in the event of a breach of the Lease by the Lessee, 

and Cbl as a penalty in addition to any other damages to which it 

may be entitled by law, to exemplary damages in an amount Cas 

determined by the Secretary of the Air Force or his/her duly 

authorized representative> which shall be not less than three nor 

more than ten times the costs incurred by the Lessee in providing 

any such gratuities to any such officer to employee. The rights 

and remedies of the Government provided in this article shall not 

be exclusive and are in addition to any other rights and remedies 

provided by law or under this Lease. 
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e. No Joint Venture. 

will make, or will be construed 

Nothing contained in this Lease 

to make, the parties hereto 

partners or joint venturers with each other, it being understood 

and agreed that the only relationship between the Government and 

the Lessee is that of.landlord and tenant. Neither will anything 

in this Lease render, or be construed to render, either of the 

parties hereto liable to any third party for the debts ;or 

obligations of the other party hereto. 

f. Records and Books of Account. The Lessee agrees 

that the Comptroller General of the United States or the Auditor 

General of the United States Air Force or any of their duly 

authorized representatives shall, until the expiration of three 

13l years after the expiration or earlier termination of this 

Lease, have access to and the right to examine any directly 

pertinent books, documents, papers, and records of the Lessee 

involving transactions related to this Lease. The Lessee further 

agrees that any sublease of the leased premises lor any part 

thereof) will contain a provision to the effect that the 

Comptroller General of the United States or the Auditor General of 

the United States Air Force or any of their duly authorized 

representatives shall, until three 13) years after the expiration 

or earlier termination of this Lease, have access to and the right 

to examine any directly pertinent books, documents, papers, and 

records of the sublessee involving transactions related to the 

sublease. 

43 



. . . ' 

' 30. Reporting to Congress 

Pursuant to the Base Closure and Realignment Act (BCRA), 

P. L. 100-526, this Lease is not subject to Title 10, United 

States Code, Section 2662. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have hereunto set my hand by authority 

of the Secretary of the Air Force this 10th day of July, 1990. 

Title: 
, John 0. Rittenhouse 
\J?J&uty ~or lnstaltatjpor MaAageff'ent 

Dep Asststant Secretary of the Air rorce 
Clnstallatinns) 

THIS LEASE is also executed by the Lessee this 10th day of 
July, 1990. 

INLAND VALLEY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY, a 
joint powers authority under 
California law 

• .· I 

/ ' Ry :. . ' / ' I. ,. .· .· ·w: Ri ( 11 Bo~ 11 ) HolcoU!f> 
Its: co-Chairman 

And: 
.Robert L. Hammock 
Its: Co-Chairman 
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STATE OF-\~\·~··~·~·~·~··~·----------) 
ss. 

COUNTY OF ~j~-·~·,~ .. ~-_. _________ ) 

On this· lOth day of July, 1990, before me,\~·~·--~~~~ 
I'• , . \ .• , , a Notary Public in and for said County and State, 
personally appeared hi\.-• ·.> ·,:: .. 1\~.,\,-c.·· •. , , personally known 
to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to 
be the j':, rj..., '1,.,1 \\ ;:.;. · 1\l..,j. of the Air Force for , 
and ackn~wledged to me that he/she executed the same as the act 
of the Secretary of the Air Force. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
ss. 

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO 

Notary Public in and\for said 
County and State 
~ ..-:·.-..-, ..-··:\\1. ... I. ~~ !.·, --.:.' __ ·.) 1\ \, J 

Mr.r.'J> .of this 10th day of July, 1990, before me,. \-. .;1!/L 
•• (1/tc' a Notary Public in and for said County and State, 

personally appeared W. R. ("BOB") HOLCOMB and ROBERT L. HAMMOCK, 
personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of 
satisfactory evidence) to be the Co-Chairmen of INLAND VALLEY 
DEVELOPMENT AGENCY, a joint powers authority under California law, 
the corporation that executed the within instrument and 
acknowledged to me that said corporation executed. it. , 

.. c'tf!IJ!ff /~,ya,;,,, ( 
otary Publi ~in and for said 

County and State 
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EXHIBIT A 

DESCRIPTION OF LEASED PREMISES 

DESCRIPTION SQUARE FOOTAGE 

1. Dock 3, Building 763 

Described as starting from the southeast corner of Building 763, 
west 238 feet to west barrier wall, Dock 3; north 203 feet to 
northwest corner of Dock 3; east 238 feet to northeast corner of 
Dock 3; south 203 feet to point of origin. 

2. Dock Separation Area, Building 763 

Described as starting from a point 20 feet east of K3, west 61 
feet to a point 18 feet west of J3; north 203 feet to a point 
18 feet west of J12; east 61 feet to a point 20 feet east of K12; 
south 203 feet to point of origin. 

3. Dock 4, Building 763 

Described as starting from a point at the southeast corner of Dock 
4, approximately 18 feet west of J3; west 240 feet to a point 5 

48,314 sq feet 

12,383 sq feet 

48,720 sq feet 

feet west of G3; north 203 feet to a point 5 feet west of G12; east 240 
feet to a point 18 feet west of J12; south 203 feet to point of 
origin. 

4. Area north of Dock 3, Building 763 

Described as starting at the southeast corner of N13; west 233 
feet to a point 12 feet west of L13; north 50 feet to a point 12 
feet west of L15; east 233 feet to N15; south 50 feet to point of 
origin. 

5. Area North of Dock 4, Building 763 

Described as starting at 113, west 130 feet to H13; north 50 feet 
to H15; east 130 feet to 115; south 50 feet to point of origin. 

6. Office Space, Ground Floor, Building 763 

Described as a two-story office, located north of Dock 4 starting 
at G12, north 25·feet to Gl4, then east 65 feet, south to a line 
connecting G13 and Hl3, then west 65 feet to G12. 

11,650 sq feet 

6,500 sq feet 

3,250 sq feet 



.. , 

7. Office Space, Second Floor, Building 763 

Described as beginning at a point 15 feet north of Rl5, west 25 
feet to approximately 10 feet south of 016, then north 235 feet 
to 025, then east 100 feet to X25, then south 200 feet to X17, 
then west 75 feet to R17, then south 35 feet to point of origin, 
excluding the equipment room within this area, which is reserved 
for exclusive use of the Air Force. 

8. Warehouse Building 747, Southeast Annex 

Described as a metal structure attached to the southwest main 
structure by warehouse doors. Operates as a stand-alone building, 
with separate entrances and exterior loading docks. 

9. Space for 326 vehicles 

20,875 sq feet 

38,471 sq feet 

Described as existing parking area south of A Street, north of Mill 
Street, bounded on the west by a line 3D feet east of Building 575 
and on the west by the curvature of Mill Street. 
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Issue 2. 

QUESTION 

To what extent has response to recurring environmental problems, 
such as petroleum contamination of soils, been standardized? Have 
standard or generic feasibility studies/corrective measures studies 
been developed for such recurring problems? If so, please describe 
the elements of such a study or attach an example. Have RI/FS 
requirements been integrated with NEPA requirements at any bases to 
expedite cleanup? 

RESPONSE 

The Air Force is pursuing ways to standardize the cleanup 
process where there are similar contaminants. We have been working 
with EPA to consider the preparation of a model RI/FS for sites 
contaminated with petroleum products. This would be similar to the 
model RI/FS which EPA has prepared for municipal landfills. We are 
embarking on the preparation of a "generic" or "standard" Air Force 
approach for the cleanup of petroleum products. 

Second, we have encouraged the use of a single contractor 
for the assessment and study phases for all of the sites at an 
installation. This precludes hand-offs between multiple 
contractors, precludes several contractors assessing the 
characteristics of the installation and fosters a good working 
relationship with the installation and regulators. 

Third, we are encouraging the remedial project manager (RPM) 
to take advantage of studies for sites with similar contamination at 
other installations. By using the site descriptions database, the 
RPM can determine the location of similar sites and obtain a copy 
of the studies which may permit the preparation of a focused RI/FS. 

Fourth, we have encouraged the RPM to talk with RPMs at 
installations in the same State and EPA region. This will provide 
crossfeed on the expectations of the regulators and the approach 
taken for similar sites. RPMs can also take advantage of the 
reports which have been accomplished at similar sites. 

Fifth, we have incorporated the requirements of NEPA into 
the RI/FS and address, if any, NEPA peculiar requirements. This 
usually precludes the need for a separate NEPA document. 

We believe each of these efforts will serve to streamline 
the regulatory process, decrease the time to accomplish the work and 
reduce costs. 

ATTACHMENT 2 



i Issue 3. 

QUESTION 

How many current or formerly used defense sites are potentially 
contaminated with unexploded ordnance? Please provide a list of 
these sites. 

RESPONSE 

The list below shows Air Force sites potentially contaminated with 
unexploded ordnance. The total acreage indicates the total size of 
the reservation whereas the contaminated acreage indicates the 
extent of contamination within the reservation. 

Active Components 

LOCATION 

ALASKA 
Blair Lake Range 

ARIZONA 
Goldwater Range 

CALIFORNIA 
Cuddeback Range 
Edwards Range 
Imperial Valley Range 

FLORIDA 
Eglin Range 
Avon Park Range 

GEORGIA 
Grand Bay Range 

LOUSIANA 
Claiborne Range 

IDAHO 
Mt Home Small Arms Range 
Saylor Creek Range 

NEVADA 
Nellis Range 
Nellis Small Arms Range 
Wendover AFAF 

NEW MEXICO 
Holloman AFB 
Kirtland AFB 
Melrose Range 

TOTAL ACRES 

33,964 

2,568,985 

7,556 
300,723 

48,560 

134,581 
101,029 

5,866 

33,556 

1,622 
102,746 

3,089,860 
10,595 
15,010 

41,811 
18,302 

6, 714 

CONTAMINATED ACRES 

Unavailable 

1,036,770 

7,556 
Unavailable 
Unavailable 

66,400 
Unavailable 

Unavailable 

Unavailable 

1,622 
12,970 

1, 616,014 
10,595 
15,010 

463 
3,840 
1,269 
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' '•·· Active Components (cont.) 

LOCATION 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Dare County Range 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Poinsett Range 

UTAH 
Hill Range 
Wendover AFAF 
Wendover RRL 

Air National Guard Components 

LOCATION 

ARKANSAS 
Ft Chafee Weapons Range 

COLORADO 
Ft Carson Weapons Range 
Airburst Range 

GEORGIA 
Townsend Naval Center 

INDIANA 
Atterbury Reserve Forces 
Area 
Jefferson Range 

KANSAS 
Smoky Hill ANG Range 

MICHIGAN 
Grayling Army Center 

MISSISSIPPI 
Ft Shelby Army Center 

MISSOURI 
Ft Leonard Wood Range 

NEW JERSEY 
Warren Grove Range 

NEW YORK 
Ft Drum 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Ft Indiantown Gap ANG 

PUERTO RICO 
Camp Santiago A/G Range 

TOTAL ACRES 

46,604 

8,349 

348,767 
138 
548,369 

TOTAL ACRES 

Unavailable 

Unavailable 
80 

Unavailable 

Unavailable 

1,033 

Unavailable 

Unavailable 

Unavailable 

Unavailable 

Unavailable 

Unavailable 

Unavailable 

Unavailable 

CONTAMINATED ACRES 

Unavailable 

Unavailable 

348,767 
138 
548,369 

CONTAMINATED ACRES 

7,840 

3, 110 
80 

3,822 

5,120 

1, 033 

9, 600 

1,680 

1, 600 

2,240 

4,700 

19,840 

1,203 

2,982 



Air National Guard Components (cont.) 

LOCATION 

TEXAS 
Chase Naval Reserve Center 

WISCONSIN 
Finley Weapons Range 

Air Force Reserve Components 

LOCATION 

OKLAHOMA 
Falcon 

TOTAL ACRES 

Unavailable 

Unavailable 

TOTAL ACRES 

14,880 

CONTAMINATED ACRES 

2, 511 

5,370 

CONTAMINATED ACRES 

Unavailable 



~ Issue 4. 

QUESTION 

Are there any specific examples where the oversight and regulatory 
responsibilities of environmental regulatory agencies were combined 
or reconciled? Did this expedite the process of environmental 
restoration at the base? Would IAGs at all base closure sites 
provide a method to identify regulatory responsibilities? 

RESPONSE 

The main issue of regulatory oversight/responsibility is the 
overlap between CERCLA and RCRA. Most states retain the flexibility 
of implementing their regulatory prerogatives under RCRA if they do 
ot concur with the DoD approach under CERCLA. Where we have been 
able to negotiate interagency agreements (lAGs) between the state, 
EPA and the Air Force, the potential for conflicts is significantly 
reduced. However, the price to pay for this agreement is increased 
time required to coordinate the cleanup approach/documentation 
needed and the concurrence on deliverables. For closure bases, the 
Air Force recommends the initiation of agreements between the 
redevelopment agency, the state regulators and the Air Force. 
Refer to the attached letter from Mr Vest (SAF/MIQ) to Mr Courter 
(Base Closure Commission) . 

1 Tab 
1. SAF/MIQ Ltr to Mr Courter 
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QFFICC 01' THE ASSISTANT SECRC'l AR) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON DC .20330-1000 

2 0 MAY 1991 

The Honorable James A. Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W., Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

In my testimony to the Commission on May 10, 1991 I discussed 
several impediments which I believe seriously hamper our ability to 
transition property at closing installations to economically 
productive civilian use. These impediments concern our ability to 
clean up contaminated sites in a timely manner. This letter is in 
response to your invitation to more fully describe these 
impediments and suggest ways in which they could be overcome. 

Basically, there are five impediments which prevent timely 
cleanup and disposals. Removal of the impediments will require 
legislative changes. 

Impediment: 

Proposal: 

Listing of closing installations {either in their 
entirety or by individual site) on the National 
Priorities List {NPL) under Section 120(d) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA) slows the process. Such 
listing requires strict adherence to the overly 
complex and time-consuming procedural provisions of 
the National Contingency Plan {NCP). For example, 
the Air Force must enter into Federal Facility 
Agreements {FFA) with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). The schedules dictated by 
these agreements are inordinately time consuming and 
cumbersome and restrict the flexibility delegated to 
the Air Force by the President under the authorities 
in CERCLA to clean up hazardous waste sites. 

Exempt closing Air Force bases from listing on the 
NPL and the strict adherence to the NCP. In lieu of 
FFAs, the Air,Forcewould enter into less cumbersome, 
yet equally responsible agreements wit·h appropriate 
state e~vironmental.regulatory offices, the local 
community redevelopment entity created by the state, 
and/or the local municipal government with authority 
to acquire base property. 



Impediment: 

Proposal: 

Impediment: 

Proposal: 

The state and community would be equal partners in 
deciding how and when sites will be cleaned up. Each 
has a vested interest in assuring all remedial 
actions are protective of human health and the 
environment; each has a vested interest in 
expeditiously completing cleanups to facilitate 
redevelopment of properties for productive civilian 
uses. 

Redundancy in two cleanup processes and oversight by 
separate offices within the Environmental Protection 
Agency complicates cleanups governed by 1) the 
corrective action process required by specific 
sections of the Resource Conservation Recovery Act 
(RCRA), and 2) the remedial action process required 
under CERCLA. 

The framework of the NCP would be used to accomplish 
both CERCLA and RCRA cleanups. However, the NCP 
process would be modified, as agreed to by the 
parties involved, to meet the unique conditions of 
accelerated cleanup at closing installations. All 
sites on the installation would need to be included 
in this cleanup strategy, including those typically 
considered by EPA under RCRA. 

A restrictive interpretation of CERCLA Section 
120(h) would effectively prohibit transfer of 
properties until all remedial actions at a site, 
including those to remediate ground water 
contamination, are completed. 

Modify CERCLA section l20(h). Along with amendments 
such as the one proposed by Congressman Richard Ray 
to change CERCLA section 120(h), our proposal would 
place responsibility and accountability with those 
governmental and community entities which have the 
greatest vested interest in cleanup of sites and 
redevelopment of properties at closing 
installations. While Congressman Ray's proposal 
would allow parceling of properties, transfer of 
clean parcels immediately, and transfer of 
contaminated parcels once remedial actions were 
underway, we would propose to permit transfer of 
title to properties being cleaned up at any time 
during j:he process. The Air Force,· state, and 
community decision-makers would jointly assess the 
risk of each of its actions consistent with 
protecting human health and the environment. 



Impediment: 

Proposal: 

Impediment: 

Proposal: 

Furthermore, commitments by the Air Force to retain 
liability until sites are cleaned up to appropriate 
state and federal standards would ensure follow 
through. Any transfer documents would require 
guarantees of access for completion of any cleanup or 
long-term remedial operations, but our proposal 
allows for rapid reuse while providing the necessary 
protections. 

The integration of CERCLA and National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) requirements are unnecessarily 
awkward. 

The new cleanup process would not be subject to 
NEPA. However, the process would provide the 
opportunity for visibility and participation by state 
and local officials, as well as the public, in the 
overall decision process. Decisions on cleanup of 
sites would be based on land uses determined in the 
disposal and reuse process (which would be conducted 
under NEPA procedures.) That is, the cleanup process 
would consider the planned reuse in determining 
methods and standards for cleanup. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 
declared the Base Closure Account for the Round I 
closures as the exclusive funding source for 
environmental restoration. Reliance on this account 
could limit flexibility in accelerating the cleanup 
due to lack of funds in a single year. (Thus far 
Congress has not limited the use of the Round II 
account in this fashion.) 

The Defense Environmental Restoration Account (DERA) 
should be used exclusively as the fund source for 
conducting cleanups. The Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Environment has testified before 
Congress this budget year that closure bases will 
receive priority funding. The inherent fiexibility 
of a large DERA would permit expeditious cleanups to 
meet rapidly changing or unforeseen conditions which 
might otherwise delay property transfers. 

It is clear we share a common goal with the states, the 
communities, and Congress. This goal is to clean up our 
contaminated sites so that properties can be transitioned to 
economically productive civilian use as soon as possible. :We 
believe our proposals would permit us· to ·achieve this goal. I want 
to emphasize that these problems cannot be solved by governmental 
dictates or edicts to clean up within fixed time periods. Each 
situation is different and is best handled on a site specific basis 
with the affected stakeholders balancing the community interests of 
health, environment and economic well-being. 



·. J~----
...... 

Thank you for the opportunity to expand upon my earlier 
testimony. We are available to provide further detail on any or 
all of our proposals. 

Sincerely, 

/\~~.t/~ r---GARYo. VEST 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force 

(Environment, Safety and Occupational Health) 



PRODUCTION AND 

LOGISTICS 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. D.C. ZOJOf·IOOO 

June 4, 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(ENVIRONMENT) 

DIRECTOR, PROGRAMS AND BUDGET, OFFICE OF THE 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
(ENVIRONMENT) 

SUBJECT: Designated Federal Officer for the Environmental 
Response Task Force 

Pursuant to the Section lO(e) of the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act, I am naming Mr. Thomas E. Baca as the Designated 
Federal Officer responsible for attending each meeting of the 
Environmental Response Task Force established by charter dated 17 
April 1991. I am also naming Mr. Kevin Doxey as the Alternate 
Designated Federal Officer. 

One of the designated officers must attend each meeting of 
the Task Force and is authorized to adjourn any meeting if he 
determines such an adjournment is in the public interest. The 
Task Force may not hold meetings except with the advance approval 
of and with an agenda approved by one of these officers. 

Colin McMillan 

cc: Director, A&M 



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 10:101 

10 APR 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR ACQUISITION 

SUBJECT: Designation of Environmental Response Task Force 
Chairman 

I hereby designate Mr. Thomas E. Baca, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Environment), as Chairman of the Environmental Response 
Task Force established by the National Defense Authorization Act for 
FY 1991 (P.L. 101-510, Section 29231. The purpose of the Task Force 
is to study and provide a report to the Secretary of Defense by 
October 5, 1991, concerning recommendations related to the 
environmental response actions at military installations or portions 
of military installations that are closed, or are scheduled to be 
closed, pursuant to Title II of the Defense Authorization Amendments 
and Base Closure and Realignment Act (P.L. 100-526). 

CCr-~ Ql.-. -~~ 
Donald J. Atwood 

-.~nv'7 
I.· ., : ... ..-· L 



u.s. Department or Justice 

Environment and Natural Resources Division 

OffiCe of thC' Assistant Attorney General Mb.thinglnn. D.C. 20530 

July 5, 1991 

Thomas E. Baca 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment) 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.c. 20301-8000 

Dear Mr. Baca: 

I am pleased to designate Anne Shields, Chief, Policy, 
Legislation and Special Litigation Section, to serve on the 
Defense Environmental Response Task Force. She can be reached at 
(202) 514-2586. 

Richard B. Stewart 
Assistant Attorney General 



I 
May 6, 1991 

Administrator 
General Services Administration 

Washington, DC 20405 

The Honorable Donald J. Atwood 
Deputy secretary of Defense 
washington, DC 20301 

Dear Mr. Atwood: 

OFFICE OF THE 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

91 HAY 13 AH JO: 13 

Thank you for your letter of April 10, 1991, requesting a 
designee to represent the General Services Administration on 
the Defense Environmental Task Force established by section 2923 
of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 
(Public Law 101-510). 

I have asked Mr. Earl E. Jones, Commissioner, Federal Property 
Resources Service, to serve as my designee on the task force. 
Mr. Jones may be reached by telephone at (202) 501-0210. 

We appreciate receiving copies of the law and the task force 
charter. You may be assured of our full cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

ft!. _....__.._, -... -- 360S5 



UNI1£D STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEcnON AGENCY ~ OFFICE OF Tt:E 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 s._cRET ARY Of DEFE~!SE 

91JULII Pl12:33 
JUN 2 7 1991 

OFFICE Of 
THE AI)WjiSTJIATOR 

Honorable Donald J. Atwood 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 

Dear Mr. Atwood: 

I would like to thank you for the opportunity to be a member 
of the Task Force established by the National Defense 
Authorization Act for FY 1991. The issue of base closure and 
environmental cleanup presents some unique issues that will pose 
a challenge to our agencies. The Task Force, with its broad 
based membership of Federal, state and environmental 
representatives, is most appropriate to suggest solutions to this 
challenge. 

Because the issues to be addressed by the Task Force involve 
Federal facilities cleanup and compliance, as well as the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), I would like to 
designate Mr. Christian Holmes, Deputy Assistant Administrator 
for Federal Facilities as EPA's representative. His alternate 
will be Mr. Richard sanderson, Director, Office of Federal 
Activities. Mr. Holmes is the senior EPA official solely 
responsible for the oversight and enforcement of environmental 
protection activities at federal facilities; he is very 
knowledgeable of the issues concerning base closure and is 
familiar with your agency's environmental program, including the 
Installation Restoration Program. Mr. Holmes and Mr. Baca have 
an excellent working relationship which will further enhance the 
Task Force. As the alternate, Mr. Sanderson's experience 
concerning Federal facilities is quite extensive and includes 
coordinating EPA's efforts on NEPA and base closure. 

Once again, thank you for the opportunity to work with your 
agency on such an important initiative. 

~1·~~~'~'~--
F, Henry Habicht II 
Deputy Administrator 

40842 



UNnB IT AlES ENY1ROHMENTAL PROTECT10N AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20480 

..lJN I 9 1991 

Lieutenant Colonel Hayden Bryan 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301-8000 

Dear Sir: 

This is notification that Christian Holmes is the 

designee for attending the Baca's Task Force Meeting 

today, Wednesday June 19, 1991. 

\ 

elyx. 

~ ....----..... /./[. 
Raymond B. Ludwiszewski 
Acting sistant A~~ini· trator 

for Enforcement 

.,.-,-..... ..:..,. c.: -.-



UNITED STATES EHVIROHIENTAL PROTEC110H AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20480 

JUL I 6 1991 

Mr. Thomas E. Baca 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment) 
Room 3D833, the Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20310-8000 

Dear Tom: 

Because of the upcoming meeting with the Western Governors 
Association on July 22, I am unable to attend the Task Force 
meeting scheduled for this week. My alternate, Gordon Davidson, 
Director, Office of Federal Facilities Enforcement, will be 
attending. Mr. Davidson will be representing the Agency and can 
vote on all matters, as required. 

I look forward to the next meeting and am very interested in 
the recommendations being considered by the Task Force. 

Si~ 
Christian R. Holmes 
Deputy Assistant Administrator 

for Federal Facilities 



REPLY TO 
AnENTlONOP 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE Of THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, DC 20:11~03 

20 May 1!'191 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
(ENVIRONMENT) 

SUBJECT: COE Designee for Defense Environmental Response Task 
Force -- INFORMATION MEMORANDUM 

In a memorandum to Secretary Stone dated April 10, 1991, 
Mr. Atwood requested that you be advised of the Chief of 
Engineers designee to the Defense Environmental Response 
Task Force. 

LTG Hatch has selected MG Offringa, the Assistant Chief 
of Enqineer~ as his representat~.::: task force. 

Susan Livingstone 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 

(Installations, Logistics & Environment) 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
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JAMES M. STROCk 
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-to.CAISIU 

PETE WILSON, "''"'-

(91f)..S.-

July 15, 1991 

• 
Mr. Thomas E. Baca 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment) 
washinqton, D.c. 20301-8000 

Dear Mr. Baca: 

Regrettably, I am unable to attend personally the July 
meetinq of the Defense Environmental Response Task Force. 
Pursuant to Rule 6 of the Procedural Rules of the Defense 
Environmental Reeponse Task Force, I hereby desiqnate Mr. Brian 
A. Runkel of the California Office of Environmental Protection as 
my desiqnated Alternate to represent the National Governor's 
Association at the Defense Environmental Re1ponae Task Force's 
next meeting in Washington, o.c. on July 17-18, 1991. Mr. Runkel 
has full authority to vote and otherwise act on my behalf at this 
meetinq. 

Should you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 
445-384 6. 

cc: Ben Haddad 
Mary McDonald 
Tom Curtis, NGA 

o .................. 

Sins•re1 y, 

~~ 
James M. Strock 
Secretary for 

knvironmental Protection 



CHaJmNE T. MILUKEN 
Eunaiw Dirrctor 
O.Nttai Cotuu•l 

Mr. Thomas E. Baca 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF ATTORNEYS GENERAL 
HALL OF THE STATES 

444 NORTH CAPI10L STREET 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 

(202) 628-0435 
TELECOPIER !202) 347-4882 

April 30, 1991 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environment 
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Production and Logistics 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Room 3D833 
Washington, D.C. 20301-8000 

Dear Mr. Baca: 

PRESIDENT 
MAltY SUE TERRY 

AltOrnt)' Cdrwral of Virrinia 

PI:ESIDENT-El.£cr 

KEN EIKENBERRY 
Attorney Cdn~ra/ of 
Mbsltington 

VICE PRESIDENT 

JEFfREY L. AMESTO'f 
Anonaey Cdn~ral of Ji>mrom 

IMMEDIATE PAST PREsiDEST 
Tow MILL£11. 
Anonwy ~n~ral of /C1WrJ 

This letter is in response to Deputy Secretary Atwood's request for NAAG to name a 
designee to a task force to study and report on environmental response actions at military 
institutions that are closed or may be closed. 

Attorney General Mary Sue Terry, NAAG's President, has designated Attorney General 
Dan Morales of Texas to be the NAAG representative. General Morales will be represented at 
the working meetings by Sam Goodhope, Special Assistant Attorney General (environment). 
Mr. Goodhope's address and phone number are as follows: 

Mr. Sam Goodhope 
Office of the Attorney General 
P.O. Box 12548 
Capitol Station 
Austin, Texas 78711-2548 
(512) 475-4679, Switchboard- (512) 463-2191. 

Please direct your communications directly to Mr. Goodhope with a copy to NAAG, 
Attention: Ann Hurley, Senior Environment Counsel, 444 North Capitol Street, Suite 403, 
Washington, D.C., 20001. 

Sincerely, 

ci.LtrtJJL 
Christine T. Milliken 

cc: Attorney General Mary Sue Terry, President 
Attorney General Ken Eikenberry, President-elect 
Attorney General Dan Morales, Texas 
Sam Goodhope, Texas 
Ann Hurley, NAAG Senior Environment Counsel 
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an association of engineering and science 
firms practicing in hazardous waste management 

1015 Fifteenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005 202-347-7474 FAX 202-898-0068 

Mr. Thomas Baca 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 

of Defense [Environment] 
400 Army Navy Drive 
Room 206 

July 31, 1991 

Arlington, Virginia 22202-2884 

Dear Mr. Baca: 

BY HAND 

The following comments are provided by HWAC in response to 
the meetings held earlier this month by the Defense Environmental 
Response Task Force to consider issues involving the coordination 
of environmental response actions at military installations. 

HWAC is an association of over 120 engineering and science 
firms practicing in hazardous waste management. HWAC's members 
comprise 80% of the hazardous waste revenues reflected in the 
Engineering News Record's summary of the top 500 engineering 
firms. Our members investigate, as well as develop and 
implement, remedies to clean up the environmental damage created 
by others. HWAC members are not generators of waste, including 
waste at DOD facilities, but are firms with the technical 
capabilities to assist DOD in cleanup. HWAC operates under the 
umbrella of the 5000 member American Consulting Engineers 
Council. 

HWAC is concerned that DOD's efforts to close unneeded 
facilities will be jeopardized by failure to come to grips with 
the serious nature of potential liabilities for cleanup 
contractors. we believe that without resolution of the liability 
issues, DOD will be unable to attract the quality of engineering 
expertise that is required to address effectively the wide range 
of environmental issues at these facilities. The appropriate 
allocation of risk between DOD and the private firms performing 
environmental restoration activities is, in our view, critical to 
the success of DOD's base closure efforts. 

As you are aware, last year, Congress expressly recognized 
the vital role that experienced environmental restoration firms 
play in the cleanup of DOD facilities and that these firms are 
being negatively affected by unquantifiable, uninsurable, long
term liabilities associated with hazardous waste cleanup. 
Congress directed DOD to study the liability issues and report 

I:\Clll\027074\3736S.MAC 



an association of engineering and science 
firms practicing in hazardous waste manageme111 

1015 Fifteenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005 202-347·7474 FAX 202·898·0068 

Mr. Thomas Baca 
July 31, 1991 
Page 2 

back by March 31, 1991 with findings and recommendations. Many 
HWAC members participated actively in the forum underlying the 
DOD study, which was conducted in January by the Society of 
American Military Engineers (SAME), and we believe the report of 
those proceedings went a long way to accurately characterize the 
problems facing engineering firms undertaking environmental 
restoration work at DOD facilities. We were obviously 
disappointed that DOD did not complete its report and include 
firm recommendations for addressing the liability issues in time 
to allow Congress to address the recommendations in this year's 
Authorization Bill. We continue to believe that the Department's 
best interest, and the best interest of the communities where 
these facilities are located, lies in prompt and fair allocation 
of liabilities between the DOD as the owner of the facilities, 
and the restoration contractors. We have and will continue to 
work with the DOD staff to reach a solution for these concerns. 

Risk Sharing Using Current Authorities 

Until Congress can address the specific issues involved with 
DOD contracts, we hope that DOD will move expeditiously to 
address risk sharing through existing authorities. Specifically, 
we believe DOD should seriously consider the use of Public Law 
85-804 indemnification in appropriate cases and provide direction 
concerning use of P.L. 85-804 to its contracting agencies. 
Currently, when contractors identify risks that should merit 
P.L. 85-804 protection, they are routinely informed by DOD 
contracting officers that statutory indemnification will not be 
considered, regardless of the site or the issues involved. DOD's 
contracting agencies have simply not been advised that use of 
P.L. 85-804 is a viable option. Further, DOD should consider use 
of the limited indemni"fication provided by FAR 52.228-7 
("Insurance -- Liability to Third Persons") in appropriate cases. 
Again, DOD contracting officers routinely advise that this clause 
is not available. Finally, for NPL sites, DOD needs to establish 
a process for implementing CERCLA section 119 indemnity. There 
appears to be very little recognition in the Department that this 
provision exists and is available for certain DOD environmental 
restoration contracts. 

I:\CL11\027074\37365.HAC 



an association of engineering and science 
finns practicing in hazardous waste management 

1015 Fifteenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005 202·347·7474 FAX 202·898·0068 

Mr. Thomas Baca 
July 31, 1991 
Page 3 

The Federal Register meeting notice indicated that the Task 
Force would be examining consolidation and streamlining of 
current practices with respect to environmental response actions, 
including changes to existing laws, regulations and 
administrative policies. While we clearly recognize that the 
process could be improved and expedited, HWAC is concerned that 
DOD not shorten the study and investigation phase to the point 
where substantial questions are raised about the effectiveness of 
waste characterization and the viability of the remedial design. 
A premature cutoff of the study and investigation phase: (1} 
affects the accuracy of the risk assessment and, therefore, 
impacts the quality of the risk information provided to the 
public; and (2} could result in locating differing site 
conditions during the cleanup that will likely produce delays, as 
well as additional costs and increased potential for litigation. 

Contracting Strategies 

The presentations made to the Task Force identify 
contracting strategies as an area where DOD could make 
improvements. we agree. DOD contracting activities would benefit 
from a better understanding of the various forms of contracts 
that are appropriate for environmental restoration activities. 
We have found that several DOD contracting organizations are not 
sufficiently familiar with cost type contracts and use fixed
price contracts inappropriately without consideration of the 
complexity or the unknown factors in the work. For example, cost 
reimbursement type contracts are much more appropriate for 
remedial investigation and design work. We have also found that 
many DOD contracting offices are unfamiliar with the Brooks Bill 
procedures for selection of Architect/Engineering firms. Brooks 
Bill procedures are designed to assure the qualifications of the 
contractor are the primary factor in selection. 

With respect to turn-key contracts, we believe that while 
they may be usable in some limited circumstances, they will not 
be appropriate or produce the best results in all cases. DOD 
should be wary of the surface appeal of solving all of its 
problems at facility by simply dumping the entire site on a 
private contractor. Turn-key contracts: (1} do not provide DOD 
with the flexibility to tailor the contracting method to the 

J:\Clll\027074\J7365.MAC 



an association of engineering and science 
finns practicing in hazardous waste managemellf 

1015 Fifteenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005 202-347-7474 FAX 202-898-0068 

Mr. Thomas Baca 
July 31, 1991 
Page 4 

specific project; (2) largely abdicate Departmental control and 
decision-making authority over critical site decisions; (3) may 
preclude the use of innovative and alternative technologies, 
depending on the expertise and makeup of the designfbuild team; 
(4) may limit competition to the largest contractors and preclude 
competition from small firm with significant hazardous waste 
expertise; and (5) are not likely to be suitable for large 
complex hazardous waste sites. 

Conclusion 

Resolution of liability issues facing environmental 
restoration contractors is, in our view, critical to DOD's 
efforts to ensure that the closed bases are cleaned up before 
they are transferred to private parties or to state and local 
entities. We cannot assure the nation that the best possible 
scientists and engineers will be available for this urgent task 
unless we resolve the liability and risk sharing issues that have 
been raised. 

HWAC looks forward to working with you in the near future to 
resolve the liability concerns set forth above, as well as to 
discuss expedited cleanup issues and potential contracting 
mechanisms. You should be aware that in addition to HWAC's 
Federal Action Committee, whose members you have met, HWAC's 
Technical Practices and Business Practices Committees include 
members with specialized expertise in the areas of cleanup 
technology implementation, insurance, and contracting. 

Please fell free to contact Jim Janis at (703) 934-3175 to 
set up a meeting or if you have questions. 

Sincerely, 

~J(~Jo4.-
Michael K. Yates 
President 

cc: Mr. Kevin Doxey 
Laurent R. Hourcle, Esq. 
Mr. Matthew Prastein 

I:\CLI1\027074\37365.MAC 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IV 

345 COURTLAND STREET. N.E. 
ATLANTA, GEORqlA 30365 

4WD-RCRAFFB 

JIJL1tt111 
Mr. Thomas E. Baca 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Office ·of Deputy Assistant Secretary 

for Defense (Environment) 
400 Army-Navy Drive 
Suite 206 
Arlington, Virginia 22202 

Re: Defense Environmental Response Task Force 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, P.L. 101-510 
EPA/Region IV Comments for the Record 

Dear Mr. Baca: 

I am very pleased at the progress of the Defense Environmental 
Response Task Force in their efforts to improve interagency 
coordination, and streamline Federal/State practices, policies, 
and administrative procedures at closing military 
installations. You have an aggressive agenda that we in Region 
IV join our Headquarters office in wholly supporting. 

As you know, Region IV has a large responsibility with respect 
to overseeing environmental restoration ongoing and planned at 
military installations in the Southeast. I share your charge 
in doing all that we can as a regulatory agency to determine 
ways to achieve rapid, high quality remediation of sites at 
both active and closing bases. I am confident that the efforts 
of the Task Force will have a positive effect on accelerating 
environmental restoration. 

I would like to take this opportunity to provide Regional 
comments and recommendations on some of the issues under 
examination by the Task Force. Your consideration of these 
comments and recommendations is appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 

rr--7~~ 
Greer C. Tidwell 
Regional Administrator 

Enclosure 

cc: Col. Lawrence Hoercle, OAGC, Department of Defense 
Mr. Christian Holmes, EPA, Headquarters 



DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE TASK FORCE 
EPA/REGION IV COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

DELEGATION OF RESPONSIBILITY 

Comments on this issue being examined by the Task Force relate 
specifically to making better use of the State Memorandum of 
Agreements (SMOAs). The Department of Defense, in negotiating 
SMOAs should give consideration to the future date in time when the 
state would have capacity and expertise to provide timely 
regulatory oversight of Defense environmental restoration. The 
SMOAs provide a funding mechanism to ensure adequate resource 
for state administrative and technical oversight. Experience 
observed by EPA, Region IV with respect to the current SMOAs 
indicates that interagency coordination could be expedited. The 
following comments reinforce the Task Force's emphasis on 
regulatory assurance that their agencies are providing sufficient 
staff for their oversight role. 

Recommendation 

- Propose action to require states to enter into a State Memor
andum of Agreement to formalize their oversight role particularly 
with respect to non-National Priority List sites. 

- Propose conditions of the SMOAs to include a timeline whereby 
the state would have fundable full-time positions or the equivalent 
resource, and adequate technical expertise to provide technical 
review and oversight on environmental restoration. 

- Propose regulatory review timelines for primary document 
reviews analagous to the approach taken in the Interagency 
Agreements. This is extremely important at closing bases that are 
not on the National Priori ties List and do not have a separate 
agreement that addresses response times. 

CONTRACTS FOR EXECUTING CLEANUPS 

The execution of contracts in environmental restoration is a key 
element in expeditious remedial investigations and remedial 
actions. This cannot be over-emphasized. It is without question 
that contracting mechanisms and time for execution can be the 
largest impediment to the environmental restoration program. 
Experience has shown us that remedial investigations negotiated on 
fixed price contracts were greatly protracted if revisions were 
needed to the scope of work. The dedicated procurement authority at 
each DoD center and the recognition of the need for a combination 
of contract types for environmental restoration activities as 
discussed in the Task Force on July 17-18, 1991 is a necessary 
improvement in the execution of contracts. 



.. 
J 

\~ Recommendation 

- Propose action that embraces a matrix of contracts and 
dedicated procurement. 

RCRA/CERCLA- Regionally, we have integrated the technical reviews 
conducted under these two statutes. This is conserving an immense 
amount of resource and keeping redundacy to a minimum. In our 
opinion the administrative processes of both statutes still apply; 
the permit and appeal process under RCRA, and the administrative 
process and record under CERCLA must be retained. Until the 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments were enacted in 1984, RCRA was 
not a cleanup program for non-regulated units. The magnitude of the 
original RCRA program, staff turnover, and state funding problems 
are causing the states to lag behind in authorization of the 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments. These factors weigh heavily 
on a CERCLA lead for cleanup. 

Recommendation 

- Propose a recommendation that the statutory overlap be 
eliminated in the reauthorization of either statute. 

- Propose an evaluation of Subpart K of National Contingency 
Plan as the appropriate interim vehicle to effect a change in the 
redundancy. Region IV believes that this may be a regulatory means 
of eliminating the redundancy of the statutes in the near term. 

NEPA/CERCLA 
recommendation 
coordinated. 

Region IV highly endorses the Task Force's 
to examine where NEPA and CERCLA can and should be 

Recommendation 

- Propose support for the close coordination of NEPA/CERCLA 
requirements where appropriate. 

RATIONAL PRIORITIES LISTING OF SITES 

There has been much discussion by the task force as to why military 
installations have been included the entire installation on the 
National Priorities List. Section 104(d) (4) of CERCLA authorizes 
the Federal government to treat two or more noncontiguous facili
ties for the purposes of listing, if such facilities are related on 
the basis of geography or their potential threat to public health, 
welfare, or the environment, e.g., two or more noncontiguous sites 
are threatening the same part of an aquifer or surface water. 
Reference the Federal RegisterfVol.49, No. 185, Pg 37076, 
September 21, 1984. Region IV supports listing a military 
installation as one site if the criteria for doing so are met. 
Military installations in the Southeast have a large number of 
"sites" throughout the installa- tion affecting a common aquifer or 
surface water. New areas of contamination are continuing to be 
identified at our Federal facilities on the National Priorities List. 
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Recommendation 

- Consider the utility of listing a Federal facility in its 
entirety when proposing an action on this issue. 

RESOURCE AVAILABILITY/MANPOWER STUDIES 

Region IV supports the hard look at resource needs that the Task 
Force is recommending. However, the percentages and numbers include 
both compliance and environmental restoration. We believe that 
resource needed for environmental restoration should be evaluated 
independently. Additionally, technical requirements under RCRA and 
CERCA are complex, and require a level of expertise before they can 
be effectively applied. Implementation of environmental restoration 
often-times in the past was delayed because studies and investi
gations had to be repeated due to inadequate technical evaluations 
and/or oversight of those studies by the Defense Services. Region 
IV would like to see the Task Force emphasize the skills and 
training required to implement environmental restoration as well as 
evaluate resource availability. 

Recommendation 

- Propose a separate analysis of resource availability for the 
Environmental Restoration Program. 

- Propose action for assuring appropriate training and skills 
mix to execute the environmental restoration program. 
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The Honorable William K •. Reilly 
Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, s.w. 
washington, D.C. 20460 

Dear Mr. Reilly: 

June 26, 1991 

The Department of Defense is currently engaged in a process 
to close military installations pursuant to the Defense Authori
zation Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public 
Law 100-526) and the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 (Title XXIX of Public Law 101-5110). A significant number 
of the military bases targeted for closure by the Defense 
Department are facilities on the Superfund National Priorities 
List. 

Recently, two bills, H.R.-2179 and H.R. 2197, relating to 
the cleanup and transfer of real property at military installa
tions have been referred to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 
Other Members of Congress faced with closing facilities in their 
districts have expressed concerns about the pace of cleanup in 
relation to the closure schedule and the ability to transfer or 
use of portions of the facilities for commercial activity to 

· lessen the economic impacts on the sur_rounding communi ties. As 
you a!e aware, Section l20(h) of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) requires that 
all remedial action necessary to protect human health and the 
environment be taken before the date of transfer of real property 
owned by the Onited States where hazardous substances have been 
released, disposed of, or stored for a year or ~ore. 

Pursuant to Rules X and XI of the Rules of the o.s. Rouse of 
Representatives, we request information in response to the 
following questions no later than Friday, July 26, 1991 to assist 
the Committee in evaluating the progress of environmental resto
ration at military installations and other Federal facilities 
scheduled for closure and the options for commercial utilization 
of such facilities. 

- -··· "--:"\ 
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1. Please identify each military installation scheduled for 
closure that is on the NPL. For each facility please specify the 
date of final listing on the NPL, the date a comprehensive RIFS 
was initiated, the date the RIFS will be completed for the entire 
facility, and the date, if sooner, that the nature and extent of 
all surface and groundwater contamination will be known. 

2. For each NPL facility identified in response to question 
(1) please provide a copy of any baseline risk assessment 
(including exposure and toxicity assessment) or record of 
decision that has been issued for the facility or any operable 
unit. 

3. For each facility identified in response to question 1, 
please provide a diagram showing the boundaries of the installa
tion, the boundaries of the NPL site, and to the extent feasible 
the areas of surface and groundwater contamination • 

. 4. Please identify each military installation that is 
subject to closure pursuant to Public Law 100-568 and 101-510 
which has not been evaluated pursuant to the hazard ranking 
system (BRS) and may yet be listed on the NPL. For each facility 
that falls in this category, please specify the current state of 
evaluation and indicate when an BRS evaluation and final listing 
determination will be completed. 

5. For each facility identified in response to questions 1 
and 3, please indicate the date when all remedial action neces
sary to protect human health and the environment will be com
pleted. If long-term pumping and treating of groundwater is . 
contemplated as part of the remedial action, indicate when all 
remedial action except the pumping and treating phase is expected 
to be completed. 

6. For each facility identified in response to questions 1 
and 3 1 please identify and describe areas of the NPL facility 
which are free from surface or groundwater contamination or where 
all remedial action necessary to protect human _health and the 
environment has been undertaken. Onder what circumstances would 
EPA support the transfer by deed of a contami·nated area of r~al 
property owned by the United States? · 

7. Does EPA interpret Section 120 to authorize a transfer 
by deed [with the covenant required by Section 120(h)(3)(B)] of 
real property within an NPL facility prior to the time when all 
remedial action necessary to protect human health and the 
environment has been taken for the entire NPL facility? If so, 
would the transfer of such property be required to meet the 
criteria for delisting NPL facilities? 
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8. For each facility identified in response to questions 1 
and 3, please provide a copy of the timetable and deadlines for 
expeditious completion of the remedial investigation and feasi
bility study which is required to be published pursuant to 
Section 120(e)(l) of CERCLA. 

9. Has EPA authorized or participated in the leasing of any 
real property at an NPL facility on a federal installation? If 
so, please describe the circumstances. Is EPA aware of the 
leasing of any other real property owned by the United States 
which is subject to Section l20(h) of CERCLA? If so, please 
describe the circumstances. 

10. For each facility identified in response to question 1, 
please describe the reasons for the configuration of the bounda
ries of the NPL site in relation to the areas of waste contami
nation and the boundaries ~f the entire installation. 

11. In Colorado v. u.s. Department of the Army, Civil 
Action No. 86-C-2524 (D. Colo.), the united States Department of 
the Army asserted that the listing of a facility on the NPL 
results in exclusive jurisdiction under CERCLA for enforcement 
and remediation and effectively preempts state authority under 
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) for the 
property within the NPL site. On February 24, 1989, United 
States District Cour~ Judge Jim R. Carrigan issued an 
interlocutory decision rejecting the federal government's 
position and held that "RCRA enforcement by the State is not 
precluded by CERCLA or in the circumstances here presented." In 
light of Judge Carrigan's opinion, does EPA contend that state 
authority pursuant to RCRA is effectively preempted by CERCLA at 
NPL sites? Has the federal government moved for reconsideration 
of Judge Carrigan's opinion or brought an appeal. If so, what is 
the current status of the litigation on the CERCLA-RCRA 
jurisdictional issue? Please identify any other federal 
facilities where the federal government has asserted a position 
similar to that taken in the Colorado case on the jurisdictional 
issue. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Richard A. 
Frandsen (225-3147) of the Committee staff or Anne Forristall 
(225-9304) of the staff of the Subcommittee on Transportation and 
Hazardous Materials. 

Thank you for your cooperation with the work of the 
Committee. 

Sincerely,· 

. , 
Committee on .Energy and Commerce Subcommit on nsportation 

and Hazardous Materials 
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cc: The Honorable Leon E. Panetta 
The Honorable Vic Fazio 
The Honorable George E. Brown, Jr. 
The Honorable Jerry Lewis 
The Honorable William B. Zeliff, Jr. 
The Honorable Glen Browder 
The Honorable Robert F. (Bob) Smith 
The Honorable Olympia J. Snowe 
The Honorable John J, Rhodes, III 
The Honorable Robert T. Matsui 
The Honorable Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
The Honorable Nancy Pelosi 
The Honorable Jack Reed 
The Honorable Thomas B. Andrews 
The Honorable Richard Ray 
The Honorable Gary Condit 
The Honorable Les Aspin 
The Honorable Lee B. Hamilton 
The Honorable Norman F. Lent 
The Honorable Don Ritter 

Mr. Thomas E. Baca, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense 
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TO: Defense Enviroomcnlal Response Task Forte 
FROM: Lenny Siegel, Olief Researcher, National Toxics Campaign Fund's Military Toxics 
Network 
SUBJECf: Base Closure Oeanup Requitanents 
DA1E: August 2, 1991 

I am pleased to see that your task fon:e is seriously looking into the issues that trouble 
virtually every American community faced with the closure of a major military base. I am 
optimistic that panies who ftequently find themselves in adversarial roles can work together to 
promote simultaneOUSly the environmental and economic health of communities that have hosted 
Pentagon installatioos. 

The community groups and environmental activists with which we work support the 
tranSfer of clean or cleaned ponioos of conlllminated military bases. provided that 1) the obligation 
remains to clean the remainder of the facility; 2) studies of the entire operating unit ~ completed; 
3) buffer zones separate ~ scheduled for re-use from contaminated ~ 01' pwpeny, including 
wells and truck routes needed for cleanup; and 4) the public, and in particular tenants and 
pun:hasers, be fully informed of present and past contamination at the facility. 

We recognize that most military bases have significant groundwater contamination, 
primarly with solvents and fuels. While surface contamination, other than landfills and ordnance 
ranges, can generally be remediated in the time it takes to close a base, it should take decades to 
return groundwater to an acceptable condition. Yet in most cases there is no reason why the land 
above contaminated groundwater cannot be made available for residential, commercial, or 
industrial uses. 

Nevertheless, most people who have not fully studied these problems are not familiar with 
the unique legal challenges posed by groundwater contamination. I believe it is imponant that your 
recommendations and subsequent regulations specifically refer to land above contaminated 
ground~ when discussing the re-use of ptopert)' during cleanup. 

·' 
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Furthermore, though I recognize that the restoration of ordnance ranges raises difficult 
technical, fiscal, and environmental problems, I am opposed to any policy which suggests that 
none of these facilities will be cleaned up. Unfortunately, both unexploded and exploded ordnance 
pose serious toxic hazards. Based upon today' s technology, I think it is imponaat to address each 
of these properties on a case by case basis. 

While the shon-term re-use of military bases may be based on the level of cleanup, it is 
extremely important to enviroomcntal groups that long-term cleanup standards, designed to protect 
public health and the environment, not be abandoned because conditions appear compatible with 
interim uses. Hazardous waste tends to leak and spread. and any restoration strategy which ignores 
this is likely to lead to greater expense in the long run. 

Meeting the growing humanpower needs of Pentagon environmental program is a massive 
challenge, but it is also an opponunity. Base closings and cutbacks in weapons procurement~ 
fOI'Cing the layoffs of tens of thousands of skilled and professional workers, often in the exact 
locales where environmental professionals and blue-collar cleanup workers are needed. We think 
DOD can "kill two birds with one stone" by immediately developing retraining programs to prepare 



' , 
-

Siecel: Base Oosure Ceanup 2 813J1)J 

surplus workers for environmental projects. If properly designed, these programs can reduce 
OOD's overdependence on pivate consultants and contractas. 

Finally, though tbCI'C are many dedicated professionals WOiting at both regulatory agencies 
and with various Pentagon agencies, most of these personnel have a short-term attachment 10 the 
programs they manage. 'l'ba'e is no substitute for the direct involvement of representatives of the 
affected communities-the long-term neighbors of bases that m being closed. I believe that 
envirorunental activists, in particular, play a constructive role in Defense resiDI'ation activities when 
we are invited 10 take pan in technical review and other advisory committees. Community 
oversight is almost impossible, however, when military officials refuse 10 share information with 
the press and the public. We call upon Ibis task force to establish community relations standards to 
enable and encourage citizen involvement in both the cleanup of contaminated bases and the 
pteparation of those bases for re-use. Eventually, we hope, such standards would apply 10 all 
contaminated military pope.n:ies. 

Again, I would like 10 indicate my general support for the work of Ibis task force. I hope 
you will carefully consider my suggesnons, since we will best be able to take on the "toxic 
mooster" if we're working 10getber. 
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. Z0301 

Honorable Thomas S. Foley 
Speaker of the House 

of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Speaker: 

12 NO'I 199\ 

Pursuant to Section 2923 of the National Defense 
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991, I have the honor to 
transmit herewith the report of the Defense Environmental 
Response Task Force. 

Sincerely, 

Enclosure 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON, DC 20301-8000 

October 4, 1991 

Honorable Dick Cheney 
Secretary of Defense 
Washington, DC 20301 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

On behalf of the Defense Environmental Response Task Force, I 
am forwarding to you our report on ways to expedite environmental 
response actions at bases being closed under Public Law 100-526, 
the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1988. The report was 
adopted unanimously by the members of the Task Force. 

The Task Force chose for consideration several issues that it 
felt were important for expedited installation cleanup and 
transfer and that could be implemented within existing law. 
Nevertheless, there may be additional improvements in current 
procedures identified as more installations close and 
opportunities for property transfer develop. I am recommending 
that the Department continue working with other federal and state 
agencies to identify opportunities for expediting cleanup 
procedures, as well as implementing the recommendations of the 
Task Force. You may also want to use this report as a basis for 
developing legislative proposals for overcoming unintended 
statutory barriers to property transfer and economic development. 

The scope and nature of our recommendations present an 
opportunity for more efficient federal and state cooperation. 
Their implementation can help in expediting the redevelopment of 
former military installations as viable economic assets without 
removing the safeguards necessary for the protection of human 
health and the environment. 

Sincerely, 

~~A._ 
Thomas E. Baca 

Chairman 
Defense Environmental Response 

Task Force 

' , 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS 

Architect-Engineer 
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act 
Defense Environmental Restoration Account 
Department of Defense 
Department of Energy 
Department of Labor 
Department of Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Federal Advisory Committee Act 
Federal Acquisition Regulation 
Federal Facility Agreement 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act 
Fiscal Year 
General Services Administration 
Human Systems Division 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments 
Interagency Agreement 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
National Contingency Plan 
National Environmental Policy Act 
National Priorities List 
Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation 
Research and Development 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Remedial Design/Remedial Action 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
Treatment, Storage, or Disposal Facility 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
United States Code 
Underground Storage Tanks 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY I 
In 1990, the Congress charged the Defense Environmental Task Force with making 

findings and recommendations on two categories of issues related to environmental response 
actions at bases that are being closed or realigned under the Base Closure Realignment Act of 
1988: a) ways to improve interagency coordination within existing laws, regulations, and 
administrative policies; and b) ways to consolidate and streamline, within existing laws and 
regulations, the practices, policies, and administrative procedures of relevant federal and state 
agencies in order to expedite response actions. 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Task Force recommends the following : 

Land Use and Transfer 

DoD, EPA and the state regulatory agencies should develop sound criteria for determining that 
parcels of land on a closing base are not contaminated or likely to become contaminated by 
hazardous substances. 

DoD, EPA and state regulatory agencies should develop criteria for determining when parcels 
of contaminated land can be leased or otherwise made available to non-federal users before 
cleanup is completed. 

To the extent that relevant information is available at the time of listing on the NPL, EPA should 
describe newly listed federal facility sites using the source and extent of contamination as the 
guiding principle, and EPA should also reconsider the descriptions of military installations on 
the NPL. 

It may be necessary and appropriate for DoD to indemnify subsequent purchasers and other 
appropriate parties for any cause of action arising out of DoD's use of property, and the 
Congress may wish to consider amending federal law to authorize such agreements. 
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Cleanup Process 

Integration of the CERCLA cleanup process and RCRA substantive requirements should be done 
by agreement between the regulatory agencies and DoD. 

EPA should promulgate a fmal corrective action rule that it is, to the extent possible under 
RCRA, consistent with the NCP. 

DoD, EPA, and state regulatory agencies should develop and use generic responses to recurring 
types of contamination wherever possible. 

DoD should consolidate and coordinate the base reuse planning process, environmental impact 
assessments under NEPA, and cleanup studies under CERCLA wherever possible. 

Contracting 

DoD should give its contracting centers authority to contract for the performance of all phases 
of environmental restoration work if they do not already have that authority. 

The U.S. Government should establish a hybrid contract format utilizing a pool of contractors 
and allow DoD acquisition managers flexibility to issue task orders under these contracts. 

DoD should expand the current pool of contractors, using cost-reimbursement contracts, if 
appropriate, to the extent commensurate with DoD's ability to provide close oversight. 

DoD should establish a dedicated procurement cell at each DoD environmental contracting center 
to support cleanup efforts at the installations identified for closure. 

DoD should enhance training so that contracting officers are well equipped to use contracts of 
various types. 

DoD should establish teams of contracting officers, so that their collective expertise will allow 
them to use all types of contracts. 

DoD should establish a close liaison and formal coordination process with the Department of 
Labor with regard to determining the wage classification for positions of personnel dealing with 
new, emerging remedial technologies. 
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Regulatory Responsibilities 

DoD, EPA, and the state environmental agencies should make better use of lAGs, FFAs, and 
DSMOAs. 

DoD, EPA, and state regulatory agencies should provide sufficient staff and other resources 
needed to implement these agreements and expedite cleanups. 

. Effective implementation of the agreements to speed the process of cleanup should be a key 
element of the job descriptions and performance evaluations of the individuals in each agency 
with specific cleanup responsibilities. 

States with closing bases, EPA, DoD, and other interested parties should also create a 
centralized process, such as the base closure committee the State of California and EPA's Region 

. ·IX are establishing, to facilitate cleanup and redevelopment of closing bases, accelerate cleanup 
schedules, provide a forum for improved communication and help resolve issues affecting the 
base closure process. 

States should consider adopting a process recently agreed to by California and DoD addressing 
the environmental restoration and the reuse of non-NPL military bases. 

Resources and Funding 

DoD should assess the personnel needs of an accelerated restoration program. 

The Military Services should expand environmental education programs to retrain engineers, 
scientists, and contracting specialists who have been displaced from other job assignments due 
to base closures and realignments. 

The Congress and the Administration should also ensure that adequate resources are available 
to DoD, EPA, and the states for environmental restoration and oversight at closing bases. 

Existing DSMOAs should be reviewed as soon as possible to ensure that states will be fully 
reimbursed for their oversight activities. These additional oversight activities may require 
amendments to DSMOAs. 

DoD should investigate the feasibility of using a custodial or other type of trust funded by the 
proceeds of land transfer to fund long-term cleanup activities at closing bases. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Land Use and Transfer 

The Task Force found that parcels of uncontaminated land or facilities on a closing base 
can be leased, sold, or otherwise transferred to non-military users consistent with federal cleanup 
law.' Uncontaminated areas must be clearly-defmed, however,· and this will require the 
development of specific criteria for determining whether an area is uncontaminated and the 
extent of this uncontaminated area. -The Task Force recommends that the Department of 
Defense (DoD), the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), state environmental 
regulatory agencies, and other appropriate federal and state agencies, develop sound criteria for 
determining that parcels of land on a closing base are not contaminated or likely to become 
contaminated by hazardous substances. A buffer zone between uncontaminated parcels being 
transferred and any contaminated area, or other methods, should be used to ensure that no 
contamination will reach the transferred land. State laws and municipal ordinances regarding 
subdivision of property should be studied as part of the land use planning process for each base 
to determine their applicability and impact on the alternatives being considered. 

The Task Force found that, consistent with federal cleanup law, DoD may also transfer 
any property on closing bases where all necessary remedial action has been taken according to 
established criteria. The Task Force found that DoD may transfer by deed, without violating 
Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA, any surplus real property on bases to be closed or realigned only 
where all necessary remedial action, determined by criteria established in accordance with 
CERCLA and applicable state law has been taken. Section 120(h)(3) prohibits the transfer by 
deed of ownership of DoD property meeting the conditions of Section 120(h)(3) on which 
necessary remedial action has not yet been taken. The provision, however, does not appear to 
restrict transfers by contractual arrangements such as leases, options, licenses, and installment 
sales contracts, which allow some beneficial use of contaminated property by a party other than 
the fee simple owner without execution of deeds. 

Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA also does not restrict transfers of real property interests 
between federal agencies or departments. Thus, the Task Force concluded that DoD may 
transfer ownership of real property on which hazardous substances were stored, disposed of, or 
released, or interests therein, to another federal agency as long as the transferee agency and DoD 
make arrangements that ensure that remedial action is completed. 

'Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA. 
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·The Task Force concluded that in certain circumstances parcels of contaminated land or 
facilities on a closing base can be leased or otherwise made available to non-federal users before 
cleanup activities at all contaminated sites on the base have been · completed without 
compromising the apparent policies underlying Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA. An example of 
such circumstances would exist where soil contamination has been remediated in accordance with 
applicable standards, and the residual groundwater contamination poses no significantly increased 
threat to human health. The Task Force determined that DoD, EPA, and state regulatory 
agencies need to develop criteria for determining when the proper circumstances exist. The 
criteria should include at a minimum: 

l. The transfer and subsequent use will not significantly increase the risk of harm 
to human health and the environment. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The use of the facility after transfer will not impede the cleanup process. 

Site conditions and cleanup activities will not present a significant risk of harm 
to users of the facility. 

The cleanup process will be completed expeditiously and in accordance with all 
applicable standards. 

DoD retains the responsibility for any long-term operation and maintenance of the 
remedial action and for any necessary removal or remedial action identified in the 
future, to the extent that DoD is responsible for any such release of hazardous 
substance, pollutants or contaminants which may have given rise to the required 
removal or remedial action. 

Also, state and local governments and the public must be adequately notified. As a 
recommendation, the Task Force agreed that it may be necessary and appropriate for DoD to 
indemnify subsequent purchasers and other appropriate parties (e.g., states, lending institutions, 
etc.) for any cause of action arising out of DoD's use of the property. The Congress may wish 
to consider amending federal law to authorize such agreements. 

The Task Force found that listing an entire base on the National Priorities List (NPL) -
the list of highest priority sites to be addressed under the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) --can delay reuse of property on closing 
bases because of the concerns of potential purchasers and lending institutions about investing in 
property on the NPL. 
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To the extent that the relevant information is available at the time of listing on the NPL, 
EPA should describe newly listed federal facility sites using the source and extent of 
contamination as the guiding principle, and EPA should also reconsider the descriptions of 
military installations that are on the NPL. 

Cleanup Process 

The Task Force found that the potential exists to consolidate and streamline the practices, 
policies and procedures of EPA and the state environmental regulatory agencies by promulgating 
regulations implementing RCRA/HSW A corrective action authority that are consistent with 
CERCLA. In order to streamline procedures for the purposes of expediting the environmental 
restoration of military bases, the Task Force believes that EPA needs to consider integrating the 
CERCLA cleanup process with the RCRA requirements. Integration of CERCLA cleanup 
process and RCRA substantive requirements should be done by agreement between the 
regulatory agencies and DoD. In addition, EPA should promulgate a final corrective action rule 
implementing Sections 3004(u) and (v) of RCRA that is, to the extent possible under RCRA, 
consistent with the NCP. EPA should also provide for input by states. 

The Task Force found that the use of standard or generic responses to recurring types 
of contamination could expedite the cleanup process and therefore recommends that DoD, EPA, 

· and state regulatory agencies develop and use generic approaches wherever possible. 

In addition, the Task Force found that integration of the base reuse planning process, 
environmental impact analyses ·under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
cleanup studies under CERCLA is possible and can expedite cleanup. The Task Force 
recommends that DoD consolidate and coordinate these processes wherever possible. 

Contracting 

The Task Force recognized a need for DoD to review its current contracting process for 
· • base cleanups. The Task Force found that all of the Services have experienced difficulty in 

managing environmental cleanup contracts, for various reasons. The Task Force concluded that 
the current contracting capacity is insufficient and that the Services need to enhance their 
environmental restoration contracting ability. The following recommendations address this need: 

DoD should give its contracting centers authority to contract for the performance of all 
phases of environmental restoration work if they do not already have that authority. Contracting 
centers that do not now have the authority to contract for the Remedial Design (RD) and 
Remedial Action (RA) phases of environmental restoration work would be required to terminate 
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their site cleanup efforts at a certain point and hand over responsibility to some other contracting 
center. 

The U.S. Government should establish a hybrid contract format utilizing a pool of 
contractors and allow DoD acquisition managers flexibility to issue task orders under these 
contracts. Such contracting flexibility will allow DoD managers to pick the most appropriate 
type or types of contracts and contracting model for each task. 

DoD should expand the current jx>ol of contractors, using cost-reimbursement contracts, 
if appropriate and to the extent commensurate with DoD's ability to provide close oversight. 
Since close supervision and technical oversight is a must for administering cost-reimbursement 
contracts, DoD contracting centers should not award such contracts unless they are able to 
provide that supervision and oversight. 

DoD should establish a dedicated procurement cell at each DoD environmental 
contracting center supporting cleanup efforts at the installations identified for closure. A 
dedicated procurement cell could reduce reaction time from four to six weeks to one to two 
weeks once a hybrid basic agreement is placed with a pool of contractors. Closer teamwork 
between members of the DoD acquisition staff will avoid unnecessary confusion and deter 
exploitation by contractors. 

DoD should enhance training so that contracting officers are well equipped to use 
contracts of various types. Most DoD contracting officers tend to specialize in one contract 
type. This situation causes them to be biased toward using the contract type, although it may 
not be the one most appropriate for the task at hand. A comprehensive cross-training program 
can alleviate the problem. 

In hiring contracting officers, DoD should concentrate on those experienced in using 
contract types with which the contracting center lacks familiarity. DoD contracting centers 
should establish teams of contracting officers, so that their collective expertise will allow them 
to use all types of contracts. · Close teamwork will allow contracting officers to train each other. 

DoD should establish a close liaison and formal coordination process with the Department 
of Labor (DoL) with regard to determining the wage classification for positions of personnel 
dealing with emerging remedial technologies. DoL's labor-rate rulings on restoration work 
elements affect DoD's flexibility to classify individual remedial action projects. DoD should 
coordinate with DoL to ensure that DoL considers DoD's concerns before issuing binding 
regulations. 
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Regulatory Responsibilities 

The Task Force found that EPA's Federal Facilities Listing Policy (FFLP) addresses the 
application of RCRA and CERCLA authorities at federal facilities on the NPL. Application of 
this policy in appropriate circumstances may promote expeditious cleanups and reduce the 
potential for conflicts between the state and the federal government. 

The Task Force found that state environmental regulatory agencies and EPA play key 
, roles in base cleanup and closure. The Task Force also found that Interagency Agreements 
(lAGs), Federal Facility Agreements (FFAs), and Defense and State Memorandums of 
Agreement (DSMOAs) are intended to reduce delays and confusion that can result from multiple 
agencies having a role in cleanup decisions. The Task Force also found that, regardless of 
whether all parties have signed a formal agreement, early involvement of the EPA and the state 
regulatory agency in the process of investigating potential contamination can expedite the entire 
process leading to cleanup. The Task Force recommends that DoD, EPA, and the state 
environmental agencies make better use of lAGs, FFAs, and DSMOAs so that they serve their 
purposes. The Task Force also recommends that all parties make significant efforts to 
effectively implement such agreements. DoD, EPA, and state regulatory agencies should 
provide sufficient staff and other resources needed to implement these agreements and expedite 
cleanups. Effective implementation of the agreements to speed the process of cleanup should 

. be a key element of the job descriptions and performance evaluations of the individuals in each 
agency with specific cleanup responsibilities. 

States with closing bases, EPA, DoD, and other interested parties should also create a 
centralized process, such as the base closure committee the State of California and EPA's Region 
IX are establishing, to facilitate cleanup and redevelopment of closing bases, accelerate cleanup 
schedules, provide a forum for improved communication, and help resolve issues affecting the 
base closure process. 

States should consider adopting a process, recently agreed to by California and DoD, 
addressing,the environmental restoration and the reuse of non-NPL military bases. EPA should 
also, upon the state's request, consider letting the state keep the "lead regulatory agency "role 
after the non-NPL base is listed on the NPL, on a case-by-case basis, in order to maintain 
consistency throughout the cleanup process. 

Resources and Funding 

The Task Force found that acceleration of the restoration program for closing bases will 
stress already strained DoD personnel resources. The Task Force recommends that DoD assess 
the personnel needs of an accelerated restoration program. In addition, the Task Force 
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· recommends that the Military Services expand environmental education programs to retrain 
engineers, scientists, and contracting specialists who have ·been displaced from other job 
assignments due to base closures and realignments. The Congress and the Administration should 
also ensure that adequate resources are available to DoD, EPA, and the states for environmental 
restoration and oversight at closing bases. 

The Task Force recognized that base closure activities may result in additional oversight 
activities for EPA and state regulatory agencies. Therefore, the Task Force recommends that 
existing DSMOAs be reviewed as soon as possible to ensure that states will be fully reimbursed 
for their oversight activities. These additional oversight activities may require amendment of 
DSMOAs. 

A trust funded by the proceeds of land transfer may be a way of supplementing the 
limited pool of financial resources available to clean up closing bases. The Task Force 
recommends that DoD investigate the feasibility of using a custodial or other type of trust funded 
by the proceeds of land transfer to fund long-term cleanup activities at closing bases. 
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INTRODUCTION 

THE TASK FORCE CHARTER 

'- - · ._ Section 2923 of the Fiscal Year (FY) 1991 National Defense Authorization Act mandated 
creation of a task force charged with identifying ways to improve federal and state agency 
coordination of environmental response actions and to consolidate and streamline practices, 
policies, and procedures for cleanup of U.S. military bases slated for closing under Public Law 
100-526, the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1988 (Base Closure Act). 

In accordance with Section 2923 (Appendix A of this report), the Secretary of Defense 
chartered the Defense Environmental Response Task Force on April 17, 1991. The charter 
specifies the composition, functions, and administration of the Task Force (Appendix B). 

The Task Force consisted of the following: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment), representing the 
Secretary of Defense, who served as chairman of the Task Force; 

the Chief of the Policy, Legislation, and Special Litigation Section, Environment 
and Natural Resources Division, Department of Justice, representing the Attorney 
General; 

the Director, Office of Federal Facilities Enforcement, representing the Deputy 
Assistant Administrator for Federal Facilities Enforcement, appointed by the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); 

the Commissioner, Federal Property Resources Service, representing the 
Administrator of the General Services Administration (GSA); 

the Assistant Chief of Engineers, representing the Chief of Engineers, Department 
of the Army; 

the Secretary for Environmental Protection for the State of California, appointed 
by the head of the National Governors Association; 
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7) a Special Assistant Attorney General, representing the Attorney General of the 
State of Texas, appointed by the head of the National Association of Attorneys 
General; and 

8) a Senior Fellow at the Environmental and Energy Study Institute, representing 
public interest environmental organizations and appointed by the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives. 

Appendix C provides a list of Task Force members. 

The Task Force is scheduled to submit its findings and recommendations to the Secretary 
of Defense by October 5, 1991 for transmittal to the Congress by November 5, 1991. 

TASK FORCE PROCESS 

The Secretary of Defense chartered the Defense Environmental Response Task Force 
under the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). Pursuant to the requirements of FACA, 
the Task Force conducted its proceedings in public and provided opportunity for the public to 
comment and participate. 

The Task Force decided to concentrate on those measures that would expedite cleanup 
of federal facilities without resulting in reduced protection of human health and the environment 
and that could be taken within existing law. Within this context, the Task Force focused on 
issues of land use transfer, cleanup processes, contracting, regulatory responsibilities, and 
funding 
(Appendix E). 

Meeting on June 19, July 17 and 18, and September 27, 1991, in Washington, D.C., the 
Task Force discussed and heard witnesses on a range of issues related to environmental response 
at closing bases, including: the circumstances under which land can or can not be transferred; 
transfer mechanisms; identification of environmental response practices, policies, and procedures 
applicable to closing bases; technical issues surrounding cleanup of unexploded ordnance; 
barriers to consolidating authority for cleanup in one agency; and innovative funding mechanisms 
for cleanup at Department of Defense (DoD) sites. Witnesses also presented case histories of 
environmental response actions at Chanute, Pease, and Norton Air Force Bases, and at Fort 
Meade, and commented on the interplay between economic development and environmental 
requirements, the applicability of environmental cleanup statutes to DoD cleanups, and the 
parcelling of property. (Appendix D presents a list of witnesses who appeared before the Task 
Force.) 
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This report presents the final findings and recommendations of the Task Force resulting 
from its consideration of this testimony and study of these issues. 

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS FOR BASE CLEANUP 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and'Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 
1986,1 and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended by the 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984,2 are the principal federal statutes 
governing the cleanup of sites contaminated by hazardous substances. 

Section 120 of CERCLA addresses the responsibilities of federal agencies in cleaning up 
and transferring contaminated properties. Under Section 120(a) of CERCLA, federally owned 
facilities must comply with CERCLA to the same extent as nongovernmental entities. In 
addition, 1986 amendments to CERCLA3 require that DoD's environmental restoration activities 
be consistent with Section 120 of CERCLA. Section 120(a) requires EPA to use the same 
criteria to evaluate both federal sites and private sites for the National Priorities List (NPL), the 
list of highest priority sites under CERCLA. EPA interprets Section 120(a) to mean that the 
criteria for including federal facilities on the NPL should not be more exclusionary than those 
applicable to non-federal sites. 4 

Section 120(h) of CERCLA establishes minimum procedures to be followed when federal 
agencies transfer contaminated property. Under Section 120(h)(1) of CERCLA, whenever any 
federal agency enters into a contract to sell or transfer real property on which any hazardous 
substance was stored for one year or more, known to have been released or disposed of, it must 
include in the contract notice of the type and quantity of the hazardous substance and when the 
storage, release and disposal occurred.s Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA specifies that the 
transferring federal agency must provide a covenant in the deed for any transferred real property 
on which any hazardous substance was (a) stored for one or more years or (b) known to have 
been released or disposed of. The covenant must warrant that all remediation necessary to 

142 u.s.c. §§9601-71. 

242 U.S.C. §§6901-6992K. 

310 U.S.C. §2701(a)(2). 

'See EPA, Listing Policy for Federal Facilities, 54 Fed. Reg. 10520, 10525 (Mar. 13, 1989). 

'42 u.s.c. §9620(b)(l) 
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protect human health and the environment with respect to any hazardous substance remaining 
on the property has been taken before the date of the transfer and that the United States will take 
any additional remedial action found to be necessary after the date of transfer. 

Entire military bases, including five on the 1988 list of bases to be closed,6 and discrete 
sites within specific bases are listed on the NPL. In addition, some bases include sites that are 
contaminated with hazardous substances which need to be cleaned up, but which are not listed 

. on the NPL. Section 120(a)(4) of CERCLA requires response actions on such non-NPL sites 
to comply with all applicable state laws. Finally, regardless of whether a closing base is listed 

. on the NPL, some of the contamination, such as petroleum releases, is not covered by CERCLA 
· and must be cleaned up under other authorities. 

Furthermore, some bases include facilities currently regulated under RCRA and HSW A 
or state hazardous waste regulatory programs (or both); these regulated facilities must be 
managed in accordance with those statutes. HSW A requires a treatment, storage, or disposal 
facility (TSDF) that has released hazardous waste into the environment to undertake "corrective 

. action" to clean up the release. Where a base or portion of a base is both listed on the NPL and · 
subject to RCRA authorities, conflicts may arise regarding a particular proposed remedial action 
with respect to application of RCRA and CERCLA authorities.7 

"See P.L. 100-526. 

>rhe United States and the State of Colorado have been in protracted litigation for five years over state versus 
federal control and oversight of environmental cleanup at Rocky Mountain Arsenal. While cleanup continues at 
the Arsenal (almost $400 million to date), the litigation process causes delay, confusion and increased transactions 
costs. 
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CHAPTER 1: LAND USE AND TRANSFER 

OVERVIEW 

Any sale, lease, or other transfer of real estate property owned by the United States must 
comply with the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act (FPASA). (Appendix F 
provides an overview of Federal Property Management laws and regulations). A variety of other 
laws and regulations also affect the transfer of real property on military bases to be closed or 
realigned. Section 120(h) of CERCLA, for example, applies in cases where any hazardous 
substance was stored for one year or more, known to have been released, or disposed of, and 
Section 204(c) of the Base Closure Act (P.L. 100-526) specifically makes applicable the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to the actual closure or realignment of a facility and the 
transfer of its functions to another military installation. Other statutes impose procedural 
requirements. Title 10 of the United States Code, Section 2668(a), for example, authorizes the 
Secretary of a Military Department to grant easements for roads, oil pipelines, utility 
substations, and any other purpose that he considers advisable. 

The Task Force noted that the commercial or industrial potential of facilities on many 
bases and the interest of state and local communities in the rapid creation of new jobs to replace 
those lost as base activities wind down often make it desirable to lease or otherwise permit use 
of such facilities to non-military users before a base is closed. In cases where the facility is 
within an "area of concern" needing either investigation to determine the need for environmental 
restoration or actual restoration, the Task Force recognized that, where necessary, restrictions 
must be placed on non-military use so as to protect the health and safety of the users and to 
ensure that such use does not interfere with ongoing investigation or cleanup. Differing 
limitations on interim use may be appropriate during different phases of investigation and 
restoration. 

The Task Force considered three types of areas on closing bases. First, there will be 
areas within a base that are not subject to Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA because no hazardous 
substance was stored for one year or more, known to have been released, or disposed of there. 
This report refers to these areas as "uncontaminated." 
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Second, there will be areas on which hazardous substances were stored for one year or 
. more, known to have been released or disposed of, and where all necessary. remedial action has 
been taken for any hazardous substance remaining on the property. This report refers to these 
areas as "cleaned-up contaminated land," or as land that can be transferred by deed with any 
appropriate covenants under Section l20(h)(3). 

Third, there will be areas on which hazardous substances were stored for one year or 
more, are known to have been released, or disposed, of and where cleanup is or will be 
ongoing. For some of these areas, the regulatory agencies and DoD may determine that certain 
non-military uses of the area will not interfere with the ongoing or future cleanup efforts and 

·will not present health or safety risks to the users. This report refers to these as "contaminated 
land, • or areas where interim cleanup has occurred or is ongoing; the use of such areas will be 
referred to as interim or short-term use, or use during cleanup. 

The procedures for determining interim and final cleanup standards for contaminated land 
may vary, depending on whether the cleanup is conducted under CERCLA, RCRA, or another 
statute. However, CERCLA Section 12l(d)(2) incorporates cleanup standards from other 
applicable federal law, and state law that is more stringent than relevant federal standards, if the 
other standards are legally applicable to the hazardous substance or relevant and appropriate 
under the circumstances. (The standards are known as "ARARs"). In addition, the procedures 
·for determining appropriate short- and long-term uses of the affected land may vary, depending 
on whether the cleanup is conducted under CERCLA, RCRA, or another statute. Whether long
term land uses may determine cleanup standards is highly controversial, and in some 
circumstances may be inconsistent with current law. In order to ensure compliance with 
applicable law, maintain public confidence, and avoid the potential for future liability, DoD 
should plan on full compliance with all ARARs in accordance with Section 121 of CERCLA. 

Since contamination on many bases ranges from widespread areas to relatively small, 
discrete areas, the Task Force examined the option of transferring the uncontaminated areas as 
separate parcels, with DoD retaining the contaminated areas until remedial action is completed. 
It also considered how to define a contaminated area, particularly where the location and extent 
(i.e., size, direction of flow, and speed of the plume) of groundwater contamination are 
unknown, making it difficult to determine precisely the boundaries of a contaminated area before 
the cleanup is completed. The Task Force also explored the circumstances under which DoD 
might transfer an uncontaminated surface above contaminated groundwater or a surface above 
contaminated groundwater for which surface remediation has been completed. The Task Force 
also noted that prospects for defining and transferring uncontaminated areas are complicated by 
the potential that activities during the remedial design and remedial action phases (RD/RA) of 
a cleanup under CERCLA could reveal that contamination extends to an area that had already 
been transferred. 
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While acknowledging the advantage of allowing interim use of certain land and facilities 
needing remedial action, the Task Force· recognized that limitations on use may be appropriate. 
These might include prohibitions on such activities as well-drilling or other subsurface activity. 
Alternatively, DoD might retain a right of entry for monitoring or place other restrictions on 
parcels where use has been transferred by lease, license, or other means. The Task Force noted 
that implementation of such restrictions is critical to the protection of public health and safety, 
the success of the cleanup, and the resolution of future conflicts between DoD and its lessees 
or licensees. The Task Force also recognized that the ultimate goal is completed implementation 
of the approved remedy. In addition, the U.S:Govemment retains obligation to take any further 
cleanup action found to be necessary. 

Restrictions on use of cleaned-up contaminated land may also be necessary to protect the 
integrity of the remedial action, particularly where hazardous substances remain on the property. 
For example, where the remedy includes an impermeable cap over a landfill or other site where 
hazardous substances are buried, DoD should preclude uses that could cause the cap to be 
penetrated. The Task Force recommended that restrictions on use should be made a part of a 
final order of the administrative agency or court having jurisdiction over hazardous substances 
on the site. Restrictions should also be made a part of the transfer document or deed and "run 
with the land," so that later owners cannot extinguish or ignore them. On the negative side, the 
Task Force noted that such restrictions may decrease the marketability of the land, making it 

.; more difficult to obtain purchasers and lenders. The Task Force recognized that market factors, 
coupled with the contamination-related impediments to transfer, may further decrease demand 
for the land and facilities on closing bases. 

The Task Force observed that potential liability under Sections 106 and 107 of CERCLA 
raises impediments to transfer. Transferees (including lessees) of property from DoD could be 
considered "owners or operators" of a CERCLA site and therefore liable for the costs of cleanup 
at the site. In the case of Pease Air Force Base in New Hampshire, this problem was resolved 
by federal legislation indemnifying the State of New Hampshire and lenders for any liability 
associated with releases caused by the Air Force. 

UNCONTAMINATED LAND 

The Task Force found that uncontaminated parcels of land or facilities can be leased, 
sold, or otherwise transferred to non-military users before all cleanup activities on the base have 
been completed consistent with the letter and intent of Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA, which 
does not clearly prohibit such transfers. The phrases "any real property owned by the United 
States on which any hazardous substance [was stored, released, or disposed of]" and "the 
transfer of such property" in Section 120(h) have been subject to scrutiny. Military bases 
typically cover thousands of acres, but on many bases hazardous substances were stored, 
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released or disposed of only in specific areas, leaving large sections uncontaminated. Property 
· law :provides that a parcel of land may be subdivided and the subdivided portion transferred by 

its owner, creating a new parcel of real property. Thus the Task Force concluded that an 
uncontaminated portion of a base can be considered real property on which no hazardous 
substances have been stored, released, or disposed of, and to which Section 120(h)(3) therefore 
does not apply. 

In order to ensure compliance with Section 120(h)(3), the Task Force found that 
uncontaminated areas must be narrowly defined. In its deliberations, the Task Force limited 
"uncontaminated parcels" to areas with neither contamination nor likelihood of contamination 

· of the surface or the subsurface, including the groundwater. The Task Force also found that 
DoD does not have specific criteria for deciding that an area is uncontaminated. DoD, EPA, 
and state regulatory agencies should develop a process, including criteria, for determining that 
an area is not contaminated. This process should at a minimum include a complete check of all 
records, including aerial photographs and records of past DoD and non-DoD uses of the area, 
to determine whether activities likely to result in storage, disposal or release of hazardous 
substances were conducted in the area; an investigation of the subsurface sufficient to ascertain · 
that the groundwater is not currently contaminated by hazardous substances and that no plume 
of contamination is like! y to reach the area; a determination that there is no reason to suspect 
that any hazardous substance has been or will be released as a result of any DoD or non-DoD 

·activities, including cleanups of other sites; and adequate opportunity for early public 
participation and input. 8 In developing this process DoD, EPA, and the states should investigate 
practices and criteria being developed and used in the private sector for determining, and 
assuring buyers and lenders, that land is not contaminated. 9 The process should include sound 

"The Task Force recognized that this requirement for public involvement may be fulfilled through the NEPA 
process. 

'DoD, EPA and the states may consider requiring a separate document, called a "Clean Parcel Assessment 
Document.". In order to prepare such a document and make a determination whether a certain parcel of base 
property constitutes "uncontaminated land", DoD would need to conduct a preliminary assessment/site inspection 
or similar investigation of the parcel. A field sampling plan may be required. DoD would also be required to 
gather existing data, studies, surveys, and other documents that would help substantiate that the parcel is 
uncontaminated. The contents of the "Clean Parcel Assessment Document" would include the following: 

(a) Results of the preliminary assessment, including historical records search, historical aerial photos, 
interviews with employees, and site inspection report noting any sewer lines, drainage ditches, runoff patterns, etc. 

(h) Discussion of status of adjacent and nearby property, and potential for migration of contamination 
from adjacent or nearby property onto the subject parcel. 

(c) Results of sampling designed to document that contamination is not present. 
(d) Any proposed reuse plan identifying time frames for such reuse and, if possible, potential buyers 

or tenants of the parcel. 
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parameters to make the determination that a parcel is not contaminated. A buffer zone between 
. uncontaminated parcels being transferred and· any contaminated area, or other methods, should 
normally be used to ensure that no contamination will reach the transferred land. 

The Task Force found that transferring uncontaminated parcels of a closing base, with 
appropriate safeguards to prevent interference with the cleanup of contaminated parcels, will 
speed the process of establishing non-military uses of the land and therefore constitutes an 
appropriate method of accomplishing reuse. Such transfers will not contravene the policies 
underlying Section l20(h)(3) if sound or definitive criteria are used for determining that no 
hazardous substances were stored, disposed of, released on, or are likely to migrate to a 
particular parcel; and that the transfer is otherwise consistent with the statutory policy of 
protecting human health and the environment and facilitating the cleanup of sites containing 
hazardous substances. 

Protections for Natural Areas 

Noting that certain property on closing bases has significant ecological, scenic, historical, 
or recreational value, the Task Force recognized that DoD may wish to restrict--and, in some 
cases, may be required to restrict--specific uses of the property incompatible with the protection 
of the property's special features. Existing federal law authorizes DoD, in cooperation with the 
GsA;-to protect property with significant natural-or historic value through a variety of methods. 
These authorities and methOds are summarized in Appendix G, and the Task Force recommends 
their use in appropriate situations. 

CONTAMINATED LAND 

The Task Force found that DoD may transfer by deed, without violating Section 
l20(h)(3) of CERCLA, any surplus real property on bases to be closed or realigned only where 
all necessary remedial action, as determined according to criteria established in accordance with 
CERCLA and applicable state law has been taken. Section l20(h)(3) prohibits the transfer by 
deed of ownership of DoD property meeting the conditions of Section l20(h)(3) on which 
necessary remedial action has not yet been taken. The provision, however, does not appear to 

(e) Recommended requirements for land use restrictions, right of access by regulatory agencies for 
monitoring purposes, and other requirements which address EPA's and states' concerns. 

(f) Executive summary explaining the Document's conclusions for public review. 

Finally, public notification and participation is required to complete the process for determining whether 
a certain parcel of base property is considered "uncontaminated" for the purpose of redevelopment and reuse. 
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restrict transfers by contractual arrangements such as leases, options, licenses, and installment 
·sales contracts, which allow some beneficial use of contaminated property by a party other than 
the fee simple owner without execution of deeds. 

Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA also does not restrict transfers of real property interests 
between federal agencies or departments. Thus, the Task Force concluded that DoD may 
transfer ownership of real property on which hazardous substances were stored, disposed of, or 
released, or interests therein, to another federal agency as long as the transferring agency and 
DoD make arrangements that ensure that remedial action is completed. 

· Often the land parcels and facilities most in demand for civilian use and development are 
those used for vehicle repair and maintenance, flight operations, and other activities of an 
industrial nature. Although these activities often result in contamination that must be 
remediated, cleaning up the surface contamination, which can be accomplished in a relatively 
short time, can render many areas safe for uses similar to the military use of the area. The Task 
Force therefore concluded that in appropriate situations DoD should proceed expeditiously with 
cleanups that render areas in demand for reuse suitable for particular specified uses. However, 
the Task Force emphasized that partial or interim cleanups will not be substitutes for, or result 
in the delay of a complete cleanup in accordance with applicable standards. Likewise, such 
measures should not be allowed if they will result in exposure to hazardous substances that may 

:· ,. · 'significantly increaSe the risk of ,harm to human ·health and the environment. 

Use During Cleanup 

Criteria for Allowable Use. The Task Force concluded that in certain circumstances 
parcels of contaminated land or facilities on a closing base can be leased or otherwise made 
available to non-federal users before cleanup activities at all contaminated sites on the base have 
been completed without compromising the apparent policies underlying Section 120(h)(3) of 
CERCLA. An example of such circumstances would exist where soil contamination has been 
remediated in accordance with applicable standards, and the residual groundwater contamination 

·.poses no significantly increased threat to human health. The Task Force determined that DoD, 
EPA, and state regulatory agencies need to develop criteria for determining when the proper 
circumstances exist. The criteria should include at a minimum: 

l. The transfer and subsequent use will not significantly increase the risk of harm 
to human health and the environment. 

2. The use of the facility after transfer will not impede the cleanup process. 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

Site conditions and cleanup activities will not present a significant risk of harm 
to users of the facility. 

The cleanup process will be completed expeditiously and in accordance with all 
applicable standards. 

DoD retains the responsibility for any long-term operation and maintenance of the 
remedial action and for any necessary removal or remedial action identified in the 
future, to the extent that DoD is responsible for any such release of hazardous 
substance, pollutants or contaminants which may have given rise to the required 
·removal or remedial action. 

Also, state and local governments and the public must be adequately notified. As a 
recommendation, the Task Force agreed that it may be. necessary and appropriate for DoD to 
indemnify subsequent purchasers and other appropriate parties (e.g., states, lending institutions, 
etc.) for any cause of action arising out of DoD's use of the property. The Congress may wish 
to consider amending federal law to authorize such agreements. 

On a critical related point, the Task Force concluded that DoD, EPA, and state 
regulatory agencies must in appropriate cases restrict changes from the planned land use on such 

·areas. --DoD should design legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure that future land 
use is compatible with the existing level of contamination and will not impede cleanup activities. 
These restrictions or conditions ·should be flexible, and should relate to planned land uses and 
cleanup activities. Rather than absolute bans on particular land uses, the restrictions or 
conditions should allow new uses, consistent with state and federal law as well as ongoing and 
future cleanup. 

Leasing Alternatives. Assuming that contaminated property is determined to be safe for 
certain uses, either before or after cleanup actions are taken, DoD could lease the property 
subject to covenants that (a) expressly prohibit uses incompatible with the condition of the 
property, (b) expressly prohibit uses that would impede cleanup activities, (c) ensure that 
existing site conditions and cleanup activities will not present a significantly increased risk of 
harm to users, and (d) reserve the right of DoD and other appropriate federal and state agencies 
and their designees to enter the property in order to complete the remedial action. Such land 
use restrictions are not intended to reduce DoD's obligation to take permanent remedial action 
as required by Section 121 of CERCLA. Furthermore, DoD should not allow any use under 
a lease that would be harmful to human health or the environment. 

Leasing also may be the preferable option for uncontaminated parcels in areas where the 
nature and location of contamination make subdivision or other delineation into contaminated and 
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uncontaminated lots imprudent or impracticaL Leasing of uncontaminated areas also might be 
- advisable v<here remedial action on adjacent or nearby contaminated areas is ongoing .. Although 

DoD probably could reserve easements permitting access for purposes of remedial action on 
adjacent parcels for itself and its designees in the deeds of transfer for uncontaminated areas, 
leasing might be a better alternative. Leases would not convey the same degree of rights to the 
uncontaminated property as transfers of fee simple ownership (thereby retaining greater DoD 
control), could be written for a definite term or be terminable at will, and could be written to 
be more attractive to the third party because there would be less risk using the property than 
with fee simple ownership. 

In certain cases, DoD may want to issue a license for a limited use of base real property 
for a specific purpose, rather than a lease. Licenses or permits are generally revocable at will 
of the licensor, although the rule may be different where money is spent with respect to the 
license by the licensee. In the case of leases, licenses, or permits, DoD should not indemnify 
lessees, licensees, or permittees for their actions. 

Lease-Related ReQuirements and Limitations. In general, DoD may only lease property 
that is: (1) under the control of DoD; (2) not currently needed for public use; and (3) not excess 
property as defined by Section 472 of Title 40, U.S. Code.10 A limited exception to the 
general prohibition against leasing excess property exists for real property and associated 

·personal property determined to be excess as the result of base closure or realignment where: 
(l) the Secretary of the Service controlling the property determines that such action would 
facilitate state or local economic adjustment efforts, and (2) the Administrator of General 
Services concurs. 11 Such leases are subject to specific limitations, including requirements that 
a term not exceed five years and the right for DoD to revoke the lease at will, unless a longer 
term or omission of the right to revoke promotes the national defense or is in the public interest. 

In addition to the legal restrictions on leases of U.S. Government property, other factors 
specifically limit the utility of leases of contaminated property. Third parties may be reluctant 
to enter into ground leases for periods less than 20 years because they would not be able to 

.. recover or sufficiently benefit from the cost of buildings and otherimprovements to the property. 
A similar concern would arise with respect to leases of improved lots unless the lessee did not 
wish to make any significant building improvements or additions on the property. In certain 
circumstances a long-term lease may be characterized as a sale for tax or other purposes, thus 
decreasing its desirability. 

1010 u.s.c. § 2667(a). 

11 10 u.s.c. 2667(f). 
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Alternative Purchase Options Arrangements.· The Task Force considered alternative 
- purchase agreements and deferred making a decision, -based on GSA guidance. GSA, in 

conjunction with the Department of Justice, is now reviewing these arrangements. 

Installment and Other Executory Contracts. An installment sales contract might prove 
to be useful for transferring beneficial ownership and the right to use contaminated DoD 
property prior to the taking of remedial action in certain limited circumstances. The Task Force 
concluded that such an arrangement would not violate the mandates of Section 120(h)(3) of 
CERCLA, assuming that no deed is executed and legal title is not transferred until the final 
payment is made, conditioned upon completion of the remedial action. Although an installment 
contract might not ,violate Section 120(h)(3), it raises a number of other practical and legal 
concerns with respect to most contaminated property, particularly where any significant length 
of time is expected to pass between execution of the contract and completion of remedial action. 
These concerns involve the requirements of the FPASA and regulations thereunder. Examples 
include potentially adverse tax consequences, the determination of compensation for use of the 
property or the money owed if remedial action is not completed on time and the closing is 
delayed, and budgetary and accounting complications. Nevertheless, an installment sales 
contract might be useful in certain circumstances, such as where remedial action was almost 
completed but the potential purchaser needed to occupy the premises immediately and an interim 
lease of the property was not possible or desirable. 

Transfer 

As previously noted, the land and facilities on closing bases most attractive to new non
federal users are often those used for industrial activities by the military and therefore likely to 
be contaminated. Although surface and other interim cleanup measures can render contaminated 
land and facilities suitable for certain uses, particularly industrial uses, fmal cleanup of 
groundwater contamination, for example, may take decades. 

Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA requires DoD to include in any deed transferring land 
-· contaminated by hazardous substances a covenant warranting that all remedial action necessary 

to protect human health and the environment has been taken before the date of transfer and that 
the government will take any additional remedial action found to be necessary after the date of 
transfer. In addition, Section 120(h)(l) of CERCLA requires DoD to include a notice in any 
contract for the sale or other transfer of real property on which any hazardous substance was 
stored, released, or disposed of. The notice must include the type and quantity of the hazardous 
substance and when the storage, release, or disposal took place. 

The Task Force found that where remedial action that renders the land safe for, and 
compatible with, a particular industrial or other approved land use has been taken, the transfer 
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of use of the land to the new non'-military user may be in the public interest. Section 120(h)(3) 
of CERCLA could prevent the final transfer of fee simple ownership · of many parcels of 
contaminated land for decades if groundwater remediation is needed. The Task Force discussed 
the merits of transferring certain contaminated parcels before all necessary remedial action was 
completed, focussing on parcels where surface remediation is complete but where groundwater 
remediation through pump-and-treat methods will continue for decades. The Task Force 
concluded that this issue needs to be resolved, but recognized that a defmitive interpretation of 
the phase "all remedial action ... has been taken before the date of such transfer" may not be 

· possible unless the courts or the Congress resolve the issue. The Task Force concluded that 
· having the remedial action in place may protect human health and the environment provided that 
transfer documents ensure that the cleanup prcicess will be completed by the responsible agency 
expeditiously and in accordance with all applicable standards. 12 In many instances, leases may 
not be the most appropriate method of transferring use of land that has been cleaned up to 
standards compatible with the approved use. Innovative methods of transferring property that 
do not violate the provisions of Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA, such as the installment sales 
contracts discussed above, should be studied to determine their utility for expediting reuse of 
lands on closing bases without compromising the ultimate cleanup. Such transfers should be 
limited to parcels where cleanup actions have been taken that made the area compatible with and 
safe for the approved land use. In addition, the Task Force concluded that DoD will need to 
restrict changes from the approved land use, as discussed above with respect to leases. 

In order to preserve the ability to comply with Section 120 of CERCLA, DoD may need 
to reserve easements in deeds conveying ownership of contaminated property following 
completion of remedial action to provide the United States Government and its designees with 
the right of access to the property for the purpose of conducting any additional remedial action 
found to be necessary after the date of the transfer. 

Similarly, DoD may need to reserve easements in the deeds conveying the ownership of 
uncontaminated property adjacent to contaminated parcels. Such easements should be obtained 
where access to the transferred property is necessary to complete remedial action on nearby 
property or where such access is likely to be necessary if additional contamination is found in 
the future~ The nature of the easements to be reserved will depend in large part upon site
specific circumstances and the local law applicable to easements, which varies substantially from 
jurisdiction to jurisdiction. 

Zoning by local government, in conjunction with other restrictions on land uses, can 
effectively prevent changes in land use that would be incompatible with remedial actions taken 

"'EPA, in consultation with states, DoD, and other appropriate agencies, is considering whether this issue can 
be resolved short of court or Congressional action. 
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on closing bases. As discussed in Appendix F (Federal Property Management Laws .and 
Regulations), local governments must be given the opportunity to zone the property. For 

. example, where interim remedial action has rendered the land suitable for an industrial land use, 
then a zoning classification that restricts the use of that parcel to industrial uses would preclude 
most changes in land use that would be incompatible with the levels of cleanup attained by the 
interim action, such as a change to residential use. Where DoD retains the deed, the lease or 
other transfer document should include conditions requiring the user to comply with local 
zoning. A rezoning or special use permit hearing would provide a public forum to consider 
whether a proposed change in land use would be compatible with the existing status of 
remediation. This protective function of zoning would be most effective if the initial zoning 
were done in Consultation with DoD and the appropriate environmental regulatory agencies and 
with full knowledge of the contamination present and the remedial actions taken on the subject 
land. Because zoning designations and restrictions are subject to change, protection of public 
health and safety will normally require other types of land use restrictions in addition to zoning 
controls. 

NPL SITE DESCRIPTIONS 

After focusing on whether parcels on bases listed on the NPL would be difficult to 
transfer to non-military users, the Task Force concluded that the NPL listing status of a parcel 
is not relevant to whether the parcel can be transferred under Section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA. 
However, the listing of a base on the NPL can pose a problem for base closure and reuse 
because of the likely concerns of potential purchasers and lending institutions when they consider 
investing in property on the NPL. 

The Task Force heard in EPA testimony that the extent of an NPL site is determined by 
the extent of the release or releases at the installation, and that the actual extent of the "site" thus 
becomes known only during the course of the studies that follow NPL listing. At the time of 
listing, a more general description (e.g., "Pease Air Force Base") is used to identify the area 
that will undergo further study. Based on EPA testimony, the Task Force inferred that the 
process of defming NPL sites is the same for federal and non-federal facilities. 

The Task Force recognized that, in listing sites on the NPL, EPA often attempts to 
ensure that the site is identified in such a way as to include all areas of known or likely 
contamination. However, the military installations included in their entirety on the NPL are 
different from most private NPL sites because of their size, often comparable to small cities and 
covering thousands of acres. As a result, when an entire installation is listed, large areas of 
uncontaminated land are often treated, at least initially, as part of the "site". 
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To the extent that the relevant information is available at the time of listing on the NPL, 
the Task Force recommends that EPA describe newly listed federal facility sites using the source 
and extent of contamination as the guiding principle, and the Task Force also recommends that 
EPA reconsider the descriptions of military installations that are on the NPL. The Task Force 
observed that EPA's ability to describe the contaminated portions of installations will be 
enhanced if DoD provides comprehensive Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation (P A/SI) 
information for listing purposes. 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Transfer of Uncontaminated Parcels 

DoD, EPA, state environmental regulatory agencies, and other appropriate federal and 
state agencies, should develop a process, including sound criteria, for determining whether or 
not parcels of land on a closing base are contaminated or likely to become contaminated by 
hazardous substances. DoD should then apply those criteria in transferring uncontaminated 
parcels of closing bases. Parcels that meet such criteria should be considered for expeditious 
transfer to non-federal users to facilitate beneficial reuse of the closing base. To expedite base 
closure and the transfer of property to other uses and users, DoD, EPA, and state regulatory 
agencies should, as soon as practicable after .the criteria are developed, define the boundaries 
of areas that are not contaminated or likely to become contaminated using legal descriptions. 
This would facilitate the transfer of uncontaminated areas to other uses and avoid delays in 
transferring such parcels. A buffer zone between uncontaminated parcels being transferred and 
any contaminated area, or other methods, should be used to ensure that no contamination reaches 
the transferred land. State and municipal laws regarding subdivision of property should be 
studied as part of the land use planning process for each base to determine their applicability and 
impact on the alternatives being considered. 

Protecting Natural and Historic Areas 

In consultation with appropriate federal and state agencies, DoD should develop criteria 
for identifying parcels of land on closing bases that contain important ecological, scenic, 
recreational, or other natural or historic features the preservation of which would be in the 
public interest. The Task Force recommends that existing criteria be used where available. 
Protection of natural and historic areas should also be included in the NEPA documentation for 
closing bases. DoD should consider the use of conservation easements, restrictive covenants, 
transferrable development rights, and other techniques to preserve such natural or historic areas 
as part of the process of transferring property on closing bases to non-military use and control. 
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Non-Federal Use of Contaminated Parcels 

The Task Force found that the end point of cleanup on closing bases must be the 
completed implementation of the approved remedy. In addition, the U.S. Government retains 
the obligation to take any further cleanup action found to be necessary. 

DoD, EPA, and state environmental regulatory agencies should develop criteria for 
determining the circumstances where a contaminated parcel of land can be leased or otherwise 
be returned to beneficial use by non-federal users before all cleanup activities on the parcel have 
been completed. The criteria should include at a minimum: 

I. The transfer and subsequent use will not significantly increase the risk of harm 
to human health and the environment. 

2. The use of the facility after transfer will not impede the cleanup process. 

3. Site conditions and cleanup activities will not present a significant risk of harm 
to users of the facility. 

4. The cleanup process will be completed expeditiously and in accordance with all 
applicable standards. 

5. DoD retains the responsibility for any long-term operation and maintenance of the 
remedial action and for any necessary removal or remedial action identified in the 
future, to the extent that DoD is responsible for any such release of hazardous 
substance, pollutants or contaminants which may have given rise to the required 
removal or remedial action. 

Also, state and local governments and the public must be adequately notified. 

DoD should incorporate the criteria into guidance, train the appropriate personnel in the 
· · application of the criteria, and apply those criteria in leasing, licensing or granting permits for 

non-federal users of parcels on closing bases. In doing so DoD should consider the criteria and 
practices used in the private sector. DoD should design legally enforceable restrictions on 
changes in the land use to ensure that future land use of the parcel is compatible with the 
existing level of contamination and will not impede cleanup activities. The restrictions should 
allow new land uses that are consistent with state and federal law as well as with ongoing and 
future cleanup. 
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DoD and the regulatory agencies should cooperate with local governments as they apply 
- their zoning regulations to base lands, providing zoning officials with full and usable information 

about the contamination, remedial actions taken and planned for the closing base, and 
recommendations for land uses, compatible and incompatible with the remedial actions. 

As a recommendation, the Task Force agreed that it may be necessary and appropriate 
for DoD to indemnify subsequent purchasers and other appropriate parties (e.g., states, lending 
institutions, etc.) for any cause of action arising out of DoD's use of the property. The 
Congress may wish to consider amending federal law to authorize such agreements. 

Descriptions of Federal Facility NPL Sites 

To the extent that the relevant information is available at the time of listing on the NPL, 
EPA should describe newly listed federal facility sites using the source and extent of 
contamination as the guiding principle, and EPA should also reconsider the descriptions of 
military installations that are on the NPL. 
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CHAPTER 2: CLEANUP PROCESS 

The Task Force examined how cleanup requirements under RCRA and CERCLA and 
·>-procedural requirements under NEPA could best.be expedited and integrated without changing 

existing law. In addition, the Base Closure Act applies NEPA to certain aspects of base closure 
relating to disposal and reuse of property. The Task Force explored ways to consolidate 
duplicative requirements of the various statutes and other ways of expediting the process. 

MAKING RCRA AND CERCLA PROCESSES SIMILAR 

The roles and responsibilities of state environmental regulatory agencies and EPA vary 
depending on whether a closing base is on the NPL or not; whether facilities on the base have 

· TSDF status or not; and, if it is a TSDF, whether the RCRA/HSW A corrective action program 
is federal or state. The Task Force found that each of these situations has an impact on the 
cleanup process and each provides distinct opportunities for consolidating and streamlining the 
cleanup process. In particular, procedures for determining the cleanup standards for an NPL 
site are likely to differ from procedures for determining the cleanup standards for a TSDF 
regulated by a state that has received RCRA corrective action authorization from EPA. 
Similarly, the procedures for implementing a remedial action at an NPL site differ from the 
procedures for carrying out a corrective action at a TSDF in a state that has a fully authorized 
RCRA/HSWA hazardous waste regulatory program. Moreover, the procedures for determining 
and implementing cleanup decisions at sites which are neither on the NPL nor regulated under 
RCRA may differ from both of these systems. 

Section 121 of CERCLA is the primary statutory authority for determining cleanup 
standards at all NPL sites. Section 121 describes the process and criteria for choosing the 
remedy and requires that it protect human health and the environment. It also provides that 
more stringent state standards may apply in determining the proper level of cleanup if they are 
legally applicable or relevant and appropriate. Procedures for choosing the remedy, along with 
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detailed rules governing responses to releases of hazardous substances, are contained in the 
National Contingency Plan (NCP).13 

As already noted, Section 120 of CERCLA specifically addresses the responsibilities of 
federal agencies for cleanup of hazardous substances. Section 120(a) requires federally owned 
facilities to comply with CERCLA to the same extent as nongovernmental entities. Section 
120(e)(2) mandates a significant EPA role in remedy selection for federal sites that are listed on 
the NPL. The section directs the federal agency concerned to enter into an Interagency 
Agreement (lAG) with EPA for the "expeditious completion ... of all necessary remedial 
action" at the facility. Executive Order 12580 allocates the President's CERCLA responsibilities 

· among the federal agencies and specifies procedures to be followed by the various federal 
agencies prior to the selection of the remedy. 14 

For federal sites not on the NPL, Section 120(a)( 4) of CERCLA mandates that state Jaws 
concerning response actions apply. Arguably, all of the procedures contained in the NCP may 
apply even to federal sites not on the NPL. 

Section J20(i) of CERCLA states that nothing in Section 120 "shall affect or impair the 
obligation of any department, agency, or instrumentality of the United States to comply with any 
requirement of [RCRA] (including corrective action requirements)." Section 120(i) states only 
that RCRA requirements apply generally to federal facilities; it does not specify the manner in 
which these requirements will apply through the CERCLA ARAR process. 

Cleanuo Standards: The Task Force considered whether the differences in practices, 
policies, and procedures for determining cleanup standards under CERCLA, RCRA, and other 
applicable federal and state laws could be minimized. Section 3004(u) of RCRA requires all 
TSDFs seeking permits to take corrective action for all releases of hazardous waste or 
constituents from any solid waste management unit at the facility. That section does not specify 
any criteria for determining when corrective action has been successful. Section 3004(v) of 
RCRA requires facility owners and operators to take corrective action beyond the facility 

. boundaries where necessary to "protect human health and the environment," except in limited 
circumstances. In the absence of a corrective action rule the states are without promulgated 
guidance on how to implement corrective action. Many states authorized by EPA to issue 
RCRA permits and administer the corrective action program have simply adopted EPA's rules 
as their own and are thus determining RCRA cleanup standards on a case-by-case basis. The 
states and EPA also set specific cleanup standards for remedial actions under CERCLA on a 

1340 CFR Part 300. 

''Executive Order 12580, §10, 52 Fed. Reg. 2923, 2928 (1987). 
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·' case-by-case basis, but these standards must meet the general standards and criteria, including 
protecting human health and the environment, set out in Section 121 of CERCLA and in the 
NCP. In order to minimize the differences in determining cleanup standards, the Task Force 
recommends that EPA, to the extent possible, recognizing that RCRA cleanups are undertaken 
in the context of permits and CERCLA cleanups are not, promulgate regulations that make the 
cleanup standards under RCRA and CERCLA consistent. 15 

Cleanup Execution: The Task Force also considered whether differences in executing 
-cleanups under RCRA, CERCLA, and other laws could be minimized. As is the case with 
·setting cleanup standards, Sections 3004(u) and (v) of RCRA do not specify procedures for 
·executing corrective action. Because EPA has not yet promulgated a final rule implementing 
the corrective action provisions of these sections, EPA and state procedures for executing 
corrective actions under RCRA are currently established on a case-by-case basis. The NCP 
contains general procedures for executing cleanups under CERCLA that allow each site to be 
treated individually. In order to minimize the differences in cleaning up sites, the Task Force 
recommends that, to the extent possible, EPA promulgate regulations that make the procedures 
for executing cleanups under RCRA and CERCLA consistent. 

FFAs May Need to be Amended: There may be a need to amend Federal Facility 
Agreements (FFAs) or similar cleanup agreements between the regulatory agencies and DoD as 

- --soon as possible to address base closure related issues, because these agreements were negotiated 
and finalized before transfer and reuse of base property became an issue. The Task Force 
believed that these FFAs may need to be amended to resolve the potentially conflicting cleanup 
schedules, priorities, and policies created by base closure. 

GENERIC CLEANUPS 

DoD has traditionally studied and selected remedies for sites under the jurisdiction of 
CERCLA on a case-by-case basis, treating each site as if it were the first time DoD had 

.encountered contamination. The NCP and the EPA guidance create only an extremely broad 
framework for the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and for the remedy selection 
process for Superfund sites, and the NCP framework does not dictate anything more specific 
than a detailed and in-depth study for each Superfund site on a case-by-case basis. Such a study, 
however, may not be the best use of limited resources. 

"See also. Memorandum from Don Clay, Assistant Administrator, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response, USEPA, Requirements for Cleanup of Final NPL Sites under RCRA, (June II, 1990). 
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EPA has been examining ways to accelerate the rate of cleanups at Superfund sites. One 
of the options under consideration is to standardize the remedial planning and remedy selection 
process, as far as possible, given the variety of site conditions. This option could involve the 
development of regulations, standards and guidelines. It is expected that this option, if 
implemented, could yield significant long-term benefits through efficiencies of standardization. 
However, the Task Force also noted that federal facilities provide an important opportunity to 
develop innovative technology and concluded that this factor should be part of the remedy 
selection process. 

The Task Force considered whether the process of determining cleanup standards could 
be ·expedited through the use of stimdard or generic responses to recurring types of 
contamination, although it recognized that environmental restoration must be tailored to the 
specific circumstances of each site, including the types and sources of contamination. 
Nevertheless, some types of contamination, such as petroleum spills, are common to many sites, 
and experience has demonstrated that certain cleanup actions are effective for those types of 
problems. Once it is demonstrated that the contamination is an unexceptional case of a common 
problem for which there is a standard, effective remedy, consideration of alternatives should 
focus on evaluating the proven alternatives and their adaptation to the specific site. 

Two recent attempts to develop generic approaches to cleanup studies, one by EPA and 
•one by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, are described in Appendix H. The Task Force 
· found that these two efforts are promising approaches to streamlining the process of cleaning up 

hazardous substances. 

The Task Force also found that DoD could expedite cleanup of contamination in some 
circumstances by using procedures and standards appropriate to the source and extent of 
contamination. For example, leaking underground storage tanks (UST) are common sources of 
contamination on closing bases. As with privately owned leaking tanks, leaking USTs on closing 
bases should be cleaned up in accordance with the rules promulgated under Subtitle I of RCRA. 
As another example, EPA often uses removal actions authorized by CERCLA, which are 
·generally surface cleanups limited in scope and duration, to clean up sources of contamination 
such as leaking barrels containing hazardous substances. The Task Force recommends that DoD 
also use removal actions in appropriate situations. 

COMBINING NEPA, CLEANUP STUDIES, AND LAND USE PLANNING 

Although land use planning, environmental impact analysis, and remedial investigation 
at closing bases all serve different specific purposes, and require different types of information, 
their shared purpose is to inform decision-makers. In many instances the information developed 
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for one of the studies will also be useful in the others. Coordinating and conducting them 
contemporaneously can improve the potential for such cost-saving cross-fertilization. In 
particular, the Task Force found'that the NEPA scoping process can be used in the early stages 
of planning for base closure on an installation-wide basis to determine when and where 
coordinated studies would be appropriate. The Task Force recommends that DoD use the NEPA 
scoping, tiering, and review processes to ensure that the environmental impact analysis is 
appropriate to the action under consideration and to improve the land use planning and RI/FS 
processes. 

'FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Integration of RCRA and CERCLA 

The Task Force found that the potential exists to consolidate and streamline the 
practices, policies and procedures of EPA and the state environmental regulatory agencies by 
promulgating regulations implementing RCRA/HSWA corrective action authority that are 
consistent with CERCLA. In order to streamline procedures for the purposes of expediting the 
environmental restoration of military bases, the Task Force believes that EPA needs to consider 
integrating the CERCLA cleanup process with the RCRA requirements. Integration of CERCLA 
cleanup process and RCRA substantive requirements should be done by agreement between the 
regulatory agencies and DoD. In addition, EPA should promulgate a fmal corrective action rule 
implementing Sections 3004(u) and (v) of RCRA that is, to the extent possible under RCRA, 
consistent with the NCP. Under either approach EPA should also provide for input by states. 

Standardized Studies and Cleanup Technologies 

The Task Force found that well-known and effective remedies exist for a number of 
commonly recurring types of contaminated sites, and that using standardized studies and cleanup 
technologies at such sites could streamline and expedite the cleanup process. EPA, in 
consultation with appropriate state and federal agencies, should develop criteria for determining 
the types of circumstances and contamination for which standard or generic approaches to 
cleanup would be appropriate. DoD, EPA, and state regulatory agencies should develop and 
use generic approaches where possible. DoD, in consultation with EPA and state regulatory 
agencies, should also develop a policy concerning the use of cleanup methods, procedures, and 
standards that are appropriate to the source and site of contamination. 
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Environmental Studies 

When the alternative actions DoD is considering are interdependent, such as when the 
proposed new land use at a closing base and the final remedy chosen for a contaminated site are 
interrelated, DoD should conduct all environmental studies at the same time or coordinate their 
timing to eliminate delays caused by one study needing the results of another that is not 
completed. DoD, in consultation with appropriate agencies, should develop guidance for 
determining the circumstances when combined or coordinated environmental studies are 
.appropriate and develop guidance for coordinating such studies. 
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CHAPTER 3: CONTRACTING I 
Because most environmental restoration work is accomplished through contracting, 

successful expedient cleanup of contaminated sites will depend largely on how well the Military 
Services manage their restoration contracts. Each service has its own acquisition strategy for 
awarding environmental restoration contracts .. Those strategies have evolved on the basis of the 

· size of the environmental programs and the types of cleanup projects identified for contract 
work. Such factors have changed significantly in recent years. The size of environmental 
restoration programs has grown dramatically, outstripping the Services' ability to manage and 
execute them in-house. Sometimes the Services lagged behind in building in-house capability 
to properly manage them even when they are contracted out. Also, environmental restoration 
projects have become extremely varied, now ranging in type from simple site investigations to 
multiple-phase cleanups using new, exotic technologies. 

Recognizing these changes, the Services are changing their acquisition strategies. To 
meet the challenges of increased magnitude and complexity, the Services are placing priority on 
expanding contracting-capacity at environmental contracting centers. For the Army, these are 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (US ACE) district offices; for the Navy, these are Naval 
Facilities Engineering Command (NA VFAC) engineering field divisions and the Naval Energy 
and Environmental Support Activity; and for the Air Force, these are Human Systems Division 
(HSD) and the Department of Energy contract laboratory services such as the Hazardous Waste 
Remedial Action Program. The Air Force also uses USACE and NAVFAC for environmental 
restoration work. 

The environmental contracting centers tend to use those contract types with which they 
have had the most experience. There is a natural bias toward using familiar contract types rather 
than exploring less familiar alternatives. For instance, USACE district offices have been 
'Successfully using firm-fixed-price contracts for their military construction projects, where the 
scope of work and, therefore, reasonable prices can be clearly defined at the time of contract 
award. The Corps recognized this and does emphasize consideration of all available contract 
types during the acquisition planning phase of its projects. Similarly, at HSD, where cost
reimbursement contracts to support research and development (R&D) efforts have traditionally 
been used, most of its environmental restoration projects are also conducted under cost
reimbursement contracts. 
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As DoD environmental program managers have gained more experience and become 
more familiar with the nature and scope of environmental restoration work, they have come to 

. recognize that no one contracting method can do the job alone. Past attempts to rigidly manage 
environmental restoration work through a single type of contract have led to cumbersome and 
unnecessary administrative problems. Innovative, flexible contracting strategy is needed to 
explore various contract types so that contracting centers can select the most appropriate type 
(or types) for a particular environmental restoration project. Since different environmental 
restoration activities require different contract types and even a single project may need to use 
more than one, the DoD environmental contracting centers must develop a capability to use 
various contract types. 

In exploring ways to expedite the contracting process, the Task Force identified the 
following specific issues for review: contractor pools, types of contracts, contracting models 
and methods, the turnkey approach, contracting strategies, and third-party liability 
indemnification and construction bonds. 

CONTRACTOR POOLS 

The Task Force explored the kinds of contractor pools (see glossary) the Services need 
and how the DoD contracting centers should handle them. The concept of using a pool of 
contractors is not new to DoD environmental contracting centers. USACE and NAVFAC have 
long been using pools of architect-engineer (A-E) contractors for traditional engineering design 
and construction work. USACE has expanded its use of large indefinite-delivery type of A-E 
service contracts both for conducting RI/FS projects and for performing remedial cleanup 
actions. NA VFAC has developed a so-called CLEAN contract with a pool of contractors that 
can be used for each phase of the environmental restoration process. HSD has a pool of 
contractors that can perform RI/FS but not remedial design/remedial action (RD/RA), but the 
Air Force plans to expand HSD's capability to contract for RD/RA. 

Once a contract is placed with a pool of contractors, completing delivery order 
contracting actions to mobilize a contractor can take as little as four to six weeks. The use of 
contractor pools allows the contracting officer to accomplish time consuming long-lead 
administrative items such as the requirements of the Miller Act, Davis-Bacon Act, or Service 
Contract Act. Without a pool of contractors, the normal process of mobilizing a contractor can 
take six months to one year. Contractors would still be required to compete for the task order 
awarded pursuant to indefinite delivery contracts, if necessary. Having dedicated procurement 
cells could improve responsiveness to customers by further reducing the contracting time. 
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There are three options for establishing pools of contractors to cover all of the phases of 
environmental restoration work. The first option is to establish a pool for each phase, i.e., one 
pool for preliminary assessment/site investigation (PA/SI), one for RifFS, one for RD, and one 
for RA. The DoD contracting centers are familiar with this option and are using indefinite
delivery contracts to create such pools. The second option is to create a single contractor pool 
that can perform all phases of the environmental restoration process from PA/SI to RA and the 
subsequent operations and maintenance work. Very few of DoD's contracting centers have these 
pools. The last option is a hybrid of the other two options. 

The DoD environmental contracting centers need to explore ways to establish hybrid 
contracting pools, offering the best features of the first two options and providing more contract 
management flexibility. A well-designed pool can ensure healthy secondary competition among 
contractors who have been selected through a full and open competition. Geographic monopoly 
within a pool should be avoided. Care must be taken to ensure that some overarching control 
is placed on the contracting effort so that contract capacity is managed to avoid non-productive 
expenditures. The contracting officer should assign new work to contractors on the basis of how 
well they have performed previous assignments. Also, contract options should be reviewed 
annually on the basis of performance. Failure to perform satisfactorily should be grounds for 
disqualification from the pool. Using such mechanisms will give contracting officers leverage 
to keep contractors competitive. 

TYPES OF CONTRACTS 

The Task Force examined the two fundamental contract types the DoD contracting 
centers might use: firm-fixed-price and cost-reimbursement. Each type has several suboptions, 
and there are pros and cons for using each type. Traditional! y, the DoD construction agents 
have used firm-fixed-price contracting, since the scope of work and reasonable prices can be 
defined at the time of contract award for construction work. On the other hand, the R&D 
community has primarily used cost-reimbursement contracts, since the scope of work is usually 

;, , uncertain in R&D and thus reasonable prices usually cannot be defined at the time of contract 
award for, major system development and similar R&D. 

Since environmental restoration activities require contracts of both types, DoD 
environmental restoration contracting centers must develop a capability to use various contracting 
methods. The hybrid contractor pool process can incorporate various contract types so that 
contracting officers can pick the most suitable type for a particular environmental restoration 
project. Training of contracting officers to use both types of contracts is critical for successful 
implementation. 
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CONTRACTING MODELS 

The Task Force found that two contracting models are appropriate for environmental 
restoration work: the construction model and the service model. Distinctions between them are 
based on various contracting laws and the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR). A major 
difference between the two is that under the construction model, the Services generally change 
contractors between stages of the work, while under the service model, changing the contractor 
is not required. The construction model generally forces a separation between design and 
construction work. 

Because most DoD contracting centers have extensive experience with the construction 
model, they tend to use it more often. But restoration actions requiring the use of process
oriented cleanup technology might be better managed under the service model, which holds 
potential for acquisition time savings in comparison with the construction model and offers more 
flexibility for adapting to changes. 

The decision regarding which model to use depends largely on how the contracting 
officer classifies a particular environmental restoration effort. Many contracts combine several 
work elements, such as soil removal, bioremediation, sampling analysis, and well-monitoring. 
Some elements clearly are of a construction nature, whereas others clearly are of a service 
nature. When a remedial effort contains combinations of these work elements, the contracting 
officer must make the decision as to which contracting model is most appropriate. 

The Wage and Hour Division of the Department of Labor (DoL) has the authority to 
determine which labor rate (construction versus service) should be applied to each work element. 
Because DoL's ruling becomes the basis for interpreting which rate applies, DoL rules on 
currently known environmental remediation work and on new elements based on emerging 
technologies will significantly affect the DoD environmental contracting center's classification 
of its contracts as either construction or service. Recognizing its important role, the Services 
should maintain a liaison with DoL. 

TURNKEY APPROACH 

· The Task Force considered how the turnkey approach, which allows one contractor to 
manage a site from start to finish, might be applied to environmental restoration work. The idea 
is to package all possible requirements up front, so that potential contractors can bid on the 
whole procurement. This approach may reduce the number of contractors competing since only 
a limited number of large companies possess the full range of skills to perform the work. This 
shortcoming could be alleviated by allowing smaller companies to team up. The turnkey 
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. approach may prove useful for contracting for . RAs primarily involving process-oriented 
.technology where its application requires continual monitoring of site condition and measuring 
progress toward established performance goals. Such technology may include bioremediation, 
chemical precipitation, oxidation processes, and solvent extraction. 

The turnkey concept may be used in connection with a pool of contractors that can 
perform all phases of the environmental restoration process. Contractors lacking a full-service 

· capability cannot qualify for a turnkey contract. DoD should increase the use of the turnkey 
approach to combine design and construction under one contract. A properly designed and 
implemented turnkey concept could allow DoD to expedite the pace of cleanup. 

CONTRACT1NGSTRATEGY 

In examining contracting strategy options for expediting the cleanup process, the Task 
Force concluded that all DoD contracting centers should have the authority and various tools to 
contract for all phases of the environmental restoration process, provided that adequate technical 
oversight is available. Granting this authority to those contracting centers that do not have the 
full contracting capability will allow them to establish hybrid contracts incorporating solicitation 
provisions and contract clauses covering all phases of environmental restoration activities and 
using various contracting types.· When requirements develop, contracting officers can use 
delivery order contracting to fulfill them expeditiously. 

DoD should particularly consider adopting the turnkey approach for work requiring 
process-oriented technology provided that they have the capability to monitor and oversee the 
work effectively. The primary approach to contracting for cleanup efforts currently follows the 
construction model and consists of three separate phases: study, design, and construction. Fully 
achieving the benefits of a turnkey approach may require changing the orientation of contracting 
personnel and developing an experienced, specialized contracting force for remedial projects. 
DoD should focus on establishing contracts that allow for quick reactions to emerging mission 
requirements, so that work requires only a task order or statement of work, price, and schedule 
to be negotiated. To open the competitive process for the various engineering specialties and 
cleanup technologies, it may be necessary to encourage or require joint ventures and/or teaming 
arrangements. 

Having a capability to form dedicated procurement cells at DoD contract centers could 
improve responsiveness to customers. The cell would consist of environmental engineers, 
contracting officers, and auditors. This is not currently the case; HSD contracting officers 
belong to a different organization. Also, DoD contracting centers must now rely on the Defense 
Contract Audit Agency to perform audits on contractors' general, administrative, and hourly 
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, rates. To establish a dedicated procurement ceJI.staff from program management, contracting, 
and audit functions, the personnel should be located within the same organization and have the 
contracting authority to award contracts without higher headquarters approval. Establishing this 
arrangement does not necessarily mean complete reorganization of procurement staff. USACE 
and NA VFAC field offices already have a similar arrangement which encourages a close 
coordination among various acquisition staff. 

THIRD PARTY ISSUES 

Attracting more contractors from the environmental cleanup industry and thus achieving 
better competition requires accommodation to assist contractors in sharing the risk associated 
with the absolute liability imposed by several environmental statutes. Indemnification available 
to DoD contractors for environmental liabilities and compliance costs is based on statute and on 
the FAR. Public Law 85-80416 allows the President to authorize agencies exercising functions 
related to the national defense to grant certain kinds of extraordinary contractual relief, including 
indemnity to contractors. 17 Such indemnity is not subject to the Anti-Deficiency Act18

, which 
usually prohibits open-ended provisions in U.S. Government contracts. A contract clause 
implementing Public Law 85-80419 states, "this indemnification applies only to the extent that 
the claim, loss, or damage (1) arises out of or results from a risk defined in this contract as 
unusually hazardous or nuclear and (2) is not compensated for by insurance or otherwise." This 
clause could be used if defined carefully so that certain environmental liabilities could be covered 
for U.S. Government cleanup contractors. DoD should review its indemnification procedure but 
in no circumstances should it indemnify contractors above the standard provided in Section 119 
ofCERCLA. 

Another factor that increases procurement leadtime and reportedly impedes competition 
is the Miller Act bonding requirements for construction contracting. It should be noted that the 
Miller AcfO includes authority to waive the bonding requirements for cost-reimbursement 
contracts, an option that has been exercised by DoD. In addition, the bonding requirements for 

1'50 U.S.C. §§1431-1435; Executive Order 10789, 14 Nov., 1958, as amended. 

11DoD guidance implementing the statute is at PART 50. OF ARS, Extraordinary Contractual Actions. 10 
U.S.C. §2354 also authorizes indemnification in instances where the work performed constitutes R&D work. 

1131 u.s.c. §§1341 et seq. 

'"FAR §52.250-1. 

"'40 U.S.C. §270(e). 
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fixed-price contracts need to be' reevaluated to ensure that they realistically reflect the U.S. 
Government interest. 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Contracting Strategy 

DoD or the Services should give its contracting centers authority to contract for the 
performance of all phases of environmental restoration work if they do not already have that 
authority. The Task Force recognizes many USACE and NAVFAC field offices already have 
this authority. Contracting centers that now lack the authority to contract for the RD and RA 
phases of environmental restoration work are forced to terminate their site cleanup efforts at a 
certain point and hand over responsibility to another contracting center. 

Contractor Pools 

The environmental contracting centers should establish a· hybrid (construction/services) 
contract format utilizing a pool of contractors and allow DoD acquisition managers flexibility 
by allowing for issuance of task orders under these contracts. This would involve establishing 

. large dollar value, indefinite delivery contracts in the environmental area. Such contracting 
flexibility would also allow DoD contracting officers to pick the most appropriate contract type 
or types and contracting model for each task. 

DoD environmental contracting centers should expand the current pool of contractors, 
using cost-reimbursement contracts if appropriate to the extent commensurate with their ability 
to provide close oversight. Since close supervision and technical oversight is a must for 
administering cost-reimbursement contracts, DoD contracting centers should not award such 
contracts unless they have the capacity to provide that supervision and oversight. 

Dedicated Procurement CeUs 

DoD acquisition regulations allow the establishment of dedicated procurement cells and 
the Services should consider establishing a dedicated procurement cell at their environmental 
contracting center to support cleanup efforts at the installations identified for closure. Additional 
personnel are needed to establish a procurement cell. Quick reaction is critical because very 
often the Services are forced to respond to court approved consent decrees that contain strict 
schedules. Establishing contractor pools can save significant contract administrative lead time 
which normally takes six months to a year. Using dedicated procurement cells could reduce 
reaction time from four to six weeks to one to two weeks once a hybrid basic agreement is 
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·placed with a pool of contractors. Closer teamwork between members of the DoD acquisition 
staff would avoid unnecessary confusion and deter exploitation by contractors. This arrangement 
should not dilute the authority of the contracting officer whose warrant issued pursuant to Jaw 
and regulations gives him or her certain decision-making powers. 

Training 

The environmental contracting centers should enhance training so that acquiSIIlon 
managers are well equipped to use contracts of various types. While we recognize a good 
amount of training is underway such as the Navy's "cradle-to-grave" philosophy in construction, 

· most contracting officers at DoD contracting centers tend to specialize in one contract type, and 
this situation often encourages environmental contracting centers to become biased toward a 
single contract type, whether or not it is the one most appropriate for the task at hand. A 
comprehensive cross-training program can alleviate this problem. 

Recruitment 

In recruiting and cross-training contracting officers, the environmental contracting centers 
should concentrate on bringing on board contracting officers experienced in using various types 
of contracts. These contracting centers should establish teams of contracting officers, so that 
their collective expertise will allow them to use all types of contracts. Close teamwork will also 
allow contracting officers to train each other. 

Liaison with the Department of Labor 

The contracting centers should establish a close liaison and formal coordination process 
with the Department of Labor (DoL) with regard to determining the wage classification for 
positions of personnel dealing with emerging remedial technologies. DoL's labor-rate rulings 
on environmental restoration work elements affect the Services' flexibility to classify individual 
remedial action projects. 

32 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

CHAPTER 4: REGULATORY RESPONSffiiLITIES 

Under the current statutory and regulatory structure, EPA and the states may have 
overlapping regulatory authority at federal facilities. EPA and the state regulatory agencies each 

. have key roles and responsibilities in base cleanup and closure. The overlapping authority has, 
however, led to confusion, conflict, and delay in timely cleanup of military bases. The Task 
Force examined problems in the base closure process created by overlapping or duplicative state 
and federal regulatory responsibilities under RCRA, CERCLA, and other statutes and explored 
the potential for expediting base closure and cleanup by delegating or consolidating regulatory 
authority. 

STATUTORY BARRIERS 

Some of the barriers to consolidating in a single environmental agency the regulatory 
responsibility for all hazardous substance cleanups at closing bases are statutory; others are 
policy or administrative in nature. RCRA/HSW A allows EPA to authorize states to conduct 
equivalent and consistent state programs with the primary responsibility for corrective action at 
military installations with TSDF permits. EPA does not have similar authority under CERCLA 
to authorize states to take over oversight responsibility for remedial actions at NPL sites. The 
Task Force noted that the potential for authorization of state programs with corrective action 
oversight under RCRA is largely unrealized, since few states have met EPA's criteria for 
authorization. Although states may be authorized to administer the RCRA hazardous waste 
regulatory program, the Congress clearly provided that EPA would retain authority to enforce 
the statute. 

Although CERCLA does not provide for "delegation" of responsibility to individual 
.. states, Section 12l(f) of CERCLA calls for "substantial and meaningful involvement by each 

state in initiation, development, and selection of remedial actions to be undertaken in that state." 
Many states take an active role in cleanups of federal facility NPL sites. Many states also now 
operate their own cleanup programs for remediating non-NPL, non-RCRA sites. 
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AD:MINISTRATIVE MECHANISMS TO REDUCE DELAY 

Interagency agreements, Federal Facility Agreements (FFAs), and Defense and State 
Memorandums of Agreement (DSMOAs) are administrative mechanisms designed to reduce the 
delays and confusion that can result from multiple agencies having a role in cleanup decisions. 
For example, California is in the process of negotiating a series ofiAGs at non-NPL installations 
within the state. One attractive feature of these agreements is that they designate either the 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control or the Regional Water Quality Board as the 
state's "lead oversight" agency on a facility-by-facility basis. Under a Memorandum of 
Understanding between the state agencies, disputes between the Department of Toxic Substances 
·control and the Regional Water Quality Control Board, for instance, must be resolved between 
the state agencies. Under this arrangement, DoD should receive non-conflicting regulatory 
guidance from the state and should need to resort to only one dispute resolution mechanism. 

Many FFAs attempt to reconcile CERCLA and RCRA and federal and state 
requirements. 21 At some locations, this has allowed for rapid response to releases from UST 
systems at NPL sites by applying the RCRA cleanup regulations for USTs, rather than the 
CERCLA response requirements. At other locations, the state has agreed to observe the cleanup 
actions at NPL sites and determine if progress and scope are satisfactory, reserving the right to 
take legal action to direct necessary cleanup actions if it finds the progress or scope 
unacceptable. 

Another effective way to avoid delay is for DoD to involve EPA and state regulatory 
agencies, as appropriate, as early as possible in the process of investigating and cleaning up 
contaminated sites. Early review by the regulatory agencies can ensure that all parties agree that 
the investigations and studies are sufficient and thus avoid delays associated with the need to 
conduct investigations of items not identified by DoD. One technique for accomplishing this is 
the Technical Review Committee used at Tinker and McClellan Air Force Bases and elsewhere 
(See Appendix I for a discussion of the use of the Technical Review Committee at Tinker Air 
Force Base). 

Centralized processes can also help expedite cleanup under RCRA and CERCLA at 
. military bases. As an example,·the State of California and EPA's Region IX are establishing 
a base closure committee made up of the two lead regulatory agencies, the DoD environmental 
and reuse offices, and other involved parties. The objectives of the committee are: (1) to 
facilitate cleanup and redevelopment of closing bases within the framework of existing laws and 

21 See also, Memorandum from Don Clay, Assistant Administrator Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response, USEPA, Requirements for Cleanup of Final NPL sites Under RCRA, (June II, 1990). 

34 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

FFAs, (2) to accelerate ex1stmg FFA schedules, (3) to provide a forum for improved 
communication and mutual understanding of issues and constraints, and (4) to help resolve issues 
affecting the base closure process efficiently. 

EPA's Federal Facilities Listing Policy (FFLP) addresses the application of RCRA and 
CERCLA authorities at federal facilities on the NPL. This policy provides for a three-party 
lAG which would identify discrete elements of the facility where cleanup would be supervised 
by the state where that makes sense technically and administratively, as long as the action 
required by the state is not inconsistent with EPA's CERCLA approach. Application of this 
policy in appropriate circumstances may promote expeditious cleanups and reduce the potential 

:for conflicts· between the state and the federal government. This policy contemplates close 
coordination among EPA, the states, and DoD in all phrases of the cleanup of closing bases. 

EPA is in the process of developing regulations that describe how the NCP applies at 
federal facilities. One purpose of this rule is to resolve some of the confusion about how the 
NCP applies to federal, non-NPL cleanup actions. States and federal agencies have encouraged 
EPA to state in the rule that states have lead regulatory authority at non-NPL sites in order to 
clear the way for federal agencies and states to work confidently and aggressively towards 
cleanup. 

The Task Force recommends that other states consider adopting a process recently agreed 
to by California and DoD addressing the restoration and reuse of non-NPL military bases. This 
agreement between California and DoD is tailored closely after the standard FFAs. Under this 
agreement, DoD is required to comply with the NCP, CERCLA, RCRA, and other applicable 
federal and state laws regarding the cleanup of the base property. If the particular base later 
becomes an NPL site, this agreement would provide a smooth transition from state regulatory 
activities to joint federal and state regulatory activities, since DoD is already complying with the 
NCP, CERCLA, RCRA and other applicable federal and state laws. The Task Force believed 
that the use of such an agreement would help avoid potential conflicts between federal law and 
state law, and between federal regulatory agency and state regulatory agency, if the base later 
becomes an NPL site. 

The Task Force recommends that EPA, upon the state's request, consider letting the state 
keep the "lead regulatory agency" role after the non-NPL base becomes an NPL site, on a case
by-case basis, in order to maintain consistency throughout the cleanup process. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Avoidance of RCRA/CERCLA Overlap 

The Task Force found that EPA's Federal Facilities Listing Policy (FFLP) addresses the 
application of RCRA and CERCLA authorities at federal facilities on the NPL. Application of 
this policy in appropriate circumstances may promote expeditious cleanups and reduce the 
potential for conflicts between the state and federal government. 

Use of lAGs 

The Task Force found that state environmental regulatory agencies and EPA play key 
roles in base cleanup and closure and that formal agreements between the parties are useful for 
improving communication and coordination and reducing the confusion and delay that can result 
from multiple agencies having a role in cleanup decisions. The Task Force also found that, 
regardless of whether all parties have signed a formal agreement, early involvement of the EPA 
and state regulatory agency in the process of investigating potential contamination can expedite 
the entire process leading to final cleanup. 

DoD, EPA, and the state environmental agencies should make better use of FFAs and 
DSMOAs. All parties must make significant efforts to implement such agreements effectively 
in order to speed the process of cleanup. Regulatory agencies must have the authority and 
compliance tools to ensure that DoD will meet its obligation under these agreements. DoD, 
EPA and state regulatory agencies must also provide sufficient staff and other resources to 
implement these agreements and expedite cleanups. Towards this end, effective implementation 
of agreements should be a key element of the job descriptions and performance evaluations of 
the individuals in each agency with specific cleanup responsibilities. 

States with closing bases, EPA, DoD and other interested parties should also create a 
centralized process, such as the base closure committee the State of California and EPA's Region 
IX are establishing, to facilitate cleanup and redevelopment of closing bases, accelerate cleanup 
schedules; provide a forum for improved communication and help resolve issues affecting the 
base closure process. 

States should consider adopting a process recently agreed to by California and DoD 
addressing the environmental restoration and the reuse of non-NPL military bases. EPA should 
also, upon the state's request, consider letting the state keep the "lead regulatory agency" role 
after the non-NPL base is listed on the NPL, on a case-by-case basis, in order to maintain 
consistency throughout the cleanup process. 
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CHAPTER 5: RESOURCES AND FUNDING 

ADEQUACY OF CLEANUP RESOURCES 

A principal finding of the "Forum on Our Nation's Defense and the Environment," a 
conference attended by a broad range of DoD, EPA, and environmental organization personnel 
and sponsored by the DoD in September 1990, was that there were deficiencies in both the 
number and training of DoD environmental personnel. 22 Similar statements have been made 
regarding personnel in EPA's Superfund and the U.S. Department ofEnergy's (DOE's) cleanup 
program. 23 In addition, the Office of Technology Assessment, the General Accounting Office, 
the DOE, and other organizations have repeatedly voiced concerns that the existing pool of 
trained agency and contractor environmental professionals may not be sufficient to staff the 
combined cleanup programs of DoD, DOE, EPA, the states, and the private sector. 24 Sharing 
these concerns, the Task Force reviewed data on the adequacy of DoD resources for planned 
environmental restoration activities. 

At the present time, the environmental restoration program personnel needs are unknown. 
To address this question, the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Force Management 
and Personnel is currently undertaking a study to determine the personnel needs of DoD's 
environmental restoration program. The study will be completed in 1992. 

DoD faces formidable challenges in recruiting, retaining, and training qualified personnel 
to meet environmental program needs. DoD must compete with the expanding program needs 
of other federal and state agencies and the private sector for a limited pool of environmental 
professionals. The Task Force anticipates that acceleration of the restoration program resulting 
from base closures will stress the already strained DoD environmental personnel resources, 

721he Defense and Environmental Initiative, Department of Defense, DASD(E), "The Report of the Forum on 
Our Nation's Defense and the Environment," September 6-7, 1990. 

23See, for example, the Office of Technology Assessment, Congress of the United States, "Assessing Contractor 
Use in Superfund," January 1989; the U.S. General Accounting Office, "Superfund: Improvements Needed in 
Workforce Management", October, 1987, GAOIRCED-88-1, and the U.S. Department of Energy, the "Five-Year 
Plan for Environmental Restoration and Waste Management," July 1990. 
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·especially when the competing demands of other cleanup programs are considered. The Task 
· Force believes that acceleration of the program will also strain resources and expertise available 
from contractors. 

The Task Force recommends that the Congress and the administration ensure that 
adequate resources are available to DoD, EPA and the states for environmental restoration and 
oversight at closing bases. In addition, the Military Services should expand environmental 

, education programs to retrain engineers, scientists and contracting specialists who have been 
. displaced from other job assignments due to base closures and realignments. 

Base closure activities may result in regulatory agency_ (i.e., EPA and the states) 
oversight activities that are in addition to their existing cleanup oversight responsibilities. The 
Task Force recommends that the existing DSMOAs be reviewed as soon as possible to ensure 
that the states will be fully reimbursed for their oversight activities. The additional oversight 
activities may require amendment of DSMOAs. 

USE OF PROCEEDS FROM PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS TO FUND 
CLEANUPS 

The 1988 Base Closure Act25 authorized closures to begin in January 1990 and end by 
October 1995, and allows DoD to use the proceeds from the sale of land at a closing base to 
offset the costs of such closing if the sale occurs by October 1995. 

The Task Force projected that cleanup of many closing bases will take more than five 
years and that final transfer of some portions of those bases may therefore not occur until after 
the five-year deadline. Moreover, funds currently budgeted for cleanup of contaminated sites 
at closing bases are insufficient to clean up all such sites. Until FY 1991, cleanup of 
contaminated sites at bases slated for closure was funded primarily under the Defense 
Environmental Restoration Account (DERA), DoD's overall account for environmental 
restoration at all bases: DERA had $1.1 billion authorized for FY 1991. In the National 
Defense Authorization Act for FY 1991,26 the Congress moved all funding for cleanup 
activities at closing bases from the Defense Environmental Restoration Account to the Base 
Closure Account, which was provided with $100 million to fund the cost of cleanup at the bases 
on the 1988 closure list. The Congress took this action so that cleanup at closing bases would 

10P.L. No. 100-526. 

"'P.L. 101-510. 

38 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
•• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

not have to compete for DERA funds with cleanup activities at active bases for DERA funds 
under DoD's worst-first priority system. 

TRUST FUND CONCEYf 

Applying the proceeds from the property transactions to the cleanup of other 
·contaminated sites would supplement the funds appropriated for cleanup and expedite cleanup 
of such sites. For example, a trust account created with the proceeds from the lease or other 

. transfer of land at a site might be used to pay the costs of long-term operation and maintenance 
of a groundwater pumping and treatment system. Use of this mechanism might recapture from 
the purchaser some of the future value of the property after the cleanup. 

Remedial and Custodial Trusts: Case Example 

An example of a trust mechanism for funding future cleanup activities is provided in the 
consent decree entered in connection with United States of America v. Stauffer Chemical 
Compaey, et al .. TT Pursuant to the consent decree, the parties allocated responsibility for 
conducting and paying for cleanup activities at a site in Massachusetts and agreed to the 
establishment of two trust mechanisms and an escrow account through which past and future 
.cleanup activities would be financed. 

In this case, the defendants responsible for conducting future agreed-upon cleanup 
activities on the site agreed to establish a trust (the "Remedial Trust") and to provide the trust 
with the money necessary to ensure the uninterrupted progress and timely completion of the 
required cleanup work. These defendants will remain jointly and severally liable for any failure 
of the Remedial Trust to comply with the terms of the consent decree. 

The defendants also agreed to establish a second trust (the "Custodial Trust") and to 
receive and hold title to approximately half of the site, which was owned by a defendant that 
had no other assets. ·Under the terms of the consent decree, the Custodial Trust is responsible 
for managing the property, which includes: 

• 

• 

implementing land use restrictions that would maintain the integrity and prevent 
the unauthorized disturbance of structures that are to be constructed at the site as 
part of the cleanup process, 

permitting access to the site for cleanup activities, 

"Civil Action No. 89..()195-Mc, (D. Mass.). 
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• subdividing the property and locating potential purchasers, 

• negotiating and executing the sale or transfer of the property, and 

• arranging for the sale or transfer proceeds to be delivered to the escrow account 
established by the consent decree (the "Escrow"). 

If any property included in this site is unsalable, the Custodial Trust is to establish a 
further trust to hold and operate the property in accordance with a plan developed by EPA in 
consultation with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The Custodial Trust is not to sell any 
:real property included in the site until after completion of the remedial action has been certified, 
except in limited circumstances where future cleanup and control of the property has otherwise 
been ensured by EPA and the Commonwealth. This arrangement is similar to, but potentially 
and significantly distinct from, the covenant requirement in Section 120(h)(3)(b)(ii) of CERCLA. 

The bulk of the proceeds in the Escrow are to be applied to reimburse the United States 
for response costs incurred prior to the entry of the consent decree and to reimburse the 
defendants responsible for conducting future cleanup activity for their respective costs. The 
defendants responsible for conducting and paying for future cleanup activity are also jointly and 
severally responsible for any failure by the Custodial Trust, any further trust established pursuant 
to the consent decree, or the representative of the Escrow to comply with the terms of the 
consent decree. For liability purposes, the Custodial Trust and its trustees are not to be 
considered owners or operators of the site property solely because of the Custodial Trust's 
ownership and disposition of such property, so long as the Custodial Trust does not conduct or 
allow others to conduct activities on the property other than those permitted by the consent -
decree. 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Ensure Adequacy of Resources 

The Task Force recommends that the Congress and the Administration ensure that 
adequate resources are available to DoD, EPA, and the states for environmental restoration and 
oversight at closing bases. Where possible, the Military Services should expand environmental 
education programs to retrain engineers, scientists, and contracting specialists who have been 
displaced from other job assignments due to base closures and realignments. 

40 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Personnel Study 

- In addition, the Task Force recommends that existing DSMOAs be reviewed as soon as 
possible to ensure that states will be fully reimbursed for their oversight activities. These 
additional oversight activities may require amendment of DSMOAs. The Task Force also 
recommends that DoD expand the current personnel study or initiate a new study to assess DoD 
personnel needs of an accelerated restoration program. This will enable DoD to identify and 
address potential shortages within DoD. 

Custodial Trust 

The Task Force also recommends that DoD investigate the feasibility of using a custodial 
or other type of trust funded by the proceeds from land transfers to fund long-term cleanup 
activities at closing bases. ' 
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SECTION 2923 OF THE NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1991 

Source of Funds for Environmental Restoration at Closing lnstaUations 

(a) Authorization of Appropriations--There is hereby authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of Defense Base Closure Account for fiscal year 1991, in addition to any other 
funds authorized to be appropriated to that account for that fiscal year, the sum of $100,000,000. 
Amounts appropriated to that account pursuant to the preceding sentence shall be available only 
for activities for the purpose of environmental restoration at military installations closed or 
realigned under title II of Public Law 100-526, as authorized under section 204(a)(3) of that title. 

(b) Exclusive Source of Funding--(!) Section 207 of Public Law 100-526 is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

"(b) Base Closure Account to be Exclusive Source of Funds for Environmental 
Restoration Projects--No funds appropriated to the Department of Defense may be used 
for purposes described in Section 204(a)(3) except funds that have been authorized for 
and appropriated to the Account. The prohibition in the preceding sentence expires upon 
the termination of the authority of the Secretary to carry out a closure or realignment 
under this title." 

(2) The amendment made by paragraph (I) does not apply with respect to the availability 
of funds appropriated before the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) Task Force Report--(!) Not later than 12 months after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a report containing the findings and 
recommendations of the task force established under paragraph (2) concerning: 

(A) ways to improve interagency coordination, within existing laws, regulations, 
and administrative policies, of environmental response actions at military 
installations (or portions of installations) that are being closed, or are scheduled 
to be closed, pursuant to title II of the Defense Authorization Amendments and 
Base Closure and Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526); and 

(B) ways to consolidate and streamline, within existing laws and regulations, the 
practices, policies, and administrative procedures of relevant Federal and State 
agencies with respect to such environmental response actions so as to enable those 
actions to be carried out more expeditiously. 

(2) There is hereby established an environmental response task force to make the findings 
and recommendations, and to prepare the report, required by paragraph (1). The task force shall 
consist of the following or their designees: 
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(A) The Secretary of Defense, who shall be chairman of the task force. 
(B) The Attorney General. 
(C) The Administrator of the General Services Administration. 
(D) The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency. 
(E) The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army. 
(F) A representative of a State environmental protection agency, appointed by the 
head of the National Governors Association. 
(G) A representative of a State attorney general's office, appointed by the head 
of the National Association of Attorney Generals. 
(H) A representative of a public-interest environmental organization, appointed 
by the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
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CHARTER 
. DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE TASK FORCE 

In accordance with the provisions of the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 1991, Section 2923, a Defense Environmental Response Task Force is hereby 
ordered as follows: 

I. Establishment 

There is established the Defense Environmental Response Task Force. The 
Task Force shall be composed of the following (or their designees): 

A. The Secretary of Defense, who shall be chairman of the task force 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

The Attorney General 

The Administrator of the General Services Administration 

The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency 

The Chief of Engineers, Department of the Army 

A representative of a State environmental protection agency, appointed 
by the ht?d of the National Governors Association. 

A representative of a State attorney general's office, appointed by the 
head of the National Association of Attorney Generals. 

A representative of a public-interest environmental organization, 
appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

n. Functions 

The Task Force shall study and provide a report to the Secretary of Defense 
for transmittal to the Congress on the fmdings and recommendations concerning 
environmental restoration at military installations closed or realigned under Title II of 
Public Law 100-526, as authorized under Section 204(a)(3) of that title. The primary 
objectives of the Task Force shall be to: 

1. Determine ways to improve interagency coordination, within existing 
Jaws, regulations, and administrative policies, of environmental 
response actions at military installations (or portions of installations) 

. that are being closed, or are scheduled to be closed, pursuant to Title II 
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of the Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and 
Realignment Act (Public Law 100-526); and 

2. . Determine ways to consolidate and streamline, within existing laws and 
regulations, the practices, policies, and administrative procedures of 
relevant Federal and State agencies with respect to such environmental 
response actions so as to enable those actions to be carried out more 
expeditiously. 

The Task Force may also make recommendations regarding changes to existing laws, 
regulations and administrative policies. 

m. Administration 

All Task Force members may be allowed travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by law for persons serving intermittently in the 
government service (5 U.S.C. 5701-5707), to the full extent funds are available. The 
expenses of the Task Force are estimated to be $500,000 and shall be paid from such 
funds as may be available to the Secretary of Defense. Man-year requirements are 
estimated to be three. The proponent official is the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Production and Logistics) who will provide administrative support through the Office 
of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment). 

The Task Force shall be in place as soon as possible and meet as often as 
necessary (estimate is four mee:ings). The Task Force's final report shall include 
fmdings and recommendations concerning the environmental response actions at 
military installations closed or realigned under Title II of Public Law 100-526, as 
authorized under Section 204(a)(3). The Task Force should complete its work by 
October 5, 1991, and will terminate on November 5, 1991. 

17 April 1991 
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TASK FORCE MEMBERS 

Department of Defense: 

Chairman 

Thomas E. Baca 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Environment) 

Department of Justice: 

Anne Shields 
Chief of the Policy, Legislation and Special Litigation Section 
Environment and Natural Resources Division 

General Services Administration: 

Earl E. Jones 
Commissioner, Federal Property Resources Service 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency: 

Gordon Davidson 
Director, Office of Federal Facilities Enforcement 

U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers: 

P .J. Offringa 
Major General 
Assistant Chief of Engineers 

National Governors Association: 

James Strock 
Secretary for Environmental Protection 
California Office of Environmental Protection 
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National Association of Attorneys General: 

Samuel W. Goodhope 
Special Assistant Attorney General 
Office of Attorney General Dan Morales 
State of Texas 

Speaker of the House of Representatives: 

Don Gray 
Senior Fellow and Water Resources Program Director 
Environmental and Energy Study Institute 
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TASK FORCE WITNESSES 

Mr. Terry Ayers 
Director 
Federal Sites Management Unit 
lllinois Environmental Protection Agency 

Mr. Robert Cheney 
Associate Attorney General 
State of New Hampshire 

Mr. Jim Ferguson 
President 
Technology Marketing, Inc. 

Colonel Louis Jackson, USA 
Commander 
U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous 
Materials Agency 

Ms. Susan Jones 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
State and Regional Program Branch 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Mr. Dave MacKinnon 
Senior Project Manager 
Office of Economic Adjustment 
Department of Defense 

Mr. John J. Mahon 
Senior Counsel for Environmental Restoration 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

The Honorable Peggy Rubach 
Mayor 
City of Mesa, Arizona 

Mr. Salvatore Torrisi 
Director, Base Closure Division 
U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials 

Agency 

Colonel Peter Walsh, USAF 
Director of Environmental Quality 
Office of the Civil Engineer 
U.S. Air Force 

Dr. Michael A. West 
Professional Staff Member 
Committee on Armed Services 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Mr. George Wyeth 
Staff Attorney 
Office of General Counsel 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS 

Mr. Greer C. Tidwell 
Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Region IV 

Mr. Michael K. Yates 
President 
Hazardous Waste Action Coalition 
American Consulting Engineers 
Council 

Mr. Lenny Siegel 
Director 
Pacific Studies Center 
Chief Researcher 
Military Toxics Project of the 

National Toxics Campaign Fund 
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ISSUFS EXAMINED BY THE TASK FORCE 

LAND USE AND TRANSFER 

a) To what extent may facilities on closing bases be used by non-military users 
while cleanup investigations or other cleanup activities are being undertaken by 
the Department of Defense (DoD)'? 

b) To what extent may DoD transfer a base in parcels that exclude areas where 
ongoing remediation is necessary? -How should such parcels be delineated? 

. c) - -- To whl).t extent may existing or proposed land uses be a factor in cleanup 
decisions: 

i. if the site is on the National Priorities List (NPL)'l 
ii. if the site is regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery 

Act (RCRA)'l or 
iii. if the site is not on the NPL and is not regulated under RCRA '1 

d) To what extent may the practices, policies and procedures for determining 
allowable uses of the land during and after the completion of remedial action 
be consolidated and streamlined: 

i. if the site is on the NPL'l 
ii. if the site is regulated under RCRA or 
m. if the site is not on the NPL and is not regulated under RCRA '1 

CLEANUP PROCESS 

a) To what extent may the practices, policies, and procedures for determining 
cleanup standards be consolidated and streamlined: 

i. if the site is on the NPL '1 
11. if the site is regulated under RCRA or 
m. if the site is not on the NPL and is not regulated under RCRA '1 

b) To what extent may the practices, policies, and -procedures for executing the 
cleanup be consolidated and streamlined: 

i. 
11. 

iii. 

if the site is on the NPL'l 
if the site is regulated under RCRA or 
if the site is not on the NPL and is not regulated under RCRA '1 
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To what extent can overlapping or duplicative regulatory responsibilities and functions 
·'· be combined or delegated to a single regulatory authority? 

IV. FUNDING 

To what extent may proceeds from property transactions be used to fund cleanups? 
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FEDERAL PROPERTY MANAGEMENT LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

The discussion below . summarizes,· in general terms, certain federal statutory and 
regulatory mandates affecting the transfer of interests in real property located on bases to be 
closed or realigned. This discussion provides general background information pertinent to the 
evaluation of various land use planning and transfer alternatives with respect to base property. 
The Constitution provides that the Department of Defense (DoD) may dispose of property or 
rights of the U.S. only as expressly or implicitly authorized by the Congress. 1 Any proposal 
for disposition or other transfer of interests in real property on closed bases must satisfy the 
requirements of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (FPASA),2 and 
the Federal Property' Management Regulations, 3, as modified by the Congress with respect to 

· transactions associated with base closures. 

Through the FPASA, the Congress has delegated its power to control utilization of 
"excess property" and to dispose of "surplus" property of the U.S. to the General Services 
Administration (GSAt. The Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and 
Realignment Act (1988 Base Closure Act)5 and the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act · 
of 1990,6 (the "1990 Base Closure Act"), require the Administrator of GSA to delegate this 

. authority, as well as the authority, to determine that surplus property shall be transferrtid for use 
. as a public airport7 and to determine the availability of excess or surplus real property for 
wildlife conservation purposes pursuant to 16 United States Code .(U.S.C.) § 667b, to the 
Secretary of Defense. The Secretary of Defense must exercise the authority delegated in 
accordance with all applicable regulations dealing with the utilization of excess property and the 
disposal of surplus property under the FPASA as in effect on November 5, 1990. 

"Excess property" is defined under the FPASA as "any property under the control of any 
federal agency which is not required for its needs and the discharge of its responsibilities, as 

'U.S. Const., art. IV, § 3, cl. 2 (placing power to dispose of property of the U.S., and to prescribe related rules 
and regulations, in Congress, subject to Congressional delegation); Royal Indemnity Co. v. United States, 313 U.S. 
289, 294 (1941). 

240 U.S.C. § 471 et seq. 

341 C.F.R. § 101-47. 

'40 u.s.c. §§ 483, 484. 

'Pub. L. 100-526. 

6Pub.L. 101-510. 

I 750 USCA app §!622(g). 

I 
I 
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determined by the head thereof. 8" "Surplus property" is any excess property not required for 
the needs and the discharge of the responsibilities of all federal agencies, as determined by the 

, . Administrator of the GSA. 9 "Property" is defined as "any interest in property," · with the 
exception of the public domain, national park and forest lands, and certain other specified 
property. to 

Section 204(b) of the 1990 Base Closure Act also requires the Secretary of the Military 
Department contemplating a property transfer to consult with the Governor of the State and the 
heads of local governments concerned to consider any plan for the use of the property by the 
local community. DoD may not take any action with respect to disposing of surplus property 

.. at a base to be closed prior -to c<insulting with the state and Iocru governments. 11 

General Priorities for DoD Land Transfers 

a. Transfer Within DoD. Section 204(b )(3) of the Base Closure Act requires 
that, before any transfer or disposal of any real property or facility at a base to be closed or 
realigned, other military services and agencies of DoD must be notified and given the 
opportunity to acquire property prior to any determination that the property is "excess" or 

_ "surplus," with priority to be given to DoD departments or instrumentalities that agree to .pay 
· fair market value. Since section 120(h)(3) of Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
. Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) applies only to the transfer of fee simple ownership 
of contaminated parcels "by the United States to any other person or entity," it would not apply 
to an intra-DoD transfer. 

b. Transfer to Another Federal Agency. DoD property that is determined 
to be "excess" must be offered to other federal agencies before it can be offered for sale or other 
disposition to third parties as surplus property. 12 DoD will continue to have responsibilities 
with respect to contaminated property on closed or realigned bases under Section 120 of 
CERCLA until remedial action is completed, and thus contaminated property on which remedial 
action has not been taken may not be "excess." Any interest in contaminated property that the 
Secretary of Defense determines is not required for the discharge of these responsibilities or 
otherwise.needed to meet DoD's mission, however, may be considered "excess" and can be 

140 U.S.C. § 472(e). 

940 U .S.C. § 472(g). 

1040 u.s.c. § 472(d). 

11Pub. L. 100-526, §290S(b)(2). 

1240 U.S.C. § 483; 41 C.F.R. § 101-47.203. 
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transferred to another federal agency for fair market value or as otherwise authorized. Transfers 
among federal departments or bureaus are not a sale and are not subject to the Constitutional 
provision that prohibits disposition of public property without Congressional authorization.13 

Under the 1990 Base Closure Act and the FPASA, a federal agency receiving property from 
another federal agency must pay the estimated fair market value for available facilities. 14 

Exceptions to this general rule are allowed for intra-DoD transfers of real property and if the 
Administrator of GSA and the Director of the Office of Management and Budget both agree. 15 

As with intra-DoD transfers, section 120(h)(3) of CERCLA does not apply to 
· transfers of real property interests between federal agencies or departments. DoD thus may be 

able to transfer real property, or interests therein, on which remedial action has not been taken, 
to other federal agencies as long as such transfers would not affect the ultimate responsibility 
to complete remedial action. 

c. Disposal of Surolus Property. Excess DoD property determined not to 
be required for the needs and discharge of responsibilities of all federal agencies generally must 
be disposed of as surplus.property in accordance with the requirements of the FPASA and the 
Federal Property Management Regulations, as modified by federal base closure legislation.16 

The authority to determine that excess base closure property is "surplus" has been delegated by 
.. Administrator of GSA to the Secretary ofDefense. States and local governments are generally 
given priority over private individuals in acquiring surplus federal property. 17 After all of the 
priorities are satisfied, all other surplus property is disposed of by public sale. · 

·Once base property in urban areas is determined to be surplus, Section 803 of the 
FPASA and the Federal Property Management Regulations require that the local governmental 
units having jurisdiction over zoning and land use regulations be afforded the opportunity to zone 
the property in accordance with local comprehensive land use planning.18 Although zoning is 
solely within the purview of the local government, DoD may make suggestions as to zoning of 

1332 Op. U.S. Att. Gen. 511. 

"See 40 U.S.C. §57! ~ §!l!I·; Section 204(b) of the 1988 Base Closure Act, Pub. L. 100-526, 102 Stat. 2627; 
41 CFR §§101-42 to .-49. 

1541 C.F.R. §101-47.203-7. 

1~ 40 U.S.C. §483, 484; 41 CFR § 101-47. 

1741 C.F.R. §101-47.203-7. 

18~ 41 C.F.R. §§ 101-47 303-2a -47 4906a-b. 
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surplus base real property as part of the state and local consultation required under the 1990 
Base Closure Act prior to disposal of any surplus property. 19 

The U.S. Attorney General must be given notice and opportunity to review any 
transfer to a private party of surplus property with an estimated fair market value of $3 million 
or more to ensure that the transfer will not result in antitrust law violations.2° 

d. Public Benefit Transfers. The Federal Property Management 
Regulations, and various other federal statutes authorize the conveyance of surplus real property 
for various public purposes to state and local governmental units and eligible non-profit, 

.. ; institutions where federal requirements .have been satisfied. . These public purposes include 
education, public health (including homelessness), public parks and recreation, historic 
monuments, public housing, correctional facilities, wildlife conservation, public airports, and 
federal aid and other highways. 21 

The Secretary of Defense has been delegated the authority to determine whether 
excess property on bases being closed is to be transferred for wildlife conservation purposes, to 

'. state wildlife agencies or to the Secretary of the Interior.22 Section 667b of title 10 (U.S.C.), · 
authorizes such transfers without monetary consideration, if the property is valuable .for 

· management by state agencies for the conservation of wildlife other than migratory birds, or 
, by the Secretary, of the Interior for carrying out the national migratory bird management 
program. 

Transfers pursuant to Section 667b, unless to the U.S., must be made subject to: (1) the 
.reservation by the U.S. of all oil, gas, and mineral rights and (2).the condition that the property 
shall continue to be used for wildlife conservation, and that title shall revert to the U.S. in the 
event it is no longer needed for such purposes or is needed for the national defense. 

The Secretary of Defense has been delegated the authority to transfer to a state, political 
subdivision, municipality, or tax-supported institution without consideration surplus real property 
that the Administrator of the Federal Aviation determines is essential, suitable, or desirable for 

19See Pub. L.IOI-510 §2905(b)(2)(requiring consideration of any local community plans for use of surplus base 
property). 

"'41 C.F.R. § 101-47.301-2. 

"See 40 U.S.C. §§ 483, 484. See also 16 U.S.C. § 667IHI; 42 U.S.C. § 11411; 23 U.S.C. §§ 107, 317; 50 
U.S.C. app §§ 1622d, 1622(g); 41 CFR §§ 101-47, 203-5,203-7,47.301-3,47.303-2,47.308,.47.4905. 

22See Pub. L. 101-510, § 2905. 

F-4 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I) 

I 

the development, improvement, operation, or maintenance of a public airport subject to certain 
conditions, restrictions, and reservations of rights in the U.S. Govemment.23 

"See 50 U.S.C. app. 1622(g) Pub. L. 100-526 § 204. 
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"' ... ·PROTECTION OF NATURAL AND HISTORIC AREAS 

This appendix presents a staff analysis of options that may be useful in protecting areas 
on closing bases that have special ecological, scenic, recreational or other natural or historic 
value. These options would protect such areas after the land is transferred. 

I. CONSERVATION EASEMENTS 

A. Potential Alternatives. The Department of Defense (DoD) may grant 
conservation easements on portions of base real property that have special ecological, scenic, 
or recreational value. .Such easements could be granted to another federal department or agency, 

·such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, to state or local goverrirneiits or agencies, or to 
non-profit conservation organizations. 

A conservation easement is a partial interest in real property, normally transferred by 
deed. Conservation easements may either be "appurtenant" to adjacent land or stand along "in 
gross." "Easements appurtenant" are attached to and for the benefit of adjacent land, which 
becomes the dominant estate. Unlike this traditional type of easement, an "easement in gross" . 
is independent of other real property and may be held by an organization or other party as a 
separate interest in the subject property. Easements in gross must be specifically authorized by 

'· state law, and at least 45 states have enacted such legislation. Grant of a conservation easement 
on base property would not affect DoD's ownership of the land and improvements thereon, 

·which could be retained by DoD or transferred to third parties and used for any purpose not 
inconsistent with the conservation restrictions. 

Conservation restrictions can be tailored to fit the ecological and physical features of 
particular pieces of real property and to accommodate the needs and desires of DoD and the 
grantee agency or organization. For example, conservation restrictions can prohibit all activities 
altering the natural condition or they can permit agricultural or forestry enterprises and/or 
limited development. Conservation easements may include, in addition to negative restrictions, 
the right to enter the servient property to inspect for compliance with the restrictions and the 
right of public access for recreation. 1 

In concept, conservation easements can be limited or unlimited in duration, although 
marketable-title statutes in a significant number of states provide for the automatic 
extinguishment of all restrictions on real property after a specified number of years. At least 

'See Bruce & Ely, The Law of Easements and Licenses in Land (West 1988 & Cum. Supp. ); Diehl & Barrett, 
The Conservation Easement Handbook (The Land Trust Exchange & The Trust for Public Land 1988). 

G-1 



I 
I 

> •"· 

I 
I 
I , .. 
I 
I 
·I-

" . 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

""" 

.·:;SOme of these states, ·however, provide special statutory exemptions for qualifying conservation 
easements. 2 

B. · . Related ·Reauirements and Limitations. . Because a conservation· ·easement 
generally is conveyed by deed, Section 120(h) of Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) could be read to prohibit the grant of a conservation 
easement on contaminated property to a person or entity not part of the U.S. government prior 
to completion of remedial action. The provision appears to be inapplicable to grants of 
easements to another federal agency or department, such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Although the Base Closure Acts of 1988 and 1990 authorize DoD to transfer land to state 
··:;agencies or .the Department of the Interior for wildlife .conservation ·_without consideration, 

pursuant to 16 United States Code (U.S.C.) 667b, no federal legislation expressly authorizes no
cost transfers by DoD of conservation easements that do not meet the criteria of section 667b. 
These might include easements for recreation or open space purposes, or easements granted to 
conservation groups. 

· Section 319 of title 40;· U.S.C., may provide the necessary authorization in some 
.. : situations to the Secretary of Defense to grant easements on base real property to state or local.: 

governments or agencies, or to:non-profit organizations, or to other federal agencies, even 
without a determination that such interests are excess ·or surplus property. 3 Section 319 
authorizes the head of an executive agency having control of real property, upon application by 
a state 811Y person for an easement for any purpose with respect to such real property, to grant 
such easement as he determines will not be adverse to the interests of the United States. The 
head of the agency may make such easement subject to whatever "reservations, exceptions, 
limitations, benefits, burdens, terms, or conditions," as he "deems necessary to protect the 
interests of the United States. "4 

Section 319 states that grants of easements pursuant to the provision "may be made 
without consideration, or with monetary or other consideration, including any interest in real 

2See Di.ehl & Barrett, supra at 132. 

3BJ!! ll!l!l S. Rep. No. 1364, 87th Cong., 2d Sess., reprinted in 1962 U.S. Code Cong. & Admin. News 3870 
(providing no indication that Congress specifically contemplated that the provision would be applicable to easements 

.for conservation purposes); ll!l!l also Letter from Administrator of GSA to the Speaker of the House (June 12, 1961, 
reprinted in 1962 U.S.Code Cong. & Admin. News 3873-74(recommending the enactment of Section 319, partially 
to avoid the FPASA requirement that easements in real property be excess and surplus property in order to be 
granted, and noting that, in the opinion of GSA, such enactment would not affect the budgetary requirements of 
GSA or any other executive agency)). 

'Cf. 10 U.S.C. §§ 2668, 2669 (authorizing the Secretary of a Military Department to grant easements for 
rights-of-way for certain specified purposes and "for any other purpose that he considers advisable"). 

G-2 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
•• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

property.5" The Federal Property Management Regulations require, however, that DoD obtain 
consideration equal to the amount by which an easement decreases·the value of the property.6 

The following executive ··orders and statutes may- provide a basis for the grant of 
easements or restrictive covenants with respect to real property on bases to be closed or 
realigned: 

·' 

1) Wetlands. Executive Order 11990 requires in part, with respect to the lease, 
grant easement or right-of-way, or disposal of any federally-owned property, that 
the federal agency responsible for these activities: (a) refer in the conveyance to 
"those uses which are restricted under identified Federal, State, or local wetlands 

. ·.regulations;" (b) ".attach other appropriate restrictions to tj!e .uses of the property 
by the grantee or purchaser or any successor, except where prohibited by law" 
or (c) "withhold such properties from disposal." The Executive Order also 
requires each federal agency to take action to minimize the destruction, loss, or 
degradation of wetlands, and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial 
values of wetlands in carrying out its responsibilities for, among other activities, 
the disposal of federal lands and facilities. 

2) Floodplain~ Executive Order (E.O.) 11988, as amended, imposes obligations and 
limitations similar to those imposed with respect to wetlands by E.O. 11990 on 

. federal agencies involved in. financial transactions relating to areas located in 
floodplain. 

3) Endangered Species/Critical Habitats. The Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended/ prohibits any DoD action that would jeopardize endangered species 
or critical habitats as determined by the Secretary of Interior and requires that 
DoD "further the Purposes of the Act by carrying out programs for the 
conservation or• these species and habitats. 

4) Designated/Proposed Wilderness Areas. The Wilderness Act of 1964, as 
amended, 8 requires that DoD "be responsible for preserving the wilderness 

· character" of any areas on military installations that are within the boundaries of 

540 u.s.c. § 319. 

641 C.F.R. § 101. 

716 u.s.c. §§ 1531-1543. 

1 16 u.s.c. §§ 1131-1136. 
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wilderness areas designated by the Congress [or proposed for such designation] 
pursuant to the Act. 

-.5) _ Designated/Proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
of 1968, as amended,9 authorizes the protection of designated rivers and adjacent 
property and requires DoD to take action necessary to further the purposes of the 
Act with respect to properties, if any, under its jurisdiction "which include, 
border upon, or are adjacent to, any river included" within a designated river 
system. 

6) Coastal Barriers. The Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1982,10 places strict 
.requirements on any DoD program that would affect the-coastal barrier system. 

7) Natural Landmarks. Various federal acts, including the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEP A) and the National Historic Preservation Act, indicate that DoD 
should protect natural landmarks. 11 

- 8) . Aquifer Recharge Areas. The.Safe Drinking Water Act forbids the use of federal . 
financial assistance for any project endangering a designated sole source aquifer· 
recharge area. 

Since the FPASA regulations require fair market value consideration for easements, it 
is not clear that easements to ensure compliance with the above provisions can be granted to 
non-federal agencies or to non-governmental organizations without consideration. 12 The 
authority to grant an easement to another federal agency also needs to be clarified. 

ll. HISTORIC PRESERVATION EASEMENTS 

DoD may grant an historic preservation easement to protect any building or other 
structure of historical importance on a base to be closed or realigned; Following the grant of 
an historical easement, DoD or a successor landowner could continue to use the burdened real 

916 u.s.c. §§ 1271-1287. 

1016 u.s.c. §§ 3501-3510. 

:"See National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(C) (requiring that "irretrievable" 
resources be protected); National Historic Preservation Act (requiring federal agencies to minimize possible harm 
to any landmark attributable to their undertakings); §!l!! also P.L. 94-58 (directing the Secretary of Interior to 
investigate property that exhibits "qualities of national significance" for possible inclusion in the National Park 
System or on the Registry of National Landmarks). 

''See 41 C.F.R. § 101-47.313-2. 

G-4 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I'' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

property for any purpose and in any manner not inconsistent with the restrictions included in the 
deed granting the easement. Historic preservation easements, although different in purpose, are 
similar in nature to conservation easements and the federal, state and local legal requirements 

. .and limitations noted above with respect to the authority of DoD to grant conservation easements 
·and the enforceability of such easement may also affect the ability to grant and enforce historic 
preservation easements. 

The Archaeologic and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 and the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 may place certain requirements on DoD to the extent that its 
undertakings may have an impact on archaeologically or historically significant property. 

m. TRANSFER OF FEE SIMPLE OWNERSHIP 

In some circumstances, the ecological or other natural features of DoD property may be 
so significant that the only viable way to protect the ecological, scenic, recreational, or other 
value of the property will be to impose restrictions on the property preventing any change from 
its natural state. In such cases, it may be advisable to transfer ownership of the land to the U.S . 

. Fish and Wildlife Service, to an appropriate state agency, or to a non-profit conservation 
·.organization for management, perhaps after imposition of restrictive deed covenants or easements·. 
to ensure that the property will remain in its natural state following any future sale. · No-cost 
transfers to state agencies or to the Department of the Interior are authorized under 16 U.S.C. 

· § 667b, if their purpose is wildlife conservation. 

IV. DEED RESTRICTIONS AND COVENANTS 

A. Potential Alternatives. Rather than granting a conservation or historic 
preservation easement on base property to another agency or entity to protect its special natural 
or historic attributes, DoD might place a restriction or "real covenant" in the deeds for such 
property. 

Mutual covenants may be imposed by a common vendor or original owner of a 
subdivided parcel to control features of adjoining lots pursuant to a common development or 

. subdivision plan. DoD might encourage the use of such covenants by a developer who 
purchases base property for subdivision and development and consider the utility of such 
covenants in developing land use plans for base property. 

B. Related Restrictions and Limitations. The term of deed restrictions and 
covenants may be limited by state marketable title statutes or other law and such restrictions may 
need to be re-recorded to remain enforceable, although exceptions for restrictions for public or 
charitable purposes may be applicable. In addition, dependent on local law, deed restrictions 

·and covenants may not be considered to "run with the land" and thus may not be enforceable 
against future owners of the property. Affirmative covenants are not enforceable in many 
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. --.jurisdictions. Also, deed restrictions and covenants, even if enforceable, may only be 
enforceable by DoD, thus placing a burden on the DoD to monitor compliance with the terms 

-of the restrictions and covenants. Thus, in some cases, the grant of a conservation easement 
may be preferable to the use of restrictive covenants or restrictions in deeds. 

V. TRANSFERABLE DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS 

Transferable Development Rights (TDRs) may be useful tools in some cases to channel 
development away from environmentally sensitive areas and toward areas designated for 
growth. 13 TDR programs typically involve designation by zoning laws of some lands in a 
particular region as preservation areas, where only minimal development, if any, is allowed, and 

-designation of other lands as growth areas, where high density residential or commercial 
development may be allowed. The local land use authority grants TDR's to owners of property 
in the preservation areas, which they can sell or transfer for use with respect to lots in the 
growth areas. The zoning structure for designated growth areas is two-tiered, including both 
a base zoning density and a higher density level permitted only if owners of property obtain 
TDR's. 

DoD might participate in a TDR program by reserving TDR's on certain environmentally 
_sensitive land that it transferred and by selling these TDR's to purchasers of base property that 
was earmarked for higher density growth. The feasibility of such a program and its prospects 
for success as a mechanism to protect environmentally sensitive land in some parts of a base and 
promote growth would depend upon development of a comprehensive land use plan that was 
integrated with the land use plans and zoning ordinances of the municipalities with jurisdiction 
over the property following closure of the base. It also would require the cooperation of local 

- authorities to manage the program. The design of a TDR program could be part of the state and 
local consultation process required under the 1990 Base Closure Act. The consultation regarding 
local land use plans and zoning could readily accommodate development of a TDR program. 

VI. LEASES FOR RECREATIONAL PURPOSES 

.. ::~. 

Property that becomes excess as a result of base closure may be leased to state or local 
governments for ·use as parkland or .for other recreational purposes pending its ultimate 
disposition if the lease arrangement can satisfy the requirements of Section 2667(f) of title 10, 
u.s.c. 

13See Institutional Guidelines for Designing Successful Transferable Rights Programs, 6 Yale J. on Reg. 369, 
372-73. 
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- . EXAMPLES OF GENERIC APPROACHES TO CLEANUP 

In a recently released report called "Conducting Remedial Investigation and . 
· Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) Municipal Landfill Sites," Environmental Protection Agency's 
(EPA's) Office of Emergency and Remedial Response has begun to streamline the National 
Contingency Plan (NCP) framework for specific sites with similar characteristics. The 
principle on which this process is based is simple: sites that share similar characteristics lend 
themselves to remediation by similar technologies and processes. By identifying these 
similarities and exploiting them to develop generic protocols for cleaning up National Priority 
List (NPL) or other contaminated sites,. the limited resources could be used more efficiently 
without sacrificing the quality of the results. This method could lead to excellent results as 
repeated use of pre-defined protocols could allow for fine-tuning of specific procedures. 

Municipal landfills are a good target for this streamlining process because they share 
many significant features, and because they are amenable to a relatively small number of 
remediation processes. Most municipal landfills are remediated by one of a limited number. 
of containment strategies. Containment has been identified as the most likely response 
mechanism because (1) municipal landfills are composed primarily of non-hazardous, and to · 

' a lesser extent hazardous wastes; therefore, they often pose a low-level threat rather than a 
·principle threat; and (2) the volume and diversity of wastes within municipal landfills often 

· .. make treatment impractical. 

The EPA's study of municipal landfill sites was the first federal attempt to streamline 
the RifFS and remedy selection process. The goals of the study included (1) developing 
tools to assist in scoping the RI/FS for municipal landfill sites, (2) defining strategies for 
characterizing municipal landfill sites that are on the NPL, and (3) identifying practicable 
remedial action alternatives for addressing these types of sites. The study breaks new ground 
by streamlining the NCP into specific areas that define a procedural protocol for cleaning up 
municipal landfills. The resulting procedure, however, is only the first step towards weaving 
the NCP into general procedural guidelines for municipal landfills as well as other CERCLA 
sites. 

Section 6 of the report, Development and Evaluation of Alternatives for an Example 
Site, is a good example of how alternatives can be developed by using various combinations 

. of technology that are evaluated on a specific pre-determined set of criteria. 

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency is also attempting to develop generic 
protocols for the cleanup of hazardous and municipal wastes. The state agency has begun 
developing a set of generic documents for Requests for Response Action (RFRA), the basic 
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• document.that controls a cleanup·by a responsible party, as well as a standardized study for 
··establishing soil cleanup levels. 

The documents that the state agency is currently reviewing would greatly simplify the 
paperwork involved in conducting a Superfund cleanup. The state agency could employ 
these documents, in a form modified to reflect the specific details of each site, begin the RI 
process, set up a schedule for remediation and notify the responsible party of the state's 
specific concerns and regulations. 

The Minnesota procedures for establishing soil studies will attempt to establish a 
consistent matrix for establishing cleanup levels on a site by site basis. Generally, it is 

· · ··difficult to assign specific numerical standards for soil cleanups that are\applicable to all 
sites. The complexity of soils themselves usually renders such standards unusable. 
However, the state hopes that by evaluating the routes of exposure, the potential future uses 
of the area, and the risks from exposure to both the environment and human health, it can 
design an approach that will avoid the problems of specific standards, but not necessitate 
extensive study and analysis of each site. 

Because both of these documents are still under review in Minnesota, it is not yet 
clear exactly how each will be used to streamline the remediation process. These steps, 
along with the EPA study, are. some of the first attempts to generalize and simplify a process 

. that has been defined and implemented on a case-by-case basis. While in the future, such 
.documentS'will definitely become even more general, these two will provide models to work 
from as the process of streamlining and simplification continues. 
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United States 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 2054!1 

National Security and 
International Affairs Division 

B-2137"6 

July 10, 1987 

The Honorable Mike Synar 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Environment, 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee on Government Operations 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

In June 1984, you requested that we review the Department of 
Defense's efforts to dispose of hazardous waste at Tinker 
Air Force Base, Oklahoma, a major generator of hazardous 
waste. Problems with the generation, storage, and disposal 
of hazardous waste have resulted in the contamination of 
several sites on base. In December 1984, your Subcommittee 
held hearings and we testified on the results of our review. 
We subsequently issued our report, Hazardous Waste 
Management at Tinker Air Force Base--Problems Noted, 
Improvements Needed (GAO/NSIAD-85-91, July 19, 1985). 

On May 14, 1986, you requested that we review the Air 
Force's actions to identify and clean up abandoned hazardous 
waste sites at Tinker and to correct problems we found 
relating to the generation, storage, and disposal of 
hazardous waste. This briefing report oresents the results 
of our work on actions taken on abandoned sites. 

In 1981, the Air Force started imolementing the Department 
of Defense's Installation Restoration Program to identify 
and clean up contaminated sites at Tinker. Actions taken 
after your Subcommittee hearings were as follows: 

In January 1985, Tinker created the Installation 
Restoration Program Technical Review Committee, 
which directly involved environmental experts of 
state and federal regulatory agencies in resolving 
Installation Restoration Program problems in a more 
timely and effective manner. 

In February 1985, Tinker establishe~ an 
Environ~ental Action Group to increase its 
responsiveness to hazardous waste issues and to act 
as a clearinghouse for all environmental actions. 
The group's weekly meetings are attended by 
representatives from all base activities that handle 
hazardous material. 
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In August 1985, Tinker created aTechnical working 
Group staffed with technical experts to assist the 
Technical Review Committee. This group meets, prior 
to scheduled quarterly meetings of the Committee, to 
establish agenda items for the Committee covering 
questions and technical issues concerning Tinker's 
Installation Restoration Program, such as possible 
cleanup alternatives. 

In October 1985, Tinker established a single point 
of contact for environmental issues by creating a 
new Environmental Management Directorate. This 
action raised the visibility level of environmental 
problems and enhanced the working relationship with 
regulatory agencies. 

In March 1986, Tinker contracted with the Army Corps 
of Engineers for completing the Installation 
Restoration Program on a cost-reimbursement basis. 
This action eliminated the need for private 
contractors and the time-consuming need to amend a 
contract each time requirements change. The Corps 
also compressed parts of two phases of the 
Installation Restoration Program into one study 
which should reduce the time needed to begin site 
cleanup work. 

Tinker officials are addressing deficiencies in the 
hazardous waste management structure. By centralizing the 
organization and decision-making process, Tinker should be 
able to better manage the restoration program. Officials of 
federal and state regulatory agencies generally agree that 
the Air Force is on the right track in identifying and 
cleaning up contaminated sites on Tinker. Appendix I 
provides more details on the organizations responsible for 
the Installation Restoration Program activities. 

While the Air Force has taken actions to restore hazardous 
waste sites on Tinker, much still needs to be done. 
Seventeen sites (including four streams on base which are 
considered one site by Tinker) were identified as 
contaminated. Eleven of the 17 sites have contamination 
problems with a high or moderate potential for migrating to 
other areas. The only remedial actions taken so far are the 
removal of contaminated sediment from one of the streams and 
a connecting drainage ditch and the placing of a clay cap 
over landfill number 6. However, regulatory officials have 
stated that the source of the stream's contamination must be 
stopped or it will have to be cleaned up again. Appendix II 
contains details of the various work being performed. 
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Appendix III provides the status of each of the 17 
contaminated sites. Besides dealing with each contaminated 
site, the Air Force has directed the Corps of Engineers to 
conduct groundwater assessments to ensure that contamination 
has not moved off base. The Air Force is also testing the 
base's water supply wells quarterly for signs of 
contamination. 

We discussed the issues in this briefing report with 
officials responsible for managing the Installation 
Restoration Program and included their comments where 
appropriate. As you requested, we did not obtain official 
agency comments. Appendix IV describes the objective, 
scope, and methodology of our work. 

As arranged with your office, unless you publicly announce 
its contents earlier, we plan no further distribution of 
this report until 30 days from the date of its issuance. At 
that time, we will send copies to the chairmen of other 
concerned committees; the Secretary of Defense; the 
Secretaries of the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force; the 
Director, Office of Management and Budget; and other 
interested parties upon request. 

Sincerely yours, 

Harry R. Finley 
Senior Associate Director 

3 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES FOR THE 

INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM 

AT TINKER AIR FORCE BASE 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) (42 U.S.C. 9601) and the 1986 
amendments, commonly known as Superfund, were enacted to provide 
for cleanup of the nation's hazardous wastel sites. The law 
provides that federal agencies must comply with CERCLA's 
requirements to the same extent as private entities must comply. 

The. Department of De,fense's Installation Restoration Program 
(IRP) is an expansion of a program the Army started in 1975 to 
(1) identify and evaluate suspected problems associated with past 
hazardous waste disposal sites located on Department of Defense 
(DOD) installations and (2) control the migration of hazardous 
waste contamination from these sites. These requirements were 
later stipulated in CERCLA. 

The Air Force formulated its initial IRP policy guidance in 
December 1980 and started its program in January 1981. The 
Office of the Deputy for Environment, Safety, and Occupational 
Health in the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air 
Force for Installations, Environment, and Safety sets the overall 
policy for the Air Force's IRP. 

The IRP consists of four phases. During Phase I, the 
installation assessment is made, including site inspections and 
records searches, to identify bases with closed, potentially 
hazardous waste sites. During Phase II, the existence of 
contaminants affecting the environment is confirmed. During 
Phase III, technology, if needed, is developed or advanced to 
solve some of the problems. During Phase IV, remedial action is 
designed and executed. 

·'PROGRAM ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND ROLES 

The following is a brief description of the offices or activities 
involved in the IRP and the responsibilities of each. 

lHazardous waste is defined as waste which, because of its 
quantity; concentration; or physical, chemical, or infectious 
characteristics, may cause or contribute to an increase in 
mortality or pose a substantial hazard to human health or the 
environment when improperly treated, stored, transported, or 
disposed of. 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

.. Headquarters and major commands 

The Directorate of Engineering and Services, Air Force 
Headqu~rters, Washington, D.C., has overall management 
responsibility for the Air Force's IRP; but major commands, such 
as the Air Force Logistics Command at Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base (AFB), Ohio, are the IRP managers for bases in their 
commands. The Logistics Command expects its bases to manage 
their own programs, with the Command responsible for program 
oversight and approval. 

Air Force Engineering and Services Center 

The Air Force Engineering and Services center at Tyndall AFB, 
Florida, is .a ~echnical csupport organization of.~he Air Force's 
Directorate of Engineering and Services, providing support to the 
major commands upon request. This support has included providing 
contractors for most of the Phase I studies to date. 

Occupational and Environmental Health Laboratory 

The Air Force Occupational and Environmental Health Laboratory 
(OEHL) at Brooks AFB, Texas, is under the command of the Air 
Force Systems Command. OEHL, the Air Force's technical manager 
for Phase II, initiates work on a base when requested by a major 
command. OEHL monitors Phase II studies performed by contractors 
awarded contracts by .the ·Air. Force Systems Command's Aeronautical 
Systems Division at Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. 

Base level 

Generally, Air Force base-level IRP responsibility rests with the 
base's civil engineer. However, Tinker has given this 
responsibility to the newly created Environmental Management 
Directorate. 

ORGANIZATIONS CREATED TO AID 
TINKER'S IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
.INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM 

Tinker reorganized its hazardous waste management structure to 
centralize responsibility for all environmental matters, 
including the IRP, and to respond to oversight reviews by the 
Subcommittee on Environment, Energy and Natural Resources, House 
Committee on Government Operations; state and federal regulatory 
agencies; and cognizant Air Force organizations. 

7 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

Technical Review Committee 

The Technical Review Committee consists of designated 
representatives from the parties required to approve IRP plans, 
including the Air Force, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
and the State of Oklahoma. The Committee was created on January 
15, 1985, to expedite remedial actions by eliminating the delay 
associated with the normal review process. This face-to-face 
forum provides the Air Force with the expertise of the regulatory 
agencies in the decision-making process. 

Tinker, including the Air Logistics Center, is represented by the 
Director of the Environmental Management Directorate, and the 
State of Oklahoma is represented by-officials .from the Oklahoma 

-State Department of Health.- EPA Region VI officials represent 
EPA on the Technical Review Committee. Officials from other 
agencies, such as the Oklahoma Water Resources Board, the 
Association of Central Oklahoma Governments, the Garber 
Wellington Aquifer Association (represents towns and cities using 
the aquifer), the Army Corps of Engineers, and the Oklahoma 
Geological Survey, may attend and comment on matters before the 
Committee. 

The Committee members meet quarterly to discuss all IRP proposals 
and to reach a consensus on the specific IRP actions to be taken. 

Environmental Action Group 

The Environmental Action Group was established in February 1985 
to increase Tinker's responsiveness to hazardous waste issues and 
to act as a clearinghouse for all on-base activities' 
environmental actions. The group is responsible for IRP problems 
and other issues such as hazardous waste removal, unpermitted 
discharges, industrial waste treatment plant discharge, and 
hazardous waste storage. This group assists Air Force management 
in measuring the progress being made in each area and in ensuring 
that issues are being dealt with in a timely manner. 

The group, .which meets weekly, consists of representatives from 
all base activities that handle hazardous material. 
Representatives from other organizations may be asked to attend 
when their technical assistance is required. Each representative 
is authorized by his or her staff office to act on decisions made 
during the meetings. 

Technical Working Group 

Established in August 1985, the Technical Working Group supports 
the Technical Review Committee with technical representatives 
from the same agencies. The Technical working Group meets one 

8 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

month prior to the Committee meetings to study proposed IRP 
actions and establish agenda items for the Committee. These 
meetings cover questions and the technical aspects concerning 
Tinker's IRP, such as possible cleanup alternatives. 

Environmental Management Directorate 

The Environmental Management Directorate was established in 
October 1985 as the sole point of contact for outside agencies on 
all environmental issues. This Directorate consolidates 
functions of the Director of Engineering and the Surgeon General 
on env.ironmental matters •. The Directorate, staffed with 45 to 50 

·.people, reports directly· to the command section of the Air 
Logistics Center. 

ROLE OF THE CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

Before Phase II was complete, Tinker officials discontinued using 
OEHL as program manager and contracted directly with the Army's 
Corps of Engineers in an effort to complete the IRP in a more 

·timely manner. According to Corps officials, they reviewed the 
work performed in Phase II and used it where applicable. The 
Corps' investigation, which began in March 1986, is scheduled for 
completion in fiscal year 1988. 

The members of the Corps' project team are environmental 
specialists with backgrounds in civil engineering and geology. 
The Corps' duties as Tinker's IRP project manager include 
investigating and identifying the sites on base contaminated by 
hazardous waste, developing the processes to be used for remedial 
action, and preparing the plans and specifications to enable a 
contractor to clean up the sites. 

According to Corps officials, individual IRP projects can be 
completed in a more timely and effective manner by combining . 

. Phase II with the first part of Phase IV. In the past, Phase IV 
work could not begin until a final Phase II report had been 
issued. Under the Corps' approach, the time frame for 
implementing the IRP is reduced by eliminating the report and by 
collecting the data necessary to design a remedial action plan 
(Phase IV) while obtaining data needed to quantify the 
contamination at a site (Phase II). 

In addition, it is no longer necessary to amend a contract each 
time the scope of work changes because the Corps staff perform 
the work themselves on a cost-reimbursement basis. Previously, 
OEHL had to modify contracts with private environmental firms on 
a stage-by-stage basis. 

9 
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~he Corps staff prepare a work plan for each contaminated site 
after discussion with the Technical Working Group and present the 
plan to the Technical Review Committee for approval. The 
statement of work must be approved in writing by the State of 
Oklahoma and the EPA. 

19 
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 

INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM 

Tinker AFB is one of the largest military industrial 
installations in the world. Tinker, which was activated in March 
1942 and covers 4,775 acres in central Oklahoma (southeast of 
Oklahoma City), hosts about 40 tenant organizations, including 
the Oklahoma City Air Logistics Center. The Air Logistics 
Center, under the Air Force Logistics Command, operates a 
maintenance depot on Tinker. This depot, which overhauls or 
modifies more jet engines than any facility in the free world, 
serves as a repair depot for several aircraft and weapons. The 

·.repair and overhaul processes require the use of large quantities 
of hazardous materials and result in Tinker's status as the 
largest hazardous waste generator in the Air Force. 

Problems in the past with the generation, storage, and disposal 
of this hazardous waste have caused contamination of several 
sites and the groundwater at Tinker AFB. Tinker lies directly 
over the known recharge area for the Garber Wellington aquifer 
from which Tinker and several cities near Oklahoma City obtain 
their drinking water. Tinker is currently implementing the IRP 
to identify and clean up these .contaminated sites. EPA has 
identified two sites to be included on its National Priorities 

'List2--building 3001 and Soldier Creek (one of the base streams). 

PHASE I 

The Air Force Engineering and Services Center at Tyndall AFB 
prepared the statement of work3 for Phase I of Tinker's IRP and 
coordinated it with the Air Force Logistics Command. The Air 
Force Engineering and Services Center obtained a private 
contractor, Engineering-Science, to conduct the IRP Phase I study 
for Tinker. Engineering-Science began the Phase I study in July 
1981 by reviewing records and files, conducting field 
inspections, and interviewing officials from Tinker and the 
applicable regulatory agencies to identify current and past areas 
of hazardous waste generation and disposal as well as disposal 
methods. The final report was issued in April 1982. The 
completed study cost $45,900. 

2The National Priorities List identifies those sites deemed to 
pose the greatest potential for long-term threat to human health 
and the environment. 

3The statement of work describes tasks, establishes a schedule 
for conducting the tasks, lists all expected deliverables, and 
presents a cost estimate. 

11 
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Study findings 

Engineering-Science's Phase I final report identified 14 sites on 
Tinker as having potential environmental contamination. Using 
the Air Force's Hazard Assessment Rating Method (HARM), a system 
to set priorities for the sites that is similar to the system 
used by EPA, the contractor scored each site on a scale of 0 to 
100 (worst case being 100) based on the following considerations: 

characteristics of the waste at the site, 

possible sites for contaminant migration, 

potential pathways·for contaminant·migration, and 

current efforts to contain the contamination. 

Based· on these HARM scores, the contractor then classified each 
site as having high, moderate, or low potential for migration of 
contaminants to other areas. Areas having HARM scores greater 
than 64 were of primary concern and were considered by the 
contractor to have high potential for contaminant migration. 
These sites required further investigation in Phase II. The 
contractor concluded that 3 of the 14 sites at Tinker fell into 
this category: two landfills and an industrial waste pit. 

Sites with HARM scores of 50 to 64 indicated moderate potential 
for contaminant migration and were recommended for further 
investigation in Phase II. Six of the T1nker sit~s--three 
landfills, an industrial waste pit, a radioactive waste disposal 
site, and a fire training area--fell into this category. 

The five remaining sites had HARM scores lower than 50, which 
indicated low potential for contaminant migration. They were 
therefore not recommended for Phase II investigation. These 
included one landfill, three radioactive waste disposal sites, 
and a fire training area. Although these sites were not 
recommended for further investigation, three were investigated in 
Phase II. The Corps of Engineers included the three sites in its 
Phase II work because it felt that not enough work had been done 
in Phase I. For detailed descriptions, HARM scores, and 
recommendations for each site, see appendix III. 

Surface and groundwater testing 

Water quality data from the U.S. Geological Survey, the 
Bioenvironmental Engineering Officer's moni.toring program, and 
sediment samples taken by the Oklahoma Water Resources Board 
helped Engineering-Science determine that the surface drainage 
systems on base had been sources of contaminant migration since 
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base .operations began in 1942. The potential exists for the 
contaminants in the streams to migrate through the sediment, 
leaching into the local surface waters and into the groundwater 
·system. For this reason, Engineering-Science recommended 
sampling.the streams and some of Tinker's water supply wells. 

Regulatory agency involvement 

As part of the Phase I study, Engineering-Science interviewed 
federal, state, and local agencies' officials to obtain 
environmental data pertinent to the base. These agencies 
included the Oklahoma Geological Survey, the U.S. Geological 
Survey, the Oklahoma Water Resources Board, EPA, and Oklahoma 

.university's Health Sciences Center. · 

PHASE II 

The purpose of Phase II is to determine if environmental 
contamination has resulted from hazardous waste disposal 
practices. This phase includes an estimate of the extent of 
contamination, identification of the environmental consequences 
of migrating pollutants, and recommendations for additional 
investigations for sites identified in Phase I. 

OEHL, the program manager for Phase II, drafted a statement of 
work for Phase -II efforts.· ·OEHL's-Dixector of Technical Services 
Division and the Air Force Logistics Command Headquarters 
approved the statement of work. 

OEHL contracted with Radian Corporation to do a portion of the 
Phase II investigation. The contractor made the initial Phase II 
site visit on September 29, 1983, with subsequent field work 
performed between November 1983 and October 1984. Radian issued 
its final report in October 1985. Its efforts under Phase II 
cost $657,300. OEHL's technical contract monitoring activities 
included comparing detailed monthly status reports with the 
statement of work, verifying Radian's analysis methods, and 
visiting the contractor at Tinker at least once. 

Study findings 

Radian's Phase II investigation included 12 sites: 10 of the 14 
sites identified in Phase I, building 3001 (including water 
supply wells 18 and 19), and four base streams grouped as one 
site. The 10 sites included 6 landfills, 2 industrial waste 
pits, and 2 of the 4 radioactive waste disposal sites identified 
in Phase II. All of these sites (except for the radioactive 
waste disposal sites and landfill number 1) had received high or 
moderate HARM scores. The four sites identified in Phase I but 
not included by Radian in Phase II were fire training area 1 and 
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, radioactive disposal site 1030W, which had moderate HARM scores, 
and fire training area 2 and radioactive disposal site 62598, 
which had low HARM scores. 

An Air Force monitoring program found the Garber Wellington 
Aquifer to be contaminated when it discovered trichloroethylene 
(TCE) in water supply wells 18 and 19 located in building 3001. 
Radian's investigation of well 18 revealed TCE as high as 4,600 
parts per billion (compared to EPA's proposed standard of 5 parts 
per billion). The TCE contamination level in well 19 was 8.7 
parts per billion. 

These findings followed a study by the Oklahoma State Department 
of .Health. that revealed a TCE contamination level· of 5.6 parts 

, per billion in ·Tinker's drinking water. The samples used in the 
state study were taken from the base's central water supply where 
the water from all wells was mixed, thus diluting the 
contamination from well 18. Because it was possible for some 
people to drink the water from well 18 before it was mixed with 
water from the other wells, Tinker decided to stop using well 18 
as a source of drinking water. 

Radian recommended further investigations at landfill 5 and the 
buried pits and tanks below building 3001, which may be the 
source of the TCE contamination in wells 18 and 19. Radian also 

. recommended monitoring· programs for .landfills 1 through 4. To 
ensure that TCE was not contaminating other base water supply 
wells, Radian also recommended that all drinking water wells be 
mcmitored. 

Remedial actions were recommended for landfill 6 and water wells 
18 and 19. However, Radian believed that no further 
investigations were necessary for the industrial waste pits, base 
streams, and the radioactive waste disposal sites. 

corps of Engineers 

.The number of sites with possible contamination has grown from 14 
identified in Phase I to 17, including the base streams (grouped 
as 1 site) as identified by the Corps of Engineers. The base 
streams and building 3001 were added to the investigations in 
Phase II. The Corps has now added a new site, the fuel farm 
area, which is an underground fuel storage area. Due to leaking 
fuel tanks, the aquifer beneath the site is contaminated with 
fuel and other petroleum products. The groundwater contamination 
under the fuel farm area, shown in figure 11.1, is estimated to 
be up to 4 feet deep, contain 49,999 to 50,999 gallons of fuel, 
and cover 159,000 square feet. 

14 
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Figure II.l: Groundwater Contamination Under the Fuel Farm Area 
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Remedial actions to pump out the fuel have been designed and will 
be performed soon. 

In addition, the Corps has completed a base-wide groundwater 
assessment, including off-base wells, which indicated that no 
contamination is now moving off base. The Air Force continues to 
test the base's water supply wells for contamination on a 
quarterly basis. 

The Corps is investigating the six landfills, building 3001, and 
the fuel farm area. Investigations have been scheduled for the 
base streams, two fire training areas, and radioactive disposal 
sites 1030W and 201S. Due to Radian's findings, the Corps does 
not plan to investigate the two industrial waste pits and 
radioactive waste disposal sites 1022E and 62598. 

15 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

Regulatory agency involvement 

State and federal regulatory agencies reviewed the Air Force's 
statement of work, and Air Force officials told us that their 
comments had been incorporated as necessary before the Phase II 
investigation began in 1983. The regulatory agencies continued 
their involvement during Phase II activities through 
participation in the Technical Review Committee and Technical 
Working Group meetings at Tinker. 

EPA has identified two Tinker sites to be included on its 
National Priorities List--building 3001 and the Soldier Creek 
portion of the base streams. 

PHASE III 

The Air Force Engineering and Services Center is cooperating with 
EPA in a research effort to develop a biological treatment for 
TCE. The Center is currently contracting out the on-site 
demonstration project at Tinker to demonstrate this technology 
using the TCE-contaminated groundwater under building 3001. 

PHASE IV 

Tinker .has undertaken cleanup actions at several sites on base 
including the·Soldier Creek .Lagoon, the. drainage ditch west of 

·building 3001, .landfill 6, and former water supply wells 18 and 
19 in building 3001. 

The perched aquifer, a portion of the Garber Wellington Aquifer 
under building 3001, has been contaminated with TCE and other 
synthetic organic chemicals. This contamination is the result of 
an accumulation of wastes from 30 years of industrial operations. 
The contamination is primarily confined to the upper levels, 
which are not used for drinking water. However, water supply 
wells 18 and 19 in building 3001 served as conduits, allowing the 
TCE to enter the lower levels of the aquifer from which Tinker's 
drinking water is obtained. 

Water supply wells 18 and 19 were taken out of service in the 
latter part of 1983 and permanently plugged in September 1986 to 
prevent further contamination to the aquifer. Sample results, as 
depicted in figure II.2, indicate severe contamination in the 
upper levels of the aquifer, as high as 330,000 parts of TCE per 
billion. As stated earlier, EPA's proposed standard for drinking 
water is 5 parts per billion. The Corps of Engineers is 
currently designing the plans and specifications to remove the 
contaminated groundwater. 
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· Pigure II.2: ·Trichloroethylene Contamination Under Building 3001 
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The cost of removing TCE from the groundwater increases 
dramatically as target cleanup levels of TCE decrease. Figure 
II.3 shows the number of gallons required to be pumped out, 
treated, and returned to the aquifer to reduce TCE contamination 
to various levels. The Garber Wellington aquifer covers over 
2,200 square miles and contains 22.8 trillion gallons of water. 
The desired level of TCE contamination has yet to be determined 
by the Technical Review Committee. 
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Figure I I. 3: ·Quantity of Trichloroethylene-Con.taminated Water to 
Be Pumped at Various Cleanup Levels 
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In 1983, the Oklahoma State Department of Health found that a 
private well was contaminated with synthetic organic chemicals 
:and, because of landfill 6's location, it was considered a 
possible source of contamination. To help prevent possible 
contaminant migration, the landfill was capped with 18 inches of 
clay and 10 inches of topsoil. Also, four additional monitoring 
wells were installed to detect contaminant migration away from 
the landfill. As part of the base-wide groundwater assessment, 
the Army Corps of Engineers took samples in July 1986, which 
showed no organic contaminants in the private well where they had 
been detected previously. 
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DISPOSAL OF WASTE FROM 
A REMEDIAL ACTION PROJECT 

Between November 1985 and May 1986, in response to Oklahoma Water 
Resources Board concerns, Tinker dredged 9,254.5 cubic yards of 
contaminated sediment from Soldier Creek and the drainage ditch 
west of building 3001. The portion of Soldier Creek dredged 
included Soldier Creek Lagoon. Soldier Creek Lagoon is a 
sediment pond created by a low-water dam above the discharge 
points from the waste water treatment plants. Water from Soldier 
Creek Lagoon is diverted through an oil and grease trap known as 
Prices Pond. 

,',EPA requires disposal sites receiving hazardous waste from sites 
beirig'cleaned up in accordance with CERCLA to meet stricter 
standards than sites complying with the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act. Tinker's records indicate that 2,579 cubic yards 
of contaminated sediment dredged from Soldier Creek was disposed 
of at Rollins Environmental Services' landfill near Houston, 
Texas. Rollins Environmental Services' landfill did not meet 
these stricter standards because of groundwater contamination 
problems. In July 1986, subsequent to Tinker's disposal of the 
sediment at Rollins, DOD verbally agreed with EPA that hazardous 
waste removed during IRP cleanup projects would be disposed of at 
CERCLA-approved sites. 

FUTURE PROJECTS PLANNED 

The Corps of Engineers plans to perform a complete, investigation 
of the streams on base, and according to Oklahoma Water Resources 
Board officials, it is very important that the source of 
contamination in these streams be cleaned up before any further 
cleanup actions are taken. If the contamination going to the 
streams is not stopped, the streams might have to be cleaned more 
than once. For example, the cost of dredging the visible 
contamination from a relatively small area in Soldier Creek was 
$2.3 million, but core samples taken after the dredging continue 
'tO show high levels of heavy metals. The heavy metal found in 
these core samples, taken to a depth of 24-inches, did not 
diminish with depth. 

The high cost of this type of cleanup has resulted in 
consideration of alternatives to dredging, such as using microbes 
to treat the contamination. Water samples taken from base 
streams by EPA and the Oklahoma Water Resources Board continue to 
indicate that streams are receiving contamination. Tinker's 
personnel have corrected hundreds of misconnected drains that 
feed these streams and expect to continue finding problems of 
this nature. 
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STATUS OF INSTALLATION RESTORATION 

PROGRAM SITES AT TINKER AIR FORCE BASE 

~ h c ••• p ••• I uccent atatua 

Low potential foe conta•inant waste trenches have settled, Soil and v~etation now cover 
•lgutlon. Landfill used for collecting rainwater. the landUll. The Corps of 
dlapoaal of general refuse Monitoring wells were Engineer a (COE) baa •••pled 
burned to reduce volu ... installed and a .. pled. selected trencbea and 
Only ... 11 .. ounta of a .. plee Indicate a li•lted .onltoring wells. A draft 
ch .. tcala and lnduatrlal lepact on groundwater quality. t--.dial action plan la 
waataa were disposed of Reco..end quarterly .. epllng scheduled to be publ ish.d by 
he ca. No furtber aonttorlng for 1 year to verify and .Januuy 1988. 
reco..ended. quantify seasonal variation. 

High potential for eonta111inant Trenches have settled, Soil and vaqetation cover the 
•lgratlon as a pond •• located collecting rainwater. Water landfill, and the pond has 
nearby. C.neral cetuae and overt lows into a oearby pond been bceached to c .. ove the 
small a•ounu ot induatl'ial and eventually enters Cruteho water. CO! baa ••Pled 
waste were disposed of hece. creek. Samples taken fro. selected tr•nchea and 
A small pond waa built over aonitorlft9 wells indicate only monitoring wells. A drdt 
the landfill. 1 ,., ted impact on groundwater r .. .Jial action plan •• ·aeco.Dend a geophysical aurvey quality. s-plea taken he. . scheduled to be published by 
and groundwater .anltol'ing. the pond did not show any January 1988. 
Sample and analyze leachate elevated levela of 
streams and drain the pond to contaeinatlon. 
ceduce poaaible contaminant Recommend quarterly aa.pllng 
aigration. ,., 1 year to verity and 

quantify aeaaonal variations. 

"oderate potential to< Konitoring wells installed and Topsoil now eovera the 
contaaalnant •lgration. ·-pled. s .. plea indicate a landfill. CO£ h .. •-pled 
C.neral refuse and aull lilllited impact on groundwater selected trenches and 
quantities of indYatrial quality. monitorinCJ wells. A draft 
waatea were disposed of here. Reca.mend quarterly sampling I'Nedial action plan Ja 
Recommend geophysical aYrvey for 1 year to verify and scheduled to be pyblished by 
to define boundaries and qyantify aeaaonal variation. January 1988. 
geolOCJY under the landfi 11. 
Reco--.nd additlon•l ground-
water monitoring and analyaia 
of any leachate plu .... 

High ·potential for contaminant Surface runoff tlowa into Soil and parti•l ve~etation 
•igution. Leachate observed Crutcho cr-t. Leachate and cover the landfill. CO£ has 
containing .. rcury, phenol a, .onitoring well aamplea sampled selected trenchelil and 
oU, and grease. indicate a li•it:ed iJDpact on •onitoring wells. A duft 
Recommend geophysical •u~vey groundwater quality. remedial action plan is 
and groundwater •onltorlng. Recommend quarterly aa.pling schedYled to be published by 
Also, sample and analyze ,., 1 year to verify and January 1988. 
leachate atreaaa. quantify aeaaonal variation. 

"oderate potential ,., Surface depressions are Soil and ve~etation now cover 
conta~inant •igration. Small holding rainwater. A the site. COl!: baa •-pled 
seepage atrea•• were observed. •onitoring well was installed selected trenches for wast., 
RecoaDend geophysical aurvey and •-pled. Data collected characterization and selected 
to define boundaries and does not provide evidence of other trenches wi II also lHt 
geology under the landfi 11. qroyndvater contamination. ·-pled. The COE baa also 
Also recoa.end groyftdwater Surface of landfill baa tteoen installed and aaapled 'I 
•onltorJng and •-piing of disrupted by current •onitoring wells. Cu~rentlY 

•leachate atreaas. construction activities. awaiting results. lf nothln<J 
RecomMend continulnq review ahowa up on the teat results, 
when conatruction Ia thia investigation will De 
ca.pleted. coc.plete. A clay cap will .. 

placed on the landri II •• early 1911. 

"oderate potential ,., "onitoring wll sa•plaa t.andfill was capped with clay 
eont .. inant •i9ration. confir• presence of and topsoi I. COE recent I y 
General refyae and ... u chlorinated organic found aia uncapped trenches 
quantity of indYatrlal waste compounds. As a result, It .. and •-pled th .. f:tr wasta 
.. terlala were dhpoeed of a poaaible aoYrCe of characterlaation. Trw CO£ nas 
here. cont .. inatlon of a private, also Installed and SMpled " Recaa.end geophysical oft-base -u. Additional -anltoring wells. If nothin9 
aurvey to define boundArlea Mnitorlnt w.lla ..... e shows yp on the teat reeul ta. 
and geology under the lDatallad and •-pled, lnveati~ation will be ca.plete. 
laftdUII. A lao, l'ec"a..8nd IIMiicatlftiJ the lar•:lflll •• A contract to ca.plete the 
additional tround-atal' l'eleaslng aynthetic 01'9anic clay cap will be aw~rd~ i., 
eon I tor h'9. chemical a. sept-bar ltl7. 

aeca..aiMI .&t1tioul 
eonttorJnq wlla be hlatalled 
to teat l•pect on the .qyl far. 
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I 
HARI1 •• 11 C tt t at t SitelArea Score Phase 1 ••• " •• . "' 

lnduattial 61 xoderat~ potential fo< Perfor .. d geophysical survey. A •No Action• plan baa been 
"'•ate pit 1 cont .. inant •igration. aoll •-plintJ,. and .aoni tor ing auboll tted to ttla state. but no 

aac~nd a .. pl ing and well sampling. Raaulta ahow raaponaa to data. Oklaho.a 
analysis progr.- that tncludaa little or no •igration of Water Raaourcaa Board 
obtaining soil borings in and vaata conta•inanta avay froe officials aay it ta likely the 
around waste pit, the alta. contaminants dlapoaed of in 
Alao, rae~nd a gaophyaical No additional work required. tbia pit a .. ped into tl• Creak; 
survey to define the alta thus only trace conta•ination 
boundaries and identify any r ... ina at the alta. 

I 
I 

leachate plu .. a, 

Industrial .. Hiqh potential foe conta•inant Perfoc-.d qeophyaical survey, A •No Action• plan has ~n 
waste pit 2 •iqration. Did not have an soil sa .. plif19. .... su~itted to the state, but 

i•pec-able I inec while in 1a0nitorin; well aa•plinq. no response to date. t>ll:l•ho.na 
I 

operation. Results indicate the waste I• Water Resources Board 
aecoe.end a aa11plinq and not •igratinq from the site. of!iciah .. y It I• 1 ill:el:t 
analyaia proqr .. to obtain Unless a~o~rface ta disturbed or that conta~inanta fro~ this 
soll bOrinCJS in and aro~o~nd dhcuptN, si9ni f icant pit seeped into ltl• Cceelc; 
the waste pit and a conta11inant miqrstion I• th~o~s onl:t a trace of I 
qeophys leal survey. unlikely. contallinatlon re.oalna at thllt 

No htrther 
~·· 

ia considered. site. 
necessary. 

the " "oderete ~tentiel fo< Not includ4rd in Phase 11. No inveati•Jatlon to date. COt: 
tcaininq cont .. lnent lliqratlon. while plana tO install 2 •onit2cin1 

I 
area 1 in operation this pit was .,ella and tell:e l to 4 soil 

unlined. borings by July 1987. 
Reco-end •••pi i nq end 
analysis program that includes 
obtaininq soil b0rin9s in and 
around the area. I 
Also conduct qeoph:fsical 
survey to define boundaries 
and identify an:t leachate 
plu•••· I 

Fire " Low potential foe cont-lnant Not incl~ed in Phase II. CO! ude sh borin9s and found 
tcainift9 miqcation. This site was used no contamination. Nothinq 
area 2 infrequently as a t .. porat:t further will be done. 

ttainin~ area. 
No further monitortn9. I 

Rai.lioactive " "oderate potential fo< Not lncludltd in Phase u. No investiqetions have been 
waste contaninant migration. Site performed to date. However, 
diSi)O .. l is believed to be loca tltd 1n recorda wer• follnd that 
site hi:!IIW the pond over landfill '· indicate the site had been 

Low-level radioactive cleaned up in the early 19511's. I 
11aterial disposed of here ••:t 
have been r .. oved In U55. 

I 
Recom.end draining the pond 
and aamplinq and analydn~ 
water and surface area fO< 
radiation levels. 

Radioactive .. Low potential for contaminant Ceoph:talcal survey was No further tnveati9ations 
waste miqratiOf:l. Site was used to perforeed to loeate and planned. 
disposal dispose of containers of low- id•ntify the alta. The area 
sit• 11221: level radioactive material. waa ••r-ed with -tal •takes. 

Recent studies show no haraful No further lnveatiqation. 
I 

levels of radioactivity. 
NO further .onitorint. 

ladioaetive l7 LOW potential for conta•inant Ceophy•lcal survey found no Mo further lnveatiqationa 
waste •i9ratlon. Contain• low-level Indication of the location planned. 
disposal radioactive .. terlal. It I• of the al te. It 1a very 
ait• usn believed the .. terial ••Y have probable the .. racial ••• 

been r.-oved. No ineceaaed r..oved. 
radioactivity near the •lte. NO follO'If-on invest19atlona 
NO further .onltorlnt. are reea..ended. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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.. dioacttva 
w•ate 
diapoul 
at te 2115 

..... 
Score 

" 

Phase 

Low potential for conta•inant 
Digutlon. Site ua.cl for the 
burial of low-level 
radioactive aaterlal. Recent 
ndiol09ical a.onttoring b.a 
not identified eny increaaed 
radioactivity near the alta. 
NO further •onltorlng. 

••~end a eo.prehenaive 
aedl•ent a .. pllng progr .. on 
base atreaaa to characterize 
a.c~t .. nu and define any 
pollutant aigratlon. Alao, 
recoaaend water quality 
•-pltni in the atreama. 

Mot included in Phase I study. 

Not Included in Phase t study, 

Phase Jt 

Not Included in Phase tr. 

Collected and analyzed 27 
•~plea fro• 24 sediment 
sampling atationa. The 
analyaia showed no evidence 
~f elevated levels of 
industrial conta•lnanta. 
No follow-on action de--.4 
neceaaary. 

Limited contaminant leakage 
moving downward In vicinity of 
vella 18 and 19. Seven 
monitoring: vella were 
installed and aa.pled with two 
shoving high levels of Tel. 
The contamination Ia not a 
single, defined source but ia 
confined to the shallow levels 
of the aquiter,. Indicating 
other vella In the vicinity 
are clean. An inspection of 
active and Inactive 
underground storage tanka and 
pita vaa eada because they 
ware considered poaaibla 
aourcea of the cont .. lnatlon 
under the building. 
Reco ... ndad r.-edial action Ia 
to pump and treat the 
contamination. Alao recoamend 
entering:, inspecting, and 
aamplln~ aelected pita and 
tanka for solvents. 

Not Included in Phaaa II 
study. 
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No invaatlgatlon to date. T~ 
State of 9klahomA baa indicated 
that it will not approve any 
type of alta r.-.dlatioa abort 
of r..oval and dlapoaal at an 
approved alta. Recorda 
Indicate the presence of a 
•att u• buried at the at u and 
surface radioactivity 
•eaaur .. anta confirm this, A 
eontract through Broota ArB to 
r..ove and dlapoae of the still 
•• -11 aa teat adjacent aoll 
Ia scheduled to ~ Initiated 
In OCtoMr 1987. 

A section of ~at Soldier 
cr .. t haa been dr.clg:.cl, 
re.oving 8,481 cubic yards of 
a.cli-ent. COt plana to a .. pte 
and teat Crutcho, Khul•an, and 
11m Creeks by "arch 1988. 

Baaa vaton supply -11• 18 
and 19 were plugged In 
Septa.bet 1986. 00£ baa 
installed and •-pled 81 
monitoring walla In and around 
building )Ill,. but the ••tent 
of the cont .. tnatlon plu .. haa 
not bean defined. Two 
additional aonitoring walla 
have recently bean Installed 
and sampled, and CO£ Ia 
avaltlnq the results. 
Abandoned pit locations have 
been located In the aouth part 
of the building, and 4 pita 
have bean reca.mended tor 
removal. COE should complete 
the action plan design by 
August 1987. 

The perch~ aquifer beneath 
the fuel farm area Ia 
contaminated with fu•l from 
underground fuel tanka. The 
fuel plu .. is a .. xi•~ of 4 
feat thick and contain• 41~1u 
to Sl,lll gallon& of fu•l. A 
plu .. of benaanc, toluene, and 
xylene surrounds the fuel. 
1-..dlata .. aauraa are baing 
taken to r.-ove the 
cont .. ln•nta. Two recovery 
-11• t..va bean tnn.tlad to 
pu.p o~t the fuel and water 
sep.catalt• Procur ... nt of a 
~p ls ln process. About Sill 
gallons of water and lSI 
gallons of fuel will be pu•ped 
dally. The r.-.dJal action 
report is due by July lt87. 
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APPENDIX IV APPENDIX IV 

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

The objective of this review was to evaluate the actions the Air 
Force has taken at Tinker AFB to identify abandoned hazardous 
waste sites and to clean them up where necessary. 

We reviewed the reports of the Phase I and Phase II 
investigations at Tinker. These investigations began in 1981 and 
continue to date. To further evaluate Tinker's program, we 
interviewed officials at the Environmental Management 
Directorate, Tinker; Environmental Protection Agency; Oklahoma 
State Department of Health; Oklahoma Water Resources Board; 
Garber Wellington Aquifer Association, made up of users of the 
aquifer; Occupational and Environmental Health Laboratories; Air 

·Force Engineering and Services Center;.and the u.s. Army Corps of 
Engineers. We also toured the facilities at Tinker and observed 
several IRP sites. We attended and obtained minutes from the 
Technical Review Committee and Technical Working Group meetings. 

Much of our work for this report was based on work we had 
previously done at Tinker Air Force Base and discussed in our 
report entitled Hazardous Waste Management at Tinker Air Force 
Base--Problems Noted, Improvements Needed, GAO/NSIAD-85-91, 
July 19, 1985. 

Our work was performed in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. 

(392244) 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Applicable or-Relevant and Appropriate Requirement (ARAR). Requirements, including 
cleanup standards, standards of control, and other substantive environmental protection 
requirements and criteria for hazardous substances as specified under federal and state law 
and regulations, that must be met when complying with CERCLA. 

Contaminated. As used in this report "contaminated" generally refers to land on which any 
hazardous substance was stored for one year or more, known to have been disposed of, or 

·released, and to land where there are indications that these conditions may exist. 

Contractor pool. A pool of contractors who are awarded indefinite delivery contracts under 
a full and open competition. Prior to selection, contractors are required to submit contract 
proposals outlining technical and managerial capability, past experience, past performance, 
and, when appropriate, rates for labor and materials. After contractors are selected through 
full and open competition, they may be required to compete for task orders which define the 
scope of effort required. 

Dedicated procurement cell. An acquisition team whose members at least consist of 
.,program/project managers, contracting officers/contract negotiators, and contract 
auditors/price analysts. This team is responsible for awarding, administering, and 
monitoring environmental restoration contracts, and expediting the contracting process for 
cleaning up contaminated sites at bases identified for closure. 

Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement (DSMOA). An agreement between DoD 
and a state that addresses state agency support and oversight and provides reimbursement to 
the state for these activities at non-NPL sites. The DSMOA also provides a process for DoD 
and the state to resolve any technical disputes before judicial remedies are sought. 

Environmental contracting center. An organization designated by the Military Services 
which possesses environmental expertise along with other necessary specialists to support and 
manage the installation environmental programs. " They develop environmental contracting 

. documents such as requests for proposals, statements of work, etc. necessary to award " 
environmental work. They also help administer environmental contracts on behalf of 

, installations and other commands. These centers do not necessarily possess contracting 
officers with authority to award contracts, but the contracting office should be able to award 
resultant contracts. 

Interagency Agreement (lAG). A formal document in which two or more federal agencies 
agree to cooperate. States are also often parties to these agreements. 

J-1 
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Lead regulatory agency. As used in the this report, "lead regulatory agency" means the 
agency taking primary responsibility for regulatory oversight of cleanups. 

· Areas of concern. As used in this report, "areas of concern" is intended to mean any area 
of contamination or potential contamination on a closing military base. It includes any areas 
where there is any indication that any hazardous substance was stored for one year or more, 
known to have been released, or disposed of. 

I ·National Contingency Plan (NCP). The basic policy directive that contains the federal 
regulations governing response to release of oil and hazardous substances, including those 

.,, , .. ·.;concerning removal and remedial action·under CERCLA .. 
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National Priorities List (NPL). The formal listing of the nation's highest priority hazardous 
waste sites as established by CERCLA. 

Prt>liminary Assessment/Site Investigation (PAIS I). The initial study, site sampling, and 
analysis under the'CERCLA remedial action process which form the basis for determining 
whether a potential threat exists at a site and merits listing on the NPL. 

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RIIFS). The Remedial Investigation is the 
' .. , CERGLA process of determining the nature; extent .and significance of. contamination at a 

:site. The Feasibility Study, 'which is conducted concurrently with the RI, is the evaluation of 
remedial action alternatives for the site. 

.. Transfer. As used in this report "transfer" is intended, except where restrictive or 
qualifying terms are used in conjunction with it, to refer broadly to any method used to 
change rights to possess, use, or exercise control over real property. For example, it 
includes, sales, deed conveyances, leases, licenses and permits. Except where specifically 
noted, it is not intended to be limited to conveyances between federal agencies as it is under 
the FPASA. 

.. ·Uncontaminated. As used in this report "uncontaminated" generally refers to land for 
which a determination has been made, based on criteria that the Task Force recommends be 
developed, that no hazardous substances were stored on a parcel for one year or •more, 
known to have been disposed of, released, or were likely to migrate to the land. 

J-2 
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS 
OF GORDON M. DAVIDSON 

NPL Site Description 

EPA believes that the recommendation that it reevaluate the NPL listing of Federal 
facilities, and the manner in which such facilities are described, focuses attention on the 
formal listing process rather than addressing the needs of the interested parties for better 
information concerning conditions at the closing installations. 

, · , · Establishing a process including standards for identifying areas which are 
uncontaminated and thus outside of the scope of 120(h) is perhaps the most critical element 
of the planning process. In addition to the sources of information identified in the Task 
Force report, criteria must be established for (a) levels of contamination which require 
further analysis or impose restrictions on transfer and (b) statistically valid parameters for the 
quantity of data required to make such a determination. Obtaining sufficient information and 
disseminating the results of the investigations in a timely fashion should be the primary 
emphasis, rather than the NPL listing regulatory process. 

The listing process is not intended to defme or reflect the "boundaries" of releases . 
· The NPLis a list of releases which are often difficult if not impossible tq,delineate with 
. precision at the time of listing. The process ofidentifying all of the releases or contaminated 

areas at an installation, and the extent of contamination at those areas, goes on throughout 
the remedial investigation/feasibility study process and may in some cases extend into the 
remedial design/remedial action phase. 

State and EPA Roles 

The report recommends that where a state agency has been exercising regulatory 
control of a response action at a non-NPL federal facility the state should be allowed to 

·, .. -maintain that role after the federal facility is listed on the NPL. Although EPA could 
establish a cooperative agreement under which the state would perform oversight of the . 

· .. federal agency activity, the statute does not allow EPA to delegate the selection of a 
CERCLA remedy at a federal facility NPL site. However there may be instances where it 
would make sense, technically and administratively to apply EPA's Federal-Facility Listing 
Policy which would allow the state to proceed under its RCRA authority as long as the 
objective was consistent with EPA's CERCLA approach. 
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·Resources 

EPA believes that it is essential the Congress recognize that environmental 
considerations associated with scheduled base closure will demand additional resources. · The 
magnitude of the demand on EPA will depend on the rate at which closure and reuse 
decisions are implemented as well as the level of EPA's involvement in the process of 
identifying parcels to be transferred at non-NPL sites. 

Although the statute currently places on DoD the obligation to make the covenant that 
all necessary remedial action has been taken with respect to a parcel to be transferred, State 
regulators and the public have stated that EPA should have a role in such determinations and 
'EPA must be~provided with the resources .required to meet that expectation. EPA and State 
regulatory agencies should not be expected to redistribute existing resources to address those 
areas on a closing base earmarked for redevelopment which may not be priority sites from an 
environmental perspective. EPA anticipates, based on experience at Pease Air Force Base, 
that potential users of the site, as well as the Agency transferring the property, will also seek 
EPA's involvement in making determinations about such areas. 

Gordon M. Davidson 
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS 
OF JAMES M. STROCK 

On behalf of the National Governors Association (NGA), I have reviewed the October 
1, 1991 Report of the Defense Environmental Response Task Force and have the following 
additional views to include in the Report to be submitted to Congress on November 5, 1991. 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide additional comments on this Report. We are very 
pleased that the October 1 draft incorporates all of the proposed amendments that were 
approved by the Task Force at its September 27 meeting, and it represents a substantial 
improvement over the August and September drafts. 

First, the Task Force Report should contain language strongly urging that EPA revise 
its National Priorities List (NPL) listing policy under CERCLA so that only the contaminated 
parcels of the base property are listed or remain listed on the NPL, instead of the entire 

· base. This issue is of critical importance to local communities and redevelopment entities, 
which need to be assured that a base parcel determined to be "clean" will not have the cloud 
of potential Superfund liability left hanging over its head. EPA clearly has the ability to 
expedite regulatory NPL delistings. If EPA is unwilling to make this commitment, the States 
may need to seek relief in Congress . 

Second, the Report needs to further address the mechanisms for State and Federal 
regulatory agencies to enforce land use restrictions on closing bases and to monitor 
compliance with such land use restrictions. Normally, regulatory agencies are not parties to 
any deed, lease or other document evidencing a transfer of the base property. Therefore, we 
recommend that the Federal Facility Agreements (FFAs) for closing bases require DoD to 
notify the regulatory agencies of any proposed transfer, and to provide the regulatory 
agencies with a copy of the transfer document before and after the transfer takes effect. The 
FFA's should also provide that DoD agrees to comply with all land use restrictions required 
by the regulatory agencies. We understand that similar requirements are contained in the 
FFA for Pease Air Force Base in New Hampshire. 

Finally, the Report needs to provide strict target dates or schedules for rapid 
implementation of the findings and recommendations in the Report. These findings and 

. recommendations should be implemented as soon as possible by DoD, EPA, the states, and · -· 
other agencies represented on the Task Force. In particular, more specific transfer criteria 
need to be developed quickly to flesh out the general transfer guidelines set forth in the 
Report. I believe this concern is also reflected in additional comments submitted by the 
representative of the National Association of Attorneys General. We would be willing to 
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work with DoD, U.S. EPA, the Attorneys General and other State and federal agencies and 
to agree on strict implementation schedules in the near future. 

James M. Strock 
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS 
OF DAN MORALES 

In January 1990, the National Governors' Association and the NAAG published From 
Crisis to Commitment: Environmental Cleanup and Compliance at Federal Facilities, which 
presented recommendations for improving the federal facility cleanup process. The 
recommendations are most germane in the closed base context and I strongly urge the 
Department of Defense to carefully consider them in the coming years as it attempts to clean 
up Defense facilities . 

. I. · The Task Force report points to overlapping jurisdiction, conflicting standards, and 
litigation as causes of confusion and delay in the remediation process. This leaves the 
impression, which I believe to be misleading, that regulatory authorities might facilitate 
cleanups by simplifying environmental standards and/or reducing their enforcement efforts. 
The report would be more balanced in my opinion if it stressed, instead, the absolute 
importance of cooperation among state and federal regulatory authorities, public involvement 
at all stages, and strict compliance with environmental standards. These measures are most 
likely to reduce confusion and avoid delay. 

D. The report, moreover, unfortunately does not provide much specific guidance to 
decision-makers at three critical stages: 

.. (1) The transfer of property believed to be uncontaminated; 

(2) The transfer by deed of property known to have been contaminated but since 
cleaned up; and 

(3) The transfer by lease or other arrangement of property still known to be 
contaminated. 

While the transfer criteria stated in the report are valid and may be useful generally, 
.·the decision-makers will need specific guidelines, ·criteria and procedures at each of these 
steps. It was suggested during one of our hearings, I believe, that the Department of 
Defense should develop a "due diligence" manual (akin to that found in the private sector) 
for its base commanders or base closure officers. The manual :would provide much-needed 
specific guidance for base officers facing a complex array of environmental issues. The 
development and use of such a manual is, I believe, a critical element for efficiently and 
effectively transferring defense facilities to local communities. 

m. Unequivocally, issues regarding budgeting and the funding of cleanups must be 
resolved. The Task Force barely touched upon these issues, although I concede that they 
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were probably outside the charge of the Task Force. Nonetheless, I note my concerns for 
the record: 

(I) . The Department of Defense will be competing with other agencies throughout 
the federal government in order to obtain a pool of funds for the cleanup of 
closing bases. At some point during the budgeting and appropriations process, 
Congress and the Administration will agree on a funding level and the 
Department of Defense will have a finite pool of remediation funds for closing 
bases. 

(2) It appears that, sooner or later, the services and/or the closing bases will have 
; · ·.to vigorously compete with each other for the finite pool of remediation funds. 

(3) Meanwhile, interagency agreements, of whatever form, between the Defense 
services and the state environmental agencies (or the Environmental Protection 
Agency ("EPA")) will be premised on the availability of funds to accomplish 
the cleanups. 

(4) At some point, assuming that Congress does not provide sufficient funding in 
any one year to begin and/or maintain the cleanup of all the closing bases at 
the same time, it will be impossible for the Defense services to meet their 
commitments at each and every closing base. 

· (5) No provision of any agreement, however, can be interpreted to require 
obligation or payment of funds in violation of the federal Anti-Deficiency Act. 
Thus, the communities attempting to redevelop the bases and the state 
environmental agencies seeking the clean up of closed bases will have no 
recourse or means of ensuring that the Defense Department will comply with 
its cleanup obligations in a timely manner. 

I therefore believe that Congress needs to closely examine the budgeting and funding 
mechanisms for closing base cleanups--especially the role of the Office of Management and 

. Budget. How will cleanup funding priorities be established in the coming years? How much 
money will be needed to cleanup the bases? Will the Anti-Deficiency Act cause communities 
and states to avoid entering into agreements with the Defense services? If agreements to 
clean up closed bases may be found to be futile (because of the Anti-Deficiency Act and the 
lack of complete funding for every base), why should states and communities enter into and 
possibly rely to their detriment on them? 

IV. The EPA has long recognized that enforcement activities must stop current violations, 
as well as deter future ones. In a recent evaluation of the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act ("RCRA"), EPA stated: 
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·."While informal enforcement actions can be effective in bringing facilities into 
compliance ... such actions do not materially contribute to general, long-term 
deterrence. An enforcement program aimed only at bringing facilities into 

· compliance and not at deterring future violations and encouraging voluntary : 
compliance will be unsuccessful in the long run. "1 

Yet, at federal facilities, EPA has been unable to fully enforce its programs because 
of the S<H:alled "theory of the unitary Executive." This theory, according to the Department 
of Justice, holds that one agency of the federal government cannot issue a unilateral order to, 
or bring suit against, a sister agency. 

While I have no reason to doubt that the Department of Defense has every intention 
of complying with all applicable cleanup laws, regulations, and agreements, I am concerned 
that misunderstandings and less-than-perfect agreement among all the parties involved with 
any one cleanup may result in the need for legal action to be taken by the EPA against the 
Department of Defense. However, Department of Justice's "unitary executive" theory, 
practically speaking, prevents the EPA from using the courts to fully enforce cleanup 
obligations against the Department of Defense. 

I believe that Congress needs to examine the ramifications of the "unitary Executive" 
theory on ensuring quick, efficient and full compliance by the Department of Defense with 
all cleanup laws, regulations, agreements and understandings. Such examination is especially 
needed in light of the theory of sovereign immunity which prevents states from ~ 
enforcing applicable state and federal laws against the federal government. 

V. Courts and federal agencies generally agree that federal facilities are subject to the 
same cleanup "requirements as private facilities. Nonetheless, they do not generally believe 
that states can impose civil penalties on federal facilities that violate these requirements. 
Consequently, many state officials complain that they cannot deter federal facilities from 
RCRA violations or gain credibility as legitimate regulators in the federal facility cleanup 
processes. 

The problem lies in the continued application of the theory of sovereign immunity. 
While one state (Ohio) has been successful at the Court of Appeals level in having its civil 

· penalties against a federal agency upheld, I note that the United States has requested and was 
granted certiorari on the issue of whether a state can impose RCRA-based civil penalties on a 
federal agency. I believe that Congress must examine the ramifications of the Department of 
Justice's sovereign immunity arguments on an efficient and effective RCRA enforcement 
program. 

USEPA, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, "The Nation's Hazardous Waste 
Management Program at a Crossroads-The RCRA Implementation Study" (20s-OOOOI), July 1990, p.60. 
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VI. Lastly, the Task Force report should go much further in emphasizing the critical role 
· of the state environmental regulatory agencies in the cleanup of contaminated federal 
facilities. As I believe will become much clearer in the next few years, state agency 
participation will be essential, at-least where a part of the closing base is contaminated but 

. does not rank as an NPL site. Such a critical role for states should not be ill-perceived by 
the federal government. State regulatory agencies will have, without a doubt, a great stake 
in quickly facilitating the redevelopment of closed bases in order to ensure that their 
respective communities will not long suffer the unfortunate economic consequences inherent 
in the closing of defense bases. State environmental agencies should be perceived as partners 
in the remediation process--partners with both the Defense bases being closed, as well as 
partners with the EPA. 

Dan Morales 
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ADDITIONAL VIEWS 
OFDONGRAY 

The charge given to the Task Force in the enabling legislation was to make findings 
and recommendations concerning ways, within existing law and regulations, to improve 
interagency coordination of environmental response actions at closing military installations 
and to consolidate and streamline the practices, policies and administrative procedures of 
relevant Federal and State agencies with respect to such environmental response actions so as 
to enable those actions to be carried out more expeditiously. However, in reviewing the 

. work of the Task Force, it is clear that far more emphasis was placed upon, and far more 
effort was devoted to, finding ways to expedite transfer of the use of, it not the title to, the 
properties before cleanup was completed than was devoted to finding ways to expedite the 
actual cleanups. 

I would have preferred that the Task Force expend more time and effort in seeking 
ways to expedite the clean-up process. In this connection, the early discussions and draft 
focused largely on delays supposedly caused by EPA and state regulatory procedures. I was. 
happy that the Task Force accepted my suggestion that DoD involve EPA, state and other 
regulatory officials at the early planning stages of the environmental assessment work, using 
technical review committees or similar devices, in order to reduce the potential for 
disagreements and prevent duplication and delay later in the process. 

However, based on my previous experience in this area I believe that the greatest 
potential for delay arises out of the Justice Department's unitary executive theory and policy, 
which prevents EPA from initiating enforcement action against DoD and other federal 
facilities, and the use of sovereign immunity to prevent states from levying fines or other 
penalties against such facilities. In my opinion, the absence of this kind of leverage, which 

· · would be available in dealing with non-federal entities, is not conducive to rapid resolution of 
disagreements between the regulatory agencies and DoD regarding facility cleanup plans. 

Although some members of the Task Force expressed interest in exploring the extent 
to which this issue was causing undue delays in the clean-up of closing DoD facilities, it was 
ruled out oforder because of the Task Force's mandate to make findings and 
recommendations within existing laws and regulations and the fact that legislation on this 
matter is currently pending before the Congress. However, I believe that the issue could be 

· resolved administratively without the need for legislation, and certainly the Task Force could 
have looked into whether these policies are causing undue delays in cleanups without making 
a legislative recommendation on the subject. 

In reviewing the final report I suddenly realized that although the Task Force had 
made many useful recommendations for expediting the cleanup and reuse of closing DoD 
installations, we had failed to recommend the establishment of any kind of monitoring 
mechanism to determine whether they would be implemented in an expeditious and effective 
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manner. To accomplish this purpose, I would recommend that the life of the Task Force be 
extended for at least another year in order to monitor progress towards implementation of the 

. recommendations, to evaluate whether they are achieving the objectives for which the Task 
Force was established, and to make recommendations for changes or additions as needed. 

Don Gray 
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1 P-R-0-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S 

2 9:10 a.m. 

3 CHAIRMAN BACA: The task force will now 

4 come to order. 

5 I want to welcome the Task Force members. 

6 I know many of you have had to juggle your schedule. 

7 General Offr inga, I know, has taken on a 111ew 

8 assignment and we appreciate your being here. This is 

9 probably your day off, isn't it? 

10 MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: It was the cJne 

11 day between assignments, but I'll spend it here. 

12 CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, good. We appreciate 

13 it. 

14 Gordon, you've been designated as the 

15 official member from the Environmental Protection 

16 Agency and we're glad to have you here. 

17 MR. DAVIDSON: Thank you, Tom. Appreciate 

18 it. 

19 CHAIRMAN BACA: And Brian is representing 

20 the NGA and we appreciate your being here. 

21 MR. RUNKEL: Thank you. 

22 CHAIRMAN BACA: I know you have to travel 

--------
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a long way and it's not easy to go through the time 

changes and so forth. 

And I welcome the other staff members. 

One point of order. I do have a meeting 

with the Assistant Secretary this afternoon. For the 

period that I'll be gone, if it's necessary to go 

later in the afternoon, I will designate Anne Shields 

as the chairman. But we'll discuss that as we get 

into it. 

I would like to welcome the audience. 

This is our fourth day of meetings. I 

have called this meeting to work out the final details 

of the report that we'll submit to Secretary Cheney 

and ultimately to the Congress. We have made a great 

deal of progress in the last few months, and I believe 

today that with the progress we've made we should be 

able to finalize the report and list recommendations 

that will help us expedite the transfer of bases. 

The draft report now in front of us is the 

result of an iterative process that began in June when 

the Task Force met and agreed to an outline of issues 

that we felt were appropriate under our charter and 
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1 for which we felt we could make some constructive 

2 suggestions. 

3 I'm going through written statements 

4 because I want to cover a few points before we get 

5 started. 

6 The outline was sent to members for review 

7 following the meeting. A transcript of the meeting, 

8 edited by members, was also provided. At our meeting 

9 in July the staff briefed us on the results of the 

10 research and the Task Force added and deleted 

11 recommendations to that presentation. Following the 

12 July meeting, the amended staff presentation was 

13 mailed to each of your offices, along with the 

14 verbatim transcript of our decisions. As I promised, 

15 on August the 12th, I sent you by Federal Express a 

16 draft compiled by our staff based on the amended staff 

17 briefings and the transcript as edited by the members. 

18 We requested your comments on this draft by August the 

19 23rd and they were compiled by staff with responses 

20 based on the July 17th, 18th transcripts and our 

21 previous agreements on the areas of consideration. 

22 This compilation was mailed to you for 

II 
I 

I 
' 

ll 
I 

ij 
!I 
I 
i 
I 
II 
I 
I ,, 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
,I 
I 



_JI 

I 
'I 
i 
I' 
I 
I 
:I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I~ 

I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

5 

your review and on the basis of your responses to that 

compilation I have called this meeting to finalize the 

report. I do appreciate your rapid responses. 

They've been great. You've been very responsive. 

I hope that we can come to an agreement on 

the remaining issues of wording. I know some of you 

have concern with wording in the report, but I 

recognize that all of us may not agree on particular 

language. If we reach a point where there is 

disagreement, I will call for a formal vote. My hope 

is that the meeting today will provide all members a 

chance to express their views and include in the Task 

Force report all recommendations approved by the Task 

Force under the rules. 

There may be special points of view to be 

expressed by individual members and so I ask you to 

keep in mind other possible vehicles to transmit those 

differences. 

I propose that we go through the report 

page by page, chapter by chapter and through that 

approach entertain any recommendations, suggestions, 

concerns that you might have. I'll stop here before 
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1 I get into the approach I'm going to use. I would ask 

2 for any comments by individual members before we get 

3 started. 

4 MS. SHIELDS: Are these your comments? 

5 These are Sam's. I brought a letter with a few -- is 

6 there a Xerox machine around here? 

7 CHAIRMAN BACA: We'll get those copied. 

8 MR. DAVIDSON: Tom, we have some copies 

9 we'd like to submit as well. 

10 CHAIRMAN BACA: Do you have enough copies 

11 for the members, Gordon? 

12 

13 

MR. DAVIDSON: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Why don't we just 

14 distribute comments to each of the members. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

MR. RUNKEL: I'd like to say, Tom, that we 

have some comments too in a letter to you. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Brian, do you want 

to circulate them? 

MR. RUNKEL: Yes. That's what you're 

getting right now. This is an original. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to 

introduce Thomas Edwards, an Assistant Attorney 
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General for the state of Texas. He's put a lot of 

work into the efforts that you'll see from our state. 

MR. RUNKEL: I'd like to introduce Orchid 

Kwei from our State Toxic Control Program who has done 

a lot of excellent work for us too on this. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Thomas and Orchid, we 

welcome you. 

MR. DAVIDSON: One thing, Tom. I forgot 

to put that -- well, we're circulating here a two 

paragraph proposal regarding NPL site boundaries. But 

it is from EPA. I forgot to put EPA at the top. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. We' 11 let the 

record reflect that it is from EPA. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Thanks. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any other members like to 

make any statements at this time? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I'd like to-- I appreciate 

DoD•s·responsiveness in putting the report together 

and willingness to convene another meeting. I do feel 

comfortable that we can come to resolution on this 

report today. I would like to introduce Bob Carr and 

Linda Rutsch of my staff who have been doing the 
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1 lion's share of the policy work within the agency on 

2 base closure issues. 

3 CHAIRMAN BACA: .We've had Bob here before 

4 and we welcome you and Linda, glad to have you with 

5 us. 

6 Any other members have comments? 

7 MR. GRAY: Well, Mr. Chairman, I just want 

8 to express my appreciation to you for scheduling this 

9 meeting so that the members of the task force have an 

10 opportunity for give and take on the proposed changes. 

11 CHAIRMAN BACA: I think it's important and 

12 we appreciate your pushing us to that end. 

13 Well, let's begin. I would like to start 

14 out by reading the charge to the Task Force. This is 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

the congressional charge. If we can keep this in 

mind, I think we can make progress. The task force 

report, A, is to identify ways to improve interagency 

coordination within existing laws, regulations and 

administrative policy of environmental response 

actions at military installations or portions of 

installations that are being closed or are scheduled 

to be closed pursuant to Title II of the Defense 
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Authorization Amendments in Base Closure and 

Realignment Act, Public Law 100-526. 

Secondly, ways to consolidate and 

streamline within existing laws and regulations the 

practices, policies and administrative procedures of 

relevant federal and state agencies with respect to 

such environmental response actions so as to enable 

those actions to be carried out in a more expeditious 

manner. 

That's the charge to us from Congress. As 

we go through the report, keep that in mind. We may 

reach or discuss an issue perhaps that is not being 

carried out by your agency or perhaps that your agency 

does not agree with. But if it's possible within the 

existing law to address that issue, I think it's in 

the purview of this committee to identify it as a 

possibility. The implementation, perhaps, is going to 

take that effort after we conclude our work. 

So, if we as a committee have identified 

an issue that is implementable under existing law, 

whether it's being applied by existing agencies, this 

committee's charge is to identify them. We're to 
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1 identify ways of expediting cleanup within the 

2 existing law. 

3 Okay. I believe you all have a booklet 

4 that's tabbed. If you go to Tab 8, draft report of 

5 the Defense Environmental Response Task Force. I'm 

6 going to not go through the Executive Summary. I 

7 would hope that you would trust staff to reflect in 

8 the executive summary what is stated in the text. 

9 MR. GRAY: So the changes that we make in 

10 the text will be made in the summary automatically? 

11 CHAIRMAN BACA: That's correct. 

12 So, let's start with the introduction. 

13 MR. GOODHOPE: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to 

14 read in the point that you just made. I would like to 

15 make some comments about the recommendations in the 

16 executive summary. Later on we can talk about the 

17 format. 

18 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Yes. Let's come 

19 back to that at the end, Sam, if we can. 

20 MR. GOODHOPE: That's fine. 

21 CHAIRMAN BACA: Executive summary should 

22 be just a reflection of the text. 

! 

I 
I 
I 
·I 
1: 
I 
I 

"'i 

ll 
_JI 

... r 

l
i 
' i ! 

' 

I. 
II 
II 

I 

II 
I I 
' i 

I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

J 3 

I 4 

5 

!I 6 

I 7 

I 
8 

9 

I 10 

·I 11 

12 

I 13 

I 14 

15 

I 16 

I 17 

I 18 

19 

I 20 

I· 21 

I 
22 

I 

11 

MR. GOODHOPE: I agree. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Page 1, any 

concerns with page 1? 

MR. JONES: Could you just put after 

"Federal Property Resources," put "Service" there, 

please, for GSA? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: What paragraph? 

MR. JONES: That's paragraph or item 4, 

Federal Property Resources Service. Service should 

show up everywhere in the report where you mention -

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. You make an 

excellent point. Whenever we make a correction, if 

there are other areas in the text where that same 

correction should be made, we'll do that. 

MR. GRAY: Along the same lines, Mr. 

Chairman, on the next page 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, let's cover page 1. 

Anymore comments on page 1? 

2. Go ahead, Don. 

Okay. Let's go to page 

MR. GRAY: The organization I'm with is 

the Environmental and Energy Study Institute. I'd 
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1 like that to be reflected throughout. 

2 CHAIRMAN BACA: Absolutely. 

3 MR. GOODHOPE: I am, unfortunately, not 

4 the only special assistant, so it should be "a special 

5 assistant attorney general." 

6 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Good point. We 

7 thought you were the only one in Texas. 

8 MR. DAVIDSON: And Tom, another thing in 

9 page 1, given the recent change in representation from 

10 EPA, that may or may not reflect my particular title. 

11 I'm not sure how formal you want to make that. 

12 COURT REPORTER: I'm having_ a lot of 

13 trouble hearing Mr. Davidson. There's not a 

14 microphone close to you. So, I'm having trouble 

15 hearing you. 

16 MR. DAVIDSON: What I said was on page 1, 

17 "The task force consists of the following," number 3 

18 should more accurately reflect my title given that I'm 

19 the duly designated representative of EPA. 

20 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Let's go to page 

21 3. If we proceed at this pace, we'll be through by 

22 10:00. 
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Brian. 

13 

MR. RUNKEL: Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. On 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Y~u can't be going back, 

MR. RUNKEL: Sorry. Sorry. I thought we 

were still -- they were going back to page 1. 

on page 2, and I know this is one of the 

issues your staff had identified, although the law 

does clearly state that we're supposed to look at 

recommendations within existing law, your charter does 

provide for making recommendations, possible statutory 

changes. Although we understand the need to focus on 

existing law, I think there are a couple of discreet 

areas that we would later on want to make 

recommendations in terms of statutory changes. We 

think that within the spirit of the law, that that's 

allowable. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, let's talk about 

that, about those vehicles to transmit those concerns. 

This reflects the congressional charge. 

MR. RUNKEL: I understand that. I just 

wanted to point that out. 
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1 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Page 3? 

2 MR. GRAY: I have a question, Mr. 

3 Chairman. At the end of the second paragraph, the 

4 sentence that says, "EPA interprets Section 120(a) to 

5 mean that the criteria for including federal 

6 facilities on the NPL should not be more exclusionary 

7 than those applicable to non-federal sites." I'm just 

8 not sure I quite understand what that means. 

9 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. There's a citation. 

10 Do you want to explain that, Jay? 

11 MR. PENDERGRASS: The citation is to the 

12 listing policy and it's part of a discussion where EPA 

13 was talking about not excluding from the list sites. 

14 In other words, that the federal facility sites should 

15 not be excluded that would not be excluded 

16 MS. SHIELDS: In other words, the same 

17 criteria should apply --

18 MR. PENDERGRASS : Well, it didn't say 

19 treated the same, it said that it should not be more 

20 exclusive. So, it didn't say exactly treated the 

21 same, it says that federal facility sites should not 

22 be excluded that would have been included if they were 
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private. If they were going to be included if they're 

private, then they should be included if they're a 

federal facility, but it didn.•t go the other way. 

MR. GRAY: Maybe we could ask EPA. Is the 

current language acceptable to EPA or do they have an 

alternative? 

MR. DAVIDSON: On this particular sentence 

that Don has brought up, no. I believe it accurately 

reflects our policy basically. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: In order to save a little 

time in correcting omissions and misspellings and 

clerical errors, if you haven't received it, I have an 

errata sheet that lists those corrections. 

Okay. Let's go to page 4. 

MR. DAVIDSON: One minor point. On the 

third paragraph, in the middle, where the sentence 

starts, "Section 120{h) {3), CERCLA specifies that the 

u. s . government, " we propose that the u. s . government 

be changed to say the transferring agency must provide 

a covenant. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any objection to that? If 

not, we'll accept it. 
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1 COLONEL HOURCLE: Let me just suggest for 

2 clarity that those who might just pick up the report, 

3 transferring federal agency? Would that be 

4 acceptable? Instead of just transferring agency, 

5 transferring federal agency? 

6 MR. DAVIDSON: Yes, that's what we're 

7 talking about. 

8 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Let's go to page 4. 

9 Let's go to page 5. 

10 MS. SHIELDS: We had some comments on page 

11 5, but I don't know what's happened to the letters 

12 being Xeroxed. So, I would have it --

13 MR. CARR: There's also a comment on 4. 

14 The first sentence in the second paragraph about the 

15 RCRA closure, I'm not sure that you want to use that 

16 same 

17 CHAIRMAN BACA: Point of order here. I 

18 would like the task force members to be the 

19 spokesperson. So, if you would deal through Gordon. 

20 . MR. CARR: Okay. 

21 MR. DAVIDSON: That's fine. We might want 

22 to make a distinction here between RCRA closures and 
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base closures. It's just a point of clarification. 

I don't have language to offer, but it can be a little 

confusing here. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Counselor, do you have a 

suggestion? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Something like permitted 

facilities at these installations must be closed. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I think their concern is 

about the word "closure." 

MR. DAVIDSON: Ijust don't want people to 

get confused with RCRA's closure as opposed to base 

closure. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Is there another term 

that • s used in RCRA? Managed? That covers the 

broader situation. That probably works in this case 

here. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Where is this now? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: The first sentence in 

the second paragraph on page 4. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Actually it's the second 

line. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: "These facilities must 
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be --

COLONEL HOURCLE: Let me suggest that we 

read that sentence after the semicolon to be "these 

regulated facilities must be managed," so we focus 

back on the fact that they're actually regulated under 

a statutory regulatory scheme. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's fine with us. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: So the new language is, 

"The regulated facilities must be managed in 

accordance with those statutes." 

MR. GRAY: Just as a point of information, 

Mr. Chairman, I'd like to get an example of the kinds 

of conflicts you foresee arising under those 

circumstances. You say conflict may arise regarding 

a particular proposed remedial action. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Is this the Rocky Mountain 

Arsenal case? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Potentially, yes, and it 

has been -- a lot of lawyers talk about the potential. 

The numbers of times that it's actually come up, I 

don't know that it has all that often. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, I guess if we had a 
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description here of why the problem comes up or has 

come up, maybe a description of the I would 

recommend that you have a description in there on the 

Rocky Mountain Arsenal problem so that we understand 

a little bit better what the conflict is and why that 

conflict arises. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: The basic confusion has 

resulted where you have a broad NPO listing and on 

that NPO listed site you have facilities which are 

also RCRA regulated units. The question then becomes, 

when you're doing the remediation, which statutory 

structure would apply. 

MR. GOODHOPE: And which agency has the 

authority to get the facility cleaned up. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Which gets you into the 

ultimate question of who determines what the clean-up 

is going to be. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Don asked for an example. 

Are you satisfied, then, with that 

example? Okay. 

MR. GOODHOPE: The issue was raised for 

some reason and I think we need to. figure out what the 
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source of the problem is, an analysis of why there is 

a problem and a potential for conflict. I think 

that's where we can get into -- not get into, but 

certainly a recommendation might flow from there that 

we try to figure out a way of resolving the conflict. 

MR. GRAY: Since the question occurred to 

me, Mr. Chairman, I think it may occur to other 

people. I would think that if we could at least cite 

one example, and Rocky Mountain Arsenal is certainly 

the most prominent one, it would be helpful. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Let me address that, Don, 

for a second. The Arsenal case, generally what we 

tried to do, and we've been successful at most NPO 

facilities, is to enter into three party agreements. 

These three party agreements lay out the process by 

which the state and EPA would work together on 

applying their various authorities. 

I'm not sure that the Arsenal is the best 

case in that the Arsenal litigation was tied in to 

whether or. not the timing of the listing of the 

facility and the litigation basically predated the 

development of any consent agreement of federal 
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facilities clean-up agreement there. 

The issue really is one of how the 

different statutory authorities of the state or the 

state authorized authority in CERCLA ought to be 

applied. An example might be useful. You may just 

want to say that conflicts may arise in the 

application of how these authorities are to be applied 

in terms of selecting the remedy. / 

MR. GRAY: Well, from what you're saying, 

I assume that with the existence of the interagency 

agreements there's less of a problem maybe than it was 

in the case of Rocky Mountain Arsenal and I just 

wonder how much of a problem it is. I mean, is it 

basically a theoretical problem at this point? 

MR. GOODHOPE: It seems to me it's not a 

theoretical problem if the Department of the Army 

doesn't want to comply with a -- with a state action 

or a state request under RCRA. We get into the same 

argument that they don't have to because it is a 

surplus site. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That has not been -- in our 

existing lAGs, that issue has not yet been tested. 
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1 MS. SHIELDS: It was tested at Rocky 

2 Mountain. 

3 MR. DAVIDSON: It was tested at the 

4 Arsenal. 

5 MS. SHIELDS: And we do have a District 

6 Court decision that says his jurisdiction was ousted 

7 by the listing and that's what we've got. 

8 MR. GOODHOPE: We should describe that 

9 outcome, then, I believe. I would recommend that we 

10 describe that outcome in this portion of the report. 

11 CHAIRMAN BACA: Can we reference the Rocky 

12 Mountain Arsenal lawsuit? 

13 COLONEL HOURCLE: Certainly the lawsuit 

14 and the process created the delay that we're concerned 

15 about trying to avoid, delay and confusion that we're 

16 concerned about avoiding or suggesting how to avoid 

17 through this report. So maybe -- I know Jay doesn't 

18 like footnotes --

19 MR. PENDERGRASS: This one could be long. 

20 COLONEL HOURCLE: -- but maybe a footnote 

21 to -- you know, an example of delay being caused by 

22 this confusion has been the Marathon Rocky Mountain 
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Arsenal litigation, which is -- and then reference the 

judge's opinion, which I guess is now in appeal. I'm 

not sure if a formal appeal has been filed at this--

MR. GRAY: Is it on appeal? 

MS. SHIELDS: I don •t think it's been 

appealed yet. I don't believe the time has run yet. 

It just came down in August. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Larry, the issue that you 

brought up there is one of delay. I think one can 

make a case that while this litigation was ongoing 

there was remediation underway. So in terms of the 

overall goal of trying to get clean-up, I'm not sure 

the litigation actually resulted in delay. It 

resulted in a lot of --

MS. SHIELDS: Confusion. 

MR. DAVIDSON: --discomfort and confusion 

on the legal side. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: From my insider's 

perspective, I know that whenever the Army wanted to 

do anything there were more lawyers than engineers who 

got involved in whether this was a good thing to do. 

So, there is a lot of transaction cost when you're 
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1 trying to execute a clean-up when you're in the middle 

2 of litigation on the side of making sure every -- you 

3 know, there are a lot more checks and things that have 

4 to go along and that I think creates the delay that I 

5 was talking about. 

6 MS. SHIELDS: I think you can say that, 

7 while at the same time making Gordon 1 s point that 

8 there was a lot of remediation that was going on the 

9 entire time that the litigation was proceeding. 

10 certainly that is true too. 

11 MR. DAVIDSON: May I propose at the end of 

12 the sentence saying, "Conflicts may arise regarding 

13 particular proposed remedial action with respect to 

14 the application of RCRA and CERCLA authorities." 

15 COLONEL HOURCLE: I think we might also 

16 have an example at Warner Robbins, where I understand 

17 a RCRA site was subsequently added to the NPO and then 

18 we got into the what do we do now. Congressman Ray 

19 had to come in and sort of get everybody together and 

20 try to figure out strategy for how we put it into an 

21 existing lAG and I think that as we look to taking 

22 sites which may be somewhere in the RCRA process and 
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listing them potentially as we get HRS2 and onto the 

end of the L, that may be another potential source of 

confusion which almost inevitably brings to light. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Gordon has suggested -

the language at the end, I guess, as an addition? 

"With respect to RCRA and CERCLA authority?" 

MR. DAVIDSON: "With respect to the 

application of RCRA and CERCLA authority to the 

application." 

MR. GOODHOPE: I'm sorry? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I'm proposing, Sam, adding 

at the very end of the sentence, after "remedial 

action," it says--

CHAIRMAN BACA: Delete the period. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's one way to go. 

MR. DAVIDSON: say, "Conflicts may arise 

regarding a particular proposed remedial action with 

respect to the application of RCRA and CERCLA --" 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, I would ask that a 

description of Rocky Mountain Arsenal be put in 

MS. SHIELDS: Didn't we agree to do that 

in a footnote? Didn't Jay consent to that? 
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MR. GOODHOPE: That's fine. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes, we'll do that. 

MS. SHIELDS: In the spirit of 

cooperation, I made a suggestion for this paragraph, 

but I know everybody is going to compromise today, so 

I'll just offer to drop it. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let me tell you the 

corrections we have now on page 4. Second paragraph, 

second line, "These regulated facilities must be 

managed in accordance with those statutes," and then 

the addition, "with respect to the application of RCRA 

and CERCLA authority." And then the footnote on Rocky 

Mountain. 

Okay. Let's go on to page 5. Ann, you 

have the floor. 

MS. SHIELDS: Right. You should have our 

letter there. It's number 4 on the letter. We have 

revised the third sentence of the first paragraph. We 

suggested the revision so that it conforms to the 

statutory language, I think it's better drafting when 

we've got statutory language that uses certain words 

and phrases that we stick with them. It would read, 
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"Section 120 (h) of CERCLA, for example, applies in 

cases where any hazardous substance was stored for one 

year or more, known to have been released, or disposed 

of, and Section 204 (c)... makes NEPA specifically 

applicable. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Does everyone 

understand the proposal? Is there any objection? 

MS. SHIELDS: All we've done is use the 

statutory language instead of different language. So, 

I don't think this is one, Sam, where I've got a 

hidden agenda. I'll tell you that when we're getting 

to that. 

MR. GRAY: That's Section 204(c) of 

CERCLA? 

MS. SHIELDS : It's 204(c) of the Base 

Closure Act that applies NEPA specifically. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Mr. Chairman, I'd like to 

ask permission for Thomas Edwards to speak. 

MR. EDWARDS: I have a question. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Go ahead. 

MR. EDWARDS: I wonder if you're taking 

into consideration the case of Idaho versus Hanna 
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Mining Company in which the State of Idaho sued a 

mining company under CERCLA for natural resources 

damages and the company claimed that the damage was 

expected and fully set forth in an environmental 

impact statement, therefore not subject to recovery. 

The court held, I think from this small note that I 

have, basically that CERCLA trumps NEPA. 

MS. SHIELDS: I'm not and I wouldn't 

imagine that you would want to draw attention to that 

holding. All I'm saying is that it's the Base Closure 

Act that specifically applies NEPA in this instance 

and that if it didn't, we might argue about whether it 

applied. But since it specifically applies, we don't 

argue about it. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Doesn't it apply in the way 

that -- with respect to future use and that sort of 

thing? 

MS. SHIELDS: It applies to the whole base 

closure, not to just the CERCLA cleanup. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think that's fine. I 

just want to make sure everyone understands the 

clarification on what NEPA applies to actually. I 
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think it goes on in the report a little bit later on 

to discuss this, but my understanding is that the 

applicability of NEPA is to the formulation of land 

use plans and the process of deciding how this use is 

going to --

COLONEL HOURCLE: That's correct. It's a 

little bit different between the two base closure 

statutes, the 1 88 statute and the 1 91 statute, but it 

is a constrained application of NEPA and it is not 

directly related to the concept of you have to do NEPA 

on the CERCLA. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's right. And we're 

not --

MR. GRAY: It's not the cleanup process 

that it applies to? 

MS. SHIELDS: That's right. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: That 1 s right. It 1 s the 

eventual use of the land. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. We'll accept that 

language. 

MS. SHIELDS: Let me just finish with page 

5. In the second paragraph where it talks about 
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1 lessees, I think a better term would be users. We may 

2 be talking about people other than lessees. 

3 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. That's good. 

4 That's a good clarification. 

5 MS. SHIELDS: And in paragraph 2 , the last 

6 line -- it's not paragraph 2. 

7 MR. RUNKEL: It 1 s page 7 actually. I 

8 found that. 

9 MS. SHIELDS: Oh, okay. All right. 

10 Forget it then. I thought that was wrong. 

11 On my letter, number 6 should say page 7 

12 instead of page 5. So, we'll get to that. 

13 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Other comments on 

14 page 5? 

15 MR. JONES: I have a general comment. 

16 CHAIRMAN BACA: Go ahead, Earl. 

17 MR. JONES: We have a glossary of 

18 abbreviations. I recommend including in the report a 

19 glossary of terms that are being used, such as 

20 uncontaminated, contaminated. We found that the term 

21 "transfer" is being used very loosely throughout this 

22 presentation. Transfers under CERCLA versus transfers 
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under the 49 Act. We thought you might want a 

glossary of terminology. 

GENERAL OFFRINGA: I had the same comment. 

MR. RUNKEL: So do we. In fact, we might 

want to try to agree on a definition of transfer 

because I think there may be a difference of opinion 

on whether that applies to non-deed situations. 

MR. JONES: The way it's used in this 

presentation, transfers under CERCLA relate to just 

about every type of transaction, where as transfers 

under the Federal Property Act means from one Federal 

agency to another. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That's a good point. 

MR. GRAY: One way of solving this 

problem, I think, Mr. Chairman, is to talk about 

transferring use or transferring the property. 

Transferring use is different from transferring the 

property, and if we could use that terminology 

throughout when we mean something less than a deed 

transfer, use "transfer use of the property" --

MR. PENDERGRASS: Except that I 1 m not sure 

that it solves the problem that Mr. Jones was talking 
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about of how transfer is used in federal property 

context. In the Federal Property Act it's transferred 

first to between agencies and we would still have the 

problem. If we're talking about transfer of property, 

you still would have the confusion about whether -- in 

here we were talking about a sale or other transfer 

that could be between the federal government and 

private parties. 

MR. GRAY: You could still say "transfer 

of property," couldn't you, if you were talking about 

to another federal agency? 

MR. JONES: I just thought you might be 

able to clarify the issue once and for all if there 

was a glossary right up front. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Is it possible in this 

one to continue to use the broader definition of 

transfer in the report and then talk about or try to 

be good about talking about transfer by deed in those 

circumstances where we're talking about 120(h) (3) 

limitations? Would that work for folks? 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, of course, (h) (3) also 

says, "sale or other transfers." So that does get 
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into beyond deed situations. Right? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I was trying to get to 

that section that says what the warrant is, which 

seems to be a stumbling block on this where it's the 

warrant in the deed which we have -- staff has -- I 

guess our belief is that if it's a warrant in the deed 

it's a transfer by deed and if you don't have a 

transfer by deed, then the section about warrant and 

deed can't apply. 

MR. RUNKEL: I see blank stares. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, let's get back to 

Earl's suggestion. Would it add to the report by 

having a glossary of standard terms? 

MR. RUNKEL: Yes. 

MS. SHIELDS: I think probably if you put 

transfer in it, you're going to have to describe the 

different ways that transfer is used in this statute. 

We can't change the statute, but we can point out that 

it's a word that's used in different contextual ways. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I think on behalf of the 

staff I'd solicit anyone else's recommendations about 

confusing terms that we might want to include in a 
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1 glossary. suggestions? 

2 CHAIRMAN BACA: Good, as we go through. 

3 Are you through, Brian? 

4 MR. RUNKEL: So your staff will develop a 

5 definition for transfer? 

6 CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes, and it will be as a 

7 result of discussions as you come up with terms. 

8 COLONEL HOURCLE: My inclination is that 

9 the staff will have a very broad definition of 

10 transfer and then try to be good in the report about 

11 particularly saying if a transfer is pursuant to the 

12 Property Act or transfer by deed to indicate that 

13 we're deviating from the normal definition. 

14 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. 

15 MR. GRAY: I still have some concern where 

16 you're not transferring the property itself, but 

17 you're merely transferring the use of the property 

18 through a lease. That's not really a transfer. If 

19 it is a transfer, then I think it is subject to 

20 Section 120(h) of CERCLA. 

21 MR. PENDERGRASS: I think in the report we 

22 had tried to identify those situations as transfer of 
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use or a lease. As we go through it today, we can try 

and make sure that we identify those because there is 

a distinction. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes. If that confusion 

arises, Don, point it out as we go through it. 

MR. RUNKEL: The first area -- I just want 

to clarify here again, Mr. Chairman, the last sentence 

of page 5 is really where it first comes into play. 

The second part of the sentence, "or as land that 

could be transferred by deed under 120(h)(3) again," 

I just want to make sure that when that's rewritten, 

I assume it would be because 120(h}(3} says sale or 

other transfers. We don't want to make it look like 

120(h)(3) is limited to transfers by deed only. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: My recollection is 

MS. SHIELDS: It's (h) (1), I think, that 

talks about 

COLONEL HOURCLE: -- (h) ( 1} is sale or 

other transfer. 

MR. RUNKEL: (h) (3) does not have that 

term? 

MS. SHIELDS: (h) (3) is talking about the 
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contents of the deeds which -- so, we're talking about 

sales in (3). We're using it to cover more 

transactions in (h) (1}. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Well, let's move 

on. Any other comments on page 5? 

MR. GOODHOPE: We have some recommended 

language for a new paragraph after the second 

paragraph. I think what it does is collect in one 

place thoughts or conditions spread throughout the 

report. It's really nothing new, it just kind of puts 

in one spot what the conditions of transfer should be. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Can we all go to 

what you're looking at? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Yes. It 1 s page 6 of our -

MS. SHIELDS: Page 3 of your --

MR. GOODHOPE: Page 8 of our suggested 

amendments. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Page 8 of the 

larger handout. 

MS. SHIELDS: This is no longer with us? 

We now have this? 
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I think we just 

passed those out. We don't have a hidden agenda and 

two different formats. 

MS. SHIELDS: The states have unlimited 

money, you know. They've got these Xerox machines 

that run on full tilt. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Do you want to read 

your amendment and explain it? 

MR. GOODHOPE: It's rather lengthy. 

Should I go ahead and read it? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes, why don't you read 

it. 

MR. GOODHOPE: "The task force recommends 

that tracts classified as areas of concern not be 

transferred unless all the following conditions are 

met." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: If you have an acetate, 

why don't you put it up. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, there is the language 

that we're suggesting, along with its rationale. 

MR. GRAY: Where do you propose that? 

MR. GOODHOPE: It should go after 
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paragraph 2 of page 5. Again, it just collects in one 

place things that are spread throughout the report. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I have a comment that 

I'm not sure that that exactly is where it goes. I 

think the overview was trying to give a sense of what 

issues -- what the concerns were and what the issues 

that the task force was looking at and the specifics 

about recommendations which this is were later in the 

report under the sections, "Uncontaminated Land" and 

"Contaminated ·Land." I think that it probably relates 

to a couple of places later on, but I'm not sure that 

it goes in the overview. I don't think the overview 

talks in terms of recommendations. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: This really gets to 

recommendations, solutions. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: So, I think that it 

probably belongs another place and I have been trying 

to note where those were. I think it's pages 9 and 

13. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, I don't care where it 

goes, I think. All we need is just for clarification. 

I would defer to the staff --
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CHAIRMAN BACA: Let's pick it up when we 

get to the solutions. 

MS. SHIELDS: I think it does restate 

things that are scattered throughout. 

have any objection to its content. 

So, I don't 

MR. GOODHOPE: If it's worth saying once, 

it's worth saying two or three times. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any other comments on page 

5? 

MR. GOODHOPE: No. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Brian? 

MR. RUNKEL: Again, we can discuss it 

later since this goes to a criteria from the AG's. 

We'll be discussing recommendations, but there are a 

couple of additional criteria that we would add to 

that. I think what they have here is very good and we 

would just have a couple more. One would be that the 

states and the public be adequately notified. We 

pointed that out in previous comments. 

Also, we'd like to have some kind of 

provision in there regarding indemnification. I guess 

this is one of the areas getting into recommendations 
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1 for statutory changes. As you pointed out, there's 

2 concern about that, although I note that Ms. Shields 

3 is wondering where that's coming from. So, we need to 

4 have a further discussion of indemnification. 

5 CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, okay, but let's get 

6 to the overview on 5. 

7 MR. GRAY: One further question, Mr. 

8 Chairman. In the last sentence where it says, "This 

9 report refers to these areas as cleaned up 

10 contaminated land or land that can be transferred by 

11 deed." Should we have, "transferred by deed with 

12 appropriate covenants," in there? 

13 CHAIRMAN BACA: We could probably buy 

14 that. Any objections? 

15 MR. GRAY: I think that's what the statute 

16 requires. 

17 COLONEL HOURCLE: How about "any 

18 appropriate covenants?" 

19 MR. GRAY: That's fine. I'm easy. 

20 CHAIRMAN BACA: Let's make sure our 

21 recorder picked that up. Okay. 

22 Any other comments on page 5 overview? 
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Okay. Let's move onto page 6. Any comments on 6? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I've got one. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Gordon? 

MR. DAVIDSON: The first sentence, third 

paragraph. "Contamination on many bases is limited to 

relatively small discreet areas." Some of the 

comments we received back from our regions was that 

that may not be totally accurate, that indeed many 

bases also include large areas of contamination. So, 

what I'd like to suggest is to put in some language 

that reflects that there is a range here, 

contamination of DoD bases ranges from being 

widespread to being limited to relatively small, 

discreet areas. I think that's more accurate from our 

view of what we have out there. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let's resolve this. Any 

comments? Any problems? Counselor? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: That 1 s factual. There 1 s 

so many differences in size of installations. You can 

have large contamination in some contexts but in the 

context of a 25 to 50 mile installation it still may 

be fairly small by comparison. I think the range is 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

an appropriate concept. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I agree. 

Donald? 

42 

MR. GRAY: Yes. The last sentence in 

paragraph 2 causes me some concern, Mr. Chairman. It 

says, "If higher levels of residual contamination are 

allowed after cleanup because the planned use is 

industrial, for example, measures must be taken to 

ensure that future changes in land use do not expose 

the public to unacceptable risk." 

I'm not aware that there's anything in the 

statute or in the National Contingency Plan that 

allows land use restrictions for industrial or other 

purposes to be a part -- to determine the cleanup 

level. The statute requires that they be permanent 

remedies to the maximum extent possible, and I think 

this implies an acceptance of the idea that land use 

restrictions can be a part of the cleanup remedy, 

which I'm not sure has been established. I would like 

to see that sentence deleted. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I would agree. I think 

that was a good suggestion. 
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MR. DAVIDSON: We have also some concerns 

with the drafting of this paragraph with respect to 

the'applicability of land use as it applies to CERCLA 

cleanup. I don't have a specific proposal, but maybe 

discuss what this means. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Caution the task force 

to think CERCLA, RCRA corrective action and state law 

as we try to grope through this morass because there 

are a whole bunch of different cleanup statutes which 

could pertain to this area. 

MR. ETHRIDGE: This is the second 

paragraph that -- revisions of Mr. Goodhope and Mr. 

Edwards and it also addresses the same paragraph that 

Mr. Gray was talking about. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Can everybody see that? 

MR. ETHRIDGE: It's sort of hard to show 

because it's on two different slides here. The line 

that you're talking about is at the end of -- right 

there, "If higher levels of residual contamination." 

They've crossed it out and added --

MR. GRAY: Well, the last part of that 

does what I proposed to do, so I'm satisfied. 
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MR. GOODHOPE: We would agree with you. 

MR. ETHRIDGE: So they got it, "In order 

to assure compliance with applicable law, maintain 

public confidence, avoid the potential for future 

liability, DoD should plan on full compliance with all 

ARAR concerns, 11 Section 121 of CERCLA. They've 

deleted that last sentence in paragraph 2 on page 9. 

Excuse me, page 6. Yes, page 6. 

MR. GOODHOPE: There is also a deletion on 

the prospective land uses and cleanup levels which are 

related. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I think "assure" should 

probably be "ensure." 

Okay. Discussion, counselors? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, I think to deal 

the sentence, "Prospective land uses and cleanup 

levels related," I do think they are related. For 

instance, if you have a cleanup of a municipal-type 

landfill where the cleanup is a cap, the land use will 

be determined by what the cleanup is. So, the land 

uses are related to the cleanups. 

MS. SHIELDS: But I think, Jay, in the 
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rationale that they have, they've sort of explained 

that, that it will be in the context of the agreement 

that is reached among the agencies. I don't have any 

problem with this. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I think it still captures 

the idea that the ultimate use will determine the 

cleanup standard. 

MR. GRAY: I think, Mr. Chairman, it's 

important to-- I don't have any problem with the idea 

that future use of the land may be restricted by the 

level of cleanup and the particular remedy selected, 

but I'm not sure that I would agree with the reverse

- it should be the level of cleanup that determines 

the future use, not the future use determining the 

level of cleanup. 

MR. DAVIDSON: The EPA supports Mr. Gray's 

comments on that. It's an important distinction to 

make. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let's resolve this issue. 

Can we accept the Texas amendment? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Let me suggest 121 does 

get a little bit tricky, that perhaps the pursuant to 
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121, that last line, ARAR is pursuant to Section 121 

be changed·to in accordance with 121. I think the 

concept of planning to ARARs, I'm comfortable with it, 

realizing that, in fact, it could go in different 

directions depending on whether we're cleaning up 

under state:law or RCRA. But I think as a planning 

' 
concept, it ',s probably a prudent planning concept. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Hearing no 

objection? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I have one other 

suggestion, that the first sentence of the change 

however it says, "However, CERCLA 12l(d)(2) 

borrows . " I would suggest changing "borrows" to 

"incorporates cleanup standards." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: "Borrows" to 

"incorporates'~? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Yes. And then that, 

"State law is, more stringent than the" instead of 

federal standards, I think it should be CERCLA 

standards because it's incorporating other federal 

standards, for. instance from RCRA or something and 

state law that,is more stringent then-- it's CERCLA 
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standards, whatever, has been brought in through 

CERCLA. 

MS. SHIELDS: I'm not sure that's right. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: No? 

MS. SHIELDS: For the state law to 

overcome the standard that's in the federal law, it 

has to be more stringent. The federal law sets the 

floor. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Right. And I'm just 

saying that you find it through CERCLA. 

stated. 

MS. SHIELDS: You find it through CERCLA? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Yes. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's not the way this is 

See, I think the way this is stated just 

states what state laws we would defer to now and they 

have to be more stringent than the underlying federal 

statute, which would not be CERCLA, it would be RCRA 

or the Clean Water Act or something else. 

MR. EDWARDS : I have the statute here. 

May I, Mr. Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Go ahead. 

MR. EDWARDS: It says, "Any promulgated 
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standard, requirement or criteria or limitation under 

a state environment or facility siting law that is 

more stringent than any federal standard." 

MS • SHIELDS: Yes. I think this is a 

better way.: 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. We' 11 stick to 

"federal". How about the inclusion "borrows to 

incorporate." 

MS. SHIELDS: No, He's changing the word 

"borrows" to the word "incorporate." 

~HAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Any problem with 

that change? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I think my question --

not to beat a dead horse, but I got confused by the 

term in that, "However, CERCLA 121 (d) incorporates 

cleanup stand~rds from other applicable federal law 

and state law," and then we go back to federal 

standards. I think the dual reference to federal is 

somewhat confusing. Having heard the provision again, 

I guess it incorporates state law. What we might do 

is drop the first federal or modify the second federal 

by saying federal CERCLA standards to direct the 
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readers that that's what we're trying to go to. 

Does that clarify or confuse? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Looking at the statute, I 

think you need to use both, keep both in. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Okay. In that case, 

would it be acceptable to say it's more stringent than 

federal CERCLA standards because we'll be 

incorporating other things which may not be normally 

CERCLA-like. Interior always says that endangered 

species isn't an ARAR, it's a separate statute, things 

like that. 

MS. SHIELDS: I'm missing this. The 

problem is CERCLA doesn't have standards. CERCLA 

borrows standards from other sources, namely other 

federal laws and state laws that are more stringent. 

So, I think the way Sam has got it is right. 

MR. GRAY: Well, I don't think it would 

hurt to add the word "relevant" in front of this 

federal standards the second time 

MS. SHIELDS: No, that's all right. 

MR. GRAY: -- because then it wouldn't 

matter where they came from. 
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1 MS. SHIELDS: Does that give you some 

2 ease? 

3 : COLONEL HOURCLE: I think I was confused 

4 to the poirit of getting you all confused. 

5 · MS. SHIELDS: You did it. 

6 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. 

7 MR. ETHRIDGE: So, for the record, is 

8 "incorporates" still in there, "incorporates cleanup 

9 standards?" 

10 MS. SHIELDS: Incorporates cleanup 

11 standards from other --

12 MR. ETHRIDGE: But there's no change on 

13 federal? 

14 MS. SHIELDS: -- applicable federal law 

15 and state law that is more -- are we leaving it the 

16 way that it was except we're changing the word 

17 "borrows" to the word "incorporates?" 

18 CHAIRMAN BACA: somebody wanted "relevant 

19 federal standards." 

20 MR• PENDERGRASS: We didn't agree. 

21 MR; GRAY: Do you have a problem with 

22 putting relevant in there? 
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I think I heard the 

concern from this side of the table and I was still 

trying to get unconfused. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I don't have a problem 

with "relevant". 

MR. GRAY: Because we're saying that that 

incorporates some other places in CERCLA. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Then we'll accept 

Texas --

COLONEL HOURCLE: We 1 11 insert "relevant" 

before "federal standards." 

MR. GRAY: That would be fine too. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Hold it, hold it. You 

need to recognize the chair. our reporter is a little 

bit confused. 

MS. SHIELDS: Why? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Here are the changes. 

Okay? "However, CERCLA 121 (d) ( 2) incorporates cleanup 

standards from other applicable federal laws and state 

law that is more stringent than relevant federal 

standards." 

Reporter 1 did you also get the change 1 "in 
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1 order to ensure" at the bottom? 

2 THE COURT REPORTER: Would you mind 

3 repeating i't, just to be certain? 

4 • CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. We have a spelling 

5 change. Forth line from the bottom. "In order to 

6 ensure," instead of assure. 

7 Okay. Let 1 s to back to page 6. Any other 

8 comments? 

9 MR. DAVIDSON: For the record, could I get 

10 a reading on the changes to the first line in the 

11 third paragraph on my point earlier about it was a 

12 range. 

13 MR. ETHRIDGE: "Contamination on many 

14 bases ranges from widespread areas to relatively small 

15 discreet areas." 

16 CHAIRMAN BACA: Does that do it for you? 

17 MR. DAVIDSON: It does it for me. 

18 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Good. Let 1 s go on 

19 to page 7. Any comments on page 7? 

20 MS. SHIELDS: We just had a question and 

21 somebody else, I think, wanted to bring it up -- was 

22 that you, Brian, the indemnification stuff on page 7? 
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I just am confused by it. That was sort of news to 

me. "Since agencies cannot indemnify a purchaser 

without specific legislative authorization." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Jay? 

MS. SHIELDS: Do you think there ought to 

be a cite or something if that's accurate? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: We have no independent-

we have two areas that are related to indemnification 

which I guess you could call a kind of 

indemnification. That is, of course, there's the 

covenant in 120(h)(3) is statutory authority to go 

back and do any addition or remediation that might be 

required. That might be considered in the context of 

indemnification. Then individuals who are harmed in 

their person or property could also file a claim 

against the government under the Federal Court Claims 

Act which is in the nature of an indemnification. But 

the fiscal law principle would be that we wouldn't 

have money available to pay a claim unless we had a 

statutory authority to offer this up. It's the areas 

we get into with contractors and indemnification all 

the time. So, at this point, other than what we could 
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1 do is just 

2 MS. SHIELDS: Yes, I'm for it. I just 

3 wasn't sure if it was true. 

4 CHAIRMAN BACA: Does that clarify the 

5 confusion? 

6 MS. SHIELDS: I don't know. I guess if we 

7 can't cite to some authority for that, maybe we just 

8 ought to leave it out. 

9 COLONEL HOURCLE: The Anti-Deficiency Act 

10 is absent the specific statutory authority to provide 

11 monies for these purposes. We can't --

12 MS. SHIELDS: But it requires you 

13 COLONEL HOURCLE: That would be a 

14 statutory authority to provide monies for the purpose 

15 of additional remediation. Federal Torte Claims Act 

16 would be statutory authority to 

17 MS. SHIELDS: Yes, but don't you think 

18 specific legi~lative authorization sounds like more 

19 than what's in (h) (3)? 

20 MR. RUNKEL: I think, Mr. Chairman, we 

21 clearly have. At the DOJ they're sort of -- no 

22 offense to the legal experts for the government on 
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So, I think we'd better 

clarify this and make it clear that since DoD or since 

federal agencies believe that -- rather than the task 

force. I don't think the states would buy off on this 

statement. I feel very uncomfortable with that 

conclusionary statement without better legal --

MS. SHIELDS: I don't know that we need it 

in there, Larry. I guess my 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Okay. 

MS. SHIELDS: I think we can just --

MR. GRAY: Is the proposal to delete the 

whole thing? 

MS. SHIELDS: Delete the whole -

CHAIRMAN BACA: We are deleting the last 

sentence on paragraph 2. 

MR. RUNKEL: And then, Mr. Chairman, I 

would propose that we add a sentence referring to 

and I know this will open some discussion, but we 

would like to see a recommendation that the task force 

ask Congress or recommend that Congress look into the 

issue of indemnification nationwide similar to what 

was done at Pease, they look into the issue of doing 
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1 that, of allowing DoD to provide for indemnification. 

2 , CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Can we handle that I 
3 under issues at the end that need to be advanced? I 

! 

4 . MR. RUNKEL: Well, I'm afraid we might run 

I 
5 out of time; I'd really like to have some discussion 

6 on that right now because -- I 
7 CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, we won't run out of I 
8 time. I'm going to sit here until we get this report 

9 ·finished. If it's midnight, I'll still be here. 

I 

1\ 
i 

10 MR. RUNKEL: Well, I think that we can 

11 agree not to talk about it right here in the overview, 

12 but at some point in terms of the criteria, we do 

II 
\ 

1\ 
13 believe it is an additional criteria. so, we would I 
14 want to have it reflected. When we get to the I 
15 criteria that NAG has proposed, we want to add two 

16 more. One is public notice and the second is I 
17 indemnificatio'n. So, if we could do it that way. I 
18 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Keep the thought on 

19 the issues that perhaps need to be advanced. 
I 

20 Don? I 
21 MR.· GRAY: Yes. The second sentence in I 
22 the first paragraph which begins, "Restrictions on use 

I 
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are effective if they are made a part of the deed and 

run with the land." First of all, I think it should 

read "should be" instead of "are." I don ' t think 

we're in a position to conclude that they are. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I 'm sorry, Don, where are 

you? 

MR. GRAY: The second sentence in the 

first paragraph on page 7. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes? 

MR. GRAY: It says -- maybe it's the 

third. Third sentence. "Restrictions on use are 

effective if they are made a part of the deed and run 

with the land." I think, first of all, it should read 

"should be" rather than "are," since I don't think 

we're in a position to conclude that they are 

effective. I am not sure that something else isn't 

needed. It's something the task force hasn't 

discussed, but it seems to me that if you're talking 

about a situation where a hazardous substance is left 

in place after a cleanup and you're going to rely on 

a deed restriction, that there should be another 

requirement, and that is that that promptly be marked 
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1 in some permanent way because nobody goes and looks at 

2 the deed before they start excavating, for example. 

3 It's something that, it seems to me, 

4 whenever you have a situation where you're going to 

5 leave hazardous substances in place and, say, have a 

6 cap remedy and you're going to put deed restrictions 

7 on excavations and well drilling and those sorts of 

8 things, that that property needs to be marked in some 

9 permanent war so that you don't have to go and look at 

10 the deed to see if there is a restriction on that 

11 particular site before they start with the backhoe. 

12 CHAIRMAN BACA: Comments? 

13 MR. GOODHOPE: Not that we are 

14 coordinating, but we do have some suggested language. 

15 MR. ETHRIDGE: This is too good. 

16 CHAIRMAN BACA: Page 11 of the Texas 

17 amendments? 

18 MR. ETHRIDGE: Since this is deleting 

19 "they are" and adding some additional language. The 

20 additional language, "They are made a part of a final 

21 order of the administrative agency or court having 

22 jurisdiction over hazardous substances on the site. 
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Restrictions also should be" -- delete "they are" and 

keep the last part." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Discussion on the Texas 

proposal? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: My technical concern 

would be that it may not be true if the order doesn't 

particularly provide that it's going to run to follow

on purchasers and that's why we were focusing on 

the --

MS. SHIELDS: Well, that's why you put it 

in the deed. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: That's why you put it in 

the deed. 

MS. SHIELDS: But he 1 s kept it in the deed 

as well. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Yes. I think any order 

or something like that would also have to provide the 

person being ordered were included in any deed 

transfer. So, I just wanted to make sure that the two 

things are connected and not viewed as you can do 

either this or this. To make the order effective, 

it's going to have to run with the deed. 
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1 With regard to the permanent marking 

2 solution, I'm not sure how that practically could 

3 pertain and I thought I'd put Mr. Jones on the spot 

4 from the GSA perspective as they do a number of land 

5 transfers. : I don't know of any bronze plaques that 

6 say, "Something is under here." 

7 MR. JONES: No, we don •t do that. Mainly 

8 we rely on ·restrictions that are in the deed and 

9 monitor it, but there's no bronze plaque. Hamilton 

10 Air Force Base, for example, where you have the 

11 landfill that's going to be covered, you won't be able 

12 to develop on it. It will be restricted, but there's 

13 no sign. 

14 COLONEL HOURCLE: I think there is a 

15 concept that putting in the deed is one thing. Making 

16 sure that the deed is structured so that there is a 

17 ride and an oversight capability of the nature nothing 

18 goes wrong at the site is something else. That may be 

19 a concept that's worth exploring. 

20 MR~ GRAY: When you pass property from the 

21 hands of the government by deed, the only handle 

22 you're going to have, I think, is what you get into 
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the deed of transfer. I'd like to hear from EPA as to 

what they normally do at NPL sites where an in-place 

type remedy involving capping is used. Do you, as a 

part of those remedies, include any kind of marking 

regarding future activities at that site? 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's a good question, 

Don. I know under RCRA -- I'll get to CERCLA in a 

second. Under RCRA we would have in deed some sort of 

restrictions place in there. Obviously whether 

there's any physical sign, I'm not really sure. I'm 

not sure under CERCLA --

MS. SHIELDS: My staff attorney, Mark 

Haag, whom I should have introduced earlier, suggests 

we put up a sign that says, "Abandon Hope." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let 1 s go back to the Texas 

language. Does anybody have any problem with the 

views in it? Brian? 

MR. RUNKEL: Mr. Chairman, if I could ask 

a question of Mr. Goodhope and Mr. Edwards. 

When is the final order imposed? I know 

that in Texas you kind of have a process that may be 

different than what's allowed in other states. Could 
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you clarify when that happens? 

MR. GOODHOPE: I defer to Mr. Edwards. 

MR. EDWARDS: Mr. Chairman, under Texas 

law, and of course the law of different states will be 

different, under Texas law there is a final order 

under the state statute after the cleanup is 

completed, ·when all PRPs have been identified, and 

when the sharing of costs, cost recovery, has been 

determined, only then do you get the final order. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Let me suggest, in the 

spirit of Mr. Gray's earlier comment, that the "are" 

may presume . too much and maybe it's should be a 

"should be" or "can be." 

MR. ETHRIDGE: This is after use? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Yes, are effective. 

MR. ETHRIDGE: Should be effective? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Yes, or can be. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: "Should be"? 

MS. SHIELDS: Why wouldn't you just say, 

"Restrictions ·should be made a part of the final 

order." What's with the effective stuff anyway? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes, I agree. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
.-. 

I 
1 

63 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I think we've gotten 

I 2 away from the concept that was there originally. It 

r, 
3 

I 
was actually the negative of restrictions on use are 

4 not effective if they're not a part of the deed and we 

I 5 tried to make it a positive that they're effective if 

'I 6 they're made a part of the deed and run with the land. 

7 

I 8 

Now we're talking about a two part thing of--~ ~: 

What you just said, "Restrictions on use, if they are 

I 9 to be effective, must be made a part of the final 

I 10 order." 

11 MS. SHIELDS: It is in the nature of a 

I 12 recommendation now. I think maybe we're in a 

I 13 different place to make the point. We are suggesting 

14 that you ought to put this stuff both in whatever is 

I 15 imposing the cleanup and in what is transferring the 

I 16 property. 

'1, 
17 MR. PENDERGRASS: Should we preface this 

18 with, "The task force recommendations that 

I 19 restrictions on use should be made a part?" 

I 20 CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes. Let's buy that. 

I 
21 

22 

MR. RUNKEL: Mr. Chairman, we'd also like 

to see something reflected in this language to deal 

I 
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with non-deed situations, like a lease or licenses 

that are not recorded, and get in a situation where 

you have some restrictions built into it in terms of 

the transfer. But again, you're not going to have any 

possibility when you get a new tenant of being able to 

determine that a transfer is taking place. We need to 

reinforce that. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Do you have a suggestion? 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, I would say just 

anywhere in this paragraph where it talks about a deed 

situation, "Restrictions on use are effective if they 

are made a part of the deed or other --" 

MS. SHIELDS: Transfer documents? 

MR. RUNKEL: Transfer document or other 

vehicle of transfer, something like that. 

MS. SHIELDS: They wouldn't run with the 

land, so if you're going to have them run with the 

land, you'd better hook them to the deed. 

MR. RUNKEL: Yes, hook that back to the 

deed only. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. As the recorder, do 

you understand the changes? 
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MS. SHIELDS: Let me suggest this reading 

for the recorder. "Restrictions should also be made 

a part of the transfer document or the deed and run 

with the land so that later owners or users cannot 

extinguish or ignore them." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. We' 11 accept that. 

Any other comments on page 7? 

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: Is this a good 

point to raise the contaminated/uncontaminated issue? 

I know the State of California has the same concern in 

terms of definition and whether we're going to include 

that in the glossary or whatever we're going to add. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Those are obviously 

terms that need to be defined. Okay. That will be 

part of the glossary. 

MR. RUNKEL: Can we have a chance to 

comment on that? I understand you want to get this 

report as final today, but just on that particular-

the particular definitions, like next week? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes, we'll ask for 

comments on the glossary. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Is my recollection 
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correct that there's some -- I think in your letter, 

Brian, that there's something we can work from as the 

difference between uncontaminated and contaminated? 

MR. RUNKEL: I don't know in terms of the 

actual definitions of contaminated, but we do have 

some criteria for determining that. Is that what 

you're referring to, for determining the extent of 

contamination? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Where we might go then 

with a definition is if we adopt criteria, land which 

is determined to not be contaminated pursuant to the 

criteria would be deemed uncontaminated and land which 

isn't would be deemed contaminated. The definition 

would be by application of the criteria, is where we 

go after we decide to pick up the criteria. If we 

don't pick up the criteria, please come back to this 

issue because then we've got another problem. 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, I guess the only 

concern that we would have with that is, again, what 

we're suggesting is some criteria for looking at a 

process for determining contamination, but the actual 

fact of contamination, of course, can change. As long 
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as there's the ability -- you see what I'm saying? In 

other words, if later on further contamination is 

found, you •ve got to allow for that in the definition. 

You can't exclude that. It's not done at one place in 

time. If you apply a criteria, you might exclude 

further discovery of contamination, future discovery 

of contamination. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I think the way we're 

set up in the report though, when you decide to 

transfer land, you would make a judgment about whether 

it's contaminated or not contaminated. If you 

determined it was not contaminated, then you could 

transfer it by deed. So, in some sense, there isn't 

a temporal point at which you've got to make that 

decision. 

MR. RUNKEL: And all we're saying is that 

we've got to have the ability to go back in and be 

able to pull DoD back in if there's future 

contamination found. We don't want to get caught by 

this definition. See what I'm saying? We don't want 

to have that precluded by a definition that applies 

only one place in time. 
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So maybe for the 

purposes of our definition, we'll also say, if it's in 

the criteria at the time you're doing it. You could 

caveat it and say, this is not to say that at some 

future time the land might change from uncontaminated 

to contaminated. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Something like that 

would be good. 

MR. JONES: A general comment. Again, 

we've noted three or four times there are terms used 

that I think cause it to appear as though it were 

equivocating. For example, at the top of page 7, 

"Restrictions on use of cleaned up contaminated land 

may," the term "may" is throughout all the time. I 

think we ought to be a little bit more focused. Is 

that "should" or "will" or something other than "may"? 

At the bottom of the page, page 6, we use the term 

"may." It says, "You may have to have restrictions, 

you may not. 11 Am I overstating something? I don • t 

know. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I guess we were assuming 

that there are some cleanup technologies that would 
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allow you to have cleaned up contaminated land where 

there's a permanent cleanup that is completely 

satisfactory and there wouldn't be any need for 

restrictions on use, so that they would only be 

necessary in some instances. 

MR. JONES: Do you feel comfortable with 

that? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think Mr. Pendergrass 

made a good point. The CERCLA statute has a strong 

bias towards permanence. That means that the word 

"may," I think, is more appropriate there to infer 

that land use restrictions will always be necessary. 

MR. JONES: Okay. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Any more comments 

on 7? 

MR. GRAY: Just a question, Mr. Chairman. 

In the first paragraph under uncontaminated land, I'm 

just wondering why this business about "was restored, 

released or disposed of" is put in brackets. Is this 

supposed to be a direct quotation from the statute or 

not? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Counselor? 
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MR. PENDERGRASS: Yes. That was a direct 

quote and we were trying to -- the language in the 

statute is awkward. We were trying to avoid the 

awkwardness of it. The part that's in brackets is not 

exactly the language because the statutory language 

was stored for one year or more. 

MS. SHIELDS: Known to have been released 

or disposed of. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Known to have been 

released or disposed of. It was just an attempt to 

shorten things and avoid the awkwardness. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. It is in the 

statute. 

MR. GRAY: I just don't know what the 

basis is for the statement that it had been subject to 

varying interpretations. This looks fairly clear. 

Could there have been litigation or something? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: No, there hasn't been 

any litigation over it and I think it's partly because 

there was a lot of discussion here about what the 

meaning of them was. 

MR. GRAY: Are you talking about transfer 
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of such property, not -- it's pretty clear what 

stored, released or disposed of means, isn't it? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: That's correct. The 

question is transfer and what that brings in. Now, we 

have had some differences, I think, as we've dealt 

with the EPA regions. I'm not sure if EPA has now a 

definite position on that. We've certainly have a lot 

of sporty discussion here about what it means. 

MR. GRAY: I don't have any problem with 

it if you're just talking about the term "transfer of 

such property." 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I think the "stored, 

released and disposed of" in the statute does give you 

pretty clear guidance about what that means. 

MR. GRAY: It isn't clear -- I mean saying 

they have been subject to varying interpretations 

seems to imply the whole phrase. 

MS. SHIELDS: Phrases is the subject of 

the -- what does that mean? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, actually, at the 

time that it was written, the litigation on EPA's 

notice requirement was still ongoing and there was 
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1 certainly varying interpretations about --

2 CHAIRMAN BACA: When notice was required? 

3 MR. PENDERGRASS: Yes, which relates to 

4 the phrase, "any real property owned by the United 

5 States on which." 

6 MS. SHIELDS: I see. 

7 MR. PENDERGRASS: At that time it was 

8 unclear whether the notice of requirements were going 

9 to apply to everything. We can take the first phrase 

10 out, I think. 

11 MS. SHIELDS: What if we say, "have been 

12 subject to scrutiny," period, because "with respect to 

13 this question," doesn't mean anything to me. I don't 

14 know what question you're talking about. What about 

15 that? 

16 CHAIRMAN BACA: Subject to scrutiny? 

17 MS. SHIELDS: Have been subject to 

18 scrutiny. Don, is that --

19 MR. GRAY: It's all right with me. 

20 MS. SHIELDS: I think it just states 

21 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Good. Let's move 

22 on to page 8. We are 21 percent of the way through. 
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At this rate it's going to take us six hours. 

Any comments? 

MR. RUNKEL: Yes, Mr. Chairman. The 

second sentence on page 8 where it says, "DoD, EPA and 

a state regulatory agency should develop a process." 

We believe that that statement should be applied 

throughout the report. There are places in the report 

where it talks about DoD only developing criteria and 

that needs to be consistent throughout. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: You're right. I picked 

this up too. You're right. 

singular? 

MR. GRAY: There's also a typo. 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes, is it plural or 

MR. GRAY: It's not a state agency. 

MR. RUNKEL: It's plural. 

MS. SHIELDS: Plural. So take out "a. 11 

MR. RUNKEL: And we do know that you did 

go back and catch a lot of the areas that we had 

pointed out before. We appreciate that. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any other comments? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Staff had a concern with 
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regard to -- on the first paragraph on page 8, the 

phrase the fourth line from the bottom includes 

statistically valid parameters. We aren't sure where 

that came from in retrospect. 

MS. SHIELDS: But it sounds so good. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: We are talking to some 

statisticians, that may be a lot more complicated, and 

we'd recommend striking statistically or using some 

other word. That gets awfully complicated, as I 

remember falling asleep during statistics classes. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: The process should include 

sound parameters? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Sound parameters. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think this comes up in 

one other place in the report as well. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: It does, the next 

paragraph. 

MR. GOODHOPE: There's a philosophical 

problem here. We're trying to prove a negative. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I would like to delete the 

sentence -- the way I would like to read it is, "The 

process should include sound parameters," and then 
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scratch, "for quantity and type of data sufficient 

parameters to make the determination." 

COLONEL HOURCLE: That a parcel is, 

instead of not contaminated perhaps, something like 

"that is available for reuse." 

MR. GOODHOPE: It's fine. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. If no question -

MR. DAVIDSON: I have one, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Go ahead, Gordon. 

MR. DAVIDSON: In some of the comments we 

received from the region and looking down the pike a 

little bit, the criteria really is going to be heavily 

dependent on what he determined to be the quantity and 

type of data that's necessary. So, I would like to 

have some reference to that left in because that's 

really what we're going to be looking at. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let me offer the 

following, Gordon. The second paragraph, fourth line 

where it says, "If strict criteria," strike strict and 

put "sound or definitive criteria." Does that help 

you? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Okay. Run that by me 
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again. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: The fourth sentence, 

second paragraph -- fourth line, second paragraph 

where it says, "Section 120 (h) (3), if strict," instead 

of strict say "sound or definitive criteria." That 

really follows the correction above. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: And I guess with regard 

to the concern of the Regions, this concept is tied 

back to doing it in conjunction with EPA and the 

states. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes, right. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: And we look at that as 

a way of ensuring that the valid concerns about the 

nature of this criteria and level of detail is sound. 

MR. GRAY: On that same thing, Mr. 

Chairman, I think we need to say after the word 

"disposed of or released on," I think we need to add, 

"or are likely to migrate to a particular parcel." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I 'm sorry, you • re going to 

have to tell me where you are. 

MR. GRAY: The last sentence says, "Such 

transfers will not contravene the policies underlying 
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Section 120(h)(3) if definitive criteria are used to 

determine that no hazardous substances were stored, 

disposed of or released on," and I think we need to 

insert, "or are likely to migrate to," because we're 

talking about these uncontaminated parcels being 

transferred. It's possible you could have one of 

those transfers where no hazardous substances have 

been stored, disposed of or released to, but 

contamination might migrate there from an adjacent 

contaminated site. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Good point. It goes 

back to the buffer zone concept. We don ' t want 

anybody transferring land that's ~ikely to become a 

problem. 

on page 8? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Any other comments 

MR. GOODHOPE: You've got the "must?" 

MR. GRAY: Yes. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Yes, we do have suggestions 

for the second paragraph. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. 

MS. SHIELDS: We 1 re going to whip through 
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that contracting chapter though. I haven't read it 

yet. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Excuse me. Sam, you 

said something about the "must?" I want to go back to 

that because I want to clarify. The last sentence in 

the first paragraph it says, "A buffer zone between 

uncontaminated parcels being transferred in any area 

of contaminated groundwater or other methods, " and 

there's a missing -- I think when we had drafted it, 

we had had "may" in there. I just want to ask, is it 

the task force's sense that something like this has to 

be used every time you're transferring an 

uncontaminated area? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I agree it doesn't have to 

be in every situation. 

MR. GOODHOPE: It doesn't. 

MS. SHIELDS: I don't know that it has to 

by law. I think DoD is saying it would normally be a 

prudent thing to do. But I don't know that any of us 

even collectively are smart enough to know that. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: No, I don't. This is 

purely-- I'm asking because there's a difference in 
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the meaning of words. But I don't have a situation 

that I'm thinking about or not. I'm just asking is it 

something that would be every time or not? I just 

wanted to get clarification. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We have situations where 

it wouldn't be necessary just because of where that 

land is located. 

MS. SHIELDS: "Should normally be used," 

or "should usually be used?" 

cooperation. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Okay. 

MR. GOODHOPE: In the spirit of 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Some discretion. 

Any other comments on 8? 

MR. RUNKEL: Yes. Mr. Chairman, and this 

could be in the form of a footnote. As an example, in 

the first paragraph when you go through this process 

or some criteria for determining contamination or 

property that's being uncontaminated, we had some 

discussions earlier this week with EPA Region IX and 

in our letter to you of yesterday we have an example 

of a process that could be used to determine property 
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1 that's uncontaminated. Region IX and our folks were 

2 in agreement on that. Again, this is an example. 

3 It's not meant to supercede what you have here, but 

4 we could offer and put it in the footnote as a 

5 reference. 

6 You'll see in our letter page 2, we have 

7 specifically laid out the contents of a clean parcel 

8 assessment document. This is something that we're 

9 going to continue to work with Region IX on and the 

10 EPA headquarters, but offer it as an example of what 

11 could be done as a process. Page 2 of the letter to 

12 you. 

13 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. I can buy that. 

14 MS. SHIELDS: If I can go back for a 

15 minute, I'm reluctant to aid my colleagues here, but 

16 it does strike some of us that maybe you don't want to 

17 restrict that buffer zone concept to just where 

18 there's contaminated groundwater. What you mean to 

19 do, I think, is suggest a buffer zone between 

20 contaminated and uncontaminated places. So, I'd 

21 suggest that you say, "In any contaminated area." and 

22 leave out groundwater. I'll call in that chip later 
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on. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Very good. Okay. Can we 

move on? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I just want to make sure I 

understand where Mr. Runkel is coming from. 

MR. RUNKEL: I think a footnote would be 

before the last sentence of the first paragraph. It 

says, "The process should include," it talks about "in 

developing this process, DoD, EPA and the states 

should investigate practices and criteria are being 

developed," and then we would offer on page 2 we· 

kind of go through a potential process. 

MS. SHIELDS: Can we read this before we 

agree to put it in the report? 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, it would be used as an 

example. It wouldn't necessarily say that this should 

be applied to the --

to read it? 

MS. SHIELDS: No, I'm sure it's brilliant. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Do you want to take time 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, maybe I can read it at 

lunch or something and if I have any problems --
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Would that include that 

whole section on contaminated land? 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, I think it gets into 

that, but I think the meat of what we're proposing 

starts with the paragraph, "In order to make a 

determination." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. 

MR. JONES: Mr. Chairman, one question. 

In these instances where it states that DoD, EPA and 

others should do something, what will activate what 

will be done and when, or is this information on what 

will happen as a result of these --

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, it's going to be 

important that these entities do that. 

MS. SHIELDS: This is an advisory report, 

which I'm assuming will be circulated to all the -

MR. JONES: And so these things will 

ultimately occur. Is that what we're saying? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes. 

MR. RUNKEL: Mr. Chairman, I do have one 

additional thing to include in the process and that is 

that --
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CHAIRMAN BACA: In your reference 

document? 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, no. Actually it would 

be in the paragraph that's already in the report. 

That would be adding in the need for public input in 

the determination of whether a property is 

contaminated or uncontaminated, that public input 

·should always be considered. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I 'm not sure where you 

are. 

MS. SHIELDS: Up here at the top of the 

page. 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, after the words, 

"including cleanups of other sites," if you'd just add 

another semicolon and another criterion, we could say, 

"Public notification and participation is required to 

complete the process for determining whether a certain 

parcel of base property is considered uncontaminated 

for the purpose of redevelopment and reuse." 

MS. SHIELDS: I see. You're adding this 

paragraph toward the end of your page 2 down here 

about midway in that first paragraph. 
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MR. RUNKEL: Before the sentence, "In 

developing this process." or maybe it should be after 

that sentence. Somewhere in there, either at the end 

of the sentence before --

MS. SHIELDS: Like make that into a 

semicolon and add this paragraph. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Staff is confused, I 

guess, about what the California suggestion entails 

regarding California's letter on page 2 of the 

complete parcel assessment document. Just putting on 

my base closure hat, I'm always concerned about things 

that add delay to the system. Just for the record, I 

assume that what you mean is that what could go into 

such a clean parcel assessment document would include 

that information which is already in existence and 

hopefully we don't want to duplicate data gathering 

that may already been available through the PA/SI or 

other documents that have been done to date. 

MR. RUNKEL: One way or the other, we just 

want to make sure that public input is taken into 

account. So, if that's provided within the PA/SI, 

that's fine. 
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1 COLONEL HOURCLE: The other thing is are 

I 2 we creating now a fourth process that we're going to 

I 3 ' have to go through on closing bases and that's fine if 

I 
4 

5 

you all want to do it, but recall that we've got a 

CERCLA remedial action study that will be done under 

I 6 state law or CERCLA or RCRA. We've got an 

I 7 environmental impact statement that will be done with 

8 regard to the transfer of the land, and we've got a 

I 9 community land use planning study that will be funded 

•• 
10 by our Office of Economic Assistance. 

11 

I 12 

Now, I guess where I'm trying to get you 

to is 

I 13 MS. SHIELDS: Isn't that enough? 

I 
14 COLONEL HOURCLE: You know, these could be 

15 criteria that we might want to build into the NEPA 

I 16 study or the community land use plan. 

I 17 MR. RUNKEL: Does the community land use 

18 

I 19 

plan specifically lay out the reuse of the property 

and the public has the opportunity to comment on that? 

I 20 COLONEL HOURCLE: Well, it's a planning 

I 
21 

22 

process that's intended to do that. It doesn't -- to 

my way of thinking, I don't think it has any real 
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requirements right now. Community comes in and says, 

"We want money to study this," and we give them money 

to go study what should be done with the community. 

We've had some friction between communities and the 

EIS documents already because they say, "Why is it my 

community land use plan part and parcel of the Defense 

Department's EIS is maybe the proposed alternative," 

or whatever. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: The point is, there is a 

process to involve the community. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I guess my staff 

recommendation, looking at the implementability of 

this, is that it is a good idea perhaps make reference 

to this as an attachment of things to be done. 

Ideally you may want to get integrated in some of the 

other studies and it really makes sense to me that 

particularly the public input, if we're going to do -

if we're going to apply NEPA to the process of what's 

going to happen to the land, that does give you the 

public input parameter that I think you're seeking in 

here. And maybe this is some other good things that 

should be built into the NEPA decision making 
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document. 

so, I'm just thinking about mainly what we 

want to do is say, "Here's some good ideas. Maybe 

there's a way to integrate them into some of the 

existing studies that are being done," or I can go 

back to OEA and say, "Let's make this a part of the 

community plan." But exploring whether we want to say 

we want a separate study. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let's take Don and then 

Gordon. 

MR. GRAY: Well, Larry, I think you 

already have established a separate procedure when you 

start talking about establishing criteria and 

processes for determining uncontaminated parcels. 

That will not have been done necessarily for a 

particular plot of ground back in the PA/SI that was 

done before or any of that. As I understand what 

Brian is suggesting, he's just saying that a part of 

that process for determining that a parcel is 

uncontaminated should be to provide an opportunity for 

public input. 

Am I interpreting you correctly? 
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1 MR. RUNKEL: That's basically it. 

2 COLONEL HOURCLE: And I wasn't focusing, I 
3 Don, so mu·ch on the CERCLA study, because I don't ',I 

I 

I 
4 think that fits four square, but in these other two 

5 studies, the NEPA about what's the eventual land use, 

6 and the -- and we've got to figure out -- we at DoD I 
7 have to figure out a better way of integrating the 

I 
I 
I 

8 NEPA study and also the community reuse plan that 

9 we ' re funding. It seems to me that this kind of I 
I 

1\ 
1\ 

10 information will be particularly valuable to those two 

11 studies and should be done maybe coincident with those 

12 studies to feed into them because these are things 
I 

13 that talk about what the land use, reuse strategy is 1\ 
1\ 

14 going to be for that installation. Certainly this is 

15 very valid information that should be available for 

16 decision makers to decide how they want to use this I 
17 land. I 
18 MR. RUNKEL: We would agree with that, but 

19 I think what we're getting at is before you even get I 
2 0 to that point, aren't you going to be determining what I 

I 
21 part of the base is contaminated and what part is 

22 uncontaminated? In that process you need public 
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input. 

MR. GRAY: I think there's a way out of 

this. I think if you just strike the words "for the 

purpose of redevelopment and reuse," it would be fine 

because that would take you out of the NEPA process 

and would just provide that the public would have some 

opportunity to have input into making the 

determination that it is, in fact, uncontaminated and 

can therefore be transferred. 

MS. SHIELDS: You could also draw up a 

footnote that says the task force recognizes this 

obligation may be accomplished through the NEPA or 

some other review process. 

MR. RUNKEL: That's fine, getting rid of 

the latter part of that sentence. I thought the whole 

point here though was that we were saying that the 

current NEPA and PA/SI process would not make a 

determination. 

that. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, I don't think we know 

MR. RUNKEL: You don't know that for sure? 

MS. SHIELDS: I think it might in some 
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1 instances and it might not in others. Isn't that 

2 MR. RUNKEL: Is that what we're 

3 COLONEL HOURCLE: A good NEPA analysis 

4 should certainly highlight these issu.es. 

5 MS. SHIELDS: We certainly don't want to 

6 build another requirement into this that's already 

7 been accomplished. But if it hasn't been 

8 accomplished, we want an opportunity for there to be 

9 public participation. Right? 

10 MR. RUNKEL: That's fine. 

11 MS. SHIELDS: Say that somehow. 

12 MR. RUNKEL: Thank you. 

13 MR. PENDERGRASS: Where do we want to put 

14 this? We understand that we want to include this as 

15 a footnote. 

16 MR. ETHRIDGE: After "the parcel is not 

17 contaminated," after that sentence? 

18 MR. RUNKEL: We would prefer that it be in 

19 the body of the report. 

20 MR. PENDERGRASS: Oh, I see, instead of a 

21 footnote. 

22 MR. RUNKEL: There are two separate things 
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I want to make sure that public 

notification and participation is noted separate even 

from this clean parcel assessment document. The clean 

parcel assessment document is offered as an example 

of --

MR. PENDERGRASS: And that we were going 

to put as a footnote after the sentence that ends, 

"that land is not contaminated." 

COLONEL HOURCLE: That 1 s something you 1 re 

working on and here are some characteristics of the 

thing you're working on. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Okay. That's an 

example. Now, the issue of public participation. How 

will we decide to handle that? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Where do we want to put 

that? 

MR. RUNKEL: Add it after another 

semicolon. 

MS. SHIELDS: Change the period after 

"sites," before "in developing," to a semicolon and 

add it there and then drop a footnote on it that says, 

"The task force observes that this obligation may be 
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accomplished through NEPA or another public 

participation process." That's not very good 

language, but something to that effect. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Gordon? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I just wanted to clarify. 

There's two issues here. One is whether or not 

there's going to be maybe a separate process for 

proving the negative, as Sam pointed out, and whether 

or not if you do indeed decide that a separate process 

needs to be set up, what the degree of public 

participation should be in that process. 

Larry, I just want to get back to some of 

your concerns. Your concerns go beyond public 

participation and to asking the question of whether or 

not a separate process would show that there's 

uncontaminated land that should developed. Is that 

one of your 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Yes, and related to that 

is isn't there a way we could take that and integrate 

it into something that already exists. That's a 

separation that always bothers me. Another track line 

to run. So, to the extent that it may be very similar 
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or may fit into something else we're doing, maybe the 

recommendation should be we try to build it in there 

rather than creating some new thing to do. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Okay. But you're 

comfortable with having an example, if there was, put 

into the document showing -- if the decision was that 

there should be a separate process established, that 

this may serve as an example of --

COLONEL HOURCLE: It should be integration 

of a process like this or there should be a process 

like this that • s running, whether it • s separate or 

integrated. This kind of stuff needs to get done with 

also, hopefully, the understanding that I think we all 

have that we're going to try to use existing data to 

do this to the extent absolutely possible rather than 

starting to go through more study phase which almost 

dictates delay. 

MR. DAVIDSON: we would totally agree with 

that. 

MR. GRAY: But your language says, "should 

develop a process, including criteria." I mean are 

you talking about just developing criteria that could 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

94 

be used in some other context? You say establish a 

process. That sounds to me like that's what you're 

suggesting, establish a process. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Well, it's a process. 

Hopefully we're going to integrate it into other 

things, other things like the community land use plan 

certainly and then that gets built into the NEPA 

document I think is where we'd like to go in our goal 

of trying to get as much in one place as possible and 

have everybody on board with it. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Let's get back to 

page 8. Any other comments? 

suggestion. 

MR. GOODHOPE: We have a suggestion. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. One more 

MS. SHIELDS: Is this on your page 13? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Yes. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: One question is why the 

deletion of independently parceling portions of the 

base, just for clarity or is there another --

MR. GOODHOPE: I 1 m not quite sure. Maybe 

you can explain what that means. 
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COLONEL HOURCLE: I'm just wondering why 

you deleted that line. was it just in the interest of 

clarity, given the foregoing? 

MR. GOODHOPE: We don't understand what 

that phrase means. So, I guess the answer to your 

question is yes. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, I think what they've 

added in, Larry, assumes that there will be cleanup 

going on on contaminated parcels and so you can 

transfer the uncontaminated ones before it's all 

cleaned up. I think that's what you meant as well. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: It's starting to set up 

parceling and I think it still reads that. I wanted 

to make sure that our NAG representatives didn't have 

a concern about parceling off uncontaminated portions. 

MR. JONES: Are you attempting to ensure 

ingress and egress to the contaminated portions? In 

other words, uncontaminated portions are a problem, 

but you may have to go through uncontaminated portions 

to get to the contaminated part just to clean up? 

Wasn't that the objective here? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I think that's where --
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1 and that and to the extent you might need to stage 

2 things or whatever. 

3 MR. JONES: It's very critical from a 

4 disposal perspective that you have this. 

5 CHAIRMAN BACA: Unless there's any 

6 objection, we can accept that language. 

7 Okay. Any others? Page 8? 

8 MR. JONES: I have a comment on 8. 

9 CHAIRMAN BACA: Go ahead. 

10 MR. JONES: Oh, wait a minute. We're on 

11 9 now? 

12 CHAIRMAN BACA: No, just 8. 

13 MR. RUNKEL: I guess we disagree, and 

14 you'll see in our letter, we disagree that we cannot 

15 transfer by deed contaminated property. We think that 

16 if there are restrictions built in similar to the 

17 restrictions that we addressed in our testimony the 

18 last time, that in some cases where cleanup is 

19 prohibitively expensive in the sense that it could 

20 take 50 years in light of cost concerns or 

21 technologically infeasible, which we discussed before 

22 too, that in those cases there may be appropriate 
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situations, again with many criteria laid out for 

protections. 

MS. SHIELDS: Where do you get that? 

MR. RUNKEL: I thought that we had agreed 

at the last meeting that that was possible. 

MS. SHIELDS: I don't think so. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I think we got as far as 

what "taken" meant and that you might not have to 

clean --

MS. SHIELDS: You might not have to. wait 

until the end of 30 years of pump and treat, which I 

assume is going to be a discussion later on today. 

But --

COLONEL HOURCLE: Now, I did hear, if I 

remember Mr. Gray -- and let me see if I can restate 

that. At one point I thought you mentioned something 

like is it square with the statute. I'm just trying 

to figure out where the statutory impediment is. Is 

it square with th_e statute when we read the statute to 

say that if there's a compliance agreement with 

enforced cleanup that you could transfer by deed 

because that would mean something had been 
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I'm not taking a position on 

that, I'm just trying to explore the issue with you. 

Does the task force believe that's good enough for a 

transfer by deed? Or if it isn't good enough, then I 

guess we've got one of those issues that seems to be, 

this is as far as we can go with the statute. If you 

want to go any farther, you'll need to look at the 

statute. I think that's where we are. 

MR. JONES: We raised that issue, that if 

there was an agreement that all parties had endorsed, 

that you could, in fact, give title to property with 

such an agreement in place and enforceable. We gave 

as the example the military industrial plant 

facilities but we recognized that was sort of special 

in nature. But from a general perspective other than 

situations such as that, the basic policy, the 

regulations that we follow is you cannot give title to 

contaminated property. It might be cleaned up. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I'm just trying to get 

consensus on how far you can push the envelope along 

and I guess that's where we break it off. 

MR. DAVIDSON: can you run over what you 
• 
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put --

COLONEL HOURCLE: Maybe I'll leave it to 

Don, but I thought I heard a discussion that went to 

the effect that, if you had an enforceable cleanup 

agreement, that perhaps that could be construed as the 

has been taken even though maybe the remedial action 

wasn't in the ground yet. The other break point I 

think we all agreed on was that if remedial action was 

in the ground, what you were doing was pump and treat 

or something else, that that probably met this 

requirement of 120(h) (3)(b)(i). I'm just trying to 

get to the break point. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Brian? 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, according to Orchid 

Kwei and the discussions with Region IX earlier this 

week, they tend to agree that there may be situations 

where 120(h)(3) allows for transfer, again in 

situations where we've got contaminated --

MS. SHIELDS: Well, are we talking about 

the cleanup has been done so that human health and the 

environment are protected? 

MR. RUNKEL: Okay. Yes. If you want to 
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get into how that's determined, with institutional 

controls in place. That's what I'm talking about. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's where the leeway is. 

Maybe that doesn't mean the last piece of contaminated 

dirt is gone. 

MR. RUNKEL: That's what we're getting at. 

MS. SHIELDS: But you have done something 

where human health and the environment is protected. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Are we talking transfer 

by deed now or just other pieces and shifts and stuff 

like that? 

MR. RUNKEL: Transfer by deed also. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Well, transfer by deed, 

I think, is the limiting factor. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's {h) {3). 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Yes. And other ones, I 

think we --

MR. RUNKEL: Other ones are clear. We 

understand that. That's what we're getting at. 

MS. SHIELDS: {h) {1), you can have 

contracts in effect even if it is still --

MR. RUNKEL: What we're getting at is 
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determining what the meaning of all remedial action 

taken. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, I think the operative 

word there is "necessary." We haven't really explored 

that. I have a little issue with you on Region IX's 

perspective. 

MR. RUNKEL: I understand that. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I'm not sure we can solve 

this particular riddle today. I'm going back to 

Larry's two break points, the latter one is the one 

that I'm more comfortable with discussing, this 

particular document, because I think that's starting 

to lay out procedures whereby we're still 

contaminated. We just starting to get the cleanup 

going, but we think we can transfer it and still be 

protective. I don't think we're there yet. I don't 

think that we're mature enough in our discourse to 

really try to lay some parameters around that in this 

particular document. I think there has to be a lot 

more consultation with the Hill on this issue, on 

exactly what the word "taken" and "necessary" means 

with respect to 120(h) (3). 
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CHAIRMAN BACA: Brian, if you don't mind, 

can we move on? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I guess what I hear then 

is that's what the conclusion is. If it's in the 

ground, we've met the requirement. If it isn't in the 

ground yet, the consensus view is that that's still a 

fuzzy area and maybe one of those that Congress 

MR. DAVIDSON: In the ground you mean, for 

example, a solution. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Pump and treat is 

underway or the O&M stage, that type of a thing. The 

surface has basically been taken care of. 

Better term. 

MR. GRAY: The remedy is in place. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: The remedy is in place. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I think, Larry, in the 

ground is probably appropriate because I think you 

tested the envelope and had a flame-out and went into 

a tailspin. I don't think we can agree that --we can 

agree with the consensus that there is an issue here. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Now, the question is do 

we have -- are we going to need to change language 
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that's here? I suggest that that first sentence right 

now says may include all of the words--includes all 

the words of the statute and maybe allows it to be 

fuzzy to the extent that we •ve been talking about 

here. It says, "May transfer without violating (h) (3) 

only where all necessary remedial action determining 

coordinating criteria has been taken." 

MR. RUNKEL: It's not incorrect. You're 

right, it's not incorrect. It follows a statute. 

It's just that I think we need to note that there's an 

issue. We've done that in other places where there is 

disagreement, an issue as to the meaning of all 

remedial action. Is that done someplace in the 

report? I don't think it is. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Hold it. Jay, do you want 

to answer that question? Is it covered? 

MR. RUNKEL: That's still an open issue. 

MS. SHIELDS: We're talking about transfer 

by deed in this sentence, right, not just transfer? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Transfer by deed. 

MS. SHIELDS: Transfer by deed. 

MR. GRAY: We should add "by deed." 
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MS. SHIELDS: Yes, you should add "by 

deed," after the transfer. This is in the last 

paragraph on page 8. We've "only" is sort of 

pejorative in there. 

MR. GRAY: That means that's the only 

circumstances under which it can be done. 

MS. SHIELDS: Sam, can we not agree that 

transfer by deed doesn't have to wait for 30 years of 

pump and treat, or is it your position that there are 

circumstances where it could not be so for 30 years 

or 50 years or however long you're pumping and 

treating? 

MR. GOODHOPE: I am informed by counsel 

that we can't take a position. We have litigation 

going on. 

MS. SHIELDS: That strikes me as a real--

we're sort of evading some responsibility there if we 

can't take a position on it. You're sitting here as 

the manager of a base and you're under the demand of 

Congress to recycle these things as soon as you can 

and you don't know based on the report of the task 

force that was supposed to figure out some of these 
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things for you, if I can do it today or have to wait 

for 30 years. That's pretty 

MR. PENDERGRASS: That issue is raised on 

page 14. 

MS. SHIELDS: It's raised several times, 

yes. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: It's fairly explicitly 

on the first full paragraph on page 14. We state that 

the task force discussed the merits of transferring -

well, actually, the sentence before that. 11 120(h) (3) 

could prevent final transfer of fee simple ownership 

of many parcels of contaminated land for decades if 

groundwater remediation is needed. Task force 

discussed the merits of transferring certain 

contaminated parcels before remedial action was 

completed, focusing on parcels where surface 

remediation is complete but groundwater remediation 

through pump and treat will continue for decades. The 

task force concluded this issue needs to be resolved 

but recognized that a definitive interpretation of the 

phrase 'all remedial action has been taken before the 

date of such transferring' may not be possible unless 
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the courts resolve the issue." 

MR. GOODHOPE: We'd agree with that. 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes, but that gives them no 

help. 

MR. GOODHOPE: That's true. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: The statute says what it 

says. 

MS. SHIELDS: This is one place where we 

were talking earlier that if we decide we think 

Congress should clarify certain things, this is 

certainly one place where they were less than crystal 

clear. It just strikes me it's really walking away 

from our responsibility if we can't even take --

CHAIRMAN BACA: We can accept that as an 

issue that the law -- within existing law it is so 

unclear that that's a future issue for Congress to 

consider. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's really not 

acceptable. 

MR. RUNKEL: We need to have something 

either, I think, more clear or --

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, who owes each other 
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chips? 

MS. SHIELDS: I think all the chips are 

coming my way. I've got several here but that may not 

be where I want to use them. 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, I think we would feel 

pretty strongly that this is one area to recommend 

Congress clarify. We would like to see that in the 

final report. 

MR. GOODHOPE: We could put in language 

where it doesn't have to come as a recommendation on 

legislative action, but this is an area that -- this 

is what the law says now. 

MS. SHIELDS: Could we agree on something 

that says, "The task force believes that in many 

instances human health and the environment will be 

sufficiently protected under 120(h) (3) if transfer is 

allowed before a long period of pump and treat," or if 

there's a fancier word for that, "is done." Could we 

at least go one step and leave open the possibility 

that there may be certain cleanups where the only way 

you can be sure that human health and the environment 

is protected is at the end of the line, but that in 
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most instances when you've got the remedial action in 

place that you don't have to wait? The standard in 

the statute is human health and the environment. 

MR. RUNKEL: we would agree with that. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I think if it's absolutely 

clear that we're not taking any position on an 

interpretation of a term or a provision, we would 

defer to that. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: The statement would be 

that the --

MS. SHIELDS: I don't know if we need to 

say that here. It might be 14. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think 14 is the place if 

you use the example you already have in there because 

I think that's really going to be the more normal 

case. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: And the protection of -

you want to talk about it as the protection of human 

health and the environment would be satisfied as long 

as that long-term pump and treat remedy continues and 

the transfer of the land wouldn't affect that. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, hopefully we could 
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create the impression trying to explain this issue 

that everything is really surface, as you have it here 

has basically been addressed. We're really talking 

about more circumstances where it's a long-term pump 

and treat. As long as you have access to the 

appropriate conditions and the covenants in the lAG 

or whatever you have, that it doesn't make sense to 

not allow transfer to really address this protective 

issue. But there's also a lot of fuzz in some of the 

circumstances that we're going to be coming up with. 

So, I think I'd also like to see 

something -- like I said, it may be appropriate to 

continue discussion with Congress or something like 

that, falling short of legislative recommendation. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Right. I think that's the 

approach. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I was going to suggest, 

and we're jumping ahead, but just on this one thing, 

on page 14, in the middle of that first paragraph, it 

says, "The task force concluded this issue needs to be 

resolved, but recognized that a definitive 

interpretation of the phrase 'all remedial action has 
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been taken for the date of such transfer' may not be 

possible unless the courts --" do we want to add "or 

Congress resolve the issue"? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes. Let's go ahead and 

make that correction. 

MS. SHIELDS: And then can we add the 

sentence that I suggested after that that says, 

"However, in most instances, the task force believes 

that human health in the environment can be protected 

sufficient to allow transfer by deed before pump and 

treat is finally concluded"? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Mr. Chairman, we will get 

another shot at the report before it goes out. Is 

that -- I mean to look at it before it goes out? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: No. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, but you can make a 

side deal to have them send you this particular 

sentence. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Okay. We could do that. 

MS. SHIELDS: How about that? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes. Yes. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: The production of 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 

1 

I 2 

I 3 

4 

I 5 

I 6 

I 
7 

8 

I 9 

I 10 

11 

I 12 

I 13 

I 
14 

15 

I 16 

I 17 

18 

I 19 

I 20 

I 
21 

22 

I 
I 

111 

getting the report, we may not be able to get the 

report to everyone. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: The Secretary wants it by 

October 5th. 

want --

But if you do have issues that you 

MR. GOODHOPE: We would reserve -- I mean 

we agree with you-- we'll do that, but I would like 

to see the language. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, one way to address 

this may be to put something up front saying that, 

"The task force says," or, "The task force 

recommends." Say, "Logic would suggest that these 

types of circumstances --" 

MR. GRAY: Can you research the 

legislative history of this provision to see if 

there's any clue in the legislative history as to what 

the intent was? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I don't think there's a 

whole lot of history. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: It sort of basically 

restates what it is, what that statutory language is. 

MS. SHIELDS: The best thing that you've 
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1 got in the legislative history is the legislative 

2 history that's hooked to the pre-enforcement review 

3 and the citizen suit provision where it says a citizen 

4 suit does not have to wait until the very end of the 

5 line before it can challenge a remedy. I think that's 

6 evidence here that if you don • t have to wait to 

7 challenge the remedy until pump and treat is all over, 

8 you shouldn't have to wait to transfer the thing until 

9 pump and treat is all over. It hangs on the same word 

10 "taken", but there's nothing like that legislative 

11 history for particular provision. 

12 MR. GOODHOPE: Well, Mr. Chairman, in the 

13 spirit of cooperation, if we could see the language 

14 today,.then we could sign off on it today. 

15 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. 

16 MR. RUNKEL: If I could have one further 

17 point of clarification. In that sentence, "The task 

18 force concluded that this issue needs to be resolved," 

19 and then we've referred to we may need to have the 

20 courts or Congress resolve the issue, Gordon made 

21 earlier reference that this is still under discussion 

22 within EPA and I assume with DOJ whether as a policy 
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EPA could come out in favor of that, even short of a 

legal interpretation or further congressional 

clarification. We ought to either make reference to 

that or encourage it or at least make reference to the 

fact that EPA will continue discussions with the 

states and DoD as to whether this issue can be 

resolved. I just don't want to leave it said here 

that only the courts or Congress. I know the word 

"may" is used, but I want to put in what's left unsaid 

there, that EPA is continuing to look at this because 

that will make it clear to the outside world that it 

is under discussion. 

Can you live with that, Gordon? That 

doesn't mean you're going to resolve it in our favor 

or even resolve it. It just means you're under --

MR. DAVIDSON: Yes. I think if the 

language was crafted that EPA in consultation with the 

Justice Department, DoD and everybody's brother, I 

would find that acceptable. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We'll work on that 

language. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Like Sam, I'd like to see 
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the language a little bit later on today. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: sure. We can do that. 

Today we can resolve it. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Where is that language 

being added? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, I think all of this 

will be thrown into the first full paragraph on page 

14. 

MR. RUNKEL: We've just got to clarify the 

sentence -- I mean it's fine, the sentence is fine 

right now where it says it may not be possible unless 

the Congress or courts, but maybe the sentence before 

that or as a footnote to that sentence. Maybe as a 

footnote to that sentence. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I was thinking maybe a 

footnote to this sentence, "EPA, in consultation with 

states, DoD, other appropriate agencies --" 

MR. RUNKEL: "Is currently considering 

whether this issue can be resolved short of 

congressional or legal ruling." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Let's get back to 

page 8. Any more comments on page 8? 
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MR. DAVIDSON: I've been advised by 

counsel that I can proceed. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Page 8 • Let 1 s go to page 

9. We're about 22 percent through. At this rate it's 

going to take us 13 hours. 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes, but we resolved a big 

one. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Yes, this is huge. 

MR. GOODHOPE: If it makes you feel any 

better, we are halfway through our suggestions. 

Comments? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Let's go to page 9. 

MR. JONES: I have a comment. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Earl? 

MR. JONES: In the first or second 

paragraph, I think we should put a period -- right 

after where the sentence starts, "Section 120(h) (3) ," 

put a period after department, then delete the rest of 

that. I think the footnote is somewhat contradictory. 

It refers to the United States as being a person in 
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1 the footnote and I think that's inconsistent with the 

2 statement at the top. I think a period right after 

3 "department" would take care of that. 

4 CHAIRMAN BACA: Jay? 

5 MR. PENDERGRASS: Wait a second now. 

6 Okay. Okay. 

7 CHAIRMAN BACA: Any other discussion? Can 

8 you accept that after "federal agencies or 

9 departments," period, to delete the rest of that 

10 sentence? 

11 MR. JONES: And the footnote? 

12 CHAIRMAN BACA: And the footnote. 

13 MR. JONES: I think that's good. 

14 CHAIRMAN BACA: Any other comments? 

15 MR. GOODHOPE: We have more additions. 

16 CHAIRMAN BACA: At the end of the first 

17 paragraph? The first full paragraph? 

18 MR. GOODHOPE: No, the carryover. 

19 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Page 9. 

20 MR. GOODHOPE: Page 14. 

21 CHAIRMAN BACA: Fourteen? 

22 MS. SHIELDS: How would these -- I don't 
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quite get this. I mean we 're on the hook for the 

cleanup. If we transfer it short of a transfer by 

deed, we're on the hook to clean it up. If we 

transfer it by deed thinking it's cleaned up and it 

turns out not to be, we're on the hook. I don't get 

the necessity of this. 

MR. GOODHOPE: We were probably trying to 

be too polite. I think we don't want to engage in--be 

recommending that DoD engage in subterfuge or trying 

to get around circle --

MS. SHIELDS: I don't think they can, I 

guess is my point. 

MR. GRAY: But the point is, Ann, that the 

most restrictive thing in the section of the statute 

is to transfer by deed and they go so far as to 

require warranties to say that you'll continue to do 

any of the cleanup. To then advocate that you do 

everything some way other than by deed seems to be 

implying at least that maybe you're trying to achieve 

a lesser statement of intent or give less assurance 

that the cleanup will be completed. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I think in the first thing 
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we were talking about 30 year leases or 99 year 

leases. 

MR. GRAY: Sales contracts where you don't 

transfer the deed but you, in fact, sell the property. 

It just seems like having noted that there is a 

problem with interpretation in 120(h) (3), we're now 

saying so let's avoid that by using every other means 

we can. Quite frankly, when you look at the terms of 

reference for the task force, basically it focuses on 

ways to expedite the cleanups when, in fact, we seem 

to have spent most of our time talking about ways we 

can expedite the transfer of the use if not the title 

to the property before cleanup. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Right. 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes, but that is the mandate 

of this task force, I thought. 

MR. GRAY: To find ways to expedite the 

cleanup, as I recatl. 

MS. SHIELDS: And reuse. 

MR. GRAY: And reuse. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: The point, as I 

understand it, that you're making is that this 
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discussion is not intended to suggest that there's any 

attempt to avoid the government's responsibility to do 

the cleanup. Can we state that in a positive way? 

MS. SHIELDS: To me the implication of 

this is that somehow there's a way to use these 

transfers to avoid the application of environmental 

law and I don't think it's there. 

MR. GRAY: . Well, when you start talking 

about substituting land use restrictions and so on, 

that sounds like --

COLONEL HOURCLE: How about something 

like, "However, if you use one of these instruments, 

the cleanup must still proceed as quickly as possible 

in accordance with the law," or something like that. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Or say that recognizing 

that DoD still remains obligated to exercise the 

statutory responsibilities of cleanup. 

MR. GRAY: I'll give you a theoretical. 

You enter into a lease for an industrial property on 

one of these .sites and you say we're going to go ahead 

with it because we've cleaned up to the level that's 

necessary to run an industrial facility, and then you 
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just never get around to cleaning it up beyond that 

level because it's still being used a.s an industrial 

facility. It's the coupling of those kinds of things 

that makes it look like, on balance, there may be some 

effort going on here to avoid that section of the law 

that requires that you have a permanent cleanup 

remedy. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: And the suggestion of 

the task force is we don't want to create that 

impression. 

MS. SHIELDS: Isn't your next suggestion, 

which is also on page 9, doesn't that. do the same 

thing? Can we just take -- if we take it, can we 

leave out the first one? It seems to me it's the same 

point basically. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Counselor, sounds similar 

to what you were saying. Sam? 

MR. GOODHOPE: It's acceptable. 

MS. SHIELDS: Leave out their suggestion 

on page 14, but adopt their suggestion on page --

MR. DAVIDSON: In the same location? 

MS. SHIELDS: I don't know. They had this 
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at a different -- it's on the same page. 

MR. GRAY: Where would it go? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: It goes at the end of 

the third paragraph. 

MS. SHIELDS: My only question here, and 

the same thing I think was in Brian's -- what do you 

call that-- A clean parcel assessment document. 

That's a CPAD. Are you --when you speak of risk you 

use the word here and it sounds like a zero increase 

in risk. And the same sort of implication could be 

read into this. You don't mean that, do you? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I'm sorry? 

MS. SHIELDS: By using the word "risk" in 

sort of any increase in risk way, without a modifier 

there, it sounds like any increase in risk at all from 

zero to .001. This would be prohibited. I think EPA 

is trying to weigh risks in a more comprehensive 

fashion -- you know, this against that type fashion 

and I just wonder if we don't --

COLONEL HOURCLE: How about may present a 

risk of harm or unreasonable risk of harm to human 

health and the environment? 



122 

1 MS. SHIELDS: I think what you need to get 

2 in is a modifier of risk so that it's clear you're not 

3 talking about any, no matter how slight. I can't 

4 think of anything other than unreasonable. It may 

5 present an unreasonable or significant or --

6 COLONEL HOURCLE: May present an 

7 unreasonable? 

8 MR. DAVIDSON: Present any increase in 

9 risk beyond 

10 MS. SHIELDS: Any is what we want to get 

11 away from because "any" means "any". 

12 MR. DAVIDSON: Well, what you're trying to 

13 get at is 

14 MS. SHIELDS: Is unacceptable. 

15 MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, how about that? 

16 Is that the point we're getting at, that it may 

17 present an unacceptable risk of harm to human health 

18 or the environment? It does leave it open as to 

19 what's acceptable. 

20 MS. SHIELDS: Yes. There just. needs to be 

21 some opportunity for rationality to weigh in and I'd 

22 make the same suggestion on Brian's CPAD. I think 
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it's there somewhere. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Can we add that friendly 

catch phrase "in accordance with applicable laws"? 

MS. SHIELDS: We saw that somewhere. 

Where was it? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We need to clarify for the 

record what we're after on this amendment. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Unacceptable, significant, 

one word or the other. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: You've got a couple of 

proposals, I guess. 

change it 

one would be that you would 

MS. SHIELDS: Maybe it wasn't in this. It 

was somewhere. What else did you --

MR. PENDERGRASS: Change this to "that 

may," I guess, "significantly increase the risk of 

harm" would be one proposal, or another proposal would 

be that "may present an unacceptable risk of harm." 

Are there other proposals? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. How about the 

following language? "Likewise, such cleanups should 

not be allowed if they will result in exposure to 
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hazardous substances that may present an unreasonable 

risk to human health or the environment." 

MR. GOODHOPE: No, that may significantly 

increase the risk, I would suggest. 

MS. SHIELDS: The same thing, Sam, is on 

page 8 of your amendments. We haven't gotten to where 

we're going to stick it in yet, but we basically 

agreed to stick it in somewhere. It's the third item. 

So, I'd suggest that whatever we adopt here, we also 

put in there. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Significantly increase, is 

what I would suggest. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Now, by significant, 

you're talking about significance to the point where 

there is some real risk of harm. Everything has 

risks. some of it is so low in a mathematical sense 

that you could probably quadruple it and still be very 

low in a mathematical sense. We're talking about the 

kind of significance where you worry about harm to 

human health. 

MR. GRAY: No, we're not just talking 

about that, Larry, we • re talking about situations 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.J 
I 
.I 
I 
I 



I 
I 125 

1 where if you don • t proceed with the groundwater 

I 2 cleanup in an expeditious manner, it continues to move 

I 3 and hits somebody's drinking water well. There might 

4 

I 5 

already be a high level of contamination, enough to be 

harmful. 

I 6 COLONEL HOURCLE: Well, I'm not worried 
' 

I 
7 about that and I agree with you there. I'm saying 

8 that when you drive a car onto the site to look at 

I 9 what your site is, you're increasing by a very, very 

I 10 small order of magnitude risk, in the eight digit 

11 places. You might drive ten cars on and you've had 

I 12 mathematically a ten-fold increase which could be 

I 13 significant. But I just want to make sure we're 

I 
14 

15 

talking significance. We're talking about I'm 

worried, I'm heartfelt worried about harm and I see a 

I 16 yes and certainly in Don's case where you've got real 

'I 17 problems, we want to not have caused any additional 

18 

I 19 

risk to real hard health problems. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I'd like to ask, Sam, if 

I 20 you could maybe give an example of several different 

I 
21 

22 

ways to look at what you're talking about here, that 

while you're doing a temporary cleanup, you're 

I 
I 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

126 

releasing a lot of things. I don't understand 

exactly. 

MS. SHIELDS: I also think you don't mean 

cleanups, you mean such transfers should not be 

allowed. 

us? 

MR. EDWARDS: Mr. Chairman, if I may. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Go ahead. Can you help 

MR. EDWARDS: The point here is that 

partial or temporary cleanups is the subject of what 

we're talking about. The delay may present the risk. 

So, such cleanups refers to delay. It refers to 

partial or temporary cleanups that delay a final 

cleanup. Probably instead of such cleanups, we ought 

to say such partial or temporary. 

something. 

MS. SHIELDS: Such temporary measures or 

MR. EDWARDS: Yes, temporary measures. 

MS. SHIELDS: You don't want to stop 

cleanup, but. such temporary measures. 

MR. DAVIDSON: For example, if you had 

some contaminated soil that was creating some 
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groundwater contamination and you didn't fully clean 

up that contaminated soil, you just maybe capped it 

right now so you could allow something to happen and 

still have migration, that might be an example of 

where you might have some unacceptable risk since they 

would continue to feed into the groundwater. Is that 

kind of an example? I'm trying to get to what you're 

thinking. 

MR. EDWARDS: Yes. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: And the alternative that 

would be preferable in that situation is to remove the 

soil and treat it and then you would be dealing later 

with the contaminated groundwater and we haven't 

delayed that. 

MS. SHIELDS: So, did we agree on 

significantly? "Likewise, such temporary measures 

should not be allowed if they will result in any 

exposure to hazardous substances that may 

significantly increase the risk of harm to human 

health and the environment." And on page 8 we would 

say, "Will not present a significant" -- page 8 of 

their insert. 
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CHAIRMAN BACA: Hold it. Let Ann finish. 

MS. SHIELDS: "Will not present a 

significant risk." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Recorder, do you 

know where we are? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I just wanted to ask one 

other question. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We're accepting that first 

part of their sentence, "However, it must be 

emphasized," and then adding what was just stated. · 

Okay? 

Gordon? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Just a question on the use 

of the word "temporary cleanup." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Temporary measures. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That sounds like an interim 

measure. I'm trying to get a definition. My question 

is that temporary and those appropriate words -

MS. SHIELDS: Will not be substitutes 

for 

MR. DAVIDSON: Should an interim 

cleanup -- temporary almost is like it's going to be 
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there for awhile and then it's going to kind of go 

away. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: The phase in the 

sentence before'was partial or temporary. 

MS. SHIELDS: Will not be substitutes for. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: The real concern --I 

mean as you're talking about it's partial or interim. 

MS. SHIELDS: You may have a lot of phased 

measures and you're not trying to get to that. It's 

when they become a substitute for doing something more 

comprehensive that you're worried about. These 

cleanups often go in phases with different RODs for 

different phases and you don't -- that isn't what 

you're trying to --

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, I would -- the 

lexicon is interim. Temporary just I'm a 

bureaucrat. I use good old words. Temporary is a new 

one for me. It has a connotation I'm not sure is what 

you're trying to get at, is my point. 

MR. GOODHOPE: We would not want to add to 

the stress of EPA. Interim would be fine. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: In both places replace 
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1 temporary with interim. 

2 MR. GOODHOPE: That's right. 

3 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. can we go on? Any 

4 other comments on page 9? 

5 MS. SHIELDS: Wait, what is this? 

6 MR. GOODHOPE: We're almost two-thirds of 

7 the way through our --

8 CHAIRMAN BACA: Oh, boy. Okay. Do you 

9 want to explain it? 

10 MR. GOODHOPE: I think it just clarifies 

11 the language that's there right now. 

12 CHAIRMAN BACA: Counselor? 

13 MR. PENDERGRASS: We are now at the point 

14 where I think the criteria that are laid out on page 

15 8 of these set of comments from Mr. Goodhope, that 

16 these belong here, that the suggestion for those 

17 comments was to put them in the overview and I didn't 

18 think they went here. I think they belong in this 

19 paragraph. So, maybe the first thing is exactly where 

20 to fit these comments. Let's get them into the draft 

21 and then this comment refers to them. 

22 MR. GOODHOPE: Well, we could say, "The 
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criteria should include, at a minimum, the following 

transfer criteria." 

MR. PENDERGRASS: And put these in. Okay. 

I think that's good. 

MS. SHIELDS: Let's clarify what we're 

talking about here. You say leased or otherwise --

this is in the thing as it's written now. 

talking about short of transfer by deed. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Right. 

You're 

MS. SHIELDS: And I think when you use the 

term "non-military users" that's too narrow because 

you can do anything within the federal family, which 

could be a non-military user. So, you're talking 

about transfer to a non-federal user. 

MR. GRAY: I think you're transferring use 

here and not transferring the land and that's not 

quite clear, going back to what we started out talking 

about this morning. 

MS. SHIELDS: It seems to me you have -

MR. GRAY: I think we need to put the 

words "use of" in front of the word "parcels." "Use 

of parcels at contaminated land facilities may be 
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1 transferred." 

2 CHAIRMAN BACA: Tell us where you're 

3 reading, Don. 

4 MR. GRAY: Well, this is the amendment. 

5 CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. What line? 

6 MR. GRAY: The second line. The first 

7 line says, "That in certain circumstances," and I 

8 think we need to insert at that point the words "use 

9 of parcels of contaminated land or facilities can be 

10 leased or otherwise transferred. You can't transfer 

11 the property. 

12 MS. SHIELDS: They use transfer in the 

13 statute to mean more than transfer by sale. It also 

14 includes transfer by contract, transfer by lease. It 

15 can mean short-term transfer. So, I don't know if you 

16 can speak of -- no, I guess you can spea.k of a lease 

17 for use. 

18 MR. PENDERGRASS: I was going to say if we 

19 put in the use of parcels, then you don't 

20 need -- I don't think it makes sense to have leased. 

21 Then it would be in certain circumstances, use of 

22 parcels can be transferred to non-federal users. 
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I don't think you 

transfer use. You allow use by a lease or some other 

transfer. 

MR. GRAY: But you're certainly not 

transferring the parcels unless you're going to give 

a deed. 

MR. RUNKEL: How did we refer to it when 

we had the discussion about the definition of transfer 

being broader than just --

MS. SHIELDS: Yes. Don, what do you do 

with (h) (1)? 

MR. RUNKEL: Yes. 

MS. SHIELDS: (h)(l) is the notice 

provision and it uses -- it says, "Contract for the 

sale or other transfers." So, transfer includes more 

than sale. 

MR. GRAY: It includes donations under the 

Federal Property Act. I think that's just making a 

distinction between sale and donation, right? That 

comment, "transferred by deed or transferring 

otherwise," is talking about selling it or donating 

it. 
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COLONEL HOURCLE: Let me suggest a way to 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Hold it. Too many 

speaking at once. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: "In certain 

circumstances, use of parcels of contaminated land on 

closing base can be achieved through lease or other 

transfer to non-military users before cleanup 

activities at all contaminated sites." I would say 

instead say-- so we don't get in this confusion about 

the transfer being broader than transfer of deed, 

where you say, "Can be leased or otherwise transferred 

(not including transfer by deed)." 

MS. SHIELDS: That's fine. But I still 

have a problem on the non-military users. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Non-federal. 

MS. SHIELDS: Okay. 

MR. RUNKEL: Does that clarify it for you, 

Don, putting in parentheses, "not including transfer 

by deed"? 

MR. GRAY: The subject of the sentence is 

parcels of contaminated land or facilities, and I 
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don't think in light of the discussion we just spent 

30 minutes on, about what Section 120(h} means, we 

want to turn around and be deliberately not clear in 

what we're talking about here. We're talking about 

leasing or otherwise making available the use of the 

land. We're not talking about transferring parcels of 

contaminated land, which is the subject of the 

sentence. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: But I think Mr. Runkel's 

suggestion clarifies that we're talking about that 

concept of transfer under 120 (h) {1} as being something 

other than transfer by deed and that's why we want to 

say this doesn't include transfers. 

MR. JONES: Well, you only have. a few 

options here. You're talking about either lease, 

license or permitted for interim use. Transferred, 

the way it comes across here, makes it appear as 

though it's some type of a final action. What you're 

talking about is interim use. So, you could say, "Can 

be leased or otherwise permitted for interim use 

before final cleanup actions are completed." Leased, 

licensed or permitted. Then you have covered it, if 
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CHAIRMAN BACA: All right. 

licensed or permitted. 

MR. JONES: Or permitted, yes. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. All right. 
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Leased, 

MR. JONES: And that means that there's no 

final title given. 

MR. GRAY: Earl, do you agree with that? 

I think (h)(1) means-- sale or other transfer means 

possibly donation under the Federal Property Act? 

MR. JONES: Yes, but donation is a 

conveyance. 

MR. GRAY: That's right. 

MR. JONES: It's not an interim use, it's 

a conveyance. You get title to the property. 

MR. GRAY: I think that's the reason they 

use that phraseology, sale or other transfer. I don't 

think they're talking about by deed or otherwise. I 

think they're just talking about whether --

MR. JONES: That's why I said you had to 

clarify it right up front in a glossary what you mean 

by transfer. 
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MR. RUNKEL: Well, but I thought we had. 

MR. GRAY: I think we said we're going to 

have to make it very clear. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let's get that language 

clarified. Do you still have problems with that? 

MR. RUNKEL: I'd have to sit back and 

think about it. I'd like to think about it because 

there may be situations where that doesn't cover 

everything. I thought we were going to keep it as 

broad as we could at this point. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Can you think of areas not 

covered by that language? 

MR. ETHRIDGE: Just a question. We've had 

several changes. Does that sentence read, "The task 

force concludes that in certain circumstances use 

of --" Use of is still there, "parcels of 

contaminated land ·or facilities on a closing base can 

be leased, licensed or permitted and still to non

federal --

COLONEL HOURCLE: Non-federal. 

MR. ETHRIDGE: Non-federal users? Is the 

rest of the sentence the same? 
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COLONEL HOURCLE: Yes. 

MS. SHIELDS: Don? 

MR. GRAY: Well, I don't have any problem 

with taking out the "use of" if you put down "can be 

leased or otherwise made available for interim use 

by." Is that what you're talking about, Earl? 

MR. JONES: Yes. 

MR. GRAY: That would be all right. 

MR. ETHRIDGE: Leased or otherwise made 

available to non-federal users. Okay. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Any other comments 

on page 9? Does that take care of, Sam? 

MR. GOODHOPE: I'm just wondering, is the 

rest acceptable? 

MR. RUNKEL: We would like to add a couple 

of other criteria, but that's not taking issue with 

that's there. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I have a question for 

Mr. Goodhope, I guess, in his added language starting, 

"An example of such circumstances would exist when --" 

MS. SHIELDS: Applicable standards may not 

require a complete --
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COLONEL HOURCLE: Yes. It goes to that, 

I think about where you've got subsurface soil 

contamination, you've got a permanent cap that may be 

what the applicable standards call for in that 

particular remediation. I don't think we'd want to 

take that land out of circulation forever if everybody 

agrees that it's otherwise safe and we've got the 

institutional controls. so, I'm just not sure how far 

that takes us, that particular language. Maybe the 

word is completely, but --

MS. SHIELDS: And the no exposure, we're 

back to risk again. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Completely is fine, to take 

that out. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Okay. Poses -- you've 

got that no threat. 

threat. 

health. 

MR. GOODHOPE: No significantly increased 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Okay. Threat to human 

What about ending it after health as an 

example and not getting into that last concept, which 

gets a little complicated. 
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Well, if you end it 

after "no significant threat to human health," you 

will have covered the worker exposure problem. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. We 1 11 end it. 

Scratch the rest of that. 

MR. GOODHOPE: We just want to cooperate. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: How about the rest of 

their proposal? 

MR. ETHRIDGE: And we are adding the 

criteria? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Now, we add the criteria 

at a minimum criteria such as the following or the 

following criteria. 

MR. ETHRIDGE: The following. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Should include 

criteria should include, at a minimum. Then we go to 

page 8 here. 

MS. SHIELDS: Then we go back to page 8. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Can I back up a second on 

who's going to be developing this criteria? The task 

force determined that DoD needs to develop criteria. 

Didn't we state earlier that EPA, DoD and the states 
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develop the criteria? 

earlier. 

list them. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: DoD in conjunction with? 

MR. DAVIDSON: What language did we use 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Actually you can just 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let's just be consistent 

with the previous language we agreed to. 

MR. GRAY: Well, this langauge comes up 

periodically through here. I think what I would 

prefer would be that "DoD develop with the concurrence 

of EPA and states." 

MR. RUNKEL: We would prefer to have it 

developed because we'd prefer to have some way to 

drive the process and if we're on the hook to develop 

them too, we can continue to use that as pressure on 

DoD. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We don't have a problem 

working with the rest. 

MR. RUNKEL: otherwise, we're reacting to 

something DoD is putting together. We're waiting for 

them to develop something. 
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MR. GRAY: What do you do if you don't 

come to agreement? 

MR. RUNKEL: We have to come to agreement. 

We have five years to get these bases. 

MR. GRAY: Does EPA have an obligation 

under the 

MR. DAVIDSON: To develop such criteria, 

for example, or to implement parts? 

MR. GRAY: To concur with what's done. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Staff's reading is no 

unless Johnston-Breaux passes, which is an amendment 

on our potential, in the Senate, bill to our 

authorization act. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think there's two levels 

here, Don, frankly. One is legal obligation under the 

statute. I think it would be harder to read in the 

current instruction that we do have a legal obligation 

on establishing such criteria. But I think. on another 

level, I believe that we do have some obligation to 

ensure that things happen consistent with the statute. 

MR. GRAY: Well, you may not have a legal 

obligation to approve the criteria, but you certainly 
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have a legal obligation to approve the application of 

the criteria. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, that's, I think, an 

open question. I don't think it's clear in the 

statute that we do. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: And certainly there may 

be many answers, depending on whether you're talking 

about an NPL site, a non-NPL site under state law and 

all various combinations that you could have. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, I think the real 

issue, if I may, that everybody's getting at is veto 

authority and if we don't agree, this is what you're 

going to do instead or something like that. For the 

purposes of this report, I kind of agree with Brian 

that we all have a very strong interest in coming to 

terms on these criteria. I believe that we can do 

that in that I don't think DoD would proceed without 

some acceptance and I don't think EPA would allow it. 

I think the vehicles for not allowing it would be 

within our jurisdiction under the NPL --

MR. GRAY: I guess my question is how does 

DoD develop criteria in cooperation with EPA and 50 
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states? You can develop criteria and you can apply 

those criteria in a given state by dealing with the 
( 

state of jurisdiction and EPA, but what does it mean 

when you say develop with the states? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, we'll probably work 

through the state organizations. I'm sure we're not 

going to work with 50 states. 

MR. DAVIDSON: A huge work group. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We've done it before. I 

want to make sure you're comfortable with where we're 

going. 

MR. GRAY: Yes. I want to make sure that 

the states and EPA are going to be full partners in 

the process of developing the criteria. That's my 

concern. 

MR. RUNKEL: That's ours too. 

MR. GRAY: That it not be something where 

DoD goes off and develops something and says, "Here it 

is -- take it or leave it." 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Right. We would never 

do that. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: In the interest of time, 
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can we go back to the criteria, because I think that 

should be a significant discussion before lunch. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: A couple of times now 

we've discussed there's two places here, I think, 

where there's the discussion of risk. Previously we 

had made it "will not significantly increase the 

risk," the first criterion, "the transfer and 

subsequent use will not significantly increase the 

risk of harm." I think that's consistent with what we 

did before. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes. 

MR. GOODHOPE: We will try one more time. 

Can we say, "The transfer and subsequent use will not 

cause or significantly increase any risk?" 

COLONEL HOURCLE: It will cause risk. 

Very, very small, but it will probably cause -- you 

could cause harm or increase the risk of harm. That 

certainly is something that we don't want to have 

happen. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, far be it from the 

state of Texas to try to cut against an eternal 

verity, if you will. Transfer and subsequent use will 
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not significantly increase. 

MS. SHIELDS: What about the next one, 

"will not interfere?" Is that too --

MR. GOODHOPE: We'd prefer just to see it 

like it is. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: How about instead of 

"will," "should?" 

MR. GOODHOPE: Should not interfere? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Should not interfere. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I don't have problems with 

that simple language. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: You want the without 

qualification? 

MR. RUNKEL: Without qualification. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Because maybe I'm being 

nit picky, but --

MR. RUNKEL: If there's going to be 

litigation over it, there will be litigation over 

"interference." 

MR. GRAY: How about "impede" instead of 

"interfere with"? 

MS. SHIELDS: I'd prefer that. 
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MR. GOODHOPE: Obviously, what we don't 

want to have happen is -- we ask DoD, "Well, how come 

this base is not being cleaned up?" and we get a 

response, "Well, the doggone cities and the 

communi ties are using the land in a way, and we've let 

them use it, that we can't go in there and clean it 

up." 

MS. SHIELDS: No, but you could read an 

easement as an interference of some sort, even if 

everybody agreed that there's got to be an easement 

through this to get to the place where you're still 

working. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Good point. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's an interference but 

it's been worked out, it's been agreed to and it's 

been worked out so that it doesn't impede the process. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Okay. Do you think an 

easement would be an impediment? 

MS. SHIELDS: It would be an interference. 

I would hope that it would be worked out so it wasn't 

an impediment. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Jay, anymore 
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comments? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Is number 3 significant 

risk or usual modifier of risk, standard modifier? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Right. Anymore comments, 

Jay? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I think that's it. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Let's get-- Brian? 

MR. RUNKEL: Tom, we have two additional 

criteria to add, if you look at page 3 of our letter 

to you of September 26th. These will not be new. 

These were discussed in our testimony back in July. 

But the last two clauses there --

MS. SHIELDS: You're at the top of the 

page? 

MR. RUNKEL: Yes, the top of the page. 

Skipping over the indemnifier, let's come back to 

that. But the one that we think clearly needs to be 

in there, "DoD agrees to retain the responsibility for 

any long-term operation and maintenance of the 

remedial action and for any necessary removal or 

remedial work identified in the future." I think 

that's been reflected elsewhere in the report. 
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I think that's our 

obligation. Counselor? 

MS. SHIELDS: Is O&M your obligation? I 

mean that's normally the states' obligation. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: In our statute, it's up 

to us. If we're talking about retaining a 

responsibility that's acceptable, we might execute 

that responsibility through an arrangement with a 

state or local government or follow-on land user. But 

I think ultimately we're always going to be on the 

hook to finish it. 

Are we also including the indemnity, hold 

harmless and claims against the state? 

MR. RUNKEL: In prior discussions we 

understand that -- and we've already noted there's 

disagreement as to whether that's even possible. 

That's the proposed language for that. We would like 

to have something on that and it would read as 

follows. I apologize that we didn't have it prepared 

in advance. ·And it could be a separate sentence. It 

could follow after those five criteria. "The task 

force also agreed that" -- and this could read many 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

150 

ways, but that "indemnification similar to that done 

in Pease Air Force Base," something along those lines, 

"may be appropriate and should be considered," or just 

say, "should be considered and, if necessary, congress 

should consider amending federal law to provide for 

such indemnification." That takes into account that 

that's still an open question of whether you're even 

allowed to exceed indemnification. But we would urge 

that it be done. 

MR. GRAY: Well, Mr. Chairman, I'm always 

reluctant to be the defender of the Justice 

Department. 

MS. SHIELDS: We welcome your support, 

Don. 

MR. GRAY: I am really amazed. My 

original concern over the whole leasing process was 

that the facilities most likely to be released are 

things like aircraft maintenance facilities that are 

used for industrial purposes and that people can move 

into and start using fairly quickly. By the very 

nature of those activities, there's a good likelihood 

that additional contamination is going to be created. 
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If you have a blanket indemnification up front, then 

it seems to me like the government has taken on the 

liability for any such additional contamination. 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, we could clarify that. 

You're right, that's a good clarification. 

MR. GRAY: I mean it needs to be done in 

a way where the indemnification is going to be for any 

contamination that exists at the time that the 

transfer or use of the property takes place. 

MS. SHIELDS: On the last clause too 

because if somebody comes on there and makes a mess--

MR. RUNKEL: No, you're totally right. 

Those are good clarifications on both points. We 

agree to that. 

MR. GRAY: As long as it's made clear · 

that -- I don't know how you unscramble the. egg. 

MR. RUNKEL: States would not want a 

private entity coming in, a Deutsche Airbus or 

whatever 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I '11 tell you what, Brian. 

Would you propose some language and let's discuss it 

after lunch? 
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MS. SHIELDS: Yes, we want to see it. 

MR. RUNKEL: Okay. We'll write that up. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let me any other 

comments on the criteria? Any other comments on page 

9? 

easy one. 

page ... ? 

MR. GOODHOPE: The last one. It's a very 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Go ahead. We're on 

MR. GOODHOPE: Eighteen of the package. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Seems fine. It, I 

think, accurately states their authority and what they 

may, in fact, do. 

MR. GOODHOPE: There's no hidden agenda. 

MS. SHIELDS: You sure? You may not have 

any order authority in the first place. We certainly 

can't hand you any in a task force report. We can't 

do t)lat for you. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Sam, you mean orders 

against a federal agency, transferee? The question 

is, what do you mean by orders? 
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MS. SHIELDS: What do you mean? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Federal agencies or 

transferees or some other --

MS. SHIELDS: I think we're back to Rocky 

Mountain Arsenal, Sam, with this. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think we are too. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, why don't we just 

say --

MS. SHIELDS: What are you trying to get 

at here? 

MR. GOODHOPE: What are we trying to get 

at, Thomas? 

MR. EDWARDS: Well, if I may, Mr. 

Chairman, Rocky Mountain aside and possible unitary 

executive problems aside, the state administrative 

agencies in many states have the authority to issue 

final orders and have the force and effective law and 

could apply it to federal facilities. 

MS. SHIELDS: And what if they conflict 

with a remedial action plan they're already operating 

under or have consented to. Let's talk about Rocky 

Mountain Arsenal, because that is what we're talking 
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about here. 

MR. EDWARDS: Well, if CERCLA trumps state 

law, then it trumps state law. 

MS. SHIELDS: And we can't untrump it, 

which seems to me to be what you're trying to do, 

unless you're trying to do something less than that. 

MR. EDWARDS: Well, we may need some 

qualifying language in there. We could say something 

like that "may in some circumstances have the 

authority." 

MS. SHIELDS: Why do we need to say 

anything? 

MR. DAVIDSON: All you're trying to get in 

the point is that if you have an enforceable 

arrangement, you want to make sure that any 

restrictions on use and so on that may have an effect 

on the cleanup are incorporated in that enforcement. 

Is that basically the point? 

MR. EDWARDS: Yes, but also to point out 

that this paragraph by itself talks only about DoD. 

The states and EPA have very significant enforcement 

authority. 
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COLONEL HOURCLE: Let me suggest some 

language that I don't think anybody can object to. It 

just pushes the fight later on. "EPA, state, 

environment enforcement authorities may also under 

applicable law enter orders," or something that says 

if you've got the legal authority you can do it and 

we '11 argue about -- we' 11 move that fight onto 

another time. EPA may be getting a change in its 

order authority very shortly with regard to federal 

agencies. So, it will continue to evolve. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: 

proposal? Read it again. 

Larry, what's your 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Something like --

MS. SHIELDS: Haven't we already put this 

in all the transfer documents and in the deeds? Now 

you're asking that we also do something else with it? 

MR. EDWARDS : The potential is that 

somebody could read this paragraph out of context. 

This needs to be -- the paragraph by itself speaks 

only about DoD restricting changes and putting in 

legally enforceable restrictions. Taking that out of 

context, it gives a one-sided view of the real 
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process. 

MR. DAVIDSON: From my perspective, I 

would like to have it reflected that we may want to 

include in our enforcement agreements with DoD some 

provision addressing -- at Pease Air Force Base we 

have a provision to the effect -- I know there's 

interest on Region IX's part to look at this with 

their three party agreements out there. So, 

notwithstanding the I didn't even want to bring up 

this arsenal thing. I understand your concerns, but 

EPA would support a provision reflecting that we would 

want to have the ability to put this -- or have people 

understand that we may want to put these types of 

things in enforcement agreements. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, is there a way to cut 

out your addition but work with the DoD singularity 

above that that would make people feel easier? 

MR. GOODHOPE: We can just say "DoD, EPA 

and state environmental agencies must restrict 

changes." 

MS. SHIELDS: I'm happier with that than 

this language that I can't figure out. 
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MR. GOODHOPE: Then follow-up through the 

MS. SHIELDS: What does DoD 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Sam, would you go with 

MR. GOODHOPE: Just say, "On a critical 

related point, the task force concluded that DoD, EPA, 

and the state environmental enforcement agencies must 

restrict changes from the planned use." Or we could 

say, "Concluded that DoD and, in appropriate cases, 

EPA and state enforcement agencies." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Counselor? 

MS. SHIELDS: The restrictions are going 

to be in these -- we already agreed to all that 

several pages ago, that these restrictions would be 

contained in the contracts, in the deeds. 

MR. GRAY: The leases. 

MS. SHIELDS: You got it. It's all in 

there. 

MR. EDWARDS: Of course nobody wants to go 

to court, but what if no such agreement is possible 

and the deeds and leases cannot be agreed upon? Then 
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what will happen? 

MS. SHIELDS: They can't --

MR. EDWARDS : How about something like 

saying, "EPA and the state environmental enforcement 

agencies may also, in certain circumstances, have the 

authority to." 

MS. SHIELDS: We can't give them that. We 

can't give them authority. 

MR. EDWARDS: It says they may have it 

under the law in certain circumstances. 

MS. SHIELDS: If they have it, they have 

it. We're not going to create it. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I guess the point I'm 

hearing is the state does have that authority, I guess 

whether we put it in or not. The state has whatever 

authorities it has. 

MR. EDWARDS: See, the problem is the 

sentence right above that. "Rather than absolute 

bands on particular land uses, the restrictions or 

conditions should allow new uses consistent with 

ongoing and future cleanup." Sounds like DoD is 

driving the ship. They're able to say through their 
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restrictions what new uses may be allowed consistent 

with ongoing and future cleanup. That's not a correct 

statement of the regulatory procedure. 

MS. SHIELDS: Maybe we can just finesse 

this thing some way. 

MR. EDWARDS: How about taking out the 

last sentence to the paragraph, "and our changes." 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, no, I think the 

last sentence to the paragraph is important because 

the point there is that you don't -- the point is to 

avoid rigidity in what you're doing. 

MS. SHIELDS: Okay. Idea. In about the 

fourth or fifth sentence, say, "Rather than absolute 

bans on particular land uses, the restrictions or 

conditions should allow new uses consistent with state 

and federal law in ongoing and future cleanup" or 

something. 

after lunch? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: That's fine with me. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Sam? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Why don't hold off until 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I thought we'd have a 
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MR. DAVIDSON: A closing thought on this 

particular thing, that you would want specific 

restrictions in an order or you'd want the order to 

reflect authority to determine specific restrictions. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, wl:).at's going to 

happen? If there is a new use, how is DoD going to 

find out about that? I guess I don't understand the 

process here, what's envisioned here. I have no idea 

at all. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, right here we're 

talking about this is used during cleanup. The DoD is 

going to find out about it because they're going to be 

on the site. They're going to see it happen. 

MR. GOODHOPE: But what if it's a long

term cleanup? 

MS. SHIELDS: And they've got a 

restriction in the contract that they have signed with 

these people who are using the property in the 

meantime that says, "You can't do X on this property." 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

161 

so, they've got a contractual right. 

MR. GRAY: Ann, I'm not sure that -- if 

that's what it means, I'm glad to hear it. But I 

think when they're talking about land use they're 

talking about industrial as opposed to residential 

use. In fact, what I want to get into after lunch is 

I think what needs to be done is put into those leases 

restrictions on the kinds of activities that can take 

place, in addition to the different classifications of 

land use. You have to be very careful about another 

situation where you lease one of these facilities to 

somebody and they decide that the floor needs 

strengthening and they go and break up the concrete 

floors to put new floor in and then you've got another 

release to the environment. 

MR. DAVIDSON: As a matter of fact, we've 

had an instance at one particular base where 

regulatory agencies were not aware of activities 

undertaken by the lessee in an area of concern. 

That's the issue that I think you -- one issue that 

you're trying to address here. 

MR. GRAY: We can get that one on the next 
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page. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I think we all need a 

break. Do you want to have a complete break and go up 

and have lunch or do you want to go up and get lunch 

and come down and continue? 

MS. SHIELDS: Why don't we do that. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let's do that. I agree. 

Let's take about 15 minutes break, go upstairs, get 

lunch and come back. 

MR. GRAY: Bring lunch down here, you 

mean? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Bring lunch here. 

(Whereupon, at 12:13 p.m., off the record 

until 12:41 p.m.) 

MR. GOODHOPE: I think a deal's been 

struck. If we can put in-- we're willing to drop the 

last sentence if we change the existing last sentence 

slightly to read -- this would be the last clause 

after the last comma, "Consistent with state and 

federal laws. as well as with ongoing and future 

cleanup." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: And ongoing and future 

, 
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cleanup? 

MR. GOODHOPE: As well as. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Any objection to 

that comment? Okay. And we•·re dropping your last 

sentence. 

cooperating. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Once again 

CHAIRMAN BACA: You guys are great. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Amen. Thanks. 

we're 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any other concerns? Any 

other comments on page 9? Can we move to page 10? 

Staff has an addition and I'll defer to 

the rest of you guys for comments and get back to 

staff. 

Sam? 

MR. GOODHOPE: We have a slight addition 

that probably needs to be changed. I think this 

expands -- our additions expands A just a little bit. 

we would be willing to use the "significantly 

increased risk" language rather than risk because 

there's risk, I was told earlier today, in everything. 

Stipulating to that. We're willing to qualify the 
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risk. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any comments? Counselor? 

No? Anyone else? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Staff wanted to include 

on page 10 the following discussion of the third 

paragraph starting, "In certain cases, DoD may want to 

issue a license." I think more particularly with 

regard to Mr. Jones, should be a license or permit. 

I think that would probably be the two other vehicles 

for a limited use of real property rather than lease. 

We wanted to conclude that paragraph by saying, "In 

the cases of leases, license or permits, DoD should 

not provide indemnification from liability for actions 

caused by the lessor, licensee or permittee." It goes 

back to the indemnification issue. we want to make 

sure that subsequent users are accountable for their 

acts with regard to the facility. 

MR. GRAY: You may have a way for 

approaching it, Larry, the way you approached it when 

you were selling the "GOCO's." 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Excuse me, sir. 

MR. GRAY: When you were selling the 
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"GOCO's" you had to confront that same issue, I think. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: We may have some 

language already and I'm sure GSA probably is doing -

MR. JONES: We can provide you with that. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: But that's the concept. 

Any discussion? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Does everybody understand 

what he's proposing? Larry, do you want to read it 

again? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: No. "In the cases of 

leases, license and permits, DoD should not provide a 

blanket indemnification for actions caused by the 

lessee, licensee or permittee." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any problem with that? 

MS. SHIELDS: Only to the extent that the 

addition of "blanket" makes it sound like you can 

provide some lesser indemnification. I don't think 

you should provide indemnification at all. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Okay. 

MR. CARR: Is that going to create any 

problem for the interim situation where, for example, 
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you have the situation in Pease where the transfer 

from the United States is to a state agency who 

subsequently is going to be entering into commercial 

licenses or leases? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: The operative term we 

were working on was actions. So, it is our position 

that the extent to which other actions may cause a 

problem, the United States should not be providing 

indemnification 

MS. SHIELDS: Does the Pease agreement 

have a --

COLONEL HOURCLE: The actions of the 

United States, it's my recollection, with regard to 

the indemnification language we have in the '91 

Appropriations Act, which is what made it acceptable 

to the Department. 

MR. GRAY: Just a question, Sam. on this 

"expressly prohibit uses incompatible with the 

condition of the property," would that mean like if 

you had subsurface contamination there would be a 

prohibition against excavating without permission and 

that would be written into the lease itself? Is that 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

the understanding? 

167 

I guess you'd say subject to 

covenants and I'm not sure -- would you have covenants 

in a lease as you would in a_ deed. Would it be lease 

restrictions? 

MR. JONES: It would be in the lease too. 

Any authorizing document, it would have --

MR. GRAY: But that would be like a lease 

restriction. 

MR. JONES: Sure. 

MR. GRAY: And violation would then 

subject them to termination of the lease? 

MR. JONES: Termination. They may be 

liable for other --

MR. GRAY: I think that takes care of my 

concerns. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Any other comments 

on page 10? 

MS. SHIELDS: I guess I'd prefer "impede" 

to "interfere with" again like we did the other place. 

It would be more consistent if we changed it to 

"impede." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Can we make that a general 
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rule wherever we see "interfere", substitute "impede"? 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, it may not be in the 

same context. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Page 11. Sam has no 

comments. Page 12. Page 11. I was only kidding. 

MR. JONES: I have a comment. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Go ahead. 

MR. JONES: The first paragraph, the top 

of the page, "Such lease may also provide a right of 

first refusal." Under current policy, right of first 

refusal is not authorized with regard to the 

disposition of real estate because the entire thrust 

of the Federal Property Act contemplates competition. 

So, what we would like to say is that GSA recognize -

in order to facilitate the disposition of the bases 

consistent with law, GSA will review this policy in 

coordination with the Department of Justice. our 

policy goes back to the early 1960s, and was 

established in coordination with the Department of 

Justice. GAO was involved and others. We're trying 

to research it right now. 

So, I would anyplace where you 
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mentioned the right of first refusal, I would suggest 

that this be deleted from this report at this time 

with the caveat that it's under review at GSA. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: okay. I think we can 

accept that. 

MR. ETHRIDGE: So, what is deleted 

specifically in that sentence? The whole sentence? 

deleted. 

paragraph 1? 

11? 

MR. GRAY: Which sentence is this, Earl? 

MR. JONES: The last -- I'd like that 

MR. ETHRIDGE: The last sentence of 

MR. JONES: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any other comments on page 

MS. SHIELDS: It' s the carryover 

paragraph, Don. It's the last sentence of the 

carryover. 

MR. JONES: Also, under the alternative 

purchase option arrangements, that's the second 

paragraph there where, "Options to purchase on 

contaminated property." I think we need that deleted 
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too. 

MR. GRAY: Just out of curiosity, 

footnotes 8 and 9 on page 10, they're citations to the 

Base Closure Act? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: No. They're citations 

with regard to allowing other people to use property 

under Title X, lease of excess government property. 

MR. JONES: Where is this? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: 10 USC 2667{a) and {f). 

MR. GRAY: You can't lease excess 

property, can you, Earl? 

MR. JONES: Oh, sure you can lease. This 

is the problem about leasing from a disposal 

perspective versus leasing in the context of cleanup. 

Leasing from a disposal perspective is only on an 

interim basis until such time as you can move to a 

final disposal decision. What you're talking about 

here in terms of leasing is leasing to facilitate 

cleanup. Okay? But you can, in fact, lease excess 

property, but it's for a short period of time, when 

it's declared excess. 

MR. CARR: Could we ask for a 
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clarification on what is now the first full paragraph. 

You're there talking about the fact that this property 

may not fall into the excess property definition and 

I guess I understand that to mean that therefore the 

restrictions on the term of the lease would not apply. 

You seem to be saying two different things. You seem 

to be setting out a bunch of restrictions and then 

sort of say, "However, we're not sure that any of 

these actually apply to what." Now, are you saying-

when you say contaminated real property, are you using 

that in the sense that we're using contaminated real 

property here, that is property subject to 120(h) (3) 

or does it have some other meaning? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: No, the same meaning. 

As we, I think, discussed earlier in the paper, it's 

the real property that has had the substances stored, 

disposed of or released. 

MR. CARR: Okay. So, in other words, what 

you're saying is if there's a statutory prohibition 

against it being deeded, it then does not become 

excess and therefore these restrictions don't apply? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Right. 
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saying won't 

Is that what 

MR. JONES: That's drawing the line 

mightily close. But basically a decision has been 

already made that this property is excess. But what 

you're saying, it cannot be disposed of until such 

time as it is cleaned up. You're drawing a mighty 

thin line in terms of what you mean here. This 

property is excess property. In fact, it may be 

surplus property, but you cannot proceed to dispose of 

it. That's a technicality here. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Okay. I 1 11 defer to 

your better experience with those rules. 

MR. CARR: I guess I think that reading 

this as someone who has no familiarity with that 

process, I don't understand why we talk about the 

restrictions on the transfer of excess property, which 

we do at the bottom of page 10, and then at the top of 

page 11 we say, "The property we're planning to lease 

isn't excess property." 

MR. PENDERGRASS: If that's confusing, I . 
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maybe suggest deleting the paragraph. 

MR. JONES: I think we ought to delete 

that paragraph because contaminated property can and 

is in many instances excess property. In our 

inventory 

property. 

right now, we have excess contaminated 

We just cannot dispose of it and we found 

out it was contaminated after it was reported excess. 

I think that's a fine line. 

MR. GRAY: And under those circumstances 

you can lease it. 

MR. JONES: I could lease it. 

MR. GRAY: But only short-term. 

MR. JONES: For a short-term. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Are we deleting the 

second paragraph on page 11? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: The paragraph that 

begins, "Contaminated real property does not appear." 

deleted. 

MR. JONES: Yes. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: 

MR. JONES: I 

Delete that paragraph? 

think that should be 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Earl had the floor 
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and has some changes that he wishes to voice. 

MR. JONES: We're also deleting this right 

of first review. Let's consider the third paragraph, 

last sentence, next to the last sentence, providing 

lessees with options to purchase the property. That 

should be deleted because we're not going to refer to 

options to purchase. Delete that sentence. Okay? 

We have another. Again, under alternative 

purchase options arrangements, the first sentence. 

Again you reference options to purchase. That should 

be deleted. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That whole sentence, that 

whole first sentence? 

MR. JONES: Yes. "To make the lease more 

attractive, DoD might desire to provide lessees with 

options to purchase." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I think the whole 

paragraph goes. 

MR. JONES: Then the next one, "DoD also 

might want to consider selling purchase options." I 

think that should be deleted too. 

MR. GRAY: And you couldn't substitute 
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rights of first refusal either. It wouldn't help. 

MR. JONES: What? 

MR. GRAY: Would it help -- you couldn't 

substitute rights of first refusal either. 

MR. JONES: That would not help. In fact, 

that's prohibitive. 

MS. SHIELDS: So, basically for all of 

that, we're substituting your reviewing this in the 

context of 

MR. JONES: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, there being nothing 

left on page 11, can we go to page 12? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Now, wait a minute. I 

want to clarify exactly what we're doing. We are 

deleting the section titled "Alternative Purchase 

Option Arrangements." 

MR. GRAY: Well, there isn't anything 

left. You could leave the heading, if you'd like. 

MR. PENDERGRASS : 

really smart. 

Yes, that would be 

COLONEL HOURCLE: The problem, I guess, is 

a perceived inability to do these kinds of things 
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under the Federal Property Act, if I understand the 

problem with these arrangements. 

MR. JONES: Yes, because if you are giving 

an option to purchase, again the Property Act 

contemplates that everyone has access. You're making 

a commitment to the disposition of the property 

without perhaps affording other Federal agencies, 

state and local government and others in the private 

sector a right to access that property under 

competitive arrangements. So, this is the reason why 

we have grave concerns. As I said, I feel certain GAO 

called us to task about that many years ago and also 

the Department of Justice. We just haven't found the 

particular reference yet. It goes back, we know, to 

1959, 1962 and '63 time frame in terms of what our 

lawyers have been able to find so far. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: And this doesn't cause 

concern to the state representatives about the ability 

to reuse the property after or attractiveness for 

reuse? We definitely found a legal limitation and one 

of the things we've been carrying is an idea. The 

question is do we want to raise it as, "Here 1 s an idea 
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that might be worth pursuing. However, it's got a 

legal limitation it." 

MS. SHIELDS: He said they're reviewing 

it. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Okay. 

MR. JONES: GSA, in coordination with 

Justice, and others, will be pleased to review this 

policy. 

MS. SHIELDS: Shall we say, "The task 

force suggests?" Are you doing this now or are you 

thinking about doing it? 

MR. JONES: 

start doing that. 

No, we're getting ready to 

MR. GRAY: The question is can you do this 

within the framework. 

MR. JONES: so, it's not just a matter of 

reconsidering the policy as it is trying to find out 

whether it is possible to revise policy under existing 

law. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: So maybe we want to have 

a sentence that said, "The task force considered these 

various forms of alternative purchase options, 
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arrangements --" 

MS. SHIELDS: But made no recommendations 

based on --

COLONEL HOURCLE: Based on GSA 1 s concerns 

and GSA related these matters are under further study 

at this time. 

MR. GRAY: You could say GSA could examine 

permissibility of such arrangements under existing 

law. 

MR. JONES: That sounds good. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Anything else under 

11, page 11? Let's go to page 12. 

MS. SHIELDS: The rule 

perpetuities. Are we sure this applies? 

against 

The only 

place I encountered the rule against perpetuity is 

with estates --

CHAIRMAN BACA: We'll let our law 

professor answer. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, I thought you had to 

worry about it in the context of in a will when 

somebody tries to tie up property by bequeathing it to 

a person who doesn't exist yet and from there into 
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perpetuity. So, what you could end up with is a piece 

of property that cannot be transferred. If somebody 

says in a will, "I'm giving this to Mary's child," and 

Mary never has a child, then it can never be 

transferred. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: How about we just delete 

those two paragraphs? 

thought. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: It's the same issue. 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes. That's what we just 

MR. PENDERGRASS: They're there because it 

was to show that there are problems with something~ 

We've taken out the substance of the alternatives. 

MR. GRAY: So, everything in that section 

entitled "Purchase option, related requirements and 

limitations," would be deleted? 

MS. SHIELDS: Deleted. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Let's go to the 

installment and other executory contracts. Any 

comments? 

MR. JONES: There's a term in the 

paragraph, "Installment and other executory 
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contracts." There's a put option. We didn't know 

what you meant by put option. What sentence is that? 

It's the 11th sentence in, put option in DoD maybe 

you could clarify that or restate. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Yes. A put option is -

it actually comes out of securities. 

sense. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Inadvertent file merge. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Yes. It doesn't make 

CHAIRMAN BACA: So, are you still 

explaining put option? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I'm trying to think of 

a good way to do this. I'm not coming up with a good 

way to explain this right now. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Do you have a suggestion? 

What if we delete the sentence? Does that hurt? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: You'd probably want to 

delete the phrase and rewrite the sentence. The other 

things are probably still valid as concerns, the 

adverse --

MR. PENDERGRASS: No, because I think it's 

-- isn't it that the option is -- why don't we do 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 

1 

I 2 

I 3 

4 

I 5 

I 6 

I 
7 

8 

I 9 

I 10 

11 

I 12 

I 13 

I 
14 

15 

I 16 

I 17 

18 

I 19 

I 20 

21 

I 22 

I 
I 

181 

without the phrase. 

MR. GOODHOPE: We tested a very weak 

envelope. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: What are we deleting, Jay? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: The phrase, "the 

potential recharacterization of the arrangement is a 

lease with an option." 

COLONEL HOURCLE: How about having the 

sentence read, "These concerns of other requirements 

of the FPASA and the regulations thereunder. Examples 

include," and then pick up potentially adverse tax 

consequences. Does that make sense? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That's 

acceptable. Any problems with that? 

probably 

Any other 

comments on page 12? Why don't we move on to 13. 

Staff has a comment, but we'll give 

everybody else a chance. Sam? 

MR. GOODHOPE: We have some changes that 

have already been made elsewhere. This is going to be 

more in the nature of a conforming. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: This is the same 

criteria that we discussed for the use during cleanup 
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and I think it is appropriate to put it in here with 

basically the same language. 

MR. DAVIDSON: This is the issue of the 

nexus between land use and CERCLA process? Is that 

where you're getting at in terms of treating it the 

same way? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Yes. The criteria that 

you would use for determining when we're going to do 

these things. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I think the other 

changes here is -- didn't we before say it was not 

just DoD, it was DoD --

CHAIRMAN BACA: In consultation with EPA, 

states and others. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: All right. We 1 11 put that 

in. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: That's in there. And 

then we have the other criterion half --

CHAIRMAN BACA: I'm almost finished 

writing them. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: It's page 2 of the --
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MR. PENDERGRASS: DoD agrees to retain the 

responsibility for the long-term O&M. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Yes. And then we had 

the indemnification. It's hot off the page. 

MR. RUNKEL: We can literally type this up 

in a couple minutes and have it in a cleaner version 

or do you want me to read it now? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Go ahead and read it. 

MR. RUNKEL: On indemnification. I'm 

sorry, we're going to have to revise this a little bit 

more. This is not ready. We'll get something for 

you. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. 

MR. RUNKEL: We' 11 have to go back to 

that. I'm sorry. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We 1 11 come back. Anything 

more on 13? 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes. We thought this 

paragraph entitled, "Long-term Leases," was quite 

confusing. It's probably more so after all of this 

discussion of surplus property. I'm not sure where we 

are. But is that accurate, that a long-term lease is 
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anything longer than five years? 

MR. JONES: In the context of the disposal 

of real estate, we always considered a long-term lease 

to be five years. But in the context again of what 

we're attempting to do here, I think the objective is 

to facilitate cleanup and· use is secondary. So, 

consequently, a long-term lease could be much longer 

than five years because invariably you're not going to 

get it done in five years' time. So, I think again we 

need to clarify in this paragraph long-term lease from 

a disposal perspective and a long-term lease in the 

context of decontamination. or maybe what we can do 

is just delete that sentence. Let's take a look and 

see. We may be able to delete something here. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: That may be the point. 

Here what we're talking'about --and maybe that's the 

point to make. Under the FPASA and its regulations, 

however, your point that leases for the purpose of 

disposal are considered long-term if they're more than 

five years. However, in the context of facilitating 

cleanup, leases of longer than five years may be 

appropriate. 
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MR. JONES: That's exactly right. 

MR. GRAY: Because it can't be sold before 

cleanup anyway. 

MR. JONES: Yes. That's the statement you 

want to make. 

MS. SHIELDS: So, we're going to rewrite 

that paragraph? 

MR. JONES: Yes. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I hope I remember what 

I just said. 

MS. SHIELDS: Take out that language, Jay, 

about "equivalent to a sale" because --

back to us? 

MR. JONES: Yes. We don't need that. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Right. Okay. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Do you want to read it 

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: While he writes 

it, do we have to recognize leases under 10 USC 2667 

in this paragraph too as a long-term lease as well as 

the Federal Property Act? We're doing that. 

MR. GRAY: That's the citation I asked 

about earlier, right? 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

186 

CHAIRMAN BACA: The answer is yes. 

MS. SHIELDS: And the rest of this that 

you added repeats what we've said somewhere else, 

right? At least it sure looks familiar. Is that 

necessary? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: So, it would be under 

the FTE, SAA and its regulation and DoD's independent 

statutory authority, footnote 10 USC 2667. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Can you clarify exactly 

what that particular citation reads? I guess what I'm 

trying to get to here is a few questions on what 

facilitates cleanup and where long-term leases start 

looking more like sales and things like that. I'm 

just not sure what the rules are. 

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: You have 10 U.S. 

Code 2667 as the leasing authority the Department of 

Defense has. Now, in terms of when it looks like a 

sale under long-term lease authority, I'd have to 

defer to the counsel. 

Larry, I •m talking about the long-term 

lease under 2667. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Yes. We just have 
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authority, pretty discretionary authority when it 

accesses . the Department to do it under such 

arrangements, if I recall, as the Secretary deems 

appropriate. The authority also applies to personal 

property too. It's under a kind of blanket authority. 

MR. GRAY: Excess doesn't even come under 

the Federal Property Act. 

MR. JONES: Again, under normal 

circumstances, if property is excess, leasing is a 

secondary option. It's only used in the event you are 

not in a position to dispose of the property, the 

objective is to dispose of it. so, again, what I 

think we're saying here, leasing is being done not to 

facilitate disposal, but to facilitate cleanup. So, 

consequently, the time of the length of the lease may 

very well extend beyond what would be normally 

recognized in a lease transaction. 

MS. SHIELDS: It's also to facilitate 

interim use. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That's correct. Okay. 

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: I think Larry had 

the right words. I think your concern is what the 
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impact of that is down the line. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, the general line 

issue in all this is what is the greatest incentive 

for an expeditious cleanup. One could argue that 

long-term leasing is not supportive of expeditious 

cleanup. It kind of puts you in this never-never land 

of interim periods. But yet I think we all recognize 

that leasing is a very viable necessary option under 

specific circumstances. I'm just kind of wrestling 

with that as it relates to --

MR. JONES: I think a lease with regard to 

cleanup activities should be very, very specific and 

have built-in time frames that contemplates when 

something starts and when something ends and when you 

will be in a position to take final disposal action. 

But I don't think it would be nearly as loose as what 

you're saying that it would, in fact, enable the delay 

of cleanup rather than facilitate getting the cleanup 

accomplished. I don't think that would be the case at 

all. 

MS. SHIELDS: What is the point of this? 

I think we need to go back to the drawing boards on 
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this particular section. I 'm not sure what we're 

trying to do here and whether we haven't already done 

it someplace else. 

MR. RUNKEL: It's not stated that clearly. 

MS. SHIELDS: It's very unclearly written. 

I really am not at all sure what --

MR. RUNKEL: No, no, no. I mean it's not 

stated clearly anywhere else. 

place. 

It's not all in one 

MR. PENDERGRASS: What we discussed this 

morning was the leases or use during the cleanup when 

you maybe just on the surface cleanup, soil 

cleanup. 

MS. SHIELDS: I think what we've started 

to do here is erode our statement on the next page, 

which we agreed to this morning that we think in most 

instances we could sell it before 30 years of pump and 

treat is over. So, is page 13 to say in the few 

instances when we think final sale has to await the 

end of pumping and treating? 

talking about here? 

Is that what we 1 re 

MR. PENDERGRASS: What we're talking about 
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here, that there were different options of what to do 

when you've gotten to that stage, and one of them was 

lease and one of them was transfer and we weren't 

clear how far you could go with transfer. I think 

today, this morning, the task force got further in 

clarifying how far you would go with the transfer than 

we were at the end of the last meeting. But the 

leasing is one option and yes, it would be for a 

situation where you couldn't transfer or you decided 

that it wasn't desireable. 

MS. SHIELDS: So maybe this part should go 

after page 14? Would that make more sense? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: It might. I think the 

reason it was here is simply that it was a less final 

-- I don't think it matters. 

MR. DAVIDSON: It is a little confusing 

because I think that we have addressed some of these 

points already. When you kind of walk page by page, 

you sometimes lose sight of the whole deal here and 

that's what I'm kind of wrestling with. This section 

right before this section is use during cleanup. This 

section is use after interim cleanup. I'm not sure 
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there's a real distinction because --

MR. GRAY: Yes, I don •t think you can have 

use during cleanup unless you've already done an 

interim cleanup and make it safe for people to be 

MR. DAVIDSON: All right. If you're using 

it during cleanup, I don't quite understand the 

statement in terms of these two sections together. 

Maybe one section already address --

MS. SHIELDS: Maybe we could just say, 

"Use during cleanup or after interim cleanup," and 

condense the whole thing. 

MR. GRAY: I guess my feeling is you had 

to have an interim cleanup. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, depending on what's 

there and what you're doing. I don't know that we 

can --

MR. GRAY: Well, I guess the point is -

MS. SHIELDS: As long as your criteria, 

which are the same criteria for during cleanup or 

after interim cleanup, if you met those criteria, that 

you're not significantly increasing anybody' s risks or 

interfering with cleanup, etc. 
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MR. GRAY: Here's an example of what we're 

talking about. You're foreseeing some places that 

could be leased without any cleanup at all. And there 

are other places that could be leased after some 

interim cleanup? Is that what we're saying? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: No. I think -- well, 

maybe if the only contamination -- if contamination 

did not involve any surface and solely was subsurface, 

then --

MR. GRAY: Pretty unlikely. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: To the extent that 

you've got something that's a migrating plume, sure, 

the surface above the contamination --

MR. GRAY: But it had to be the source of 

the plume? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Right, the source--MR. 

GRAY: It's not an immaculate conception, I assume? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: No, but, I don't know, 

I'm thinking of -- there are a number where the plumes 

are in sandy soils or something, they've moved pretty 

fast. The source may have been ancient or removed a 

long time ago, you're still dealing with the 
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subsurface problem. There is nothing else to do on 

the surface, so you're talking about -- conceptually, 

you probably can merge those. 

I think it was -- I think we have them 

split up because at the last meeting the discussion 

was in terms of you can do certain things during 

cleanup, certain things after you've gotten to a 

certain level and then --

MR. GRAY: I think you've got to split it 

up because you're doing a long-term lease in one case 

and you're talking about short-term leases in another 

case. Was that the reason? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: No. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I would suggest that it's 

going to be tough to walk through all this thing today 

and feel confident that we have a complete package. 

Let's step back for a second, at least with respect 

to these two sections, and see if there's any 

redundancy between them. I think that we '11 find that 

there is. 

Conceptually to use during cleanup would 

include use after interim cleanup. I mean, I say "use 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

194 

during cleanup," cleanup in that context meaning full 

cleanup. 

MR. GRAY: There obviously is redundancy 

here. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Certainly, I would address 

leasing in a little kind of a slant. 

MR. GRAY: I think what's involved here, 

what Sam was trying to get at here in the rationale, 

was start and stop cleanups. What seems to be lurking 

beneath the surface of these two things is that in one 

case you've got a situation where you can allow 

certain use to take place before interim cleanup and 

then after interim cleanup you can then change the 

land use to something different. Was that the 

rationale? 

MR. GOODHOPE: I wouldn 1 t use the word 

"lurking." 

MR. DAVIDSON: But also my concern about 

the -- what's a long-term lease and whether or not a 

long-term I mean, a real long-term lease 

facilitates full cleanup or whether it kind of gives 

you this interim period of not going towards full 
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cleanup, establishing institutional controls and just 

let it be. These are kind of the underlying themes 

here. Just walking through this page by page, it's 

hard to kind of take that look and see where it comes 

out. I'm not sure what to suggest. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I guess we need to have 

suggestion of do we want to consolidate the discussion 

of uses during and after interim cleanup. It was set 

up this way because that's the way that the tests were 

assessed at the last meeting, that there was a 

distinction between the two and that only leases and 

things short of transfer by deed were allowed during 

the cleanup phase and that's what is discussed in the 

section "Use During Cleanup," that use after cleanup 

was to discuss other kinds of transfers, including 

transfer by deed in some situations. 

MR. GRAY: Well, maybe you need to take 

out the word "interim," then. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Maybe that's 

although, there is some discussion -- I mean, the 

interim is discussed at least in the first paragraph. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, you wouldn't need to 
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discuss leases at the post-cleanup, necessarily. 

MR. GRAY: Well, it would depend on 

whether or not we get back to all the groundwater 

remediation and 

MR. PENDERGRASS: We are going to -- we 

have to face the situation that a lot of these will be 

long-term ongoing things and I guess we've come to the 

point that some of them may be appropriate for 

transfer by deed, but there are probably others that 

no one 'would ever want to agree that it's not 

appropriate to transfer them by deed, and so something 

else will have to be in place. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, how about this for a 

process suggestion on how to address this, anyway? I 

meant to bring this up earlier, Mr. Chairman, but one 

is we're probably going to have a fairly long 

afternoon here. This is worse than negotiating 

compliance agreements. You mentioned earlier about 

basically wanting to close out the process this 

evening or this afternoon. It might be, because of 

these types of questions here -- I would like to 

suggest that we consider -- what I would like to do 
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for EPA is to get everything wrapped up here and 

hopefully we' 11 have a consensus or at least we' 11 

have understanding of where there are some differences 

which would be clarified in the report and having the 

ability to then read the report after everything's 

been incorporated for one final time, hopefully 

leaving with an agreement in principle that no legal 

quarreling over little words and that kind of stuff 

and just a final QA Monday or whatever so we have time 

to really think through this stuff, and at that point 

any --

MS. SHIELDS: They're not going to have it 

written by Monday. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, no. 

MR. RUNKEL: All I can say is that we 

would agree, and I'm sure the NAG folks would too, we 

have to at least get our NGA national office to look 

at this one last time. Again, we can guarantee that 

in a day or two. It's not like we need another week 

or two weeks, but I can't -- you know, I can't -- I 

have their approval to agree in principled, but we 

need to get them to look at it one last time. 
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But you are their 

MR. RUNKEL: I understand, but I'm just 

saying that we need to make sure that they feel 

comfortable on some things that did not come up before 

the meeting today. Most of this was discussed with 

them, but I think if we're given like one more day--we 

understand your need to get it out by the 5th, but we 

can work around that, no problem. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We discussed this issue 

either last time or several meetings before and we 

agreed, no, that telephone coordination and going back 

and forth is too difficult. That's why we're having 

the final meeting is so that we get everybody here 

resolving issues. 

MR. GRAY: Mr. Chairman, as I recall, you 

indicated that you would allow a certain number of 

days so that people could file additional comments. I 

assume we'd have to get the final report so we could 

see it before we knew whether we wanted to have 

additional comments, and if there was something in 

there that somebody's disagreed with they could then 
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1 prepare additional comments. 

I 2 CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, I'm hoping that when 

I 3 we walk out of here today that we have seen the final 

4 report. 

I 5 MR. GRAY: Well, I understand, but if 

I 6 there are things like this that are left sort of 
' 

I 
7 

8 

fuzzy--

MS. SHIELDS: If you have to rewrite -- I 

I 9 mean, if what we need to do is combine these two 

I 10 sections, which seems to be what we need to do, they 

11 can't do that as we sit here. They're going to have 

I 12 to send that around or something. 

I 13 MR. PENDERGRASS: I guess I want to 

I 
14 

15 

propose that we not rewrite them for the reason that 

there are two different things going, the use during 

I 16 clean up -- and maybe the thing to do is eliminate the 

I 17 references to interim cleanups -- but, use during 

18 cleanup we agree cannot do a transfer of the fee and 

I 19 we're talking basically about leases. All the 

I 20 discussion of the other things is basically gone. 

21 

I 22 

There are some limitations and restrictions. We've 

got some criteria for that, but use after you've put 

I 
I 
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the cleanup in place does get to a different -- gets 

you to a different place where you may be able to 

transfer it by deed. I guess that is the way it was 

discussed at the last meeting. Leases may be needed 

in some of those situations because the criteria that 

were agree on of when you could transfer it by deed 

won't be met all the time. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well you really are, 

except for that first paragraph, talking about after 

cleanup. 

MR. GRAY: Well, aren't you talking about 

after surface cleanup? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I think we • ve agreed 

that if what we're talking about is the pump and treat 

part of clean up of groundwater contamination and the 

plant • s built and you've started pumping and treating, 

you can transfer by deed. I think we got that far 

this morning. So if that's where we are and that sort 

of post-O&M pump and treat period is all this section 

is addressing, maybe we don't need it. Maybe we've 

covered it. 

MS. SHIELDS: I don't think it adds. 
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COLONEL HOURCLE: Maybe we've covered it 

in the concept of, well, how do you use the land 

before you get to that point. And after you get to 

cleanup --

MS. SHIELDS: Or you get to the point 

where you can transfer. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: -- you can do a deed 

transfer and --

MS. SHIELDS: You can sell it. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Everything else seems 

sort of unnecessary. 

MR. GRAY: It seems that when we added all 

the extra safeguards that we did when we were talking 

about use during cleanup, and certain safeguards to 

move from one use to another use short of an actual 

transfer of the property, may have made this 

redundant. 

MS. SHIELDS: I think-- I mean, all we're 

talking about omitting is these one, two, three, four, 

five paragraphs that are contained in full on page 13, 

right? 

MR. GRAY: I think that would also cause 
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some additional problems for Earl, because you know 

his point is they don't normally go for long term 

leases, but he could go for a longer-term lease if it 

was for purposes of cleanup. But you 1 re talking about 

after cleanup, which then takes awa::,r the rationale for 

a long-term lease. 

Do you think that's a problem, Earl? 

MS. SHIELDS: I don 1 t think there's 

anything in there. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Do we dare delete and read 

it later to see what happens? 

MS. SHIELDS: And see if there 1 s anything 

on that page that we somehow still need? 

MR. GRAY: It there anything that the 

staff is trying to accomplish that will not be 

accomplished if we take this page out --MR. GOODHOPE: 

This is the way we talked about it. What I was going 

to ask was we talked about it because it was presented 

to us a certain way. I was going to ask, well, why 

was it presented to us for the first meeting in a 

certain way. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Pay attention to the 
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time, because you're looking at what to do with a 20 

year pump and treat. And if we decided that you could 

sell it, maybe we don't need to talk about this at 

all, I guess is where I 

MR. GRAY: Well, we couldn't make that 

decision. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: We couldn't make that 

decision until we just made the decision we made this 

morning that in fact once you start the 20 year pump 

and treat you can sell it. 

MR. GRAY: Well, I don't know that we have 

agreement across the board on that. 

MS. SHIELDS: In most instances. I can 

read you the language we talked about to put in a 

footnote, but we've got all that, then, when you get 

on to page 14 and I just don't see anything on 13 that 

isn't redundant until you get down to transfer. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I propose that we delete 

everything down to transfer. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I have a question. 

Earl, do we need to have any of the 

discussion about your caveats about length of leases 
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Does any of 

that--

MR. JONES: If you delete everything here, 

if you delete everything down to transfer, I don't 

think we need any of that incorporated. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Okay. 

MR. JONES: If you delete everything down 

to transfer. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. No objection? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: So is there a section 

now used after cleanup? Is that what our section is? 

MR. GRAY: Well, I think your new heading 

will become transfer, won't it? 

MS. SHIELDS: It may be just, then, 

transfer. You make "transfer" a bold heading. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That's a dangerous thing 

to do, isn't it? 

MS. SHIELDS: We're being bold here. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay, let's go to page 14. 

MR. RUNKEL: Mr. Chairman, I hate to back 

up, but we do have a language now -

MR. JONES: Okay. 
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MR. RUNKEL: -- that has two additional 

criteria. Might as well look at that. 

MR. JONES: Okay. That goes hack to the 

criteria. 

MR. RUNKEL: Yes. 

MS. SHIELDS: Where does this 

MR. RUNKEL: It would go after the 

criteria proposed by NAG that's been accepted. The 

first paragraph would he an actual --

MS. SHIELDS: But what page are we talking 

about? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: It would he on page 8 of 

Texas' proposal, wouldn't it, the modified version of 

that? Is that what we're talking about? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Let the record reflect it 

was Thomas Edward's. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. We're on the 

amendments, additional amendments proposed. Any 

discussion? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: On the indemnification, 

I'd just like to tighten it up a little hit, "task 

force may he agreed that it may he necessary and 
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I', don't think 
I 

' we're really just talking about the states. I hate to ', 
' 

extend indemnification. Subsequent users? "For any 
' 
' 
' 

4 cause of action arising out of DoD's ',, use of the 

5 property," and I think that gets you down to the "if 

6 necessary" provision. 

' 

7 MR. DAVIDSON: Did the Pease Amendment 

8 include lenders? 

9 
' COLONEL HOURCLE: That's true~ yes. The 

' 
' 10 lenders -- we could say "indemnify." We', could say 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

' I 

"appropriate parties." There's going to h~ve to be a 
' 

' 

lot of work on this one f
. I to ~gure out how you really 

do it. "It may be necessary and appropriate for DoD 
' 
I 

to indemnify appropriate parties for any ',,causative 
I 
I 

action arising out of DoD's use of the pro~erty. If 
' I 

necessary, Congress should consider amendin'g federal 

law to authorize such indemnification." 

MR. GOODHOPE: I think your 

appropriate parties is going to vary very 

' 
' I 
I 
I 

' 
I 
I 

concept of 
' 

differently 
' 

' 
' 

from OMB's or DOJ's, who's entitled 
I 

to 
' 

21 indemnification. 

22 MR. DAVIDSON: 

I 

' 
' It would be 1

1 

parties 
I 
I 

.I 

' ' 

'·• ' 
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including states. 

MR. GOODHOPE: You 1 ve got the states 1 the 

cities and the communities, people who use --

MS. SHIELDS: I thought we were using 

"subsequent users." 

MR. GOODHOPE: Subsequent users would be 

fine. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Subsequent users. How 

about "other appropriate parties"? I've been through 

the mill on 

MR. DAVIDSON: Just put a marker in here 

so that we want to lay out the boundaries and then let 

people figure out exactly who these parties are. Does 

that get to the lenders, though? 

MR. GOODHOPE: What about owners and 

operators? 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's what came down to 

play at Pease. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: In trying to get through 

it in a timely fashion, I think, A, we realize that 

there is some need probably to do something with 

regard to indemnification. I'm not really too sure 
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1 and I don't think we're all smart eno)lgh to f igu:re 

2 
I -.- i 

out-- well, I know I'm not, you probably are -- all\ 

3 the parties that are involved. So I'd kay certainiy: 
' . I 
' 

4 subsequent users are involved and then ',,there may be ',, 
' 

' 

5 other appropriate parties. You could put in "e.g.~~ 

6 local governments, states, lenders." 

7 

8 

9 

10 

MR. GOODHOPE: What about PRPs? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: PRPs, no. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think "subseqU:ent users~" 
' . 

MS. SHIELDS: We haven't forgotten the 
' 

' 
' 

11 provision in {h) {3) that specifically says none of 

12 these safeguards are to apply to other PRPs? 

13 COLONEL HOURCLE: 

14 MS. SHIELDS: The 

15 COLONEL HOURCLE: 

' 

', 

That's correct. 
' 
' 
' 
' law says that .. 
' 
' 
' I 

Yes, PRPs are in a 

16 different category. 

17 ' MR. GRAY: What's wrong with just talking 
' 
' 
' 

18 about the owners. They have recourse again~t other 

19 parties. 

' 

20 MR. DAVIDSON: What did the Peas'~ group 

' 

21 cover. I mean, there was a lot of debate on this. 

22 Maybe that's an area that we could -- may I '',ask to 

~- ., 
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I, 

I .::,.· ·j 
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have my --

CHAIRMAN BACA: Go ahead. 

MR. CARR: I don't have the language in 

front of me, but my recollection is that the state 

gives lenders and the officers and directors -

COLONEL HOURCLE: Development authority or 

something like that? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think we'd have concern 

about moving over into some areas of exclusion to 

cover PRPs. 

MS. SHIELDS: Why is this necessary in 

light of the provision that's in (h) (3) that says 

you've got to pay? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I read (h) (3) as saying 

we've got to clean up more. 

MS. SHIELDS: ' It says "a covenant 

warranting that all remedial action necessary to 

protect human health and the environment has been 

taken and any additional remedial action shall be 

conducted by the United States," so 

MR. GRAY: But I think there is concern 

about third party liability. I mean, if they lease 
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the property to someone else, some third party in the 

area can file suit against them saying "I was injured 

in my person or property --

COLONEL HOURCLE: I've been working with 

sureties about bonds for hazardous waste sites 

recently and they are out there with strange concerns 

about tangential liability and I think I sense that 

Pease was -- that was chilling the lenders from 

wanting to come in and invest in an NPL site. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I think one of the--

maybe the reason why there's a problem created is 

120(a), the last sentence of which says "Nothing in 

this section shall be construed to affect the 

liability of any person or entity under 106 and 107," 

and as soon as somebody else comes in and becomes an 

owner, then they're liable and indemnification would--

MR. GRAY: Owner or operator. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Right -- indemnifies 

them if they become liable solely because they've 

become an owner. They want to be indemnified by the 

government. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I guess of concern is 
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this was going to become a criteria for use of land. 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, no. The first 

paragraph is really meant as additional criteria. 

This one would be more of a finding. I don't think it 

has to be a criteria. We can live without it being a 

criterion. 

MR. GRAY: Well, they' 11 probably need to 

be split and the second one probably will need to go 

in the recommendation section, then. 

MR. RUNKEL: Or just split out as a 

continuation of the paragraph without an indentation 

or something. I don't know. There are ways to do it 

when you're drafting. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: So I propose I think we 

move this into a recommendation that the task force 

found a need to address -- that the task force needs 

to get DoD to examine the indemnification, similar 

arrangements it can offer subsequent purchasers and 

others who may bear liability. 

MR. GRAY: I think "users" instead of 

purchasers. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Subsequent users. 
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MR. GRAY: such as should only take place 

under one scenario, then, for cleanup. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Yes. Other subsequent 

users as a result of DoD's past activities on the 

site. 

MR. GRAY: Because I think the people who 

have the most concern are the people that lease one of 

these properties early in the game where you have 

significant amounts of contamination. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Yes. I think they'd be 

the most concerned I think to the extent you've got 

parceling going on, a piece of a site that's an NPL. 

We're determining it's clean, it's available. The 

question is going to be what the reaction of lending 

institutions is going to be. 

MR. RUNKEL: It 1 s really going to be 

critical if we're talking about early interim use, 

it's really going to happen on every base that's 

closed in the next five years. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: My sense is, and I think 

the task force is in agreement, that there deserves to 

be a recommendation about this indemnification risk-
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carrying issue in there. And the question is going to 

be to what -- my sense is we can't address it right 

now with too much specificity, because one of those 

areas where we need to say go out and work it and you 

may have to asterisk that some kind of legislative 

relief a la Pease is going to be necessary to really 

put in place what's required. 

MR. RUNKEL: I think that's what this 

does. It doesn't say that indemnification is required 

in every case. It doesn't define. I mean, it doesn't 

get into all that. It just lays it out. I think it's 

adequate for what we're doing, just raising the issue 

for further examination. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I would propose we 

modify that the task force -- as a recommendation the 

task force agreed that it may be necessary and 

appropriate for DoD to indemnify subsequent purchasers 

and other appropriate parties for any cause of action 

arising out of DoD's use of a property. "Appropriate 

parties, " we could put in an open par en, (e.g. , 

states, lenders). 

MR. GRAY: But you used the phrase 
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"purchaser" again. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Okay, excuse me. 

MR. DAVIDSON: And other appropriate 

parties, (e.g., states, lenders). 

COLONEL HOURCLE: States, lending 

institutions. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Just list some. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Closed paren, "for any 

causative action arising out of DoD's use of the 

property." And then pick it up, "If necessary, 

Congress should consider -- Congress may wish to 

consider amending federal laws to authorize 

MR. GRAY: Could we just say "may 

require"? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: More words, Don. Help 

me. 

MR. GRAY: "May require a change in 

federal laws." 

COLONEL HOURCLE: "This may require a 

change in federal law." 

MR. GRAY: I'm not telling you, though, 

just pointing out. 
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MR. RUNKEL: What are you proposing? 

MR. GRAY: This may require changes in 

federal law or existing law. 

MR. RUNKEL: We ' 11 we 'd 1 ike to recommend 

that Congress consider it. That's a little strong. 

MR. GRAY: Well, but then we're getting 

back to that area where we were supposed to make our 

recommendations within the existing laws. 

MR. RUNKEL: I don't think "consider" is 

telling them they have to. Congress may wish to 

consider. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Don, that sounds to be 

meeting you more than halfway there. 

MR. RUNKEL: How's that, "may wish to 

consider"? Is that deferential enough? 

MR. GOODHOPE: I would support you on 

that, Brian. 

MR. RUNKEL: "May wish to consider." It 

doesn't say "shall" or "should." It says "may wish." 

It's still leaving it 

MR. GRAY: I don't have any problem with 

that. 
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CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Where are we? 

Larry, do you want to recap, or Jay, where 

we are? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: I wish I could. I think 

we're on transfers. Oh, on the two amendments? One 

goes in as -- the first paragraph goes in as an 

additional 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Why don't we modify the 

first paragraph just a little bit? Instead of "DoD 

agrees," "DoD 

recommendation 

responsibility." 

should," 

of this 

since this is 

committee, "retain 

MR. GRAY: I think it's "must." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, I know, but 

MR. GRAY: I mean, under the law. 

the 

the 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Okay. Go back to where 

this proposal is that this be added as the number 5 in 

what's on page 8, the criteria that are on page 8 of 

Sam's comments. So, it starts off with "The task 

force recommends that tracts classified as areas of 

concern not be transferred unless all of the following 

conditions are met," one, two, three, four, five. 
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COLONEL HOURCLE: With "Dod retained." 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Retained. 

MR. GRAY: On the part that's going into 

the recommendation --

MR. PENDERGRASS: And then there ' s the 

separate paragraph. 

roughly? 

MR. GRAY: Can we hear how that reads now? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Larry, can you read it 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Which one? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: The second paragraph. 

MR. GRAY: The second paragraph. 

COLONEL HOURCLE: It would be a 

recommendation, "task force agreed that it may be 

necessary and appropriate for DoD to indemnify 

subsequent users and other appropriate parties, (e.g., 

lending institutions, states), for any cause of action 

arising out of DoD's use of the property." 

Delete down to the end, "Congress" -- what 

were your words, Don? 

MR. RUNKEL: May wish to amend federal 

law. 
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1 MR. GRAY: "May wish to." 

2 COLONEL HOURCLE: -- "may wish to amend 

3 federal law." 

4 MR. GRAY: Well, I think we said "may wish 

5 to consider amending." 

6 MR. RUNKEL: Amending federal law. 

7 COLONEL HOURCLE: Amending federal law. 

8 MR. DAVIDSON: May I ask a question? 

9 CHAIRMAN BACA: Sure you may. 

10 MR. DAVIDSON: Going all the way back to 

11 the top of this criteria thing, someone de'rine for me 

12 what "areas of concern" are? It's a term.of art. I 

13 just want to see if we all have some agreement of it. 

14 It's something we've used in an lAG before, but it's 

15 not something that's in the common vocabulary. I 

16 think everybody thinks --

17 MR. DAVIDSON: That's NAG's term, isn't 

18 it? 

19 MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, it's been, a term-

20 - I mean, it's a term used in DoD's --

21 MS. SHIELDS: Shall we include it in the 

22 glossary? 
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MR. PENDERGRASS: -- program and it's a 

broad term relating to anything that --

CHAIRMAN BACA: Anne suggested it go in 

the glossary. Any problem with that? 

MR. DAVIDSON: so something that is 

contaminated or thought to be contaminated or could be 

contaminated? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Right. It's the 

broadest --

MR. DAVIDSON: If we put it in the 

glossary, I think that would be okay. 

MR. GRAY: What's the term? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Areas of concern. 

MS. SHIELDS: Area of concern. I would 

hope that would be the way it was defined, that it 

isn't defined as anything that ever has any 

possibility of being contaminated in the history of 

the world. It's not that broad, is it? 

MR. GRAY: For this purpose, it would seem 

like it would be those things specified in Section 

120. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. The Recorder has a 
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this "in order to preserve the ability to comply, DoD 

may need to reserve easements, " and it talks about 

what DoD can do. I just don't see how that's going to 

work on down the line or there's a possibility that it 

may not work in certain cases. And in those certain 

cases, I think the states should have the ability, 

which I think they have. We're not conveying anything 

new to the states. We're just recognizing that this 

is another way of enforcement, of enforcing orders for 

those cases where DoD may not act. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I'm not sure what this 

does, though. We can't do anything that goes beyond 

the law. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I don't think it does. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Why it necessary? 

MR. GOODHOPE: No. I think it describes, 

it leaves out -- I look for rationale -- it leaves out 

what is a concept or a theme that I thought that we 

had agreed on that states "need to play a meaningful 

role in this cleanup process, a role in the form of 

partner to partner. " 

recognize that. 

I think all this does is 
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this 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, it basically says, 

"Yes, we said to put it in the easements, but we don't 

think that's worth anything." I mean, that's 

essentially -- I guess my view of it is if there's 

authority under state law for states to take some 

post-transfer action, nothing we've said here changes 

that. All we've said is --

MR. GOODHOPE: It's stating the obvious. 

I would just ask the indulgence that we have the 

obvious stated in the report. I mean, there are some 

other obvious things that we have stated in the 

report. 

MS. SHIELDS: I mean, we've put the task 

force's -- I don't have any idea of what sort of order 

authority states would have and I'm very reluctant to 

have the task force agree to all of these controls out 

there that I don't know anything about. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, I said, "may issue 

orders according to law, in accordance with law." 
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MS. SHIELDS: But you've just given them 

MR. GOODHOPE: No. This task force cannot 

MS. SHIELDS: Why is that --

MR. GOODHOPE: We are simply recognizing 

state authority 

MS. SHIELDS: I don't know whether they 

have it. You're asking me to agree to something that 

I have no idea whether it's true or not. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That's a good point. You 

know, we didn't discuss this during our proceedings. 

It's not on the record. If you would like to make a 

suggestion. 

MR. RUNKEL: What about "state 

environmental agencies and courts may have the 

authority under law to issue orders"? 

MR. GRAY: What about just saying "To the 

extent that state environmental agencies and courts 

are authorized to issue ••• "? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Counselor, your 

suggestions? 
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COLONEL HOURCLE: It 1 s a wonderful Friday. 

I think we should leave. 

MR. RUNKEL: Again, we would echo NAAG's 

concern that -- it's not a concern, just a request 

that this be acknowledged as an issue of importance, 

great importance to the states and one that we put in 

the form of acknowledging that it's out there without 

endorsing it, and there are ways to do that. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: One at a time. 

Sam, then Anne. 

MS. SHIELDS: It seems to me that we're 

right back into Rocky Mountain Arsenal right here. 

This is exactly what the state of Colorado tried to do 

with the cleanup at Rocky Mountain Arsenal. They 

tried to intervene in a partially-remediated situation 

with a state order and the judge says, "I have no 

jurisdiction." I'm not going to agree to anything in 

this report 

MR. GOODHOPE: Anne, that was in a CERCLA 

situation. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's right, and that's 

what we're talking about here. 
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MR. GOODHOPE: I said "in accordance with 

Presumably that decision is the law, so 

therefore in accordance with the Rocky Mountain 

decision state agencies would not have the ability to 

do this. 

MS. SHIELDS: So are you talking about, 

this applying in the case of a base that's being 

closed that's a non-NPL site? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Whatever the law is right 

now. Right now, Rocky Mountain Arsenal is the law, 

and that's all this is saying. 

MS. SHIELDS: You're going to have to 

persuade me that it's necessary to say this and why 

it's necessary to say it. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, why don't we -- we 

can take a vote on it. Let's just take a vote on it. 

It's getting late. We can just take a vote on it. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: All in favor of accepting 

this proposed amendment indicate by raising your hand. 

in favor. 

Sam and Brian raise their hand and Don. 

All those opposed? 
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1 Okay. Those opposed are .the rest and ·I 
2 you're overruled. 

3 MR. GOODHOPE: Democracy is a wonderful I 
4 thing. I 
5 CHAIRMAN BACA: That's right!. 

6 MR. GOODHOPE: Now we can go on to the I 
.. 

7 next page. I 
8 CHAIRMAN BACA: Any more comments on page 

I 
9 14? 

10 Okay, let's go to page 15. ',I've got a I 
11 bunch of amendments. 

•l•· 
12 Gordon? 

13 MR. DAVIDSON: Is there a way in which I 
14 that was going to be developed for 14 that we have not ·I 
15 seen? 

16 SHIELDS: They're dev~loping 
I 

a MS. 

\, 

I 
17 footnote. We agreed to some language that! would go I 
18 in after courts or Congress resolved the issue that I 
19 says, according to my notes, "However, . in most 

20 instances, the task force believes that ha~ing the ·I 
21 remedial action in place is sufficient to meet the 1: 
22 standard of protection of human health and the 
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environment." And then there's going to be a footnote 

dropped on that about EPA, DoJ, and state agencies or 

working on 

MR. PENDERGRASS: And other appropriate 

agencies are considering whether this issue can be 

resolved short of judicial or congressional action. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Okay. Is it possible to 

get that typed up this afternoon just so we have some 

paper to look at? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Thomas Edwards volunteered 

to type something up. 

MR. EDWARDS: If, Mr. Chairman, I can pass 

this smooth copy of the indemnification language and 

see if this is what Mr. Pendergrass has. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. If you hold the 

noise down because the recorder is picking it up, if 

you'd like to speak, just raise your hand. 

Counselor, did you get that clarified? 

Okay, Thomas? 

COLONEL HOURCLE: Mr. Baca, I'm going to 

have to depart. Ms. McCrillis and Mr. Kushner will 

replace me. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

lO 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

228 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Could I try stating 

Anne's addition to the paragraph? 

"However, the task force concluded that in 

most instances having the remedial action in place 

will satisfy the requirements· of protecting human 

health and the environment." 

Is there something after that that I've 

missed? 

MS. SHIELDS: We were going to put a 

footnote 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Right, and the footnote 

we're also typing. The footnote is basically that the 

parties are considering whether it can be resolved 

short of congressional or judicial action. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Is that correct? Agree? 

MR. GRAY: Does that mean you don't just 

have the remedy in place, but that you also have taken 

steps to make sure there's no exposure of people like 

through other drinking water wells in the area where 

you've got plume contamination that's moving and that 

sort of thing? 
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What I would propose on 

MS. SHIELDS: It 1 s all part of the remedy, 

MR. DAVIDSON: Yes. is to look at the 

language in the context of the whole thing, because 

this is such a critical point. It's the basis of this 

report and I want to make sure that we can achieve a 

consensus that really is a consensus. Because, for 

example, if you walk into the remedial action phase, 

what started our debate some time ago was the word 

"taken" means commenced. On the other end of that is 

the word "taken" means completely finished. The first 

part is not a plain reading of the law. The second 

part does not acknowledge a reasonable approach, so 

we're down there somewhere in the middle and EPA has 

definitions of construction completion, for example, 

and operations of maintenance, so I think we're down 

in that area. 

I would like to see something in there 

that would reflect how you'd care to get at the 

remedies. Are they well underway or are they 
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implemented with the feeling that things are well in 

hand and under control, not just started? 

MR. GRAY: In place. 

MS. SHIELDS: "In place" were the words we 

used, which 

MR. DAVIDSON: Okay. 

MR. GRAY: Thought we said "taken," "in 

place." 

MR. DAVIDSON: Okay. Let's see if we can 

come up with even some quasi little example which -

I would just like to feel comfortable to see the 

written language. 

MR. GRAY: Well, the other thing is, does 

it also specify that the appropriate covenants will be 

included in any deed of transfer? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I think that's a given 

under the Statute. 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: The transfer simply 

cannot occur ~nless you make the covenant --

MS. SHIELDS: That's in the first section, 

Don, of the transfer section. That's how it starts 
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out. It starts on page 13 at the bottom of page 13 of 

the report. It's right there. What we're discussing 

is after that. 

MR. GRAY: No, this is "has been taken." 

MS. SHIELDS: I'm talking about in the 

report --

MR. GRAY: "The government will take any 

additional remedial action"? 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes. 

MR. GRAY: But you see, the implication of 

that is that it refers to something that might be 

discovered afterwards that you didn't know of at the 

time, when you say "any additional remedial action." 

It doesn't imply continuation of the remediation 

you've put in place. 

What happens if five years into this you 

don't have the money to continue the pump and treat? 

If there's a covenant that the government will 

complete what it's started, then you have a better 

case for getting the money appropriated and so on. 

But the way this section of the statute 

reads, I think that an interpretation is that when you 
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say ·"will take any additional remedial action" it 

implies if there's a discovery of additional 

contamination, that was not known at the time rather 

than a continuation of the remedy that's already in 

place. 

MR. KUSHNER: Well, does it not also 

include the possibility of revising the remedial 

action? Because, during your operation and 

maintenance period, you have five year surveys and I 

would assume that if new technology comes down the 

road that there might be a requirement to maybe change 

from pump and treat to something else. 

MR. GRAY: That's fine. All I'm saying 

is, if we're going to go out on a limb and take the 

position that we think it ought to be done, I think 

that there should be some safeguard to make sure that 

the government's going to follow through with its 

obligation to complete the remedy. 

We keep talking about land use and at some 

point transfer of a piece of property and say, well, 

we cleaned it up to a point where it's all right for 

industrial uses and then there's nothing left but 
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groundwater remediation and we've got it in place and 

in 30 years it will be clean, and so you transfer it 

without anything in the deed and then five years later 

the money dries up and who finishes the cleanup? I 

think you've got to have a covenant in the deed 

specifying that the government will complete that 

cleanup. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That issue is really 

addressed in our fourth chapter, I think. 

MR. GRAY: Back to my point, though, we 

know what's going to happen beyond five years. 

MS. SHIELDS: I don't think there's any 

desire not to accomplish what you want. We intend to 

go on. The question is how we say it. 

MR. GRAY: Well, as long as the covenants 

go into the transfer of deed to the property, you 

could make sure that it's completed, because 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes, but I was reading 

what's in the deed, which is "any additional remedial 

action" as being broad enough to cover that. 

MR. GRAY: Well, if you precede that by 

saying "the remedy is in place," and then you talk 
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about any additional remedial action, it sounds like 

something different to me. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, maybe we can somehow 

clarify that that is meant to include what's left of 

the remedial action. I mean, I don't want to say 

something that looks like we're contradicting what the 

Statute says. 

MR. GRAY: Well, I'm talking about whether 

appropriate covenants are incorporated in the deed of 

transfer to assure that the cleanup is completed, 

because the Statute says "if any additional remedial 

action is necessary." I mean, that's covered. I 

could argue the statute could be read a different way. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think we're pretty close. 

I just wanted to see how it fits in here. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: We tried to put it 

together. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let me just pause here for 

just a second. I'm going to have to leave and I will 

return. I'm sure you'll be here when I get back. I'm 

handing the authority over to Anne. 

MS. SHIELDS: Tom suggested that we move 
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to contracting and go through that, since it would 

seem to be a lot less controversial an area. Maybe we 

can get through that while he's gone and then come 

back to where we are. 

Are there any objections to that? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: And also, if you do get 

back and proceed, "Findings and Recommendations," that 

should be reflective of what's in the text. I 

wouldn't spend a lot of time on that. 

Okay. I'll be back. 

MS. SHIELDS: Perhaps we could try to 

finish up on that one point. I think we should finish 

that concept. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: This is what we think 

was agreed in terms of adding the sentence to the 

middle of the first full paragraph on page 14 with a 

footnote. 

MS. SHIELDS: Don, maybe if at the top of 

page 14 where it says the government will take any 

addi tiona! remedial action found to be necessary after 

the date of transfer, do you want to propose adding a 

few words in there that clarifies that "additional" 
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1 means finishing up? 

2 MR. GRAY: I think that this is a little 

3 bit too broad a statement, that having a remedial 

4 action in place satisfies the requirement of 

5 protection of human health and the environment. It 

6 doesn't do that at all unless it's followed through 

7 and the action is completed. 

8 MR. GOODHOPE: If that would say "after 

9 remedial action -- well, let me take it from the 

10 beginning. "The task force concluded that in most 

11 instances having the remedial action in place may 

12 protect human health and the environment." I don't 

13 think we're ready to agree that it satisfies the 

14 requirements set forth by law. I don't think we want 

15 to be on the record as having supported anything like 

16 that. 

17 MR. DAVIDSON: But the point of what we're 

18 trying to get to is that there may be some instances 

19 where it's reasonable to allow transfer to occur while 

20 remedial action is underway. 

21 MR. GRAY: Well, if that's what you want 

22 to say, that's fine. But that's not what this says. 
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MS. SHIELDS: Well, let's talk about how 

to revise it so that it says that, because what we 

agreed this morning was that we thought in most 

instances they would not have to wait for 30 years 

pumping and treating before they could transfer by 

deed. Right? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Okay. can it be "in 

most instances having remedial action in place will 

protect human health and the environment sufficient to 

allow transfer by deed"? 

MR. GRAY: Provided that there are 

covenants. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, it's the "sufficient" 

in there that is really -- "sufficient" relative to 

what? Relative to the statutory requirements, and I 

don't think we can agree with that. 

MS. SHIELDS: I thought that is what we 

agreed to this morning. 

MR. GOODHOPE: No. I think what we agreed 

to was that it may protect human health and the 

environment. 

MS. SHIELDS: Which is the standard in the 
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1 Statute that allows transfer by deed. 

2 MR. GOODHOPE: It may be. 

3 MR. GRAY: Well, what kind of language 

4 means they're completed, have been instituted? The 

5 Statute says, "all remedial actions necessary have 

6 been taken." That doesn't mean instituted. 

7 MS. SHIELDS: But I thought what we 

8 discussed this morning and agreed to was that we could 

9 interpret "remedial action has been taken" to mean 

10 that, except for the pumping and treating which may go 

11 on for years and years and years, that remedial action 

12 has been taken. 

13 MR. GRAY: But that "except for" is the 

14 big problem, because that "except for" means, unless 

15 there is some kind of assurance that that action is 

16 going to be completed, it is not ultimately going to 

17 be protective of human health and the environment. 

18 MS. SHIELDS: All right, so propose some 

19 language that would add the concept that the remedial 

20 action in place would be --

21 MR. GRAY: At some point, it should say 

22 "provided that there are covenants in the deed of 
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transfer to assure that the remedial action will be 

completed." 

MR. KUSHNER: Do we not have the 

obligation already under CERCLA 121(c) to review the 

remedial actions in place where waste has remained and 

remedial action continues, to review that every five 

years and to take whatever action or additional action 

is required, which to me also implies the requirement 

to continue that remedial action such that the 

reference might very well be that you want simply "we 

will carry out our responsibilities under CERCLA 

121(c). 

MR. GRAY: Well, I think the assumption 

under 121(c), though, is you haven't transferred the 

property. 

MR. KUSHNER: We can transfer the 

property. We still retain liability if it's formally 

owned Defense property under the DERA Program. We 

have responsibility to cleanup property we presently 

own and property we formerly owned. 

MR. GRAY: Well, if you transfer the deed, 

then you don't own the property any more, and suppose 
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the new owner says "I want this pump and treat 

equipment out of here"? What do you do? You don't 

own the property at that point. 

MR. KUSHNER: You have two options, and I 

forget what Executive Order 1205-80 provides, but 

either we have 104(e) authority to issue the order to 

get access to that property and carry out the remedial 

action or EPA can get that order. Of course, we would 

have to go through the Department of Justice to get 

the access order, but I don't know whether EPA has 

authority themselves to do that. So, we have the 

statutory authority to get on the property to do 

whatever is necessary. 

MR. GRAY: Then what's the problem with 

putting covenants in the deed? 

MR. KUSHNER: I didn't say there was any. 

MR. GRAY: If we have the authority, then 

what's the problem with putting covenants in the deed? 

MR. KUSHNER: I didn't say there was 

anything wrong with it. I just said 

MR. GRAY: I thought you were raising it 

as a reason why it wasn't necessary. 
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I'm saying that we could 

121(c) and whatever our statutory 

authorities are to ensure that we carry out the 

remedial action implemented. 

MR. GRAY: I don't think that will ensure 

it. 

MS. SHIELDS: What if we added at the end 

of "human health and the environment," Don, "provided 

that the transfer documents ensure that the cleanup 

process will be completed by DoD"? 

MR. GRAY: That's getting closer. 

MS. SHIELDS: I think it is. I mean, I 

don't want to have to fall back on getting an access 

order to get on the property. We don't want to have 

to go through that. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I'm sorry. I'm not trying 

to be difficult, but the Statute says what the Statute 

says. "All remedial action necessary to protect human 

health and the environment with respect to any such 

substance remaining on the property has been taken 

before the date of such transfer." That's what the 

Statute says. 
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1 MS. SHIELDS: That's right. 

2 MR. GOODHOPE: We cannot sign onto 

3 anything that in any way says that that complies with 

4 the Statute. We're willing to say that remedial 

5 action in place may protect -- may sufficiently 

6 protect human health and the environment. All right. 

7 That's --

8 MS. SHIELDS: That's the standard which 

9 allows transfer by deed. If we can make the 

10 determination when the remedial action is in place, 

11 but before 30 years of pump and treat is going on, 

12 that human health and the environment are protected 

13 right now 

14 MR. GOODHOPE: Yes, but I think -- no, 

15 because there was a jump there that you're making that 

16 we're not willing to make. I would prefer a sentence, 

17 and tell me if this is wrong, that would say "it is 

18 unclear whether this sufficiently meets the 

19 requirements of CERCLA." And that would put that 

20 footnote in. Well, that's the statement that's before 

21 this. 

22 MS. SHIELDS: That's the statement that's 
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The paragraph begins 

MR. GOODHOPE: Do we want to reiterate or 

make it stronger? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, "the task force 

discussed the merits of transferring before all 

necessary was completed, focusing on where surface 

remediation is complete, groundwater remediation 

through pump and treat will continue for decades, 

concluded that this issue needs to be resolved and 

recognized a definitive interpretation may not be 

possible." We had the footnote about the 

administrative agencies trying to resolve it and this, 

as I understood it, this sentence was attempting to 

deal with the situations where it may be possible to 

do something else. If it's not maybe the task 

force is coming back to that it's not possible to say 

anything further about transfer, but I thought this 

morning we were at a point where we were saying 

something further about transfer of property where a 

long-term pump and treat was going to be ongoing. 
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I thought we did too. I 

thought that was the whole point of the discussion 

this morning. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I'm sorry if I misled you 

by assenting to what you think we assented to. 

MR. GRAY: I think what Sam is saying is 

that this task force may state its opinion that this 

would be sufficient to protect human health, but the 

Congress or the Court is going to have to make the 

ultimate decision. 

MS. SHIELDS: But that's what I thought 

we've said -- that it's not crystal clear in the 

Statute, that Congress and the Courts -- or the Courts 

may have to resolve it, but in the task force's mind 

in most instances transfer before pump and treat is 

completed would meet the standard for transfer under 

the standards. 

MR. GRAY: It would protect human health 

and the environment, but that would not necessarily 

meet the requirement of the law because it would not 

have been completed, which is the part of the law that 

we can't say we know it satisfies. 
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MR. PENDERGRASS: Okay. And the Statute 

does not say "completed." 

MS. SHIELDS: It does not say "completed". 

It says "taken." 

MR. GRAY: Has been taken. 

MS. SHIELDS: Has been taken. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I would like to see someone 

in court on that. You know, "has been taken" is to 

mean completed. 

MR. GRAY: If they didn't mean completed, 

why wouldn't they say "has been initiated"? 

MS. SHIELDS: That is not what "taken" 

means in the pre-enforcement review part of the 

citizen's Suit Provision. The very same word is used 

there and it does not require a citizen or a state to 

wait until pump and treat is finished before they can 

challenge a remedial action. It does not require that 

and that's the only other place that I'm aware of that 

the same word has been used in the Statute. And the 

citizen's groups, the environmental groups, fought 

long and hard for that interpretation that they did 

not have to wait until the end of the remedial action 
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1 to question it. 

2 MR. GRAY: But the subject matter is very 

3 different in that case. It's a matter of whether or 

4 not you have access to the courts at that point know, 

5 before you wait to see if the remedy is going to work 

6 or not. This is an entirely different matter, it 

7 seems to me. 

8 MR. GOODHOPE: What happens when the u.s. 

9 goes after a private party that has initiated remedial 

10 action and the person says, ''Hey, I started it and 

11 I •ve taken action." I'm sure that that person 

12 wouldn't be allowed to say that. 

13 MS. SHIELDS: Well, let me ask you this. 

14 What did you think we agreed to this morning? 

15 MR. GOODHOPE: That remedial action in 

16 place may in fact protect human health and the 

17 environment. 

18 MR. GRAY: That doesn't go far enough for 

19 me, but it may for you. 

20 MR. PENDERGRASS: And then there's--if we 

21 stop there, there • s an unstated implication as to what 

22 consequences may flow from that. 
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MR. GRAY: Well, we've already said 

earlier we think it may have to be decided by the 

courts and the Congress. 

MS. SHIELDS: All righ~. Is that --

MR. GOODHOPE: 

give you guys --

That would be enough to 

MS. SHIELDS: I mean, that is not as clear 

as I would like it to be. If that's all I can get--is 

this the language that we've agreed to now? 

MR. GRAY: I haven't, because I still have 

my problem, which is --

MR. GOODHOPE: Provided that the transfer 

documents ensure that the cleanup process will be 

completed by the responsible agency expeditiously and 

in accordance with the applicable standards. 

MR. GRAY: I'll buy it. 

MR. GOODHOPE: That picks up --

MS. SHIELDS: Would you go over there and 

write that and then maybe we can go on? 

MS. McCRILLIS: Is not, then, the 

implication of that that we cannot then transfer 

property until completion of the final remedy? 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

248 

MR. GRAY: Well, we're not going to render 

that judgement. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I think DoJ can give an 

opinion, EPA can give an opinion, and that's their 

opinion. That will be tested in court. 

MS. SHIELDS: It does not give as much 

guidance to the bases and to DoD as we thought we had 

provided this morning, at least as I thought we had 

provided this morning, which was why I was pushing it 

because I thought that's what this group was supposed 

to do was to try to work out some of these problems. 

But if this is as far as we can get, this is as' far as 

we can get. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Yes, and we would be happy 

to, after talking with NAG, to help push for any 

legislative clarification. I mean, this gets in the 

way of our community's getting title. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's right. 

MR. GOODHOPE: But, you know, that's what 

the Statute says. 

MR. GRAY: At least maybe since this 

report is going to the Congress it will stimulate 
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Congress to clarify. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, and Mike West's bill 

that he came and talked to us about I think does do 

that to a certain extent. It is to move these 

closures faster, so 

MR. PENDERGRASS: It may make things more 

complicated, because it adds a lot of new language. 

MS. SHIELDS: All right. Can we move at 

this point to page 23, which is the beginning of 

Chapter 3? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Where are we leaving this 

now? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: We should probably let 

people read whatever he's added. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I mean, if we move, does 

that mean that we've accepted this? 

back to it. 

MS. SHIELDS: I would hope not to come 

MR. GOODHOPE: Okay. Then we're not done. 

MS. SHIELDS: What is wrong with it? 

MR. GOODHOPE: " ••• concluded in most 

instances. " I don't think we've had -- how can we 
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1 make that conclusion? 

2 MR. PENDERGRASS: ·In many instances. 

3 MR. GOODHOPE: Some. In instances, I 

4 mean, certain instances. 

5 MR. GRAY: Why don't we just say --

6 MR. GOODHOPE: I yielded today all day on 

7 significant risk. 

8 MR. GRAY: Why don't we just take out "in 

9 most instances"? 

10 MS. SHIELDS: Just take it out? 

11 MR. GRAY: saying "having the remedial 

12 action in place may protect," I mean. 

13 MS. SHIELDS: All right. 

14 MR. GOODHOPE: Now it's become an 

15 absolute. 

16 MR. PENDERGRASS: No, no. It says "may." 

17 MS. SHIELDS: It says "may." 

18 MR. GRAY: "May protect." 

19 MS. SHIELDS: Okay, Sam? 

20 MR. GRAY: Especially with the other 

21 addition that you 1 11 have assurances that the clean up 

22 it be completed. 
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MR. GOODHOPE: There 1 s got to be a better 

MR. GRAY: Well, sam, the only situation 

where that would not be a true statement is if somehow 

it's a defective remedy and it doesn't work. 

MR. GOODHOPE: And that happens a lot of 

times. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Yes, but there's other-

MS. SHIELDS: Can we move on? 

MR. GRAY: That ' s the reason there ' s a 

"may" in there. 

MS. SHIELDS: And we will not come back to 

page 14. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Thank you for your 

indulgence. 

MS. SHIELDS: Okay. We are on page 23 

now. 

MR. GRAY: Are you keeping Tom out of the 

room for this so we can speed it up? 

(Whereupon, at 2:29p.m., off the record 

until 2:36p.m.) 
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1 MS. SHIELDS: We are moving to Chapter 3, 

2 Contracting. You'll be happy to know that I have no 

3 comments on Chapter 3 at all. Does anybody have 

4 comments on Chapter 3? If you do, we'll start page by 

5 page. 

6 MR. DAVIDSON: Why don't we start with the 

7 general purposes? I think mine is minor. 

8 MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: Paragraph 2. 

9 MS. SHIELDS: Page 23. 

10 MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: Page 23, line 4, 

11 recommend deletion of "and the Corps of Toxic and 

12 Hazardous Material Agency, THAMA." They are not a 

13 contracting center as defined in the book here, 

14 Federal Contracting Authority. 

15 MS. SHIELDS: Does anybody have any 

16 problem with that? All right. 

17 MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: I would just note 

18 for the record, and we'll fix it in the errata sheet, 

19 we call THAMA about four different things in here and 

20 we'll get that standardized. 

21 MS. SHIELDS: Well, we want to get that 

22 straight. 
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Similarly, at 

paragraph 3, third line, fourth line up from the 

bottom, delete "CETHAN" for the same reason, and 

change "there" in the next to the last line to "its." 

MS. SHIELDS: Okay. 

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: That's it. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: What was the acronym you 

used? 

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: CETHA. 

MS. SHIELDS: All right. That's it for 

page 23? 

Page 24, do you have any comments on this 

page? 

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: Yes. Contractor 

pools, first paragraph, line 2, recommend the addition 

of a sentence and the reason for it is -- and the 

deletion of prequalifying wherever it occurs. 

Prequalifying implies that we don't have competition 

and we do have competition. I think we should define 

with a sentence what a contract pool is. 

MR. CIUCCI: Wait a minute, General. 

Based upon this gentleman's comment earlier about 
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1 having a glossary, Sonny sat in the back and assisted 

2 us and we have clarified the use of the terminology in 

3 the glossary. 

4 MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: Oh, okay. 

5 MR. CIUCCI: We have three glossary 

6 terms --

7 MS. SHIELDS: You've clarified what, the 

8 contractor pool? 

9 MR. CIUCCI: Yes, that term. 

10 MS. SHIELDS: All right. Is that good 

11 enough for you, General? 

12 MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: I'd like to see 

13 what the clarification is. 

14 MS. SHIELDS: Would you people please 

15 identify yourself for the reporter, so he knows who 

16 you are? 

17 MR. OH: I'm Sonny Oh. 

18 MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: Okay. Good. 

19 With the provision then that we will define that and 

20 come to agreement in a glossary, we'll go ahead. But 

21 I would still recommend deleting "prequalifying" and 

22 in line 2 of that paragraph the contract will say, 
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"using. " So, the sentence would read, "The concept of 

using a pool of contractors." 

MS. SHIELDS: Is that all right with 

everybody? 

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: Okay. Then, 

prequalifying is used in several other places in that 

paragraph if we'd just pick those up and delete them. 

Okay. That's it for page 24. 

Yes, Don? 

MS. SHIELDS: Any more on 24? Page 25? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Mine is on 25. 

MS. SHIELDS: Okay. 25? Don? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Yes. One of my comments 

earlier on the draft was that if we're going to put in 

this business about the contracting pools and all, we 

ought to include language that would say that failure 

to perform satisfactorily should be grounds for 

disqualification from the pool. In other words, the 

comment was there needs to be a careful review of 

their performance and I would hate to see a situation 

where once in the pool you could forget about how well 

you perform. Now, if there's some other provision 
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that covers that --

MS. SHIELDS: Does DoD have any regs or 

rules now that would accomplish that? 

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: Not that I'm 

aware of. 

MS. SHIELDS: That would prevent that or 

are we running up against something else? 

MR. CIUCCI: First of all, the contracting 

pools will not exist forever. They'll be competing 

occasionally. One of the criteria when you select the 

contractors -- have a source selection, -- will be 

past performance. But I don't object to that proposed 

language. 

MR. GRAY: I would like to see that in. 

MS. SHIELDS: No objections? Do you have 

language to supplant? 

MR. GRAY: Yes. You would insert just 

before the last sentence of paragraph 2, after the 

word "performance," period, "Failure to perform 

satisfactorily should be grounds for disqualification 

from the pool." 

MR. DOXEY: I just want to further clarify 
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That beginning of the sentence, "Also 

contract options should be reviewed annually on the 

basis of performance." Are we actually saying that 

the failure to, if you will, renew is the same type of 

grounds. 

MR. GRAY: 

disqualifying. 

That could be one way of 

MR. DOXEY: That's what I'm saying. so, 

maybe you already have that mechanism. 

MS. SHIELDS: It just says review. 

MR. GRAY: You've got to review them, but 

it doesn't say you'd have to disqualify them. 

MS. SHIELDS: And that 1 s the concept that 

Don has added, is bump them out if they're 

performing 

MR. CIUCCI: Well, it's possible to have 

them in the pool and they hadn't performed in a year, 

they hadn't been picked up to do a job. 

language --

So, that 

MR. GRAY: It's an emphasis point, I 

think. 

MS. SHIELDS: Is that all for you, Don? 
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1 Did you have some? 

2 MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: The first 

3 paragraph, the next to the last sentence where it 

4 says, "Very few of DoD • s contracting centers have this 

5 capability." Are we talking about the capability or 

6 are we talking about the pools here? My reading is 

7 we're talking about the pools. 

8 MR. OH: The capability to use hybrid 

9 contracts, use a cost plus and fixed type of contract. 

10 MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: So, the statement 

11 says very few contracting centers have the -- very few 

12 of them have the pools, I would agree. I would 

13 dispute that they don't have the capability to create 

14 them. I would propose changing that to, "Very few of 

15 DoD's contracting centers have these pools." 

16 MS. SHIELDS: Do you have any objection to 

17 that? That's what you mean, right? 

18 MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: I would also 

19 propose in addition to paragraph 2, after the sentence 

20 says, "Geographic monopoly within a pool must be 

21 avoided," and I propose a sentence that has to do with 

22 making sure that we don't go to the other extreme and 
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create excessive capability which we then do not use. 

I would propose a sentence then that would say, "Care 

must be taken to assure some overarching control is 

placed on the contracting effort to assure that 

contract capacity is managed to avoid non-productive 

resource expenditures. 

MR. CIUCCI: Yes. We had received those 

comments. We don't object to them. 

MS. SHIELDS: All right. You have those 

written down so you can put them in? 

MR. CIUCCI: We got something from Jack--

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: Yes. That 

basically reflects that he submitted to you. 

MR. CIUCCI: We don't object to that. I 

don't at least. Do you, Sonny? 

that. 

MR. OH: No, I don't have any problem with 

MS. SHIELDS: Anything else on that page? 

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: That's all. 

MS. SHIELDS: Can we move to page 2 6? 

Don, do you have anything? 

MR. GRAY: Just a typo. I think "change" 
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1 should be singular not plural in the first line. 

2 "Services generally change." 

3 MS. SHIELDS: Page 26, anything else? 

4 MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: I propose on the 

5 second paragraph or the first complete paragraph, line 

6 3, that rather than say "process-oriented cleanup 

7 technology could be better managed under the service 

8 model," say, "might be better managed." 

9 And then the last sentence in the second 

10 full paragraph which says, "When remedial effort 

11 contains combinations, it is not always clear to the 

12 contracting officer how the contract should be 

13 classified." That kind of left me up in the air. It 

14 may be a true statement, but we didn't propose any 

15 solution to that. How about, "When a remedial effort 

16 contains combinations of these work elements, the 

17 contracting officer must make the decision as to which 

18 contracting model is most appropriate?" 

19 MR. GRAY: That's certainly safer than 

20 what's in here. That won't raise as many hackles. 

21 MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: And then I would 

22 recommend on the last partial paragraph, again that we 
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replace prequalifying with using. That's all I have 

on 26. 

MS. SHIELDS: Anything else on 26, Don? 

MR. GRAY: No, not on 26. 

MS. SHIELDS: No? Page 27? 

MR. GRAY: I have one thing on 27. The 

first full sentence on the page reads, "DoD should 

increase the use of the turnkey approach to combined 

design and construction under one contract." The last 

time when we discussed this at our July meeting, I 

expressed the opinion that that should be done only to 

the extent that they had the capability to monitor and 

oversee the work effectively. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's right. 

MR. GRAY: And I would like to see that 

language added at the end of that sentence saying, 

"Provided that they have the capability to monitor and 

oversee the work effectively." 

MS. SHIELDS: Do you all have that? 

"Provided that they have the capability to monitor and 

oversee the work. " It's on the top of page 2 7, after 

the first full -- at the end of the first full 
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sentence. 

MR. KUSHNER: Let me ask a question about 

that to people who have more expertise in contracting 

than I do. But having done construction contracting 

and service contracting and A&E contracting myself, I 

know there's a provision in the Federal Acquisition 

Regulations that provides that the -- that prohibits 

the awarding of a construction contract to the firm 

that did the design. I'm just curious as to how this 

provision relates to that prohibition. Is there some 

mechanism to get an exemption? 

MS. SHIELDS: I thought it was a different 

method. 

MR. CIUCCI: In AFLC, for instance, where 

they have all the overhaul for the Air Force airplanes 

and engines, etc., the centers out there often go up 

and ask for a waiver of the FAR on some of these 

issues. 

MR. KUSHNER: I'm only talking in the 

context of construction and design, A&E here, Brooks 

build type contracting, which is generally the type of 

contracting you do in your study phase. After the rod 
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and you've got your scope of work, you go out with a 

set of plans and specifications for the work to be 

done. That's usually fixed price and it functions to 

me in an equivalent manner as when you do a design of 

a building a~d you go out with a fixed price contract 

for the construction of that building. so, I'm not 

talking systems, I'm not talking ship or aircraft 

overhaul because the FAR is specific in the 

construction context because it is in the construction 

contract or the construction section of the Federal 

Acquisition Regulations. 

MR. CIUCCI: Yes. I'm talking remedial 

action. The reason I point to those bases is that 

they have a lot of activity for remedial action for 

the Air Force because they're industrial centers, and 

they have generated a lot of waste over the years 

leading to contamination of underground water, etc •• 

MR. KUSHNER: Right. 

MR. CIUCCI: So that's what I'm talking 

about, the A&E. for the design. I'm talking about the 

construction for cleanup when you get into moving 

earth. If the two phases are combined, then the 
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organizational conflect-of-interest problem goes away. 

MR. DOXEY: I think there was a lot of 

discussion on that last time and Jack Mahon from the 

corps was mentioning that. I think they intended the 

Brooks Act and what was it applied to and also the FAR 

provisions and how those are actually applied warrants 

that there may be some flexibility within this type 

of cleanup and that we should make use of that 

wherever we can. I don't think we're proposing to 

replace any language in the statute. Instead, we're 

looking at where you do have those provisions we 

should look to an attempt where we can have a turnkey 

approach. 

I think the example that was used last 

time was the clean contract. Where that is now 

underway, it is not violating any laws and it is 

almost like a turnkey type approach. 

MR. GRAY: That was the reason that I 

asked -- that we had some discussion about that, 

because to some extent having different contractors in 

different phases of the work provides an internal 

control that will be missing with this turnkey 
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approach, which makes it even more important to have 

adequate capabilities of oversight. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's right. 

MR. GRAY: Now, whether or not that 

violates the rules and regulations. The Brooks Act is 

specific for architect and engineering contracts. 

MR. DOXEY: That's correct. I'm saying it 

may not apply to this type of --

MR. KUSHNER: I know within the Navy, I 

believe, we use Brooks Act procedures for our study. 

MS. SHIELDS: Can we move on? Do you have 

anything else on 27? 

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: Yes. I'd 

suggesting changing in paragraph -- the second full 

paragraph, fourth line, which says, "The turnkey 

approach will require changing," I'd say "may require 

changing". 

Then the last paragraph, again we need to 

delete on the third line CETHA. So, it would just 

read, "HSD contracting officers." 

MS. SHIELDS: All right. Is that it for 

27? 
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MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: The only other 

question I have is whether we're -

MR. GRAY: Wait a minute. If you just 

take out CETHA, you're saying, "Contracting officers 

now belong to different organizations," but it doesn't 

say from what. The statement was that HSD and CETHA 

officers belong to different organizations. If you 

take out one of them, you've only got one left. 

MAJOR GENERAL OFFRINGA: I think the point 

of this was that the HSD contracting capability is 

outside of HSD. Is that correct? I guess you could 

read it the other way. 

MR. CIUCCI: That's what he means. 

They're not in the --

MS. SHIELDS: You mean to say in HSD and 

other contracting officers? Is that what you mean? 

MR. CIUCCI: No. I didn't write this, but 

I know that's not what he means. 

What do you mean, Sonny? Do you mean in 

these two organizations the contracting folks do not 

form a part of that organization? 

MR. OH: That's correct. 
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MR. CIUCCI: So, even if you take the one 

out, this holds true with respect to HSD? 

MR. OH: Yes. 

MR. DOXEY: I think the point is that 

these two entities are outside of that process, and 

now that you've eliminated one, only one remains 

outside. 

MR. CIUCCI: That's correct. 

MR. GRAY: But then you need to revise the 

sentence accordingly because you're saying they belong 

to different organizations and one outfit can't --

MS. SHIELDS: It's the sentence that 1 s 

left. 

MR. CIUCCI: HSD contracting officers 

belong to a different organization. 

MS. SHIELDS: Belong to a different. 

Okay. A different, okay. All right? Are we through 

with 27? 28? 

MR. GRAY: I have one thing on 28. The 

end of the first paragraph where it says, "Such as 

against liability arising from the contractor's 

negligence." I think we should add, "pr misconduct." 
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MS. SHIELDS: Yes. I do have a comment 

here. I have to take back my previous statement. 

Doesn't Section 119 of CERCLA do precisely that, 

indemnify a contractor for his negligence? 

MR. GRAY: Except in cases of negligence. 

MS. SHIELDS: I thought it was gross. 

MR. GRAY: Beg pardon? 

MS. SHIELDS: I thought it was gross 

negligence in 119. I thought we did indemnify for 

simple negligence. 

MR. GRAY: They may have put gross in 

there. It may have been gross negligence. You think 

we ought to put gross in? 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, I don't think -- I 

think if we leave that statement 

MR. GRAY: In most places it just says 

negligence or misconduct. That particular section may 

say gross. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Our suggestion was just to 

delete that. 

MS. SHIELDS: Delete the parenthetical 

phrase? 
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No, delete the sentence 

The authority to use this 

indemnification provision stems from Public Law 85-

804. That's the background here. In DoD, the Agency 

is going to tailor a clause within the confines of 

Public Law 85-804 and the DFAR clause. So, I know 

that as a policy matter among commanders, they will 

never approve one if it has anything that allows 

contractors to be reimbursed for costs resulting from 

his own negligence. Now, if you want to go beyond 

that and say gross negligence and misconduct -- fine, 

but certainly that's obviously implied. 

· MS. SHIELDS: Well, the problem is you 

have taken what the DoD standard apparently is and put 

it in the whole U.S. government. Within the four 

walls of CERCLA, it is not an accurate statement 

because EPA can indemnify their --

MR. GRAY: I don't think they can do it in 

cases of negligence and misconduct. I was involved in 

the legislation --

MS. SHIELDS: For simple negligence, they 
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can. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think that what they can 

indemnify for is gross negligence and willful 

misconduct. But for matters other than those two -

MR. GRAY: Gross and willful were added? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I believe -- well, we have 

the statute. 

MR. KUSHNER: In A-2 it says, paragraph 1, 

response action contractors, the indemnification shall 

not apply in the case of releases -- I •m sorry. Never 

mind. 

MR. GRAY: Well, can I offer this for 

purposes of clarification? 

MS. SHIELDS: Maybe we can just change 

u.s. government to DoD. 

MR. DOXEY: I think one of the points the 

purpose of that last sentence was to go that one step 

beyond and clarify. If it's caused confusion, then 

the point would be to just eliminate from "of cost," 

to the end of the paragraph, because I think the point 

that we were making earlier was the provisions under 
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85-804, and that is different than the Section 119, 

because the intent of Section 119 was to handle sites 

where you have no responsible party, where 85-804 

recognizes that in the way in which we conduct our 

contracting. We do have different authority and I 

think that's what the question is. 

MR. GRAY: Well, I kind of like that 

phrase in there. I have a problem recommending that 

we indemnify somebody for negligence and misconduct. 

I don't care whether it's gross and willful or not. 

MS. SHIELDS: All I'm saying is Congress 

did care in CERCLA; however, Don doesn't want to 

delete it. He wants to just change u.s. government to 

say DoD. I don't have any problem with that. 

MR. DAVIDSON: If I may, just a related 

question. Is there any sense for the federal 

government having the same standard of indemnification 

or are the circumstances sufficiently different that 

EPA would do it differently than DoD? 
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1 \ MR. KUSHNER: Of course the question I think, 

2 Gordon, to answer is 119's phrased in the context of 

3 the precedent shall for all site releases, you would 

4 be the precedent. For on DoD, we may have the 

5 authority to carry out 119 authority, and therefore, 

6 we may be limited to the same, which is this provision 

7 is --

8 MR. DAVIDSON: Right. 

9 MR. KUSHNER: Consistent with that. 

10 MR. DAVIDSON: That's right. 

11 MR. KUSHNER: With the executive order. 

12 MR. DAVIDSON: I don 1 t have a copy of 12-580 

13 here, but we may have the 119 authority for releases 

14 on our own facilities such that --

15 MR. KUSHNER: I would propose just knocking 

16 that sentence out, because 

17 MS. SHIELDS: The 119(c) reads, "The 

18 President may agree to hold harmless and indemnify any 

19 response action contractor meeting the requirements of 

20 this subsection against any liability for negligence 

21 arising out of the contractor's performance, carrying 

out response 
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MR. KUSHNER: Of course the question I think, 

Gordon, to answer is 119's phrased in the context of 

the precedent shall for all site releases, you would 

be the precedent. For on DoD, we may have the 

authority to carry out 119 authority, and therefore, 

we may be limited to the same, which is this provision 

is --

MR. DAVIDSON: Right. 

MR. KUSHNER: Consistent with that. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's right. 

MR. KUSHNER: With the executive order. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I don't have a copy of 12-580 

here, but we may have the 119 authority for releases 

on our own facilities such that --

MR. KUSHNER: I would propose just knocking 

that sentence out, because 

MS. SHIELDS: The 119(c) reads, "The 

President may agree to hold harmless and indemnify any 

response action contractor meeting the requirements of 

this subsection against any liability for negligence 

arising out of the contractor's performance, carrying 

out response action activities, unless such liability 

was caused by conduct of the contractor which was 
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grossly negligent, or which constituted intentional 

misconduct." I think we're going to have to leave it 

out. 

MR. GRAY: Well, no, we can add gross and 

intentional. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well. 

MR. CIUCCI: How is that implemented? 

MS. SHIELDS: The problem is, Don, that 85-

804 has the "you don't indemnify for simple 

negligence." 

MR. CIUCCI: That's what we said. 

MR. GRAY: Well, if you want to make it 

consistent, then, you would add gross and willful 

here. 

Mr. CIUCCI: If the tailored 

prohibits indemnity for sample negligence, 

understood that gross negligence and 

misconduct would not be reimbursed either. 

clause 

it is 

willful 

MS. SHIELDS: But we can't change 85-804. That 

already says you can't 

of your statutes, right? 

that's another, that's one 

MR. GRAY: That's right. Then limit it to 

DoD and you can say that. Gordon's point was if he 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I; 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

274 

thought it wasn't going to be uniform, if the law 

doesn't provide for it to be uniform, then we have to 

follow the law. 

MS. SHIELDS: It appears that DoD could use 

119. 

MR. CIUCCI: Did the President agree? How 

did he implement it? I have never run onto that one 

yet. This is what the President has allowed in P.L. 

85-804. He has delegated authority to the Sec Oef, 

who has delegated it on down to the services. So, -

and this is what contractors are looking for, some 

indemnification agreement in the contract, before they 

agree to enter into these kinds of projects. So this 

is something that is in being and should be workable 

in these clean-up situations. 

MR. KUSHNER: Of course, the other option, 

too, you get of 85-804 1 s to classify the work as not 

being nuclear or ultra-hazardous. Then 85-804 

wouldn't apply. You would look at 119 on its own. 

MS. SHIELDS: could we just leave out, agree 

to leave out, the "of course" sentence? Then we don't 

MR. CIUCCI: Of course we can leave out the 
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1 "of course". 

2 MR. GRAY: I take exception here. 

3 MR. CIUCCI: No. I thought you just wanted 

4 to leave out the two words. That's what I agree to. 

5 To leave out the "of course". 

6 MS. SHIELDS: We need consensus here, folks. 

7 I don't think we want to create more confusion. Under 

8 one statute you have one standard, namely, that you 

9 can't indemnify for any negligence; under another 

10 statute, you can indemnify for negligence, just not 

11 for gross negligence, or intentional misconduct. 

12 And if there is no reason to even throw in 

13 the "of course" sentence, why don't we just leave it 

14 out. 

15 MR. DAVIDSON: I support that. I just think 

16 it confuses --

17 MS. SHIELDS: Then you have got the standard 

18 you preferred, which is no indemnification for any 

19 negligence, even simple negligence, because that's the 

20 standard in 85-804. Okay? Any more of 28? 

21 MR. GRAY: I just want your understanding of 

22 whether the effect of knocking that out is that 

23 contractors will not be indemnified for circumstances 
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involving negligence or misconduct, is that correct? 

MS. SHIELDS: Not under 85-804, they won't. 

MR. GRAY: Well, are these contracts going 

to be under 85-804? 

MR. CIUCCI: Some could. That's the 

authority. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's what we're using. 

MR. CIUCCI: That is the only authority that 

interests top industry officials, whenever it comes to 

putting indemnification agreements into the contract. 

In DoD, 85-804 is the main authority you're talking 

about with respect to DoD and those agencies in which 

it's authorized. 

Now, in DOE you have the Price Anderson Act 

and if that authority would go to DoD, they would 

throw that one in. Now, don't talk to your section 

119; it is not a contracting statute and this is 

contracting, that's what we're talking about. 

MS. SHIELDS: 

lobbyist here. 

They've got a really bad 

MR. CIUCCI: And I think it should stay the 

way it is. You can take out "of course," but I don't 

have a vote. So --
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MS. SHIELDS: Well, then you're just 

creating a lot of confusion. 

MR. CIUCCI: No. This is DoD policy. You 

heard it discussed by DoD lawyer the last time it was 

brought up here. 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes. But the problem is, EPA 

uses 119. 

MR. CIUCCI: I know. 

MS. SHIELDS: And there's no reason I can 

think of that you people couldn't, if your contractors 

were smarter, and you pointed it out to them 

MR. CIUCCI: How did they use 119, EPA? 

MS. SHIELDS: They indemnify RACs (response 

action contractors). 

MR. CIUCCI: Do you have it in your contract? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Yes. We're currently writing 

the regulations. I don 1 t know all the details. 

There's some dispute as to what the ceiling is, what 

the amount of the indemnification is. 

MR. KUSHNER: Let me raise an issue, too. 

·Maybe we're talking apples and oranges here. I have 

heard 85-804, and I have heard contractors, or direct 

labor contractors talk about 119. The contractors I 
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have heard talk about 85-804 are contractors that go 

out and do production work for us, and handle 

hazardous materials, and want indemnification in the 

event they have any releases and they have real 

responsibility. 

Because 119 won't address them, because they 

wouldn't fall under the definition of response action 

contractor. Response action contractors, I guess for 

the Navy, I am very certain would be very happy to 

have 119 indemnification. So, I think you need to 

characterize 85-804 applies, and it applies to a much 

broader range of circumstances than simply 119, which 

is limited to response action contracting. 

MR. KUSHNER: I think there is a key point, 

you know, as you look through each of this, this 

section was designed to address the options under 85-

804. You know, Section 119 exists, and for EPA, 

Section 119 is really sort of an attempt when you have 

no responsible party. 

And as a result, they need some mechanism in 

order to protect their contractors. Whereas, when we 

go out and do contracting under ,85-804, we do have an 

existing mechanism. We're not going to go anywhere, 
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whereas a third party would be. So I think what this 

section would conclude is that there are certain 

provisions that we do have accompanying 119. 

I don't say that we're replacing 119, or 

that this is -- you know, supersedes 199. I think 

this is just one area that needs to be discussed. And 

that's what that was. And cost was to be clarified. 

MS. SHIELDS: We have agreed to leave out 

the last sentence of the first paragraph, right? 

MR. GRAY: If you'll tell me what 85-804 

says about indemnification, for negligence. 

MR. CIUCCI: I don't think it addresses 

negligence, so you're going to have to put that policy 

in your study. 

MS. SHIELDS: I thought that's what you just 

said, was that 85-804 doesn't allow you to indemnify 

them for their negligence. 

MR. CIUCCI: That is what we are 

recommending in this. That would be put in a clause. 

Any clause that is drafted by the contracting officer, 

see? There is broad authority under 85-804. That's 

the reason this is part of the recommendation. 

MR. KUSHNER: Doesn't the FAR have a 
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standard clause, a standard indemnification clause 

that you can simply add to the contract? 

MR. CIUCCI: The FAR does, and the DoD 

clause also allows the contracting officer to write up 

very specific liability indemnity provisions, such as 

the Air Force did with flying the civilian aircraft 

(CRAF fleet) into the Middle East during Desert Storm 

and Desert Shield. 

They drafted all the provisions, sent them 

up to the Secretary of the Air Force and got approval. 

So, you have that authority there to indemnify. But 

as far as I know, industry in all their 

recommendations, right now through CODSIA, the others, 

NSIA, all agree that they don't want to be indemnified 

for their negligent acts, because the statute's wide 

open. 

You don't have that specific language like 

you have under 119, and I'm not that familiar with the 

indemnification working under 119. 

MR. GRAY: That's what I was working on when 

the House did the -- I don't know who screwed it up 

afterward, but Gross --

MS. SHIELDS: I remember sitting in the room 
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when gross negligence was being decided on -- because 

the contractors were in the room, and they demanded 

it. And they said there would never be a CERCLA clean 

up if they didn't have indemnification. 

MR. GRAY: Was that in the conference? 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes. 

MR. DOXEY: I could offer a possible 

solution. I think this was limited just to highlight 

a certain area. There is, as you know, an ongoing 

effort on indemnification and bonding, and a 

discussion of the direction that the Department should 

take. That's a separate study_ you probably find 

yourself bogged down with. 

so, I would suggest that issue is further 

being addressed. The whole issue of indemnification, 

and Section 119, and 85-804. But I think that for 

this Task Force, the narrow focus is that here are 

some areas, here are some possible ways of expediting 

the program. And I think that is what your charter 

calls for you to do. 

And as you look at that, does this section 

cause a problem? And if not, then I would propose 

that you leave that in, and then go forward. 
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MS. SHIELDS: Leave what in? 

MR. DAVIDSON: The language as you haven't 

excluded that last sentence, because that last 

sentence was designed to sort of carry you one step 

further in understanding what we're seeing here. But 

I think what I'm hearing around the table is that that 

last sentence actually confuses the issue much more. 

MR. GRAY: It doesn't confuse it if there's 

no provision in the law now, prohibiting indemnifying 

the contractor for acts involving negligence and 

misconduct. 

MR. DAVIDSON: So you guys don't provide 

your contractor racks any indemnification. Your claim 

contractors? 'No indemnification. 

MR. DOXEY: There is nothing that prohibits 

us from doing that. 

MR. GRAY: Can't we make some provision for 

limiting indemnification for negligence and misconduct 

-- you can follow the 119 example, you can follow the 

other example. If you want to be consistent, which 

is Gordon's concern, you could use the same language 

as in section 119. But this way, we're in the 

position as a task force of saying, "We think you 
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1 ought to indemnify your contractors, without saying 

2 there ought to be any limits on indemnifying in cases 

3 involving negligence and misconduct." And I'm not 

4 prepared to do that. 

5 MR. DAVIDSON: Is there some compromise here 

6 we can say? The task force recommends that these 

7 indemnification issues warrant further review? I 

8 don't know. 

9 MR. DOXEY: Maybe the way to handle it would 

10 be to propose that this should be addressed further. 

11 The specifics on to what degree of indemnification. 

12 Not necessarily call out the difference between, 

13 simple negligence versus willful misconduct, or a 

14 whole host of different tests. Just say that should 

15 be spelled out to resolve the issue. 

16 MR. GRAY: Do you have the authority to do 

17 it under existing law? 

18 MR. DOXEY: Under 85-804, we do have the 

19 flexibility. We are· not offering it at this current 

2 0 point. And that's been a part of the debate about the 

21 lack of qualified contractors. 

22 MS. SHIELDS: So we should say that DoD 

23 should review its indemnification procedures. 
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I 1 MR. GRAY: No. I'm saying they should -- if 

2 they're going to engage in indemnification of these 

I 3 contractors, I'm saying they should put some 

I 4 provisions into the contracts to limit indemnification 

5 for acts involving negligence and misconduct. 

I 6 Now, you can call it gross negligence or 

I 7 willful misconduct, or you can just call it negligence 

8 and misconduct. 

I 9 MR. CIUCCI: So what you just do is add two 

I 10 words, for the contractor's negligence and misconduct? 

11 MR. GRAY: Yes. That was my suggestions. 

I 12 MR. CIUCCI: And if you want to delete "of 

.I 13 course" I'll be agreeable to that. 

14 MS. SHIELDS: So what would you have it 

I 15 read? "Of course Dod should -- even though Congress 

I 16 in 119 has specifically allowed indemnification of 

17 

I 18 

negligence," you're going to say in this task force 

report --

I 19 MR. GRAY: Unless it's gross negligence or 

20 

I 21 

willful misconduct. 

MS. SHIELDS: Are you going to change this 

I 22 to say gross negligence and willful, so that it agrees 

I 
23 with 119? 

w~•. 
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MR. GRAY: I'm saying it can go either way 

they want. All I'm saying is that if we're going to 

endorse the concept of indemnification, they should 

put into the regulations under whichever statute 

they're operating under and, as I understand it, 

they're operating under 85-804 

MS. SHIELDS: What if we do this, Dod should 

review its indemnification procedures, but in no 

circumstances should it indemnify contractors for 

above the gross negligence and willful misconduct 

standard in 119? Okay? 

MR. GRAY: Okay. 

MS. SHIELDS: Dod should review its 

indemnification procedures, but in no circumstances 

should it indemnify contractors above the standard 

provided in Section 119 of CERCLA. Okay. 

Okay, can we move to page 28 and 29. 

MR. CIUCCI: You can adopt that standard. 

That's fine with me. 

MS. SHIELDS: Any comments on page 29? 

MR. DOXEY: Can we go back to that for a 

second? 

MS. SHIELDS: Oh, where -- page 29 would 
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move to the finding and recommendations. so, what he 

saying is, we just reiterate -- I see. If there are 

changes to the rest of the chapter, it will be 

reflected in this part. 

All right? That means that we can move to 

chapter five now, which is one page 3 5. This was also 

considered a less controversial section that maybe we 

could get through while Tom is gone. We will go back 

to chapter four. We will skip to chapter five now. 

MR. OH: Before you move on, for the record, 

I have, items for the glossary to help clarify the 

concepts you talked about. 

MS. SHIELDS: What is this? Let's go off 

the record. 

(Whereupon, off the record briefly.) 

MR. GRAY: Page 30 I think is a typo, under 

recruitment, first sentence, second line, "should 

concentrate on bringing on board contracting officers 

experienced in using different contract types." I 

think there's a word missing there. 

MS. SHIELDS: All right. We are turning to 

page 3 5, resources and funding. Are there comments on 

page 35? 
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1 MS. SHIELDS: No comments. We'll pass to 

2 page 36. I have a question on the first full 

3 paragraph. The third line, you say, retain engineers, 

4 do you mean retain, or do you mean retrain? It could 

5 mean either one, I think. 

6 MR. DOXEY: It could mean either one, I 

7 think. 

8 MS. SHIELDS: Right here, page 36. 

9 MR. CIUCCI: We corrected it. 

10 MS. SHIELDS: Yes, sir. 

11 MR. GOODHOPE: I have been quiet long 

12 enough. That first sentence of the first full 

13 paragraph on page 36, does that only speak to 

14 personnel resources, or are we talking about resources 

15 to ensure the clean up? 

16 MR. DOXEY: I'm sorry. I missed that 

17 question. Which one? 

18 MS. SHIELDS: We are talking about resources 

19 here. What are we talking about? Are we talking 

20 about the whole clean up process? Why not. Let's go 

21 for approach, right? 

22 MR. DOXEY: Adequate resources with design, 

23 both personnel, and financial for those personnel. 
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I 1 MR. GOODHOPE: Well, I'm wondering if-- if 

2 we look at what is supposed to be happening over the 

I 3 next five, ten, 15, 20 years, the 80 some bases 

'I 4 closing that have to be restored, and it is going to 

5 

I 6 

cost a lot of money. 

And decisions are going to be made by 

I 7 certain people where that money is going to be spent. 

8 And those decisions, more often than not, are made at 

I 9 OMB. And I was wondering if the brooding omnipresence 

I 10 of OMB, coupled with the anti-deficiency act might 

11 

I 12 

just be enough, I mean, to make everything else that 

we're talking about here somewhat futile. 
-· 

I 13 If OMB goes in and doesn't give us enough 

14 

I 15 

money to do 86 bases, you know, what's going to 

happen. I guess that's beyond the scope, I think, of 

I 16 this task force. But I think maybe we should have a 

17 

I 18 

task force, or a recommendation going back to Congress 

about what -- what will the role be of OMB the next --

I 19 you know, the coming decades, and getting these bases 

·I. 
20 

21 

restored. 

There are a lot of agreements that will be 

I 22 depending upon funding, a lot of commitments. 

I 
23 Communities will be going out to try to get people to 

I 
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come on bases. They are trying to redevelop these 

bases. And, you know, five years down the line there 

might not be any money for clean up at certain bases, 

or at most bases. And it's something I know that we 

haven't addressed, and I think it might be beyond the 

scope of this task force. 

But I think we would not be taking care of 

our responsibility if we did not say something to 

Congress. Say, "Look, you have really got to worry 

about what role an agency that's not even here at this 

table, what an important role that agency is going to 

play. And nobody --who is overseeing them? What is 

happening with them?" 

But anyway that's -- I would -- I'm hoping 

Brian comes back here pretty quickly. Do you have his 

proxy? 

MS. KWEI: Yes. I have his proxy. He is 

making an emergency phone call. States do have some 

concerns regarding whether states will be fully 

reimbursed for all of the state's oversight cost. 

Because at this point, the DSMOA's we have limit the 

coverage of funding or reimbursement to DERA funded 

activities. 

IIi 
J, 
1: 
I 
I 
,!, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
,I' 
I 
I 
I 

i 



I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

I 3 

I 
4 

5 

I 6 

I 7 

8 

I 9 

I 10 

11 

I 12 

I 13 

14 

I 15 

I 16 

17 

'I 18 

I 19 

20 

I 21 

I 22 

23 

I 
I 

290 

And now we have these new issues relating to 

base closure and re-use. So, states would like to 

recommend that the existing DSMOA be amended as soon 

as possible to ensure that states will be fully 

reimbursed for, number one, state's oversight 

activities conducted under FFA' s, number two, 

oversight activities related to, or required as a 

result of any oversight activities required of us -

I'm sorry, there's a typo here. 

I'm reading basically from the letter we 

sent to Mr. Baca. Required as a result of any removal 

or remedial action identified as necessary in the 

future. And states would also like to be assured that 

any assistance or support the states provide with 

regard to the assessments or re-use of any clean or 

uncontaminated base properties would also be fully 

reimbursed. 

These later issues were not -- did not exist 

when we negotiated and finalized the DSMOA's. These 

issues are related to base closure and re-use. So we 

would like to amend the DSMOA to make sure that the 

state will be fully reimbursed for these type of 

oversight activities. 
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MS. SHIELDS: If we just throw in "and 

oversight after restoration," does that give you some 

peace of mind? 

MR. GOODHOPE: No. I think --

MR. DOXEY: If I can address a couple of 

those issues. 

MR. GOODHOPE: If I can just finish my 

comments. I have no doubt that DoD wants to clean up 

the bases, and that the base commanders out there want 

to clean up the bases. But that just may not get the 

job done. And I think it's an important issue that 

needs to be addressed again. I think it's beyond the 

scope of this task force. 

I think we need to make a recommendation, 

though, that Congress really needs to look at the 

budgeting process, and spending priorities, and 

closing and cleaning up 86 bases. 

MS. KWEI: Also we know that now we have a 

base closure account. This is in addition to the DERA 

account. Base closure account is not addressed in 

DSMOA, but we understand that in practice we have been 

reimbursed out of this account. So we would like to 

make that clear in the DSMOA. 
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And the DSMOA we have in California is very 

limited. It just says, 11 DERA funded activities. 11 so, 

for example, in California we have Mather Air Force 

Base. And right now, under pressure from the local 

communities, Mather feels like they need to do some 

assessment of the very very clean parcels, which is 

just pre-industrial pristine state. It has never been 

used, in the natural state. 

So they are doing work assessing the status, 

or the condition of this parcel, and they are asking 

the state to provide oversight activity, like review 

their work, draft plan RI/FS. And we just want to 

make sure the work we are doing relating to the clean 

parcels are also reimbursable. 

MS. SHIELDS: What do you want in here -- in 

where? Have you got a proposal? Do you have some 

language? 

MR. GOODHOPE: We will draft up a proposal. 

MR. DOXEY: I have a suggestion that I think 

maybe might speed it a little bit. I think that the 

words that we have right here, "That congress ensures 

adequate resources. 11 Maybe we can work something with 

those words, right in that area that would address 



293 

1 your concern. 

2 I think some of those concerns that you 

3 mentioned, if I could take a moment and just hit 

4 those, you may see that they really don't belong 

5 within the Task Force. Maybe there is a different 

6 forum that you might want to seek to do that. 

7 The issue of the oversight, the one percent 

8 I heard mentioned, that was "agreed to" through a lot 

9 of debate, and a lot of discussion with the National 

10 Governor's Association, the Association of Attorney 

11 Generals, also ASTSWMO. And what I would propose if 

12 that's inadequate, or if there is a problem with that, 

13 maybe that be the focus, because I think that worked 

14 pretty well to identify a level. Whether it's one 

15 percent, three percent, who knows what it is? 

16 But that would offer you an opportunity. 

17 As far as things outside of that mechanism, 

18 that you would see that you would have oversight, if 

19 they were related to the base closure activity, our 

20 Offi'ce of Economic Adjustment has the ability to offer 

21 grant money, and has the ability to work for community 

22 redevelopment. You mentioned Mather, about additional 

23 moneys, and we may be able to be address it through 
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that mechanism. 

I think we were trying to capture here is 

that "adequate resources," are available. And the 

BRAC -- I was talking about this special account. 

There is no difference whether it's DERA, or whether 

it's BRAC, as a source of funds as far as the 

oversight issue. 

What we were getting at as far as this task 

force recommendation in whether Congress could ensure 

whether there is adequate resources identified, and I 

know that they were trying to handle this problem 

through hearings. There is going to be a series of 

hearings next year by the House Armed Services 

Committee. 

Maybe the Congress is too early right now, 

if what your saying is that if OMB doesn't provide 

adequate funds, let's say, going in, but that doesn't 

preclude Congress from saying, "Hey, you didn't 

provide adequate funds" debating it and then adding 

funds. 

MR. GOODHOPE: That's why we have a base 

closure account. 

MR. DOXEY: Right. I think that is DoD's 
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and EPA's responsibility is to provide a workable 

plan. I think what we're going to be bumping up 

against is the ability of our contractors out there to 

perform the work way before we hit the big one. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Ken, I hope you're going to 

be coming out next week to Texas. And when the people 

ask you from the community, well, "Is there going to 

be money to clean up the bases?" Whatever the 

commitments that we are signing, that we will be 

signing now over the next year or two, those 

commitments are good. 

You know, and I hope we haven't answered for 

them because, you know, if the answer is, you know, 

there are, you know, and I don't mean this 

pejoratively, you know, there are gnomes in OMB that 

make decisions that intuit whether or not money goes 

to Bergstrom, or Fort Worth. It depends on what those 

decisions are. 

And they may decide that money shouldn't go 

there, and advise whoever it is that they need to 

advise that the agreements that we're signing now mean 

nothing. Because we can't do anything. 

MR. DOXEY: I guess, let me respond to that 
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with --

MR. GOODHOPE: I don't mean to put you on 

the spot. 

MR. DOXEY: The Department, in open 

testimony before Congress, has stated that plans on 

meeting its responsibilities at the bases they have 

signed agreements to. And we are continuing to 

negotiate agreements, working with EPA to sign more. 

Our good faith hasn't been broken. 

It's hard to justify what will happen in the 

future except to say, today we plan to have adequate 

resources. 

MR. GOODHOPE: And I believe that. I'll be 

the first person to believe that. But when you 1 re 

talking about making allocations among 86 bases, or 83 

bases, I think that's going to be very hard. 

MR. GRAY: I think one thing is maybe taken 

--I don't think DoD necessarily is who Sam mistrusts, 

I think it's OMB, Kevin. 

MS. SHIELDS: 

finally appropriates 

congress is the one who 

MR. GRAY: I understand, but in this case, 

the Congress added the whole base closure account and 
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there is a record of Congress here. But I think if 

you're going to make this kind of recommendation, it 

ought to be a substantial recommendation that the 

Administration and the congress ensure that adequate 

resources are available to DoD, EPA, and the states, 

for environmental restoration. 

And then we have got a recommendation that 

also goes to OMB, and not just to the Congress, 

because a zero sum budget game is going on under the 

budget agreement up there. You can't add one place 

without subtracting some other place. And, if the 

Administration doesn't put base closure cleanup money 

into the budget request, then the Congress has to find 

someplace to cut in order to add it. And I'm afraid 

that down the road they're going to do what we have 

said elsewhere in this report we don't want them to 

do, and that is, shift money from the DERA account for 

operating facilities over to closing bases. 

So, I think that recommendation ought to be 

addressed to the Administration, as well. 

MR. DOXEY: Would that fix your concern? 

MS. KWEI: No. 

MR. DOXEY: Your immediate concern? 
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I think we need to have 

recommendation that Congress needs to look at the way 

these, the clean up -- the closing and the clean up of 

these 86 bases, I think they need to do another task 

force, or something, on that. And get OMB to the 

table, and ask them what they're going to be doing. 

And ask them about previous problems. 

MS. SHIELDS: I'm sorry, we're negotiating 

with proxies. 

MS. KWEI: What I mentioned earlier, states 

believe that this task force report fails to address 

states' concerns regarding funding and reimbursement 

adequately. And thus we --

MS. SHIELDS: Why doesn't that sentence 

it says to give you money. And if we add in oversight 

after restoration, why doesn't that do it? I'm just 

trying -- we're getting all hung up on 

MS. KWEI: Right. Let me just point out 

that --

MR. GOODHOPE: This is a very important 

issue. 

MS. KWEI: In this report, the report 

strongly recommends that we use the mechanism, set up 
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in FFA's, and the mechanism set up in the DSMOAs, so 

I think it's very important to follow up. I think 

that the FFA's and the DSMOAs need to be amended to 

address the new base closure issues. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, have you got some 

language? 

MS. KWEI: Yes. The one I just read to you 

basically is from the letter from Mr. Strock. We 

would recommend that this paragraph be added to this 

report, perhaps as part of the recommendation at the 

end. That the DSMOAs need to be amended to make sure 

that states oversight activities be fully reimbursed. 

MS. SHIELDS: Where are you reading from 

your letter? 

MS. KWEI: Page five. Chapter five, first 

paragraph. 

MS. SHIELDS: Do you have any problem with 

this? 

MR. GRAY: Did we amend it to say the 

recommendation would go to the Administration and the 

Congress? 

MS. SHIELDS: I don't care. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I would suggest that sentence, 
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in addition to the addition of the paragraph from Mr. 

Strock's letter, that we amend the first sentence of 

the first paragraph of page 36 to read, "The task 

force recommends that congress and the Administration 

ensure that adequate resources are available." 

MS. SHIELDS: And you want to add, "And 

oversight after restoration," or not? 

MR. GOODHOPE: That would be fine. 

MR. DAVIDSON: EPA would. 

MS. SHIELDS: And then you want to add this 

paragraph on your page five of the Strock letter as 

the final paragraph before you --

MR. DOXEY: I don't want to say this as an 

objection, but why don't we just express a view at 

this point in time is that, we arrived at a 

percentage, and the involvement that we had with all 

the regulated entities in doing that but, I think by 

putting a paragraph that says, "as soon as possible," 

would defeat the openness of the process. 

And I guess from a DoD perspective, when we 

were building the DSMOA, not necessarily a comment on 

this language, we felt that a one percent cap was 

sufficient enough to fully reimburse. 
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MS. SHIELDS: Let me offer a compromise. 

What if the task force recommended that DSMOA's be 

reviewed as soon as possible to ensure that states are 

that base closure oversight --

MR. GOODHOPE: Be fully reimbursed. 

MS. SHIELDS: is addressed in the 

MS. KWEI: Well, I don't think we view it 

strong enough, because this is, after all, an 

agreement between DoD and the state agencies. 

MS. SHIELDS: But what Kevin is saying is 

that in DoD's view, it may be that some of these 

already have taken into consideration the amount of 

) 

money that it's going to take on the oases that are 

going to be closed. Maybe some others haven't. 

The task force shouldn't make the decision 

that they have to be amended, but we could recommend 

that they be reviewed to see whether they need to be 

amended. 

MS. KWEI: Well, maybe here DoD headquarters 

in D.C. is not aware of the real life problems we have 

in California. You look at the DSMOA language, you 

can interpret it either way. It's not that clear. 

And that's where the problem comes from. 
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In California, for example, we did some work 

on Presidio, and that's not their somehow it's --

okay, we sent a bill to DoD, or to the base. The 

base commander sent it back, and said, "The work you 

did is not DERA funded activity." But it's base 

closure activity. But it's not spelled out in the 

DSMOA. So we're having a problem billing DoD in 

California. 

So, because of these problems we have --

actually they are reoccurring. Because some base 

commanders have a very narrow interpretation of DSMOA. 

On the face of the language, if they don't see 

anything outside of DERA, so they just send the bill 

back to our department. So, for that reason, we would 

like to address problems like that in the future by 

amending DSMOA to make it very clear. Base closure or 

re-use related activities are all reimbursable. 

That's only fair. So we would like to 

MR. DOXEY: Let me address the one comment 

that you made. When we looked at the DSMOA program, 

the DSMOA program was seen as a leadership effort to 

bring resolution in certain areas where there was some 

uncertainties. So, I think there's a lot of merit to 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

303 

doing what you're saying. 

In view of how that DSMOA process has 

evolved, it would be counterproductive to have the 

task force go in after DSMOA. But I don't object to 

having a review of the funding issue to see if there 

are adequate resources for the state for whatever 

function is eligible. Our point was that we wanted to 

focus on that your having adequate resources to do 

what is necessary to close that base. 

There's a lot of history to the one percent. 

And that's a very controversial subject that has 

always been, and always will be. You may not want to 

discuss this point. 

You may want to ensure, "that there are 

adequate resources, and that a mechanism can be 

reviewed." 

MR. DAVIDSON: Can I make a proposal that I 

have. After the first sentence, which would say, "The 

task force recommends that Congress and the 

Administration ensure that adequate resources," blah, 

blah, blah, "for environmental restoration and 

oversight at closing bases." Next sentence, "Base 

closure activities may result in regulatory oversight 
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activities that are in addition to existing CERCLA 

responsibilities, (e.g., clean closure, or clean land 

determinations), and so on and so forth. 

It may be useful here to get to your point, 

that there is a marker left in here to indicate that, 

CERCLA, we have certain responsibilities, base 

closures, there's going to be some different ones in 

addition to those that will have some resource 

ramifications. Because I know we are concerned about 

that at EPA. 

MR. DOXEY: That's a good point. I agree 

with that. 

MR. DAVIDSON: With an e.g., I don't know if 

we can figure out exactly, but take some of the stuff 

out of there. 

MS. SHIELDS: That sounds better to me than 

mandating that all of these be amended, when we don't 

know whether they all need to be amended or not. So, 

I would agree to that in concept. Why don't you all 

write it, and we'll read it before we move out of this 

chapter, okay? Is that -- will you work with the 

state and write it down? 

MS. KWEI: Sure. 
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MR. GOODHOPE: Ma'am, one point of 

clarification. And that is that, while the sentences 

that we have, while the first sentence is fine from 

our perspective, that we will be reserving the right 

to add a little bit more of our concerns, probably 

from the state perspective, in additional, or some 

other comments. 

MS. SHIELDS: 

surprised. (Laughter) 

I wouldn't be the least bit 

I wouldn't be surprised if 

there are other places in this chapter where you may 

want to say the states need money. Okay? 

Are there any more specific comments on page 

36? We'll move to page 37. I have a rewrite of the 

description of the consent decree in the letter that 

we circulated. It's on page three if people want to 

read it. It's page 3 7, the third full paragraph, 

rewrite the first sentence as follows, "The defendants 

also agree to establish a second trust (the custodial 

Trust) to receive the full title to approximately half 

of the site, which was owned by defendant that had no 

other assets." 

Then under the terms of -- then it goes on, 

this is a more accurate summary of the case. I don't 
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imagine anybody else would know or care about that. 

(Laughter) But, we try to focus on events. Are there 

any more comments on page 3 7? we ' 11 move to page 3 8 • 

Are there any more -- are there any comments 

on page 38? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Let me make sure the 

recommendations conform to the body of the 

MS. SHIELDS: Right. We're still working on 

the language, so I pledge to you that we'll come back 

and read that before we leave here. And we'll move 

back now to chapter four. But, madam chairwoman is 

going to take a break before that, so we will resume 

in two minutes. 

(Whereupon off the record from 3:36 p.m. 

until 3:42 p.m.) 

MS. SHIELDS: We're going to chapter four 

now. Exercising the prerogative of the chair, I get 

to make my comments first. Page 31, at the end of the 

second paragraph, someone threw in the idea of 

modifying the waiver of sovereign immunity. I would 

propose ending that sentence at EPA, and leaving out 

the next sentence. 

There is not a hidden agenda here. I think 
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we are really talking about delegation, not immunity 

waivers. And I think the reason that was put in there 

was to say it's unlikely that Congress would give 

would take authority away from the states. 

that's not going to happen. 

Truly, 

That's more in the nature of delegation than 

waiver. As for the last sentence of the paragraph, 

the point is more clearly made in the next paragraph 

which talks about what the states can do. So, I would 

end the paragraph at EPA. That leaves out the last 

clause about sovereign immunity in the last sentence. 

And I would change in the next paragraph "most states" 

to many states. I think that is more accurate. 

Anybody have any problems? 

MR. GRAY: Well, having spent 30 years with 

the Congress, I hesitate to predict anything Congress 

is likely or unlikely to do. 

MS. SHIELDS: I mean, as far as I'm 

concerned, we could leave out the whole sentence. 

MR. GRAY: I would prefer leaving out the 

whole sentence. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's fine with me. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Which -- what are you talking 
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about now. 

MR. GRAY: The sentence that says, "Congress 

is unlikely to eliminate this overlap and place the 

entire responsibility for ••• "· 

MS. SHIELDS: That's a good point. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I can allow --

MR. GRAY: I didn't know what that meant. 

The OJ"!lY thing predictable about congress is its 

unpredictability. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I can see why it's there. 

The only way the states will have some authority -- I 

guess we were saying it's unlikely the Congress was 

going to take away --

MS. SHIELDS: There's just no point in 

saying it. 

MR. GRAY: On the other hand, in that next 

sentence, I think you need to say, "States have 

significant statutory responsibilities for non-NPL 

sites." 

MR. DOXEY: I'm sorry? What was that? 

MR. GRAY: The next sentence says, "On the 

other hand, under CERCLA, states have significant 

statutory responsibilities," and I think you should 
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add, "for non-NPL sites." 

MS. SHIELDS: I would leave out that 

sentence because in the next paragraph you talk about 

what CERCLA provides for states. I don't think it 

hurts anything to just leave that out. 

MR. GRAY: Yes. Because non-NPL sites is 

mentioned in that last sentence. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: It was supposed to be a 

transition to the next sentence -- or to the next 

paragraph. It was just to be the transition. 

MS. SHIELDS: I would end the second 

paragraph, "After delegation is -- " And then go to 

the next paragraph. 

Does anybody -- I think Gordon,, you made -

we suggested changing "most states" to :"many states 

also now operate their own clean up programs." 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, factually 

factually it is most states. 

MS. SHIELDS: Is it over 50 percent? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Oh, yes. Actually, there 

are 49 that have funds to do clean up. And, well, 

somewhere right around 25 that have full enforcement 

kinds of authorities. Forty nine of them have funds. 
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MS. SHIELDS: I'm happy to defer to 

MR. GRAY: I think the last time we looked 

at it, though, something like 50 percent of the clean 

ups were done by something like six states. I mean, 

they have programs, but that doesn't mean it's an 

effective program. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: But they have -- they do 

have funds, and are authorized to do clean ups. 

MS. SHIELDS: You want to leave it "most" 

should we -- ? 

MR. GRAY: I think it's an accurate 

statement that most states have a clean up program, 

although they obviously do vary significantly. 

MS. SHIELDS: 

another question. 

How well funded it is is 

MR. GRAY: One further thing, if I might, on 

that page, on the first line, I think we should add 

the word "may," where it says, "EPA and the state may 

have overlapping regulatory authority." I don't think 

it's a sure thing. It may or may not occur. 

MS. McCRILLIS: In all cases, or as a general 

rule? I think we might say that in many cases the 

potential is there in great measure. Particularly 
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where, definitely where the site is also a RCRA 

facility. 

MR. GRAY: If you want to say, "have 

overlapping regulatory authority at most Federal 

facilities," or "at many Federal facilities." That's 

fine. I just don't think we need to say that they 

automatically have overlapping regulatory authority. 

It may not be true. 

MS. SHIELDS: I would prefer your first, 

because I don't know whether it's most, or many, or 

some, or -- so let's just say may. 

MR. EDWARDS: We have some revisions up 

here, to the paragraph before. 

MS. SHIELDS: Are these ? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Page 27. And before the 

chair has any fits, please give me a chance to 

retract. Most of the changes are self e~lanatory, 

except for the last one regarding the unitary 

inspecti ve executive theory. We are going to withdraw 

that· change. 

We will go on record as saying, though, that 

the reason we are is that it's not a statutory 

barrier, it is an interpretation, an administrative 
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interpretation barrier. But nonetheless, we were -

we will withdraw the unitary executive change at the 

end of the --

MS. SHIELDS: So basically then, the changes 

on this page amount to changing the word "delegation" 

to "authorize". 

MR. GOODHOPE: Right. 

MS. SHIELDS: I think that's a more accurate 

way. 

MR. KUSHNER: May I ask a question. What is 

the RCRA -- the actual transfer from EPA to the state. 

Is it a delegation, or is it an authorization? What 

is the executive order? 

MR. DAVIDSON: It's an authorization. 

MR. RUNKEL: This correctly states the 

activity. 

MR. KUSHNER: For Texas? 

MR. DOXEY: And is that the way it is for 

all the states, or is it just for Texas? 

MR. RUNKEL: We treat Texas differently than 

(Laughter). 

MR. DAVIDSON: I do have a question on -

not on the changes you guys are suggesting, but there 
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are four sentences down that states, "Although states 

may be authorized to administer the RCRA regulatory 

program, Congress should quickly provide that EPA 

retain authority to enforce the statute." Okay, 

that's overfiling authority. I assume that's what 

they're trying to get at here. 

The next sentence, "This ensures some 

regulatory overlap and duplication, even under a 

statute that provides for authorization." That's a 

fairly strong statement there that, I don't think it 

practice 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes. It is. It 1 s pejorative. 

MR. DOXEY: Which one is this? 

MS. SHIELDS: "This ensures some regulatory 

overlap and duplication." It also ensures some 

environmental safeguards, I would point out, when you 

have got a state that's not doing anything. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Yes. I -- what 1 s the point of 

having that --

MS. SHIELDS: That's a good question. 

MR •. PENDERGRASS: Well, the point of having 

it in here is that the problem is that the task force 

is trying to deal with is eliminating ov~rlap, and 
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this is where the overlap is. 

places. 

MR. DAVIDSON: In overfiling authority? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: No. The overlap is in two 

It's the overlap between RCRA and CERCLA, 

that's one situation. Then there's also overlap in 

overfiling authority. And I don't think it's 

pejorative to state that it's there. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well overlap and duplication 

are not non-pejorative words. They are -- in our 

lexicon, those are bad words. Now, if you want to 

add some good words in there, maybe, we can --

MR. DOXEY: I think what we're getting at-

what is the purpose of the overlap that there -- maybe 

that's a bad word, overlap, but that dual 

responsibility; it ensures something. Maybe that's 

what we want to get at. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Maybe it means that there 

is some dual purpose --

MS. SHIELDS: Maybe dual responsibility. 

MR. DAVIDSON: If there is a situation of 

noncompliance at a DoD facility, and EPA doesn't feel 

that the state is taking appropriate enforcement 

action, we have the ability to go in and using state 
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law take that action. So it's a protective devise. 

I'm not sure that that creates an 

duplication or an overlap. What it creates is 

administration of enforcement of law. 

MS. SHIELDS: can everybody agree on 

amending on changing "regulatory overlap and 

duplication" to "dual responsibility"? Can we go with 

that? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, I want to -- how would 

that be a dual responsibility? I mean -- there's 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, it's -- both entities 

have a responsibility. One didn't live up to his. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, the reason I say that 

is that may connote some duplication. Okay? And I'm 

just not sure that's really the case in point. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, there is some 

duplication, because the only way you're going to find 

out about it is to be doing the oversight. And, it 

would not be duplication if you got out completely. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, the point is, does this 

type of structure slow down DoD, or create confusion 

in the field by DoD to expedite clean up and 

compliance? Is that what we're trying to get at here? 
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MR. KUSHNER: I think that's what we have 

said. That why we -- that's why we have this issue to 

begin with. 

Ms. McCRILLIS: But, what I would clarify is 

that the problem has not been so much with the EPA's 

ability to be able to come in and enforce the statute 

under its oversight, RCRA oversight, but rather the 

dual jurisdiction problem has been more with CERCLA 

and RCRA, than possibly state laws. I wouldn't say 

it's as real a problem with state laws. 

I don't think we have really experienced 

the, type of dual jurisdiction problem, where EPA has 

exercised its oversight role over a state delegated 

RCRA program. So, I don't know that is as much the 

problem as the other area, RCRA vs CERCLA, 

problem. 

is the 

MR. GRAY: I think we have made another one 

of these leaps here. I don't see anything in the 

terms of reference of this task force that talks about 

eliminating overlapping authority. It talks about 

improving interagency coordination within existing 

laws and regulations. By the way, it's to streamline 

within existing laws and --
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The point here was not 

this is not here to talk about eliminating. 

It's here to talk about there's a problem, and the 

next -- the recommendation is to use the agreement 

processes to avoid the problems. 

Now, if DoD is saying that it's not really 

a problem, then we'll take it out. But it's part of 

the background to say that there are some problems, 

and that the solution is to deal -- to use the 

agreements, and better use those agreements. 

MR. DOXEY: How about if we put the fix in 

maybe the word that says, since this is supposed to be 

an example, or a prediction of what could happen, 

maybe if we interject the word, "the potential is 

there for," or something like that. 

That may make you a point here, and then 

allow your recommendation to clarify what you're 

actually saying later. 

MR. DAVIDSON: To be honest with you, I have 

got kind of a problem with that approach. I mean, 

RCRA CERCLA is one thing. We' 11 get to: that in a 

second. But in terms administering compliance, I 

mean, there is a design, and there are reasons for 
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doing this. 

Nowhere in my tenure at EPA has it ever been 

brought to my attention that overfiling authority, or 

administration of compliance in enforcement of 

regulatory standards has reduced, has caused delay, or 

overlap, or duplication, and frankly I'm not sure I 

want that laid out here, because I don't think that's 

the case. 

RCRA CERCLA is something different. We can 

talk about that. But my proposal would be just, not 

to even include most of this paragraph. 

MS. McCRILLIS: I would concur, or I would 

recommend that that happen. I agree with what you're 

saying. The problem has really been between, RCRA and 

CERCLA, not so much EPA RCRA overfiling state RCRA. 

MS. SHIELDS: Is it sufficient for you to 

just delete the line that starts, "This ensures."? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, the line after that 

also. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's already gone. The last 

two are gone. So we're just deleting the last three, 

so that that paragraph would end with, "Congress 

clearly provided that EPA would retain authority to 
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enforce the statute." Period. End of paragraph. 

MR. KUSHNER: I would like to make a point. 

I recognize your concerns with respect to enforcement 

of compliance, and I agree with you that in general, 

compliance as used generally do not impede our CERCLA 

programs, except in one instance. 

And, in fact, this is the one instance I 

think that causes most of our RCRA CERCLA integration 

problems. Because my experience has been that we have 

been very successful in coordinating our CERCLA 

obligations with our RCRA corrective action 

obligations. Where the difficulty comes, then, is 

when you have got closure issues with respect to 

unpermitted units that have also been. scored for 

purposes of CERCLA, and was the basis for listing a 

facility that the state wants to address as a RCRA 

compliance issue. 

But as part of closure, as you know, there 

are corrective action provisions included, ground 

water monitoring, etc. , that sometimes do not mesh 

with the overall remediation going on at the facility. 

So, to the extent they want to address those type of 

closure issues in the context of a consent order, and 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

I 3 

I 
4 

5 

I 6 

I 
7 

8 

I 9 

I 
10 

11 

I 12 

I 13 

14 

I 15 

I 16 

17 

I 18 

I 19 

20 

I 21 

I 22 

23 

I 
I 

320 

the state may wish to impose inconsistent schedules 

with the schedules that have been negotiated for the 

CERCLA clean up agreement, the compliance issues do 

cause us problems. 

And cause additional expense in the clean 

up, because often we require them to install separate 

ground water monitoring systems for the particular 

unit, which is some instances has been located in a 

larger area contamination, such as the ground water 

monitoring provides little beneficial information for 

us. So, it costs us a million dollars to install 

ground water monitoring for, in our mind, no reason. 

MR. DAVIDSON: The closure issue is -- I 

wouldn't that is sort of in a gray area. But I 

don't think that's something I would address more 

in terms of a clean up RCRA CERCLA type of issue, 

because that's where we find that problem. Not in 

terms of, "Have you labelled your drums in safety 

?" 

MS. SHIELDS: Okay. Have we got agreement 

to end that paragraph at the word "statute," at about 

the fifth line from the bottom of the paragraph? Can 

we move on to the next page? 
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MR. KUSHNER: Excuse me. We have some 

changes on pages 31 and 32. The first paragraph, the 

introductory paragraph, on the last full line after 

"regulatory" editing the words remedy selection, so 

it'll say regulatory remedy selection authority. 

MR. DOXEY: Excuse me. I don't have those. 

Where are those from. 

MS. SHIELDS: Whose changes are they? 

MS. McCRILLIS: These are changes that we 

recommended. I talked through some of this with Mr. 

Baca yesterday. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: In the first like of -

MS. SHIELDS: Wait a second. What was that 

one? You have added -- ? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Remedy selection authority. 

MS. SHIELDS: Instead of regulatory? 

MS. McCRILLIS: The issue here was the term 

"lead" started creating some problems. What you 

really mean by "lead" responsibility. Did you mean 

remedy selection authority, did you mean you're 

actually doing the clean up work, or did it mean that 

you were oversighting? 

that there was some 

And so, in order to make sure 

clarity, and there wasn't 
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confusion over what we meant by these various terms, 

these are recommended changes to help sort through 

that. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I'm not sure that 

again, I think I think it's whatever as 

consolidating regulatory authority there, that's the 

problem that we're dealing with. Later on, there are 

specific points where it discusses lead, and we were 

willing to add --

MS. SHIELDS: The chair is changing over, 

and we would like to break for a minute, so we can get 

clear where the comments are coming from at DoD. 

(Whereupon, off the record from 4:02 p.m. 

until 4:12p.m.) 

MS. SHIELDS: Maybe we don't need to wrestle 

with some of this. We are finished with page 31 of 

chapter four. No-- we're not. I'm sorry, we're not. 

We're finished with some comments on --

Oh, Tom, this is left over. on page five, 

we agreed in concept to something, and then they went 

and drafted language. And this is the draft language 

that people need to agree to. It's supposed to fit in 

-- this language that came around for chapter five is 
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after the first sentence of the first full paragraph? 

Is that right? 

MR. RUNKEL: On page 36? 

MS. SHIELDS: On page 36, first full 

paragraph, after the first sentence, this would be 

inserted? Is that-right? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I would -- I think that the 

I was the thinking the base closure activities may 

in regulatory agency oversight should actually go up, 

should go in after the first sentence. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Does everybodyhave a copy? 

MS. SHIELDS: Just put this as a new 

paragraph before "use of proceeds"? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Do you have extra copies to 

hand out? The reporter is having difficulty with 

everybody talking at the same time. 

Let me read the statement. "The Task Force 

recommends that Congress and the Administration ensure 

that adequate resources are available to DoD, EPA, and 

the states for environmental oversight and restoration 

at closing bases. In addition, the Military Services 

should expand environmental education programs to 

retrain engineers, scientists and contracting 
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specialists who have been displaced from other jos 

assignments due to base closures and realignment. 

Base closure activities may result in 

regulatory agency, i.e. , EPA and the states, 

(oversight activities that are in addition to their 

existing clean up oversight responsibilities.) The 

Task Force recommends that the existing DSMOA be 

reviewed as soon as possible." I'm not sure what this 

means. "To ensure that the states will be fully 

reimbursed for their oversight activities. These 

additional oversight activities may require amendments 

of DSMOA. 11 

What do you mean by the task force 

recommends that the existing DSMOA be reviewed as soon 

as possible? 

MR. RUNKEL: We had talked about the current 

DSMOA' s not reflecting base closure oversight 

activities. And that's when Gordon had added in that 

first sentence or the second to reflect that. And 

then.we had originally said the existing DSMOA's be 

amended as soon as possible. And DOJ again expressed 

concern that that was too mandatory. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Does anybody have a problem 
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with this language? 

MR. KUSHNER: My only concern would be to 

ensure that that language is consistent with the 

existing DSMOA principles and policies. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: As far as I know, it is. 

Where do we want this inserted? Page 36? After 

"closing bases"? 

MS. SHIELDS: This is the fir~t paragraph. 

This is this paragraph. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: For the record? 

MS. McCRILLIS: May I just bring up one 

issue we had discussed earlier was the question of 

fully reimbursed? Did we not talk about that earlier? 

MR. RUNKEL: We're just recommending that it 

be reviewed, not saying they have to be am~nded. That 

was the issue. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Then are,we through 

with page 36? Okay. Let's go to chapter four? It 

shouldn't take more than a few minutes to get through 

this. 

MS. SHIELDS: We have already made quite a 

few changes to page 31. We're not quite through. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay, page 31. , Anymore 
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I 2 

comments on page 31? 

MR. GRAY: Just a question. The statement 

I 3 is made, the second sentence, "The overlapping 

I 
4 

5 

authority has, however, led to confusion, conflict, 

and delay in timely clean up of military bases." In 

I 6 the preceding discussion, I think we sort of came 

I 
7 

8 

around to the point of view that this problem is more 

a problem between RCRA and CERCLA rather than between 
' 

I 9 EPA and the states. 

I 
10 

11 

Do we have some examples where it has led to 

confusion, conflict, delay in timely clean up of 

I 12 military bases? 

I 
13 CHAIRMAN BACA: There are many examples. 

14 Many examples. 

I 15 MR. GRAY: Well, is it an overlap between 

I 
16 state and EPA? 

17 MS. McCRILLIS: One of the ones that Larry 

I 18 mentioned this morning was at Robbins Air Force Base, 

I 19 where the state had an ongoing RCRA corrective action, 

20 and then the site was later added to the NPL. And, 

I 21 you know, we were all able to finally get together and 

I 22 work out the problems at the facility but, the problem 

23 is, it takes time to work through those issues. 
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MR. GRAY: But was it the state that 

I handling the RCRA action? 
I 

I. 
I 1 ,' 

MS. McCRILLIS: Yes. The state had ~hk • 
·, ''\ ' .. 

<'¢ 

NPL. That·•s . "I lead, and then the site was added on 

th\ 
correct. 

( ! 

' ~ • I , 

. , I 

MR. GRAY: And that led to problems 

I 
bet~e'ed 

' ' 
I 

.: I 

In ~hat case i;.t\ 
EPA and the state? 

MS. McCRILLIS: Yes. 

I r , 
depends on, obviously, whether the state has tl:j:~ I I ' . II. I 

delegated RCRA authority or not, whether or not you' ~\e \ 

going to encounter dual jurisdiction belween EPA ar{dz\ 
I. 

the state. But in that particular case, that was the I 

situation, where the state was -- I 
CHAIRMAN BACA: It's a real\ 

"'" I 

·'\" 
\i ., 

situation/ 
' " 

though. It really is. ,• I 1 

MR. GRAY: We seemed to be in agreement a;. 

F' 

while ago that it was between RCRA and CEiCLA and not; 
1 

\"' 

whether it was the state that had the lead, or EPA. I '· I , 
CHAIRMAN BACA: It's a problem with th~ , 

laws, and it's a pr?blem with the agencils applying 'i 
I 

those laws. 

MR. GRAY: I'm sure we 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes. 

have somei 

We do. I 
'II 

examples~. • · 

Any more 
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comments on page 31? We don't need any more examples. 

Sam? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Page 29, 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We're not going back. 

MS. SHIELDS: We finished page 14. I want 

you to know that we are not going back. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, you do have to go back 

to chapter two. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Go ahead. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Again, just standing up for 

the rights of states to maintain their roles -- their 

role. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: 

to do that. 

MR. GOODHOPE: 

CHAIRMAN BACA: 

to do that. 

This document is not going 

Pardon? 

This document is not going 

MR. GOODHOPE: This document? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: This document. 

MR. GOODHOPE: What? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I mean this report. 

MS. SHIELDS: Does not give them something 

they don't have, in the sense of the state 
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MR. GOODHOPE: I'm reiterating, or 

reinforcing the idea that there are state out there do 

have some responsibilities under laws as they 

presently exist. And again, I may be stating the 

obvious, but --

MR. PENDERGRASS: What they have done is add 

a little specificity. We already have that many 

states take an active role in clean ups of Federal 

facility NPL sites. It was period. We have added the 

including responsibility for oversight, and management 

at state lead and Federal NPL sites. 

And my only question is that phrase has 

caused problems with-- EPA doesn't, I believe, refer 

to them as state lead sites. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Can we have EPA clarify that? 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's my question. I'm 

trying to get what you guys were -- what you meant by 

that. I mean, we can't delegate certain authority to 

the states at NPL sites. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Sam do you want to 

let your attorney speak? 

MR. EDWARDS: An example of this would be 

like the Sykes Superfund site in Texas, which is a 
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Federal Superfund site, but includes the state has 

taken the responsibility of managing the contracting, 

and so forth. Of course, EPA still writes the broad, 

but it the management's responsibility under an MOU 

with EPA, not a delegation. 

MS. SHIELDS: But why are you calling that 

state lead? 

MR. EDWARDS : Because that's what it's 

called. 

MR. DAVIDSON: But the difference here is 

that's not a Federal facility, right? 

MR. EDWARDS: That's correct. 

MR. DAVIDSON: It's a private orphan site 

that would be under our fund lead program which, 

through cooperative agreements and MOU with the Region 

VI, that's a little confusing here, because it's not 

specific 

MR. GOODHOPE: Is it a crucial difference 

between what -- what difference does it make if it's 

a Federal facility or not? Whether states can take 

over the management? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well the difference is under 

120 CERCLA. I want to clarify, the way the statute 
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works under 120, in 120(g) we probably have section 

authority. We're not allowed to delegate that. So, 

basically, EPA would retain certain authority. We 

can't give that to you to run the site. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: And on the other side of 
' 

the -- the agency that owns the facility is the one 

that is taking the lead in doing the action, whereas 

in a private facility, the state might take the lead 

and actually -- on a Fund lead one, the state would be 

doing the contracting and everything. 

I think we just -- we have to -- maybe the 

thing to do is here delete this phrase "state lead," 

and say, including responsibility for oversight and 

management at some Federal NPL sites, rather than 

characterizing it. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Gordon, do you have a 

problem with that? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, let me ·think that 

through. I don't think that's still clear about what 

the reality of the situation is. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Why do we even need that 

sentence? 

MR. GOODHOPE: That's fine. 
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MS. SHIELDS: Just leave it out. 

MR. GOODHOPE: You know, just have a report 

with a lot of minority views, or you know, views that 

detract from the overall 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Sam, the point is, what I'm 

saying is, because many states take an active role in 

the clean up of federal facilities and being on site. 

MR. DAVIDSON: What's the point that you're 

trying to make? 

MR. GOODHOPE: In the interest of plugging 

on, I'll withdraw the amendment. 

MR. GRAY: Is it objectionable if we just 

take out the word state lead? Does that still leave 

you with a problem, Gordon? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I have a problem -- I'm not 

sure what the point is that you're trying to make 

here. 

MS. SHIELDS: They don't have oversight and 

management at all Federal NPL sites by all means. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, the way to say that, 

then, at -- when you say Federal NPL sites, what you 

mean are EPA lead NPL sites, not federally owned NPL 

sites. That's the distinction. It's not a Federal 
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It's an EPA lead, Federal lead, and a 

private work site. That's a major difference. 

MR. EDWARDS: It's a state lead. Federally 

funded, Superfund. 

MR. GRAY: Well one difference I think is 

that you can't pay for clean up at a Fed¢ral facility 

out of the trust fund. 

MR. EDWARDS: That's correct. It's against 

the law. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I guess, I think we're 

probably better off leaving it as it exists. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, they witbdrew it. 

MR. GOODHOPE: How about the last, that next 

addition? In addition states may obtain -- ? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: It's stating the obvious, 

it's withdrawn. Okay. Any more comments on page 31? 

MR. GOODHOPE: We have one more page 31, 

fourth paragraph. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I guess I don't have a 

problem with it. Jay, do you want to rea~t? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: We already agreed to that. 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes, this change is 

"delegation" to "authorization". 
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CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay, no more comments on 

MR. DAVIDSON: Yes, Mr. Chairman, I just 

want to consult with my attorney. 

MS. SHIELDS: 

agreed to that. 

I wasn't sure that we had 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Are you thinking out loud? 

Go ahead. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I have a couple questions on 

clarification. Two items in here, authorization 

tended to eliminate duplication -- the agency that 

ultimately bears responsibility. I'll have another 

question later on. The task force suggests 

authorization of more safe programs, corrective action 

authority might expedite clean ups. 

Now, is that pursuant to NPL and non-NPL, or 

just non-NPL sites? Or on the latter point, and I'm 

not clear how authorization eliminates duplication. 

I mean, the statute is for it, and EPA does it. 

MR. EDWARDS: As a practical matter, it 

takes a long time to get full authorization anyway. 

I'm not sure, in fact, I think you do not want to hold 

up clean ups awaiting authorization of host states. 
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MR. DAVIDSON: Yes. I agree ~ith that, but 

I'm not sure that that theme is reflected in this --

MR. EDWARDS: Well, there's no suggestion 

anywhere that anyone's waiting on doing any clean ups 

for authorization. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think my observation would 

be this may be impractical. 

MS. SHIELDS: That this recommendation -- ? 

MR. EDWARDS: That this recommendation may 

be impractical. 

MS. SHIELDS: I would suggest leaving out 

that paragraph. 

MR. GRAY: It might be true for non-NPL 

sites. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I'm for deleting the 

paragraph. Any objection? The paragraph? 

MS. SHIELDS: Especially in light of our 

changes to the paragraphs above. 

that? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any objection to deleting 

MR. GRAY: What part are you deleting? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We're deleting that whole 
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paragraph. Delegation. 

MS. SHIELDS: We're deleting the paragraph 

in the text that starts delegation. 

MR. GRAY: The original paragraph and the 

changes are being deleted? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: No. Just the original 

paragraph. Okay, any more comments on page J 1? Let's 

start page 32. We have a staff recommendation. Lucy, 

would you explain it? 

MS. McCRILLIS: Yes. I'll try again here. 

The issue is, in this first main paragraph under 

administrative mechanisms to reduce delay, the term 

"lead" is introduced, and lead agency, and obviously 

we have already had some discussion here on what that 

term really means. And so, our recommendation was 

that at a minimum what we need to do is to define the 

term lead. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I think that is one of our 

glossary terms that needs to be included. 

MS. McCRILLIS: Do we mean oversight? Do we 

mean remedy selection? Do we mean taking the lead to 

do the clean up? You know, what do we mean by that? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: In this case we mean 
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oversight. 

MR. RUNKEL: In different contexts it's 

different things, and I think just add oversight to 

this sense. Just so you don't get in that problem. 

Just "states lead oversight agency." 

MR. DAVIDSON: And this is in the context of 

non-NPL sites. 

MR. KUSHNER: In interpreted, I asked the 

question, because this is the way I interpreted this 

sentence, having been involved in the negotiation at 

Seal Beach, and some of the California; and FFA's. 

The experience has been is that within the state 

itself, one agency or the other will be delegated to 

lead for purposes of representing the state only. Is 

that what that sentence is intended to convey, that 

either the Cal EPA or the Regional Water Board is the 

lead agency for the state in the remediatipn of that? 

The states representative? ·And that's, what this 

sentence means? 

MR. RUNKEL: That's right. 

MR. GRAY: Add the words, "for the state," 

after --

MR. PENDERGRASS: The phrase has the 
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So the 

state's lead, and that's what that means. The lead 

agency for the state, the possessive form of state 

does that. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Lucy. Go ahead. 

MS. McCRILLIS: Okay. A second issue. Are 

we actually, how did we resolve that last one? Are 

we going to define it, or are we going to -- ? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We're adding oversight. 

MS. McCRILLIS: Oversight. Okay. The 

second issue, then, was the use of the term IAG' s, and 

particularly with respect to California IAG. And IAG, 

at least in CERCLA is a term of art, and generally 

people refer to it, or think of it in terms of a 

Federal agency/EPA agreement. 

A state could be a party to it, but the core 

of it is DoD, or Federal agency/EPA agreement, and so, 

it might lead to some confusion in so far as, 

although, this agreement between DoD and the state may 

be worked out, if any of those sites are then added to 

the NPL, it could raise the issue of then, who is in 

charge of the site, regardless of whether or not any 

agreement has been negotiated. 
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. ; .. in this California 
situation, that's 
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CHAIRMAN BACA: 
Does anybody have any 

problem with that line? 
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MS. SHIELDS: The way it is stated here is 

just a fact. What are we arguing about? 

MR. RUNKEL: I don't know. 

MR. KUSHNER: I think the concern might be 

with the term lAG. 

agreement. 

It's just an interagency 

MR. RUNKEL: Either one. FFA or lAG. It's 

not meant then as, like, the official act. I know 

what you're saying. We could decapitalize it, or 

something. Just spell it out in lower cap -- in small 

letters, so it's a generic IAG. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. So we'll do that and 

not make any other changes, not make that addition. 

Any other comments? 

comments? 

Lucy, did you have any other 

MS. McCRILLIS: No. I think that's all. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Any other comments on 

page 32? Let's start page 33. 

MS. SHIELDS: Did you, Gordon, have any 

problem with all this, for example, the coordination 

and early as possible involvement? Do you have 

resources for the involvement at early stages, even at 

non-NPL sites? What that seems to suggest is 
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everybody is doing everything. 

MR. DAVIDSON: If the implication is that we 

will be formally getting involved in non-NPL sites, I 

think that needs to be clarified. We don't have a 

formal policy on it, but in practice what we do is--

MR. GRAY: I think I'm the one who made the 

suggestion. It was not intended that EPA had to be 

involved if it was a non-NPL site. It's just a matter 

of whatever regulatory agencies are involved. The 

earlier you get them involved and make them aware of 

what you're doing, the less likely you are to run into 

delays down the road. 

MS. SHIELDS: What if we added, "when 

appropriate," -- "as appropriate."? 

MR. GRAY: As appropriate, that's fine. 

MS. SHIELDS: Okay. Involve EPA and state 

regulatory agencies as appropriate, as early as 

possible. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay? Any problem with 

that? If not, we'll accept it. Page 33? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Mr. Chairman, I have a 

proposed 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay, Sam, go ahead. 
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MR. GOODHOPE: Okay, page 31, paragraph two. 

I think that paragraph's just legally wrong. 
'· 

I 3 CHAIRMAN BACA: Jay, do you want to address 

I 
4 

5 

this? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Some of the analysis I 

I 6 believe was wrong. 

I 
7 CHAIRMAN BACA: Gordon? Do you want to 

8 address that? 

I 9 MR. DAVIDSON: I '11 be glad to. Is it 

.I 10 correct or not correct, I guess is the --

11 MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, the first two 

I 12 sentences are factually correct. 

I 13 MR. DAVIDSON: In all cases? 

14 MR. PENDERGRASS: That is correct. EPA's 

' 15 policy statement says that 

,I 16 MR. DAVIDSON: There's one clarification that 

17 could be made in the first sentence, is that there are 

I 18 three specific criteria that surround whether or not 

I 19 we're going to list a RCRA facility. We may want to 

20 have· those spelled out in here. They are willingness, 

I 21 ability to pay, essentially, that kind of thing. 

I 22 If you have a viable RCRA owner and 

23 operator, they are willing to work with the regulatory 
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agency. There is one other that will defer them from 

NPL listing. So I think it's important to have that 

distinction in there, because if we have a 

recalcitrant owner/operator, or someone who can't pay, 

we will list the RCRA facility under TSD's. 

MR. GRAY: Under certain circumstances they 

may not be listed, then. 

MS. SHIELDS: Is it they're usually not 

listed? or -- ? 

MR. GRAY: Except under exceptional 

circumstances they will not be listed. 

MR. DAVIDSON: No. Under normal 

circumstances, RCRA TSD's, private RCRA TSD's will not 

be listed. 

MR. GRAY: That's what I'm saying. Except 

under exceptional circumstances, they would not be 

listed. Exceptional circumstances being l:ike they're 

not willing, and so on. Those three criteria, which 

would be an exceptional circumstance. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think that's a good 

clarification. What I would like to do is go back and 

just make sure that that's indeed true, because what 

that connotes is that almost every time we do not list 
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it. 

MR. GRAY: Under certain circumstances then, 

meaning those three criteria. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: All right. Sam? 

MR. GOODHOPE: There's a suggestion in here 

to amend the existing regulations, which is clearly 

beyond the scope and authority of the task force. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Would you just point that 

out for us? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Yes, sir. The task force 

suggested that EPA may have the authority to amend 

existing regulations to preclude Federal facility RCRA 

sites from being listed on the NPL. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Is that not true? 

MR. GOODHOPE: No. It's not. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We do not have the authority 

to amend existing regulations? 

MR. GOODHOPE: No. Sir. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: EPA doesn't have the 

authority to amend existing regulations? 

MR. GRAY: Not in that case. What you have 

to bear in mind here is that they have the ability to 

do this on the private sites, because it's just like 
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site, they can sell the property any time they want 
I 

to, they just can't transfer the liabili
1
ty. 

section 120 governs, listing\1 of Federal 
I 

facilities. And the only portion of SectJion 120 that 
I 

I 

I think hasn't been quoted here today is 120-0, which 
I 

says, "The administrator shall take step
1
s to assure I . 

I 

that a preliminary assessment is conduc~ed for each 
I 

facility on the docket," meaning Federal11facilities, 

"following such 
I 

preliminary assessment, 
I 

the 

administrator shall, where appropriate, eJaluate such 
I 

facilities with the criteria established irl accordance 
I 

with Section 105 under the National Contirlgency Plan, 
I 

for determining priorities among the Listings and 
'I 

include such facilities on the national 1
1 
priorities 

I 

list if the facility meets such criteria.'1 

there. 

I 

Now, I don't see any discretionar~ authority 

MR. PENDERGRASS: 

I 
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The next sentence then 

I 
says, "Such criteria shall be applied iri the same 

I 
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manner as applied to facilities owned or operated by 

other persons." 
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in the same way --

MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, I think this 

discussion --

MR. GRAY: For determining whether or not 

they qualify. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: This discussion -- the 

same discussion occurred at the last meeting, and this 

language came out of a discussion about whether there 

was room under the statute interpreting this language 

that include those if they meet such criteria, and 

such criteria shall be applied in the same manner as 

private facilities, that that might indeed allow EPA, 

because it has done this for the private facilities in 

deferring listing, that it might also give them the 

authority to do the same for Federal facilities. 

That's where -- that's where this came from. 

MS. SHIELDS: I think -- I haven't thought 

about this much, but I think Don is right. I think 

that's a more proper reading. 

MR. GRAY: The use of the criteria in the 

section implies you go through the hazard ranking 

system, and you apply those criteria to determine 

whether or not you qualify for the NPL in terms of the 
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degree of hazard. I don't think it has anything to do 

with saying, "Because at a private facility you choose 

not list them, "that you can do the same thing when 

you have a different section of the statute that 

govern Section 120." Which it clearly does in this 

case. 

MS. SHIELDS: I think that's sort of 

boilerplate language, that treating them like 

everybody else to provide a specific mandate -

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. One more comment? 

MR. KUSHNER: Mr. Chairman, I would just 

want to point out to the task force a couple things. 

First, EPA's own policy I think, describes its 

conclusions as being based upon an interpretation of 

the statute, not anything explicit in the statute 

regarding how to list Federal facilities. 

I think also, too, that there is sufficient 

room to maneuver under 120(e) as to whether it's a 

mandatory obligation to list Federal facilities, and 

I would just also point out what's in 120(a) (ii) 

regarding how guidelines that apply to the private 

sector also apply to Federal facilities in listing. 

My only recommendation would be that we not 
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come to any definitive conclusion on issues of law in 

the context of this report unless we want to fall on 

I 3 our face. 

I 
4 

5 

MR. DAVIDSON: We've been doing that all day. 

MR. GRAY: That's exactly what it does now 
~ 

I 6 is come to a conclusion of law. 

I 
7 

8 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let's take a vote. 

MS. SHIELDS: If you leave out the 

I 9 paragraph, I think --

I 
10 

11 

MR. DAVIDSON: Before we vote, Mr. Chairman, 

I think I would like to make a remark here, because I 

I 12 think -- when I here last time we talked about this, 

I 13 

14 

and in the meantime we spent a lot of time in the PA 

discussing this particular issue. 

I 15 I think it is one of -- not one of EPA 

I 16 regulatory discretion or authority, but it's one of 

17 statutory construction. And it's -- I would hope that 

I 18 the remark reflected in this report would be that it's 

I 19 not EPA's responsibility to go back and it own 

20 requirements or its regulations to see whether we can 

I 21 do this, but it's a responsibility that probably lays 

I 22 with Congress. You get to this issue of whether you 

23 recommend legislation, or whatever, but I think that's 

I 
I 
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where the issue is. 

I think that the prevailing feeling within 

our office'of general counsel at EPA is that we are to 

list the Federal facility of the NPL pursuant to 

120{d). 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I would like to propose the 

following. We put a period after facilities and 

delete the rest of the sentence. 

MS. SHIELDS: Which sentence is this now? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: 

it says, "sites shall 

facilities." 

The second paragraph where 

also apply to Federal 

MS. SHIELDS: That isn't a sen~ence then. 

The states' proposal, Sam's proposal, is to leave out 

the entire paragraph. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I know. I know what sam's 

is, but I would like to propose that we delete the 

sentence starting with "given" and ending with "NPL." 

MR. GOODHOPE: Delete that whole sentence? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Delete that entire sentence. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well then -- then the last 

sentence would have to go, too. 

MS. SHIELDS: And the question is whether 
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there's anything left. 

MR. GRAY: It's now a factual statement that 

we have verified with Gordon, but it hasn't been 

MR. GOODHOPE: And using the rule that was 

developed today that we're not stating the obvious, 

then I think we should delete the whole paragraph. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Let 1 s take a vote on 

deleting the whole paragraph. All in favor of 

deleting the entire paragraph, signify by raising your 

hand? Okay, everybody except Brian. Sorry about 

that. (Laughter) 

MR. RUNKEL: Should we caucus? (Laughter) 

CHAIRMAN BACA: All right, Sam, you split 

the vote there. Any other comments? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I do have one, a related 

sentence, it's the last sentence of the third 

paragraph. It says, "The task force recommends that 

EPA review the basis of the NPL listing process for 

Federal facilities." And I think that considering we 

deleted the middle paragraph that that one should come 

out as well. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any opposition to deleting 

that? 
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MR. RUNKEL: Well, yes. I think -- see, 

that's why I had a little problem with the deletion 

previously. I mean, we still have a concern about the 

extent of delineating the base for the listing policy. 

I would object very strongly to precluding RCRA sites. 

Getting rid of that language, but getting into the 

delineation of the base itself, if we can get back 

into this discussion, we can discuss it here, we can 

discuss it back in chapter one. But, we do have a 

problem with that. 

MR. GRAY: Are you talking about defining 

the sites, Brian? 

MR. RUNKEL: I'm just concerned that we're 

not trying to do that through the back door, here. 

MR. GRAY: There's a separate section that 

deals with that. 

MR. DAVIDSON: In fact, we haven't had that 

discussion yet. 

MR. GRAY: I would like to .raise one 

question, though. Because I don't want what I said to 

be misconstrued. It is my understanding, and some 

other people may not agree with me, that simply 

because a NPL Federal facility is listed on the NPL, 
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does not necessarily mean that you cannot work out an 

agreement and allow the clean up to proceed under 

Section 3004 of RCRA or any other portion of RCRA 

that might apply. Is that not correct, Gordon? 

MR. DAVIDSON: That is correct. 

MR. GRAY: So they don't have to go through 

this process of not listing them in order to work out 

an arrangement to handle the clean up under the other 

statute if you so choose. 

MS. McCRILLIS: Just a question, or a point 

of clarification, and it's a question to you, 

Gordon .•• If the site is on the NPL, though, if it's 

placed on the NPL, does EPA have the discretion to be 

able to delegate oversight remedy selection authority 

to a state? 

I think I heard you say earlier that you 

don't. But I just want to 

MR. DAVIDSON: Let me explain how our 

listing policy works. That may clarify our view on 

this. And please drop in as appropriate. (Laughter) 

Basically under our listing policy, each 

state, we shall list Federal facilities on the NPL 

regardless of their RCRA status. And generally then, 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

353 

we will try to -- that these listings are often going 

to be comprehensive, and that we will try to enter 

into -- do what we can to enter into a three party 

interagency agreement under Section 12'0 of CERCLA, 

encompassing all the releases that we know of, because 

we think one document would work, we will coordinate 

through that document. 

We go on in that policy to say, however, 

there may be some circumstances under which it makes 

sense to carve a site up, and to provide for allow 

for the state to proceed under its RCRA corrective 

action authorities for the clean up. And there is a 

difference there between delegating Section 120(g), 

remedial decision authority there. And basically, 

unless its inconsistent, is what we would want to do, 

we think it's appropriate to allow the state to 

proceed as the lead agency under its RCRA corrective 

action authorities for the clean up. And that's in 

our policy. 

MR. GRAY: And there may be an opportunity 

for some sort of recommendation by the task force 

here, that that be done wherever possible in order to 

avoid these overlaps in proper coordination. 
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CHAIRMAN BACA: Lucy, you asked a question. 

Did he answer your question? 

MS. McCRILLIS: I think, yes. I think you 

said, and let me just restate that, that if its 

delegated -- you could in theory delegate whether its 

listed on the NPL, or some portion of it that is 

listed on the NPL, to a state under, for instance, a 

RCRA program, and they can go ahead and take the lead, 

and do the remedy selection. And as long as that 

wasn •t necessarily inconsistent with what you perceive 

to be your CERCLA obligation, you would have no 

problem with that. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, it's not a delegation. 

They are -- the Federal agency would be cleaning up 

under an authorized RCRA corrective action program, 

which result we think would be consistent with what we 

had selected under CERCLA, but we are not selecting -

we are not selecting a remedy, nor is the state under 

CERCLA. 

MR. GRAY: Which is the same rationale you 

have applied to the private sites we discussed 

earlier. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Right. And that's-- 120(I), 
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I think, is an important provision. 

MR. KUSHNER: Gordon, a question, though, 

with that process. Is it not really, as you say, it's 

not a delegation. Is it not actually a deferral, or 

a postponement of the CERCLA action to allow the RCRA 

work to proceed, and once that RCRA work :Ls completed, 

there is a requirement then under CERCLA to come back 

in and investigate, or review the work done under RCRA 

for purposes of CERCLA to assure it meets CERCLA 

requirements? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, what we would probably 

have to do is come back in and do a no action brought 

under CERCLA, so the clean up was sufficient. 

MR. KUSHNER: So, it's not carved out truly 

under RCRA. It's just deferred, the RCRA work 

proceeds, and once the RCRA work is· done·, you come 

back again under CERCLA and review the work done? 

MR. DAVIDSON: The way we would handle that 

is 

MS. SHIELDS: Presumably you wouldn't do 

that unless you figured that the RCRA clean up would 

be sufficient. 

MR. DAVIDSON: And not only that, if I may 

lr 

I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

356 

add, in fact there is one site which is a great case 

study for this. It just happens to be in the wrong 

state, is -- and that's not a slam on the state. They 

have been working very cooperatively. The state would 

proceed under RCRA authorities as the lead agency, 

such as overseeing the Federal facility. But we set 

up a coordination responsibility to ensure that EPA 

knew what was going on, but it would not have to get 

into a review, lengthy process. 

Basically, we would be satisfied with the 

RCRA -- with the decision that was made for clean up 

under RCRA corrective authorities, ensures consistency 

with CERCLA, and then we do an lAG which has a no 

action brought, and we're done. And that's the way we 

tried to set it up. So we don't contemplate coming 

back in and overlaying the CERCLA process on top of 

that. That's not efficient. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. I'm going to let Don 

speak, but I need to remind everybody that in six 

minutes we're going to be kicked out of this room and 

we're going to have to move upstairs, okay? 

MR. GRAY: I think, having taken that other 

part out, it would be appropriate, maybe if Gordon can 
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. work up the language, outlining the procedure to be 
' 

followed wherever possible to 
I 

I 

eiiminate the 
I 

I 
I 

unnecessary duplication and overlap between the RCRA 
I 
I 

and CERCLA processes. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: ' Could you come up with some 

language defining that? 
I 

MS. SHIELDS: This recommendat,ion has to be 
I 

I 

rewritten anyway because of the changes that we made. 
' 

MR. GRAY: We really do want 

way to do that. 

I 

I ,to 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

find some 

MS. McCRILLIS: A point of note; I think the 
I 

I 

third paragraph beginning, "EPA is in the process," 
! 
I 

might be the vehicle by which what you have just 
I 

I 

described, Don, would happen. Through the 11 EPA subpart 
I 

I 

K rule, Federal agencies, and I am aware' the states 
I 

I 

have a similar recommendation that encourages EPA to 
I 

I 

use that vehicle to sort out the various ·' . s~tuat~ons we 

have just described. 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

MR. GRAY: I think to be consi1stent, Mr. 
I 

I 

Chairman, we also have to eliminate the la~t sentence 

on page 33. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, we would 

last sentence defines recommendations, so 

I 
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have. The 
I 

I 
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that would 
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have been amended, Don. Why don't we break here. 

(Whereupon, off the record from 4:55 p.m. 

until 5:20p.m.) 

CHAIRMAN BACA: For the record, go to page 

33. We had a recommendation that that last sentence 

on the third paragraph be deleted. We never did take 

action on that. To delete it. Are we in agreement 

that we delete it? 

MR. RUNKEL: That's fine with us. I --

again, I will raise again, and I know, I just don't 

want it kind of thrown back in our faces that we 

decided on the principle of reviewing the basis of EPA 

listing policy. Because we are going to bring that up 

under the NPL listing policy. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That's fine. 

MR. RUNKEL: That's what I thought. That's 

what I thought. But I just wanted to make sure. I 

didn't want to accuse EPA of --

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay, let's go to page 15. 

MR. GRAY: Do you have the language, Gordon? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Pardon me? 

MR. GRAY: Do you have the language? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Three quarters there. One 
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point of clarification. In this -- in the same 

paragraph that we just deleted, that sentence, the 

second sentence says, "One purpose of this rule is to 

resolve some of the confusion about how the NCP 

applies to Federal, non-EPA lead clean up actions." 

Does that mean at non-NPL sites? 

I mean, it wouldn't-- that's non-EPA lead, 

in terms of the oversight authority. Is that what the 

-- ? But how the NCP applies to clean ups at non-NPL 

sites. Is that -- ? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: It doesn't make sense. 

MS. SHIELDS: It's just saying· it the same 

way. Non-NPL. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Federal non-NPL clean ups. 

It's not clear. 

MS. SHIELDS: I agree, I'm with you. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: So what's the -- ? 

MS. SHIELDS: We're changing non-EPA lead to 

non-NPL, right? In the third line? 

MR. DAVIDSON: And you delete lead. Say 

non-NPL clean up action. 

MS. SHIELDS: It just says non-NPL. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That makes a lot more sense. 
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working on his language. 

another one. 

Okay. 

360 

While Gordon is 

Oh, I'm sorry. We had 

MR. RUNKEL: I'm sorry, Tom. I think this 

one will not be any objection to. But we would like 

to have added before the findings and recommendations 

section a reference to an agreement that, in fact we 

just negotiated with the Navy for Seal Beach Naval 

Weapons Station, a process for dealing with the 

closure of non-NPL sites. 

And you see a reference in our letter to you 

yesterday. Page four, the bottom of chapter four. I 

sat and spoke to the attorney here who is working on 

the case in the Navy, and the folks here working on 

it, too, so we have got some expert people who can 

talk about how this worked. And again, it would be 

more in the form of a recommendation that maybe this 

process be adopted elsewhere outside of California, 

since we just went through this. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: 

qualifying that? 

MR. RUNKEL: 

Do you want language 

Well, basically take the 

language -- we could add in, since you're talking 
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about EPA is in the process of developing regulations, 

where it starts in the letter, "In the past two years 

California has been negotiating with individual DoD 

branches," and from that point on just adding what is 

in this chapter four section. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I guess I'm agreeing with 

what . you're saying, but I 'm not understanding how 

we're going to do that. 

MR. RUNKEL: Pull the language out of here. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Which language are you 

talking about? 

MR. RUNKEL: In the letter. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: This letter? 

MR. RUNKEL: Starting right here. You just 

start there -- I would say, start on page four, 

chapter four, of our letter. The second paragraph, 

second sentence. From that point on. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: " In the past two years 

California has been negotiating with"? 

MR. RUNKEL: Yes. That would be a new 

paragraph, started on page 33, right before findings 

and recommendations. 

previous paragraph. 

It seems to follow from the 
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Presumably we weren't just 

talking about California here. 

MR. RUNKEL: Yes. I understand. This is an 

example of how these issues are being addressed. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Anybody have any problem 

with that? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I have a question. It's 

not-- it's not written, really built into the report, 

when it talks about "we did this," and "we believe." 

MR. RUNKEL: I leave it to your discretion 

how to --

MR. PENDERGRASS: That creates more -- you 

know, I have to try and change it, and I don't want to 

change -- I'm changing your language, and I can't be 

sure that I would change it and be consistent. And 

it's one more thing to do before Tuesday. 

I would prefer to have you look at the 

draft, that's exactly the way you want it to be. 

MR. RUNKEL: 

accordingly. 

We '11 just revise it 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Would you also send me more 

information on this? 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, we have also got the 
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example, and then we 

It's to be in the nature 

suggest that tAis may 

prototype for other states to follow. 
I 
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I 
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' 
I 

MR. GOODHOPE: Where California goes, we arel' 
to follow. 

1\ j~·.r I ' 

MS. SHIELDS: As long as California pays 
r I 

the agreement. (Laughter) I 

New 

the most. 

MR. RUNKEL: In fact, after 

I California is the state like to we follo~ 
CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay, let's 

through with 33? I • 

i 

MR. GOODHOPE: Just some suggested language;_, 
1 

for paragraph four, the recommendation. 
I think, to: 

look at it, -- it•s 
. ,•, 

I 

I 
I MS. SHIELDS: I think this, what•s in 

I 

I 

here.r 
now, has been basically 

CHAIRMAN BACA: 

reflective of the test. 

; 
!1-!, 

That ,.11 be changed to be . 

I · .. 
That's in findings and ~; 

I . 
recommendations. Okay? You're right. We'll get that, 

23 corrected. That'll have to be consistent. Okay? 
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MR. GOODHOPE: Well, we offer it for what it 

MR. DAVIDSON: One po~nt. What I was 

drafting here would actually go into avoiding for RCRA 

CERCLA overlap findings and recommendations. While I 

can't provide some language, I would go into the 

chapter itself. The problem is I don't have the 

listing policy in front of me. I just want to make 

sure I'm consistent with it. 

What I can give you is a proposal for the 

findings and recommendations, which we can then craft 

something back into to be consistent with that, if 

people seem to think that that's a good way to go. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Sam? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Well, I thought we got rid of 

paragraph five. Are we on paragraph five? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Yes. 

MR. GOODHOPE: I thought the text to which 

this would be appended, or summarized earlier, didn't 

we delete that paragraph? 

MR. DAVIDSON: We deleted the paragraph that 

led to that particular recommendation. All I am 

saying is, let's keep the title of that particular 
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recommendation, and change the approach. 

MR. GRAY: My suggestion, Sam, is that we 

try to work out a recommendation encouraging them to 

work out these agreements to aid these clean ups and 

avoid overlaps. 

MR. DAVIDSON: So what would be -- there 

would be nothing in there right now. What's in there 

now would be deleted, and the discussions on some 

proposed findings. Is everybody clear on -- ?-

MS. SHIELDS: Are you ready to discuss the 

proposed language, or are you still crafting it? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I have got about two 

sentences to go. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Why don't we go, then, to 

page 15? This is findings and recommendations. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's the findings that flow 

from the rest. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Then that'll just be 

reflective of the text. 

MS. McCRILLIS: Excuse me, Mr. Baca, I'm 

sorry. On page 33, the third paragraph beginning, 

"EPA is in the process of developing regulations," I 

guess there was some sense that this might be a 
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recommendation and, in fact, it isn't necessarily 

phrased that way. But it would then be a 

recommendation that would be translated down in the 

findings and recommendations section. So we might 

have another paragraph that would also be added into 

the avoidance of RCRA/CERCLA overlap? 

MS. SHIELDS: That's what would be a 

recommendation? 

MS. McCRILLIS: That this -- this regulation, 

how the NCP applies to Federal facilities dealing with 

non-NPL sites is a way to sort out the RCRA/CERCLA 

overlap. Offer that? 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, if EPA is in the process 

of developing that, what are we recommending? That 

they continue to develop it? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Mr. Chairman, on page 35, of 

our proposed amendments 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay, let's go to page 15 

and finish up. 

MS. SHIELDS: The problem is that Tom has 

said the findings and recommendations always get 

rewritten based on what is in the text. So, to the 

extent that you had proposed amendments to the 
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findings and recommendations, they are changing 

anyway. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Then what I would propose is 

that what is now on our page 35 be added into the text 

earlier, maybe as a peg upon which EPA can hang a 

recommendation. So 

MR. GRAY: This was a total add on, it 

wasn't an amendment? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Yes. This was very important 

to our Texas Water Commission. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I have to read into one 

issue, Sam, is what is meant by equal par~ner, because 

of the remedy selection authority of CERCLA, which is 

clearly not delegable. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I also think we're getting 

into an area that hasn't been discussed by this 

committee. I think we're introducing a new -- this 

could be, Sam, a suggestion for future ta.sks? 

MS. SHIELDS: For additional views, you mean? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, not additional views, 

but suggestions for future "considerations. 

MR. GOODHOPE: We'll do that. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We could recommend it for a 
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future issue. This wasn't part of our discussions. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Will we get a chance to read 

it --

MR. KUSHNER: I think that, in fairness of 

looking at item A that you suggested here, I think we 

actually addressed that in the long term monitoring. 

You know, in the previous one. So I think that 1 s 

already in there to some degree about responsibility 

to DoD in our previous discussion. So, I think that 

one's in there. I think to some degree you have that 

in there already when you issue, for example, the 

permanent responsibilities that allow the transfer of 

land, and lenders and the purchasers to work out 

arrangements. So, I think it may already be included. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Mozart 1 s fifth. (Laughter. ) 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let 1 s go to page 15 and 

finish up on the NPL site boundaries. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I'm sure can breeze through 

that issue quite quickly. Before we get into it, you 

might want to hear the proposed language that I have. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I do want to note that we 

got through Sam's last page. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Now we're back to the main 
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body of our amendments. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I drafted this generically, 
I 
I 

not necessarily being the recommendatio,ns section, or 
I 
I 

the text, it could go either way, depending upon how 
' 
I 

I 

we fix it. But, this is rough. EPA's Federal 
I 
I 

facilities listing policy addresses abdi~ation of RCRA 
I 

I 

CERCLA authorities at Federal faciliti~s on the NPL. 
I 

I 

This policy provides the partnership of Federal NPL 
I 

I 

sites, the clean up of the state authorized RCRA 
I 
I 

corrective action authorities, where i~ makes sense 

technically and administratively, 

action required by the state is not 

the EPA CERCLA approach. 

I 

I 

as ',long as the 
I 
I 

inconsistent with 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I . . ' Application of this pol1cy 1nr appropriate 
I 
I 

circumstances may promote expeditious ciean ups and 
I 

' 

reduce potential for application of overl~.pping laws. 
I 

This policy contemplates close coordinat,ion of EPA, 
I 
I 

the states, and DoD, in all phases of cl~an up, and 
I 

I 

the implement -- in all phases of clean up 1

1

pursuant to 
I 

this policy. So, that's sort of --
I 

MR. GRAY: Mr. Chairman, I think ',this can go 
I 
I 

in before the findings and recommendations, and then 

for an appropriate recommendation. 
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MR. PENDERGRASS: I can say, the way it's 

drafted, it fits best in the background section, in 

the discussion. I'm not soliciting any more draft 

recommendations that conform with these things. There 

is quite a bit of that to do. 

So, if you can also do a recommendation that 

tracks that, that would be real helpful. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I will do my best to solve 

the -- I can take a minute later on to type it up and 

distribute it. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I don't have any problem 

with that. 

MR. KUSHNER: Gordon, could you just read 

what the criteria for carve out again? I missed that? 

Or, the considerations? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Fairly broad. Where it makes 

sense technically and administratively. 

MR. KUSHNER: I offer that maybe we could 

just add some statement that would make reference to 

discreet areas on the base? Which I believe is 

consistent with the listing policy you have, which 

addresses carve outs. So that we're not misleading 

people by carving areas where you have colegal -- or 
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RCRA unit, within a larger area of contamination. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, what I wrote here I 

think is pretty consistent with policy. "This policy 

provides for carving out portions of NPL sites." 

MR. KUSHNER: Discreet portions? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I could put that in there. 

We could take a look at it. I mean, I don't people 

that are looking it are ready to --

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Can we go on to page 

15? NPL site boundaries? Any comments? 

MR. DAVIDSON: We do have a proposal that we 

put out, which is very close to what's already in 

there. A couple of minor changes. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I was going to suggest 

that maybe the title should be changed to NPL site 

descriptions, which I think conforms with the 

discussion. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Jay, what was that? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: I think the title should 

be changed to NPL site descriptions, rather than non

route. Because the whole discussion talks about site 

definition and site descriptions, after we have had 

the discussions with EPA about the correct way to 
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characterize it. And we just never changed the title. 

I think it is more accurate to say than site 

descriptions. 

MR. RUNKEL: To me, boundary connotes more 

of a legal determination that that is the NPL site. 

A description seems to connote sort of, I don't know, 

connote that that is not really the NPL site, as the 

way you sort of have described it. Maybe I'm being 

overly picky here. I'm not trying to --

MR. PENDERGRASS: The point here is that 

there is no legal boundary, and that's the point that 

EPA made last time. We have had discussions over it, 

and they in fact do not -- giving boundary to the 

site. So, to the extent that it does connote legal 

boundaries, it is probably inaccurate to be giving the 

wrong impression. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I see what you're saying. 

What is the committee's wish, considering EPA's 

proposed recommendation? 

MR. RUNKEL: We agree with EPA • s 

clarification, what actually happens. Because it's my 

understanding that what is described currently in the 

report is not accurate, especially paragraph two, 
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where it talks about EPA continually reevaluating the 

definition of an NPL site. That apparently does not 

happen. I'll let Mr. Davidson speak to that. 

Where we have a problem, a major problem 

with the counterproposal here is the last sentence of 

the current version. It has been deleted. And we did 

have this discussion in July, where I believe a 

majority of the task force, at least, did wish to have 

EPA reconsider the designations, as it says here, of 

entire military installations as NPL sites, and 

describe them using the source and extent of 

contamination as the guiding principles. 

We would, in fact, want to add to that a 

sentence that would read, "The task force also 

recommends that EPA consider delisting those parcels 

which, during the response process have been 

determined uncontaminated, cleaned up, or remediated." 

And that is for the reason 

MS. SHIELDS: Is delisting an overly 

technical word to use? I think we have the same goal, 

which is to get to a point where we list -- where we 

describe the site, to use Jay's word, as narrow as the 

contamination is, so that places that are clean can be 
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transferred. 

MR. RUNKEL: And be able to do that on the 

I 3 NPL. 

I 
4 

5 

MS. SHIELDS: But "delisting", I believe, is 
\ 

a term of art that refers to taking the whole site off 

I 6 the NPL. I would just use another word other than 

I 
7 

8 

delisting. 

MR. RUNKEL: Okay. Anything that would get 

I 9 to the result where, you know, with only one or two--

I 
10 

11 CHAIRMAN BACA: I like the language. Can 

I 12 you come up with a substitute for delisting? 

I 
13 

14 

MS. SHIELDS: Redescription or something. 

MR. GRAY: This would be a substitute for 

I 15 the three paragraphs under the heading, "NPL Site 

I 
16 Boundaries," or descriptions? 

17 MR. DAVIDSON: I have a few comments on our 

I 18 proposal as it relates to Brian's comments here. I 

I 19 think the whole issue that we're really talking about 

20 is, we talked earlier about trying to get land back 

I 21 into .the hands of private interests as quickly as 

I 22 possible, consistent with CERCLA. And I don't think 

23 -- I think everybody shares that goal. So we're 
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trying to see how this regulatory process is applied. 

As was just stated, our approach at these 

facilities is to basically list on the NPL areas of 

contamination, to the extent the NPL listing is the 

extent of the contamination. One of the problems that 

may exist with trying to approach this situation of 

trying to identify clean areas and getting back into 

commerce quickly is that the time rule listing Federal 

facilities on the NPL, we generally have very little 

information about the extent of the contamination. 

And we also think that makes sense, to be as 

comprehensive in our listing as possible, otherwise 

you get into a really piecemeal, potentially, RCRA 

CERCLA, or some other type of situation. And, one 

other problem we have at the time of listing is that 

often we have had problems with the quality of the 

information submitted to us during this preliminary 

assessment, site inspection. We don't have full 

information at the time. So there are some leaps of 

faith that have to be made in terms of the listing 

process, and some assumptions that are modelled. 

So there are several suggestions. One is 

that we have talked earlier about this -- what did we 
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call it, the clean assessment document? 

MS. SHIELDS: CPAD. 

MR. DAVIDSON: One way to approach this is 

to look at that kind of a process to see if it makes 

sense, as we go through the RI/FS, and gain more 

information about the releases, make some definitive 

statements as we can about what's clean and what 

isn't. One reason for that is, when you're talking 

about changing the listing process, that's a 

regulatory process. That means you have to go back 

into the Federal Register, propose changes to the 

actual listing, take comments -- whatever the comments 

may say is obviously potential for litigation, to go 

forward with the final rule. 

Well, you know, EPA is a fairly expeditious 

organization, but we don't crank these things out, you 

know, on a monthly basis. Now, if you take the 

scenario of 15, 20, 30 bases on the NPL, then you're 

seeing a lot of proposals and final rules on a 

piecemeal basis on a case-by-case situation. So, it 

may be that the regulatory process could, in fact, 

slow the determination of what's clean and what isn 1 t, 

just by -- because of the way that we have to do 
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business. 

So, I understand the concern. So, there are 

two ways to address this. The first way is in the 

initial characterization of the site. Put more 

resources into the up front PASI, particularly the SI 

phase, so that when the listing package is put 

together, we really have a much better idea of what's 

at the site. And if there are large tracks of 

uncontaminated land, that is much easier to deal with 

right up front, okay? 

And so it may be that the initial listing, 

we can basically be clear in the listing package as to 

what is contaminated and what isn't. Part of our 

problem in being comprehensive is we want to make sure 

we got all the leases on there. I'll give you a 

practical example when we that's one 

recommendation. 

And the site inspection, HRS model, proposed 

package, and some of the EPA from DoD could be as 

comprehensive as possible. It could be actually mini 

RI's, in a sense, being that you guys are moving out 

on this stuff, there should be a· lot of technical 

data. 
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The second recommendation should be to look 

at the process of -- of more of administrative non

regulatory process, of making these clean, unclean 

determinations. And I do think we may get bogged down 

in the regulatory process if we try to it from the NPL 

listing package. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: If you did it 

administratively, that's the best of all packages. 

MS. SHIELDS: So you would basically adopt 

this CPAD document for sites that were never dirty? 

But you would use it as something less than going 

through delisting, and notice and comment, or 

something. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think EPA -- I think we 

could say that the course task force recommendation 

looks for this process. And one -- Mr. Gray earlier 

talked about consistency with other processes. We 

don't want to overlay something. But I think 

practically speaking, the lenders, the state, and 

everybody else who wants this land is going to want to 

know what's clean and what isn't. I think this is 

just one more thing we are going to have to do as a 

regulatory agency in cooperation with DoD. 
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So I think it's a reality, essentially. 

Some sort of process will need to be set up. So, yes, 

I think we would support looking at this as a way of 

addressing the -- the process of reviewing what's 

clean and what isn't as we try to make transfer and 

decent decisions. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Don? 

MR. GRAY: I hear what you say, Gordon, and 

would that not necessitate deleting the last sentence 

on page 15 that says, "The task force recommends that 

EPA reconsider the designations of entire military 

installations as NPL sites, and describe newly listed 

Federal facility NPL sites using the source and extent 

of contamination as guiding principles for both. 

But you started off by saying you didn't 

have enough information to do that at the listing 

stage. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's correct. The 

recommendations I think, from my perspective, would be 

that, one we are sure that the PA/SI packages that 

come in are high quality and comprehensive. 

MR. GRAY: Do that, and add something along 

the line that you were talking about in place of --
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MR. DAVIDSON: And that we look at a process 

for looking at clean/unclean, type of a thing. 

MR. RUNKEL: If you do that, like Tom said, 

we are fully in favor of doing it administratively. 

But -- why can't you then, once you have made that 

determination, at that point reevaluate, if it's going 

to put out an NPL listing too, go back and redescribe 

the site at that point? 

It may be that we're not ready to transfer 

anyway. And maybe the timing's going to be just about 

right. If we have gone ahead and made the initial 

determination administratively, and then you go to EPA 

and try to redescribe it, by the time you get to the 

process of redescribing it, maybe that's about when 

we're going to need to transfer it anyway, and that's 

the point where we're having problems. 

You know, pragmatically, you deal with 

get rid of these properties, find lenders, or 

whatever, because they see it on the NPL. They see 

the type of base on the NPL. And in the real world 

that causes a lot of problems in terms of 

marketability. So, I mean, if you can guarantee to go 

back in, I understand your concern without getting the 
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data and update up front, and the states would share 

that concern, too .. 

We just want some process to be able to 

reevaluate these sites, or describe them. 

MS. SHIELDS: Are you saying we have to go 

into the Federal Register and get notice and comment 

and all of that before you can --

Maybe there's a way, I know that we're 

hesitant to make statutory recommendations, but maybe 

there's a way of using the magic language that we 

talked about before, where we encourage congress to 

consider this, or we may wish to consider setting up 

an expedited reevaluation process. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, I thought that's what 

Gordon was trying to do by his using a CPAD process. 

For sites that aren't on the NPL we're going to do a 

better job of defining them more carefully before we 

put them on the NPL. 

MR. RUNKEL: That's great if we can do that. 

But I didn't get that impression --

MS. SHIELDS: I think we're agreed to that. 

The problem is when they are already on t.he NPL, as 

Fort Meade. Okay? That's all it says. Fort Meade. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

I 3 

I 
4 

5 

I 6 

I 
7 

8 

I 9 

I 10 

11 

I 12 

I 13 

14 

I 15 

I 16 

17 

I 18 

I 19 

20 

I 21 

I 22 

23 

I 
I 

382 

And we will hypothesize that not all of Fort Meade is 

contaminated. Now, the question is whether it's more 

expeditious to go through a formal regulatory process 

of describing the real contamination on Fort Meade, or 

whether it's better to just issue these clean parcel 

slips for a certain forty square mile area, or another 

area that you would subsequently find out was clean. 

I mean, the only downside is, it would still 

be on the NPL. 

MR. RUNKEL: That's a big downside. 

MS. SHIELDS: I would agree. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's the distinction I 

think we need to make. There might be a perceived -

there's a perception problem here. Because the legal 

definition of what's on the NPL is the presence of 

contamination. Okay? And what -- the question is, 

would the CPAD have enough force in effect for the 

lenders and people interested to say, "I'm satisfied 

enough. EPA bought off on it, state bought off on it, 

DoD bought off on it. I feel comfortable going ahead 

and making the transaction." 

Because let's take Fort Meade, let's say 

there's widespread contamination. You know, you could 
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end up going back into the Federal Register on this 

given base four, five, six times. I mean, the average 

we have with DoD bases is between six and ten 

sometimes 12. We have 26 different actions at the 

arsenal going on. 

So, I'm just saying we cou.ld really get 

caught up in that thing. And --

MR. GRAY: Could you really expedite it if 

you had to go through that process. 

MR. DAVIDSON: A two phase process rather 

than a one phase process. 

MR. RUNKEL: What I'm saying, though is, 

another option is, not really making the second phase, 

in effect a -- almost an automatic endorsement of the 

CPAD process. Do the CPAD -- determining it through 

delisting, whatever you want to call it, redescribing 

the base and the, you know, if Congress chose to 

revise, in this situation just for closing bases 

because of a special concern with redevelopment, 

mobile communities, economic health and that sort of 

thing, we chose to make a distinction for in this 

area such that, if the CPAD was agreed to by all the 

parties involving public comment, you could just 
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automatically go on an expedited, sort of automatic 

delisting, or whatever you want to call it. It 

wouldn't pay going back in if you went through the 

whole Federal Register process. 

statutory change involved there. 

Again, there's a 

MR. DAVIDSON: Okay. Then that's a major 

distinction, because if you're talking about -- you 

still, without a statutory change or whatever, I'm not 

sure that statutory change -- we would have to go back 

into the regulatory process. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, I guess I have a 

question about that, because in the description of the 

process of the description -- in the description last 

time, Mr. Wyeth stated that when it's listed, there is 

only general information about the source and extent 

of contamination, that the tendency is to go broadly. 

And that you, in the listing of a site, it simply 

gives general markers · that this is a facility, or 

whatever. And that there are no boundaries set, that 

no specific description, and that -- so that I don't 

think you need to go back into the regulatory -- you 

don't need to delist in order to change your 

description. 
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And that there was a discussion of what it 

was, and that the concept of what is included changes 

during the RFS, and all the way up to and including 

the ROD, that that's probably the point at which you 

have a firm idea of what is included, because you are 

thinking about what the source and extent of the 

contamination is. It didn't sound like you're 

changing, when you're doing that, clearly you're 

changing you idea of what the source and extent of 

contamination is throughout that process. 

You haven't been going in and doing 

regulatory changes. So I don't see that it's any 

different, or that the task force is asking for 

anything different here. And there is no need to go 

through a delisting process. That what was described 

as the recommendation is the same thing. You're just 

talking about the description 

It was mentioned to us that it was a 

description as part of the listing package, and that 

that is defined during the investigation stages. I 

think that what we're saying is that that should be 

defined also for Federal facilities. 

MR. RUNKEL: And what's the vehicle for 
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letting the public know about that? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, that's why-- that's 

why this first paragraph has this additional, you 

know, requesting that the purchasers and lenders 

it's considered a problem, and so there is a 

recommendation in there that EPA should also make its 

evaluations known to potential purchasers and lending 

institutions. That was added to the recommendations 

section. 

MR. DAVIDSON: And I think that's quite 

doable. 

MS. SHIELDS: Do you think it's -- my 

reaction to that is, why should EPA do that? Why 

shouldn't the bases, whose interest it is in more than 

anybody else's to publicize the fact that "the North 

40" is free and clear. Why -- ? 

MR. RUNKEL: Because the public's not going 

to trust that as much as hearing it from EPA. 

MS. SHIELDS: But if it says, "EPA has freed 

up -- II I don't care. I mean, if you can do it, 

that's fine. But I just -- it just seems to me a 

burden on EPA that EPA shouldn't have to bear. 

MR. GRAY: Maybe I'm wrong, but my 
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understanding is that what happens here is, you go 

through the RifFS process, and define the narrow area 

where you describe the property that needs to be 

remediated. And then you go through the ROD process, 

and decide on a remedy. And that sort of process in 

itself, then, defines the smaller contaminated areas. 

But it doesn't take the rest of the property off the 

NPL, obviously. 

MR. KUSHNER: But also keeping in mind, too, 

there could be several, or many, RifFS's going on, and 

many ROD's at a particular installation describing 

different areas of contamination. So you can't focus 

just on one RifFS that will define the entire area of 

contamination. 

MR. GRAY: But the rest of the property will 

be excluded if it is not included in any of the 

contaminated areas to be remediated. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Lucy? 

MS. McCRILLIS: Could not a possibility be 

that EPA, if it described that, is what happens in a 

-- generically. That that would be out, then, in the 

public arena. And it would say things like, "We --we 

refine our site as we move along the process." That 
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would establish the principle out there in the public 

arena, and then all that would need to happen would be 

to let the RifFS, and EPA, and the states buy in on 

it. · It would be the vehicle for actually making on a 

site specific basis, those more difficult decision -

those qualifications, and tailoring of the actual 

site. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's right. I think we say 

this, though, on page 15. The second paragraph says, 

•iThe task force heard EPA testimony that we 

continually reevaluate the definition of an NPL 

through a dynamic process after listing, modifying the 

site description based on new knowledge of the extent 

of contamination." 

And we have the public participation, the 

outreach efforts, the proposed plan, the ROD 

processes. And obviously we are going to be very 

sensitive interest in the property, so we will make 

sure that we fully clarify, this is what we know, this 

is what is we know the contaminants to be, and, at 

some point hopefully we can together start making 

these statements, "We know there's nothing over here." 

And this is not subject to the covenant 
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120 (H) (iii) . 

MS. SHIELDS: How do we get to that point, 

because that's what we need to do, is be able to tell 

the base commanders, that once the determination has 

been made, and there is redefinition, that this place 

is not dirty. There never has been anything stored, 

or disposed, or whatever here. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Don. I knew where you were 

going. But what we talked about earlier, this 

criteria and guidance that we developed jointly on 

these clean determination statements, that seems to be 

the process where we would get out and make these 

determinations. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's where you have cleaned 

something up. This is slightly different., in that you 

haven •t done any cleaning. All you have done is 

decide there isn't any clean up that needs to be done, 

because it has never been dirty. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I had a little slightly 

different understanding, but if that is the way that 

we were talking about it earlier, then I would propose 

that that process be considered to include making 

determinations of --
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I know we 

specifically went through two things. one, a process 

of establishing criteria for designating 

uncontaminated areas, and then another one for, what's 

left of these areas of concern. Isn't that what we 

did this morning? That's what I thought I heard. 

MS. SHIELDS: I thought I heard that too. 

MR. RUNKEL: Actually we did. We did. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Bob, I would suggest that 

that process be used to make these determinations. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We have three proposals 

before us. What's here, California's suggestions, 

EPA? How do we pull them all together? 

MR. RUNKEL: We can live with what's here. 

This is fine, what's here. What we don't want to see 

is this sentence -- deleting this last sentence. So, 

we do object very strongly to EPA's proposal that that 

last sentence be included. 

MS. SHIELDS: What's the last sentence. 

MR. RUNKEL: "The task force recommends that 

EPA reconsider the designations." We want to make 

that that is done. Frankly I have heard twice -- two 

different, once off the record and once on the record 
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Once off the record I 

that. That 1 s wasn 1 t 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Gordon, using that language, 

can we include some of your language to answer? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Let me take a look at it, but 

the language here sort of infers that it is a 

regulatory process, and we are to go back in and look 

at all our rules that we use for listing NPL sites. 

And that's I don't want --

MS. SHIELDS: Let me suggest a slight 

abbreviation. "Recommends that EPA use this dynamic 

process you have described up here, to modify the site 

descriptions of military installations on the NPL, and 

describe newly listed Federal facility NPL sites in 

the first place, in a more confined way"• 

consult. 

MR. GRAY: To the extent possible. 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes. To the extent possible. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Wait a second. I need to 

MR. CARR: Isn't the real point that what we 

need to do is clarify the understanding of the 

community in terms of the actuality of bill about 
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safety that is listed on the NPL. And I think the 

first half of that sentence probably comes close to 

doing that. It's the second half of it that seems to 

me kind of --

MS. SHIELDS: Because you're saying you have 

got to get it on the NPL, even with ones that aren't 

there now. Quickly. Before you get to a point where 

you can define it more accurately. And the reason for 

that is so you don't get conflicting cleanup activity 

going on. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, Bob, her modification. 

I think that adds a lot of clarifying. 

MS. SHIELDS: But they're still worried 

about the last part. I think we have agreed on the 

first part of the sentence. 

MR. RUNKEL: They're saying that the clean 

site --this clean site document, or whatever, cannot 

be done quickly enough that the NPL listing would have 

to occur before then. It can't wait --

CHAIRMAN BACA: What's an administrative 

approach to solving that problem, and a nonlegal one. 

MR. RUNKEL: Which problem? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: The wording problem. 
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MR. DAVIDSON: Making sure the descriptions 

are done properly the first time. The site 

descriptions. That would be --

MR. RUNKEL: I think you're saying you can't 

do that. 

MS. SHIELDS: That''s the problem. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Let me go back to one of my 

first proposals. First proposal is for bases that are 

to be listed on the NPL that were not on the NPL, that 

DoD ensures we get high quality listing packages, as 

comprehensive as possible. That way, when we do 

characterize a site that we appeal on, we can 

hopefully have a much better idea than we do now when 

we go through this process what's actually on there, 

including areas that are clean. 

If it's possible in doing that, that if we 

do find areas -- large areas that are not clean 

that are clean, that we could just not have that as 

part of the listing package. Okay? so, that would be 

the first recommendation, to improve the upfront part 

of the scoring process. 

MR. CARR: I think that works. 

MR. DAVIDSON: In terms of once you get on 
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the NPL, we recommend that there be a process that 

doesn't indicate that we have to go back into the 

I 3 regulatory process, but a process, as you go through 

I 
4 

5 

the RI/FS, further define the extent of contamination, 

i.e., the boundaries of the NPL site, that we assure 

I 6 full and expeditious disclosure of this information to 

I 
7 interested parties. 

8 We can actually the consider -- the task 

I 9 force can consider -- time it to some sort of joint 

.. 

I 10 process where we make these determinations of clean 

11 and unclean. 

I 12 MR. GRAY: I want to make sure I understand. 

I 13 One of the reasons that you couldn't be more precise 

14 in defining sites earlier on is that at that stage you 

I 15 don't have any soil samples, you don't have any ground 

I 16 water samples, you don't have the data you need. All 

17 you have to go on is a record review, and interviews 

I 18 of current and former employees, and that sort of 

I 19 thing. And the hazard ranking process is employed to 

20 determine where certain activities went on that 

I 21 resulted in a release to the environment. 

I 22 But you may in that process find there are 

23 large areas of the base where none of that activity 
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went on. Is that what you're saying? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Let me clarify that. That's 

partially correct. The site inspection guidance does 

contemplate field samples. Okay? And using existing 

technical information from RCRA wells, or whatever, 

that they went out there. So, if you look at the new 

NRS approach, it does suggest that DoD, in this case, 

should, when they put their package together, should 

actually be out there sampling. So we have a pretty 

good idea of what's going on. 

Let me give you a practical example of why 

we feel uncomfortable with messing around too much 

with the comprehensive approach of listing. Mather 

Air Force Base we listed three or four years ago. We 

listed a small portion of it. Once we got into the 

RI/FS, we found widespread contamination. We decided 

then to go back in and relist all these other areas on 

there. 

Then it just became a very burdensome 

process, and it had some crazy regulatory and 

enforcement type complications for both of us. And we 

had just a small portion of it on the NPL. So, our 

Region IX particularly felt very strongly that it made 
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sense to initially list on a comprehensive basis to 

ensure that your IAG would then be as comprehensive as 

possible. 

I think we can set up an administrative 

process, not a regulatory process, that gets the word 

out as we go through the RI/FS. We can get that 

information out to people. Now, if the lenders and 

these people need some sort of formal stamp of 

approval by joint parties, we can contemplate a 

process to do that. 

MR. RUNKEL: Just, Gordon, what we need to 

prevent, though, because I have been looking to see 

how it works is, your office of general counsel, and 

we did have it described to us as a very, very 

conservative office, that's the way their talk would 

be. And I got the impression from the discussion with 

that gentleman that they just list the entire site 

because they just don't want to take any chances that 

they miss something. 

If you're saying that you're going to be 

willing to reevaluate that sort of blanket policy once 

you start getting better information from DoD, that's 

fine. But I'm a little concerned that some very very 
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conservative attorneys over there are not lgoing to be 

willing to do that. And they're not going to ever be 

satisfied with DoD's information. They'te going to 
' 

always think it's not adequate. 

I And so I think we're going to, y:ou know, we 

don ' t want to get into a position where they 

military bases when Jou do 

just 

automatically list have 

good information. 

MR. DAVIDSON: 
I 

I don't think that really 
! 

addresses the issue head on. The issue in my mind is 

not -- is the perception that -- of lajd that one 
I 

wants to buy is an NPL site. And that perception is 
I 

what needs to be addressed rather than --1 
MR. RUNKEL: I agree, if you c~n do that. 

You're not going to get around that kerception. 
! 

You're just not going to. That's the way the business 

• I community operates. They want certa~nty. They wonder 
I 

why, if it is clean, then why is it on the NPL? Why 

don't you redescribe it? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, that's what I'm talking 

about. The process where --

MR. RUNKEL: Why not do it up front? 

MS. SHIELDS: Can you answer it's not 
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because 

MR. RUNKEL: We don't have the information. 

MR. DAVIDSON: What if you start getting the 

information quicker? 

MS. SHIELDS: Because that delays its 

listing. 

GEN OFFRINGA: One of the problems is 

resources, too. Recognize only a small percentage of 

the DoD bases are ever going to be selected for 

closure and disposal. And so, the more information we 

provide, the more investigation we have to do. The 

more we have to stand there to try to attack it. 

It'll be enormously expensive. So, what we really 

need to focus on is just that subset of base closure 

bases that are on the NPL site list. They can come up 

with the system that you are describing. Otherwise 

it's just too enormous --

MR. DAVIDSON: I would suggest stating here 

very clearly that DoD be as comprehensive as they can 

up front in developing -- packages, so that we can be 

as precise as we possibly can in what we list. 

MR. RUNKEL: But I think what we're saying 

is that it's irrelevant. It's not going to matter. 
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That's what the Major General is saying, is that it's 

better maybe just to quit trying to get all that 

information up front. You're not going, to get it to 

satisfy EPA or anybody. You might as well just list 

it. And then, once it's on the NPL, target those 

sites for developing the information as quickly as 

possible. But immediately go into the RifFS process. 

GEN OFFRINGA: Obviously, we're going to 

give you the best we have. But to really do what you 

want to do, I'm not sure we can resource that. 

MR. RUNKEL: That's a point well taken. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: What's wrong with the 

language? I guess, it is a moot question. 

MR. RUNKEL: I don't see a problem with that 

last sentence, still. Again, I don't think it's 

saying-- I mean, if you want to clarify, you want to 

put a statement in there that you don't want to go 

back into the regulatory process, we can look at that. 

We're willing to compromise on that. 

I don't want to have to go t.hrough the 

regulatory process, either. The states don't want to. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I don't think it says that. 

MR. RUNKEL: I don't think it does, either. 
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I 1 MS. SHIELDS: Getting paranoid on us, Gordon? 

2 MR. DAVIDSON: Probably. But -- is there 

I 3 another way to describe this without using this 

I 4 language? I mean, I think we're --

5 MS. SHIELDS: We can state it in terms of a 

I 6 goal. Our goal is to ensure that clean property is 

I 7 not restricted or made undesirable as a result of 

8 overly inclusive NPL listing. 

II 9 MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, you could say the 

I 10 task force recommends that EPA-- I'd have to have my 

11 counsel here to actually propose -- "the task force 

I 12 recommends that EPA, to the extent possible, exclude 

I 13 clean areas from the NPL listing?" 

14 MS. SHIELDS : And do that as soon as 

I 15 possible. 

I 16 MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, I mean, in the 

17 

I 18 

subsequent listings. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Okay. I want something in 

I 19 there, but that's going to be based on the information 

I 
20 

21 

we have at hand. I also want something in there that 

would say it's a matter of general policy. -

I 22 Comprehensive listings, in terms of getting all the 

I 
23 releases on the NPL is what is behind our policy. So, 

I 
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it's a balancing act. I don't want to send a message 

right now that we are going to reconsider a 

comprehensive listing process. 

When I say comprehensive, that means all the 

releases on the base. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: That's not what it says, 

though. You've got that 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, it can be read that 

way. That's --

MR. PENDERGRASS: You've got that as the 

first sentence of this paragraph --

CHAIRMAN BACA: Do you know that you're 

doing that now? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: EPA attempts to ensure 

that all areas of contamination are within the site 

description. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: You're about to put Pearl 

Harbor on your NPL list by going out and aggregating 

all the sites there. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: There's a good reason for 

that. There's no relationship to any of the sites. 

And none of them individually would qualify. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That 1 s why I came up with the 
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Mather example. There's two reasons for doing that. 

One is that we don't have very good information 

initially. And two, we normally find as we get into 

the study phases of these things that there is more 

contamination than we had anticipated or known up 

front. And instead of going back and relisting stuff, 

or going back and modifying lAG's, we think it's 

better to try to be as comprehensive as we can up 

front. 

MR. RUNKEL: I still don't see <mything 

wrong with that sentence. And frankly, I did hear 

earlier here this morning that EPA is not really 

continually reevaluating the definition. And we want 

assurance that that's done. So, we want either a 

recommendation, assuming that you're not doing it now. 

Or, if you are doing it now, we want an assurance that 

it's going to continue. 

And frankly, I am a little concerned that 

that's not going to get done. The states are very 

concerned about that. 

MR. GRAY: I'm in the position where, I have 

to say, I just don't think you should do this just for 

the sake of trying to placate lenders at closing 
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bases, because whatever you do, is going to be 

applicable .throughout the Superfund program. Which 

includes private sites, as well as military 

facilities, and other Federal facilities that continue 

.to operate. And I just don't think you can change a 

whole listing policy to placate potential lenders at 

closing base sites. 

MR. RUNKEL: We're not changing it though. 

MR. GRAY: Well, that's what it says. 

MR. RUNKEL: It doesn't. It just says 

"redescribe." Redescribe, reconsider. If you want to 

get rid of reconsider, we have no problem with that. 

"EPA redescribe the site descriptions." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Or how about just consider 

the designation? 

MR. GRAY: But they can't use the source and 

extent of contamination as the guiding principle 

except to the extent that they have data. 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, that's what we're saying. 

Describe, as the source of the data shows that a 

redescription is necessary. 

MR. JONES: Let me ask a question.. Does EPA 

have any criteria already drawn up which would address 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

404 

the issue of what would be satisfactory to you in 

order to make a decision other than requiring a full 

investigation and inspection, formal type of approach? 

In other words, do you have a checklist that 

says, if you have this amount of information, and it 

is comprehensive, then you can make a determination as 

to whether or not this property, based on the 

information available, should or should not be 

included in the national priorities list. Is there 

anything like that at all that exists? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: They have an HRS, which is 

a scoring system. 

MR. JONES: But he says, as long as he gets 

adequate and good information --

MR. DAVIDSON: We have guidance out there to 

describe what sort of information we need to determine 

whether or not a site, a facility, or portions of the 

site or facility weren't listed on the NPL. Now, we 

do use an aggregation policy on some of the bigger 

sites. 

MR. JONES: But there are certain instances 

when it would not be necessary to have a full fledged 
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investigation and testing going on, isn • t there? 

Based on the guidance and criteria that you have 

presently developed? 

Because, let me put it this way. If you 

have to get into a full fledged investigation and 

inspection, the process is not going to be 

accelerated. We are working on a case right now 

involving Bellmead, a Federal supply depot in New 

Jersey. It's on the National Priorities List. It 

takes an extended period of time to go through those 

investigations and inspections, and testing, and 

whatnot. 

What I'm saying, is there a possibility of 

drawing up criteria where this, in situations where 

it's so obvious it would not necessarily have -- you 

would not have to go through that. 

MR. DAVIDSON: We do that. It's in the 

preliminary assessment stage. We have what we call a 

NFRAQ determination. It • s not further remedial 

action. No further action required listing process. 

MR. JONES: Well, maybe we don't have a 

problem here. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think the problem we • re 
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getting at is that a good number of these facilities 

will have enough contamination on the site to warrant 

listing. Because, no matter how you characterize 

what's actually put on the NPL. And it's -- I don't 

think it's a process that needs to be changed. I just 

think it needs to be understood what we do. 

And the fact is, when we're putting these 

things on the NPL, we're dealing with limited 

information. It's not until you get into the RI/FS 

and study phase that you really know what your extent 

of contamination of an NPL area is. 

MR. RUNKEL: All I'm saying is, I have no 

problem with you adding a sentence saying you don't 

feel like you're getting enough information. I have 

no problem with you clarifying the sentence saying 

that we're not going to monkey with the regulatory 

process. But I want a firm commitment that you are 

going to go through and redescribe these facilities. 

How many facilities have you redescribed? 

How many military bases have you redescribed that the 

public knows about? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Let me ask what you mean by 

redescribe? 
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MR. RUNKEL: Redescribe. Mather Air Force 

Base is not the entire base. Like -- that it's 20 

operable units, versus the entire base? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Sure. We do that all the 

time. We do that in the process of the RI/FS. That's 

the whole point. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: To the extent that it was 

described, and I think it's consistent with what 

you're saying, it was simply the point was to make 

that public, and I think -- I don't think that using 

the source and extent of contamination as guiding 

principles was not intended to mean that you had 

perfect information. 

It may be there's a qualifier that goes 

there, you know, consistent with the available 

information. I mean, the point here was that, in the 

paragraph above it, "continually reevaluating the 

definition and modifying the site description based on 

new knowledge," that that was a recommendation that 

that·would be done so that you're using that principal 

source and extent of contaminations, guiding 

principle, and that you reevaluate it, redescribe, as 

new knowledge. And sometimes there may be more 
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you • re talking about Mather, that you • re going to 

include more areas. 

MR. RUNKEL: I understand your point, 

Gordon. I think is that you see the term reconsider 

or reevaluate as a -- ·as a -- as an order or mandate 

that you actually go out, you don't think you have to 

on these military bases, and start reevaluating them 

right now. 

And we 1 re not saying to do that. We say, do 

it in the normal process. And in fact, this using the 

source and extent of contamination doesn't refer back 

to the original listing. And that's getting at your 

issue. That's not how I read it. It's getting back 

at the redescription process. so, at that point, 

after you have listed it, you have got the burden in 

your favor. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think we're getting close 

here. But, being sensitive to my concern to 

reconsider the designations. Why don't we say 

something like, "The task force recommends that EPA, 

DoD, and the state, assure that as information is 

gained through the RifFS, that this information is 

shared, and explained to the public and all interested 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

409 

parties who are interested in buying or leasing the 

land." 

MR. RUNKEL: That doesn't get at the site 

description issue. It sort of -- indirectly, I 

understand. 

MR. GRAY: But that's what I think we were 

doing this morning. We were talking about identifying 

the uncontaminated area. I don't think EPA has any 

discretion. EPA's has to operate within the 

administrative procedure act. And if EPA has listed 

the whole site, they can't go back and change it 

without going through the prescribed process. 

MR. RUNKEL: That's what I'm asking 

MR. GRAY: I understand. But I don't know 

how else you can do it except to identify the 

uncontaminated portions the way we were talking about 

this morning. And then make that information 

available. And I don •t think anybody disagrees with 

doing that. 

GEN OFFRINGA: The key issue is the 

mechanism by which we inform the public, and how do we 

generate one that has public confidence. So, when I 

want to sell the golf course at Fort Ord which is on 
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the NPL site, which I know is not contaminated, I can 

convince all these guys that --

MR. GRAY: You used a lot of pesticides on 

that. (Laughter) 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, how do we do that, 

though? Because, we can't do anything beyond what we 

know in the RI/FS. And if there's an agreement that 

it's not conducive to expeditious transfers, don't go 

back into -- to keep going back into the regulatory 

process. 

GEN OFFRINGA: Well, the first case, when we 

get a base that we're going to close, that gets 

priority, and it gets squished down, because everybody 

wants to close it as quickly as possible. 

So, you're going to have a much more rapid 

RI/FS process for resources put on it. So therefore, 

as you redescribe the extent of the contamination, 

you're going to automatically generate the 

uncontaminated areas. Now the key is, what kind of 

mechanism do we use to inform the public what we have 

now determined as we go through this process -- we 

don't want to change the process -- that we now have 

found this large area, and we have conclusively 
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determined that it is no longer contaminated. Or it 

never was. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I believe our existing 

process does that. 

MS. SHIELDS: And what would that be? How 

would you, right now, say the golf course on Fort Ord 

is not included. How would you say that in your 

present process? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Once you get to the R --

okay. Let's assume that the golf course is considered 

within this operable unit area that we're studying. 

Going through the sample we find out that there is no 

contamination on the surface, nor under -- subsurface 

contamination. When we get to the remedy selection 

phase, or we are trying to select our remedy, they we 

will describe exactly what it was trying to do. 

But all the way through that, we are putting 

out public information, having public hearings, and 

describing to people exactly what we know. What the 

concentrations are. What the proposed plans are. I 

mean, it's a --· 

MS. SHIELDS: He needs something so that he 

can sell the golf course now, instead of waiting until 
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the remedial action is 

MR. DAVIDSON: Then we go back to what Sam 

said earlier about proving the negative. Okay? So, 

this is a different process. It is not an NPL 

regulatory process. That's what I was trying to get 

into earlier. 

We may need -- the task force may want to 

recommend that EPA, DoD, and the states look at 

establishing a process for determining when lands and 

are clean and conveyable to transfer --

MS. McCRILLIS: Yes. I think we did that. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's what I'm saying. 

Tying us back to that particular process. 

MS. SHIELDS: To that CPAD business. This 

discussion has come totally full circle to where we 

were. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Because we do not, general, 

right now, sit there and say, "This is clean." What 

we say is, "This is dirty." 

GEN OFFRINGA: Yes. That's right. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Okay. All right. And to get 

to the point of saying, "This is clean," probably 
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means doing things beyond the scope of the NCP. It 

will probably mean that you guys have to get out there 

and start taking samples, and drilling holes in areas 

that we may not otherwise require you to, do, to prove, 

to show, to the satisfaction -- that's the point. 

The point is not the regulatory process on 

the NPL listing. So, if you get to go back -- tie 

this back to what we talked about this morning. As a 

proposal to consider, I think that might get to your 

concerns. 

GEN OFFRINGA: Because we would be willing 

to drill on the golf course in order to prove as 

quickly as possible it's not contaminated, because 

we're interested in the cash flow. And the 

communities are interested in getting the golf course. 

MS. SHIELDS: That's right. 

GEN OFFRINGA: And what we need, is when we 

reach that point, we have done the drilling, and 

everybody agrees that it's clean, then we need some 

kind of a way to go to the public that will give them 

confidence, and generate money for investment. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Then you 1 11 have to go 

throught the RifFS to be able to have that assurance, 
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even in the CPAD document. 

MR. RUNKEL: Well that, what we need to talk 

about is, plenty of information is needed. And when 

it is needed, timing is critical here, obviously. So, 

what it may entail, and this is maybe what the 

recommendations ought to be, is that we look at what 

additional work may need to be done, or what 

additional process. 

Because what people want is some 

determination by the regulatory agencies that, darn 

it, this is clean. You can use it without liability. 

That's the issue. Not the NPL things. so, it's part 

of taking action to prove this negative, if you will. 

And I would suggest, just from my knowledge of what 

goes on out there, that it may require setting up an 

additional set of procedures to do it. 

MR. GRAY: Presuming you do that it would be 

delisting of a portion --

GEN OFFRINGA: can we come up with something 

called an interim finding as we qo down through the--? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think we have an answer 

here. On the top of page 16 is, in transfer of 

uncontaminated parcels, this talks about developing a 
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criteria. It should say, "DoD, EPA, states should 

develop a specific criteria." Okay? 

This is the process we are talking about, so 

we can have the determinations to give the letter to 

someone else to ease the determination that this is 

clean land. So, what we need is in the body of this 

text a lead into that. Okay? And, I don't think that 

that last sentence does that. 

MR. RUNKEL: Let me ask you a question. Say 

you do this. And you make this determination. It's 

all hunky dory. And some lender comes up to you that 

writes to the EPA and says, "Okay, through this 

determination you say that it's clean land." Does 

that mean that portion of the property doesn''t belong 

on the NPL? The lender just writes --and they're not 

trying to be legalistic. They're saying, "It no 

longer belongs. You can in effect redescribe it. It 

doesn't belong in the NPL." 

It's not saying, "Get it off the NPL through 

a regulatory delisting process." It just wants to 

know in reality, that portion has been through what 

the process is being taken off the NPL. Are you going 

to, or will you be able to write back to OGC, sign off 
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on the letter, or are they going to sit there and 

qualify it to death and say, "Well, it's still on the 

NPL, blah, blah, blah," and some lender is going to 

say, "Oh my god," because he has got some attorney 

telling him, "You're still maybe on the hook. You're 

going to have a problem." 

question. 

That's a real world 

MR. DAVIDSON: I can't speak for the office 

of general counsel, so I can't say is I believe that 

they would have several questions. The answer to that 

question depends on the viability of the process 

that's established in the criteria, okay? 

What I think they would say, what I hope 

that they would say is that if this is a -- this 

process is a real one, has meaning, and it's clear 

from the process that this area was not contaminated, 

I would say that they would probably be able to say 

this was not part of the NPL. 

MR. RUNKEL: Can they legally say that? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I can't speak for --

MR. GRAY: Not without a formal delisting. 

MR. RUNKEL: That's where this delisting is 

becoming a relevant issue. That's where, as much as 
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I hate to have to go back to the regulatory process, 

I tried to get away from that for a while. Gordon 

convinced me of it. I still come back to that, 

because it may be relevant to a lot of people in the 

business community. 

And you find no sympathy for them, because 

they are redevelopers. 

MR. GRAY: I think it's not worth the 

argument and time we are putting on it because, first 

of all, it's already clear that the lenders are not 

liable unless they are activity involved in the 

management of the property. And they are all busily 

trying to get Congress to change the law so they won't 

be liable under any circumstances, as long as they 

simply hold a fiduciary interest in the property. 

You know, it's like Mark Twain said about 

bankers, the guy loans you an umbrella when the sun is 

shining, but at the first drop of rain, he wants it 

back. (Laughter) I mean, it's a lot of time and 

effort to spend just in terms of the lender issue. 

MR. RUNKEL: It's not just lenders. It's 

the local redeveloping agencies. It's more than just 

the lenders. It's a lot of different folks. 
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MR. DAVIDSON: Well how about if -- here's 

a proposal, possibly. Go into this paragraph. To the 

second to last line, "As a result, when an entire 

installation is listed, large areas of uncontaminated 

lands are often included." The proposal would be, "to 

ensure the expeditious transfer of uncontaminated 

land. EPA, DoD, and the state have developed a means 

to communicate the information, collect it, then 

confirmation of those areas which are not 

contaminated." 

This goes back into -- maybe, tie it back to 

the process we talked about earlier. And then, that 

fits in with this transfer of uncontaminated parcels 

paragraph. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That follows from the first 

part of that discussion, but it doesn't address the 

NPL site issue. How does it become a non-NPL? 

MR. DAVIDSON: What designation are you 

looking for? I mean, the question is, what's on the 

NPL, is the extent of the contamination on the base. 

And if you go through the RI/FS, and you continue to 

clarify where that extent of contamination is, the 

more you know, the more you know about what's not 
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contaminated. And this is what we're trying to get 

to. To set up a process so we can -- the regulatory 

agencies and the DoD state this area is clean, and has 

not been contaminated. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: How do you then list Norton? 

What is the NPL site on Norton? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I don 1 t understand the 

question. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: As opposed to where the 

clean area is. Now the NPL is the base, the 

installation. The facility. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's because we have listed 

it with little information, okay? And the policy 

approach that we want to be as comprehensive as 

possible so we can address all the releases on the 

site. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: How do you now .back up to 

say it's lower 40,· whatever ..•• 

MR. DAVIDSON: Is clean. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Is dirty, or clean. 

MR. DAVIDSON: What you want to say is that 

the lower 40 is clean. What we're proposing is to set 

up a process where the regulatory agencies with DoD do 
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that. As we get the information. This means to 

develop a criteria so we're comfortable with how much 

knowledge we need, and the timing in which we make it. 

It's not an NPL listing/regulatory issue. 

clean/unclean issue. 

It's a 

MR. RUNKEL: As much as I hate to say it, 

Tom, I come back to making, at least from our 

perspective, we wouldn't be opposed to pushing 

Congress to set up some process where, after you did 

that whole administrative process, just the 

description of Norton could be just like, in effect. 

It could just be changed. I'm sure there are other 

analogous situations out there in regulations, where 

description and lists are modified just sort of 

automatically. 

It would become this long, you know, 

involved regulatory process. I bet there are. GSA 

deals with that, like black listing and things like 

that, where it just can be almost automatically done. 

You have your list of parties that are suspecting --

MR. JONES: Once it's on the National 

Priorities List, is there some way or another we can 

get specific guidance from EPA that says, "Parcels X, 
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y, z, etc. , etc. , are no longer on th~ 
I 

priorities 

list, and you can proceed with the dispos
1

al." That's 

what we're trying to-- it's either yes 

you can't. 

I 
yqu 

I 

I 

can, or no 

MR. RUNKEL: And I just am in the position, 
I 

I 

an OGC attorney is sitting there, not willing to get 
I 

off, not willing to bite the bullet. II guarantee 

they're not going to want to. 

MR. KUSHNER: Gordon, let 

I 

I me 
I 

ask this 

question. There is a process for removing sites from 
I 

I the NPL, that you complete your RI/FS, or you complete 

I 

the study. You have a finding that there is no 
I 

contamination. You issue the no action ROD. Once the 
I 

no action ROD becomes effective, I undersJ
1

and you can 

go back through the Federal Register, administrative 
I 

I 

procedures, to give public notice tha~ you are 

removing that portion of the base from tJe NPL. Is 
I 

that not correct? I 

I 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's an excellent question. 
I 

Let me see if I can find the answer. First of all, 
I 

we have never delisted a Federal facilit~ from the 

NPL. We have to delisted Superfund sites,l. which 
. I 

are 

which is the source of some 
' 

not quite the same, 

. I 
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concern. 

The question is, can you apply NPL deletion 

criteria on a unit specific basis at a facility? Does 

that make sense? Rather than continue to go back into 

the regulatory and keep changing where the lines are. 

MR. RUNKEL: And we would argue that there 

is enough of a reason for expediting base closures -

and I'm just looking for Congress to decide-- enough 

of a reason in our view because of the economic 

considerations, the livelihoods of these people out 

there, the reality that this land might not be as 

marketable, as valuable, that that would be needed. 

That you have a different system in effect for 

delisting. And Don does not agree with that. 

MR. KUSHNER: One point I would make, and 

please correct me if I am wrong, but the perception I 

had is that, you know, once the listing occurs and an 

RI/FS process is under way, we should know, or have a 

pretty good idea as to what -- by the time we are 

ready to do the no-action ROD, and after we have 

studies the clean areas, we will know what parcels are 

clean. 

We will know, I think, what parcels we are 
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ready to transfer to the private sector, such that I 
' 

don't see this as a repeating process, eveJy time, you 

know, a little bit here, a little bit the~e, this is 

I clean, that's clean. We should know pretty much in 
I 

bulk what is clean, such that we need to go in one 

time, maybe twice, at the as an exception. 

We should be able to go in one time with 

what we know is clean, based on a no action ROD, and 

then back through the public comment, Federll Register 

process, and have those sites delisted, jssuming we 

I 

can delist parcels of what has been listed. 
I 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That's a concern,; Gordon, is 

how do you delist the parcel? I get a lot out of this 

universe called upbase. 

I 

MR. KUSHNER: I think what I'm hearing is 

I that the mechanism that may be able to do that, as was 

mentioned earlier this morning would be that, you 

know, that process of actually the RI/FS.I When you 

have drawn -- when you go through and you, have that 

information available, you can then move· from that 

stage and say, "All right. 
I 

These are the 1ones that 
' 

are contaminated, these are the ones tha1t are not 

contaminated," that should be your infoJmation to 
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I 
1 remove it. 

2 So I don't see this as maybe -- as a 

I 3 delisting type, you know issue. More of a process to 

I 
4 do that. so, in keeping with that, maybe the point 

5 is that we consider the designation, maybe what it 

I 6 would be along the lines of, you know, as 

I 7 information warrants. Because the next point after 

8 we go at the end, we talk about the new listing should 

I 9 be based on the source and content of the 

I 10 contamination. And maybe what you want to do is carry 

11 that idea back a little bit into the first part of the 

I 12 sentence, reconsider -- maybe it's not reconsider, but 

I 13 review the source and extent of the contamination as 

14 you're listing. 

I 15 MS. SHIELDS: If we throw in some 

I 16 alternatives like delisting, or redescription, 

17 whichever is appropriate and most expeditious or 

I 18 something. So that you have got your delisting when 

I 19 that's going to be as fast as anything else. And 

20 maybe in some circumstance it would be. And in a case 

I 21 ' . where you say that's going to raJ.se all kinds of 

I 22 problems that's the only way out of this. 

23 

I 
MR. DAVIDSON: From the legal perspective, 

I 
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you don't delist clean areas. That's the problem we 

have here. That's the root of the listing process. 

You list dirty areas, okay? 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes, but you have got to 

admit, you have got a lot of clean areas that are 

listed, because of the way that you list the site in 

the first place. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I agree. Well, that's an 

assumption. 

MS. SHIELDS: Well, you said, we list it 

comprehensively, because we get comprehensive data. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Exactly right. 

MS. SHIELDS: Nobody is blaming you for that. 

The question is, how do we get out of this muddle? 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's why-- well, the muddle 

seems to be that a tremendous amount of importance is 

put on this NPL thing, when that may not be the 

process for getting out of this box. What do the 

lenders and the people who are concerned need to know? 

MS. SHIELDS: They have got all the 

guarantees known to man with these sites. They should 

have a lot more ease on these sites. They have the 

United States Government on the hook to clean up 
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anything that's still dirty. 

MR. RUNKEL: So why can 't they have the 

assurance and why do they have to have this thing 

on the NPL? Why can't the government do its job as 

effectively-- make it clear that it's no longer-- we 

don't doubt that it's clean. 

MR. KUSHNER: Let me just -- maybe, rather 

than phrasing it in the context of, can we delist 

parcels, maybe we should look at it as to whether we 

can go back and redefine the site? 

MS. SHIELDS: 

talking about. 

MR. KUSHNER: 

process. 

That's what we have been 

Through the public kind of 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's a morass, and I don't 

think that solves the problem. 

GEN OFFRINGA: Part of it is the way we go 

about the process. You know, when we're looking, we 

start our RifFS's, we're concentrating on the dirty 

areas. Maybe what we need to do is turn it inside 

out, and concentrate initially on finding the clean 

areas. And if we change that emphasis, that would go 

a long ways toward giving the public the perception 
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that what we're out there finding are clean areas, and 

not, areas that -- not trying to define the extent of 

the dirty area. 

Then if we 

certificate of clean, 

have some way, call it a 

or something. If we define 

those areas, we could get 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think that's an approach 

that's more amenable to the existing system we have. 

I think we would be willing to say that to the extent 

that DoD has provided comprehensive information 

through the site inspection that would clearly show 

that there are large tracts of uncontaminated land, 

then we can adjust the listing process to list those 

areas that we know are dirty. 

But right now we just don't have that. A 

practical example, Tom, when we get out there, we find 

a lot more crap than what we thought. And it doesn't 

make sense to come back and list more sites. Or get 

into all this RCRA CERCLA stuff. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: As Anne said, we're not 

blaming you for the approach. It's just, how do you 

back down to make some sense out of what is truly 

contaminated. 
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MR. DAVIDSON: That's why we shouldn't focus 

on the NPL listingfdelisting process. We should focus 

on a process for determining what is clean. 

MR. RUNKEL: You need both. That's what I 

-- I have to say I have come to that conclusion. I 

hate to say it. But, it's not like it's going to be 

doubling the process, but both are needed. With a 

limited number of closing bases on the NPL, why can't 

we -- why would it take that long. And if Pete really 

thinks you have go in, maybe, one time. 

MR. DAVIDSON: For what, delisting? Once 

you know how long that's going to be. 

MR. RUNKEL: Especially if they know, it's 

going to be in their interest, in the interest of the 

party that want to redevelop, or the local community, 

to not push to have delistings until they're ready to 

do it one time. Because then they're going to have to 

go back through it --

MR. DAVIDSON: Okay. Let me give you Fort 

Ord as an example. The final RI/FS schedule is not 

due until 1997. That's the point that we can go back 

in and change and delist it. Delist the site for 

clean areas. That's not acceptable. 
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I 

GEN OFFRINGA: We don't want to wait that 
I 

long. 

MR. DAVIDSON: The other ~lternative. 
I 

There's three to six ou•s out there, depending upon 
I 

how you look at it. Would be to go thro~gh three to 

six rule makings. And you can't transfer!-- no one's 

I 

everybody's going to wait for this rule making to 
I 

go through? That complete defeats the process that 
I 

we're talking about, expediting clean up and 

expediting --

I think we need to look at a different· 
I 

avenue than focusing on the NPL rule mak~ng process. 
I 

MS. SHIELDS: All right. Thenl what about 

using the CPAD designation? 

MR. RUNKEL: I think everybody 
1

agrees here 

that that's needed regardless. 

MR. GRAY: So maybe you could jJst add that 

in, right at the end of that first --

MR. RUNKEL: That's great. 

GEN OFFRINGA: Tom, would DoD land EPA be 

willing to, on base closure sites, to conc1entrate our 

! 

resources initially on defining the clean areas, which 
I 

means by inference, you're going to !delay the 
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definition of the dirty areas in order to parcel -

because it's a process of elimination. That's all the 

RI/FS is. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: In fact, that's what we're 

going to do, to define what we consider the clean 

areas. 

GEN OFFRINGA: But that's a change in the 

whole way we do business. 

MR. DAVIDSON: General, that is -- I think 

EPA could do that, if it could also say that it's not 

slowing any of its oversight work on the dirty areas. 

That there has been an additional source of resources, 

or whatever there's going to be there. The clean 

slot, you know. But that everything else is moving 

apace. But that's -- we can't say that right now. 

Particularly when I found out -- we can't do 

that. Okay? We cannot, based on the oversight 

resources we have right now, move a slug of that over 

to -- proving the negative, when we have known areas 

of contamination. I would think it's a resource 

issue. Because otherwise we would be faced with the 

question of having answered the question, and it's a 

good question, why are you focusing on areas that are 
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not a risk to human health and the environment, when 

there are known areas? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I would think by 

concentrating on the dirty areas, you are separating 

out the clean areas. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I was trying to answer the 

general's question, why don't we move our focus 

initially to looking for clean areas. 

GEN OFFRINGA: I understand that .• 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We're going to spend the 

resources to do that. But what are you saying, that 

you can't react to our findings? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Right now I'm saying that it 

may be a problem. This whole base closure thing is 

going to be a big work load for the regulatory 

agencies. 

MR. RUNKEL: I propose, since I don't know 

where DoD is going to take the program, but I propose 

-- we have made some progress here in terms of 

agreement to CPAD. I think that can be very useful, 

especially if we publicize throughout the RI/FS 

process, publicize the results, EPA's involvement in 

that publication, both DoD and the states, to the 
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I think everyone should 

I'm still uncomfortable. I can see it two 

years from now, and maybe I'll be proved wrong, that 

that's going to be enough. And you could have these 

slimy lenders coming back, . just like they're doing 

with lender liability issues in general claiming, we 

need further clarification, further assurances. And, 

you know, then you're going to have it thrust upon 

you. And maybe you're saying, well, it's worth the 

risk. 

I guess where we would come down, where I 

would go back and talk at NGA, and do it in the form 

of a supplemental recommendation is, I think we might 

recommend that Congress set up some kind of expediting 

delisting process for military bases, because there is 

enough of a need here. And it's a limited enough 

universe. And I don't need everybody else to -- you 

know, we can take a vote on that and try to put it in 

the report, but I don't feel that we need to, even if 

could win the vote ram this through. 

So, if that -- if you all want to do the 

same thing, you can do that. 
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MR. DAVIDSON: I'll tell you what I'll do, 
I 

' Brian, is that if we can get some language here that 

i 

focuses more on the process and not the outcome 

designation, and that feeds into that next paragraph 

there, I will go back on Monday morning and get with 
I 

our people in the office general counsel, and our 
I 

other listing experts, and sit down and. share this 

I 

conversation with them, and articulate the I high degree 

of concern regarding the meaning of NPL 1!isting, and 

see if there is anything that can be donej. 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, that would be useful. We 
I 

can have it state in here that EPA will attempt to 
I 

determine whether parcels can be delisted.' Is that --

are you looking at that? 

MR. DAVIDSON: No. That's what I' don't want 

to have in here. That goes all the way back to what 
I 

I want to say, is 

MR. RUNKEL: Just whether you would be 

allowed to, not that you have to actuallylgo back in 

and do it, through the regulatory process, ~ut whether 

you would even be allowed to, getting bac~ to Pete's 

question. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Let me talk to my people. I 
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I want to 

focus on the CPAD process, some other way of doing 

business like that. But I will go back and talk to 

our folks, see if there's any flexibility there. I 

mean, we have another week or so, in case there's 

going to be some changes. 

MR. RUNKEL: I guess -- I don't know if 

there's any other support here for making a 

legislative recommendation. I know you're hesitant 

just as a policy to do that in this report. So, we 

can throw that out for the moment, but --

CHAIRMAN BACA: We need as a committee to 

at least take a vote, and if you want to submit a 

minority report to EPA, that's fine. 

MS. SHIELDS: I don't know what would be 

voted on. 

MR. RUNKEL: Voting that the task force 

would recommend that congress look into -- consider -

may wish to consider an expedited delisting process. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I guess I would vote to 

retain the language that's here. I think that does 

it. 

MR. RUNKEL: I would, too. 
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CHAIRMAN BACA: Sam? 

MR. GOODHOPE: All I would say is, maybe we 

can have some language, without legislation it's going 

to be impossible for EPA to resolve this delisting 

program. Put some language in like that. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let's try a vote. Okay? 

MS. SHIELDS: The problem is, I don 1 t think 

this is a statutory problem. Where is it in the 

CERCLA that says EPA has to run their delisting the 

way they're running it now? 

MR. RUNKEL: You're right. I'm just saying 

that we would ask Congress to, in effect, -- we could 

change that. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Without legislation, or 

without regulatory -- change in regulatory -

CHAIRMAN BACA: Let me propose that we 

accept the language that's here. Okay? That we 

accept the language that's here. Take a vote? All in 

favor of accepting .••• ? 

MS. SHIELDS: 

what language we're 

Gordon's that's 

something here. 

Wait a second. 

talking about. 

I don't know 

We have got 

substitute for supposed to 
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CHAIRMAN BACA: No. I'm talking about what 

is here. I'm talking with no changes, as you read it 

here, staring with, "The task force heard in EPA 

testimony, etc.," and then accept the next paragraph 

without change. In this report. 

MR. DAVIDSON: It seems to me that we might 

want to have some different language in here while we 

discuss this a little further. This is a big issue. 

And I think, to be honest with you --

CHAIRMAN BACA: We're not getting there. 

That's the problem. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Well, Tom, we're not getting 

there right now, but I' 11 tell you something. I think 

the problem is that there is a misunderstanding of how 

this process works. And that's the problem. The 

problem is, we don't have all the information 

everybody wants right now. 

If we start going through this regulatory 

process, that's the wrong focus. What do writers need 

to know? They don't need to know that we're going 

through the regulatory process to look at the NPL 

boundary, because that's not the issue. They want to 

know whether or not something's clean. 
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That supports setting up a different way of 

doing business, but not going into the regulatory 

process. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: See, this doesn't say the 

words. "The task force recommends that EPA reconsider 

the designation of entire military installations as 

NPL sites, and describe newly listed federal 

facilities NPL sites using the source and extent of 

contamination as a guiding principle." 

MS. SHIELDS: It doesn't say you have to do 

it tomorrow. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Let me say -- well, take the 

phrase, "reconsider the designations of entire 

military installations as NPL sites." I mean, that's 

a very strong inference that that's the regulatory 

listing process. Okay? That's the first problem. 

Let's just focus on that for a minute. There's 

something we can come up with that speaks to a process 

by which the parties will try to address this issue, 

in terms of getting information out to the public as 

we get it. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Can I ask if it helps to 

change it from, "to be reconsidered the description of 
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an entire military installation as an NPL site."? 

MS. SHIELDS: That would be better, wouldn't 

it? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Say that again? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Reconsider the description 

of an entire military installation as an NPL site. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's softer. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: It gets you away from 

there's a strong inference that we're talking about 

the listing process per se, and that it could be done 

for you know, that you describe --

MS. SHIELDS: And if we added in, "and 

describe newly listed Federal facility NPL sites using 

the source and extent of contamination as the guiding 

principles for both, to the extent possible," or 

something in here. 

MR. GRAY: If you want to add "to the extent 

that the relevant information is available to do so". 

Generally, they don't have it at that point. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay 1 to the extent that the 

relevant information is available. 

MR. GRAY: Necessary to do so is available. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Necessary to do it is 
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MR. GRAY: To do so is availablf· 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. 

MR. PENDERGRASS : No. 

Did you get that 
I 

Because everybody 
I 

MR. KUSHNER: Up above, reconsider the 

I 

description, and then at the end of the last sentence, 

it would be the guiding principles, to the kxtent that 

I 

the relevant information is necessary to do so -- to 

I the extent that the relevant information necessary to 
• 

do so is available. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Say that again? 

MR. KUSHNER: Okay. I To the extent that the 
I 

relevant information necessary to do so islavailable. 

please. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Read me the whole thing, 
I 

MR. KUSHNER: Okay. I'll read the whole 
I 

"The task force recommends that EPA reconsider the 
I 

description of entire military installations as NPL 

sites, and describe newly listed Federal fjcility NPL 

sites using the source and the extent of conlamination 

as the guiding principles, to the extenJ that the 
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relevant information necessary to do so is available." 

MR. CARR: Striking the "for both."? 

MR. KUSHNER: Yes. 

MR. CARR: can I suggest we strike the word 

entire, you said the description of military 

installations as NPL sites? 

MS. SHIELDS: I think that sounds like we 

don't want them on the NPL. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: The recommendation was that 

we strike "entire". 

MS. SHIELDS: That sounds like we want to 

keep them off the NPL. Reconsider the description. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That's right. I think you 

need entire. That's the problem. Okay? 

MR. CARR: The reason for my concern is 

that, I think that the argument can be made that we 

don't currently describe the entire installation as an 

NPL site. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: But we do. We list. 

MR. CARR: That's right -- but we --

MS. SHIELDS: But they say that isn't really 

what that means. That's the problem. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I think description is where 
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MS. SHIELDS: Well, Gordon has rewritten two 

paragraphs, for a better description of what happens 

now than what we have got here. I would propose that 

we take this finely crafted last sentence that we just 

worked out, and add it to Gordon's description, and 

make that this section. 

We didn't have any problem with how Gordon 

had rewritten it. It just stopped too soon. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Right. Exactly. 

MR. DAVIDSON: How about this. This will 

flow from it. "As a result, when an entire 

installation is listed, large areas of uncontaminated 

land may be treated initially as part of the site to 

the extent the information is available at the time of 

listing, the task force should recommend that EPA 

conform its description of the listing consistent with 

the -- • 11 Do you see what I'm trying to get at? 

MS. SHIELDS: So, in effect, you would be 

turning this last sentence around so that it fits more 

here, and we could use the same language, I think. 
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"To the extent that the relevant information is 

available at the time of listing, EPA should describe 

I 3 newly listed Federal facility NPL sites using the 

I 4 source and extent of contamination as the guiding 

5 principle, and the task force recommends, that EPA 

I 6 reconsider the description of military installations 

I 7 that are already on the NPL." 

' 8 CHAIRMAN BACA: I can buy that. 

'I 9 MR. CARR: Can you say existing instead of 

I 10 is that intended to refer back to existing military 

11 installations on the NPL. 

I 12 MS. SHIELDS: I think if you say, "We will 

I 13 reconsider the description of military installations 

14 that are already on the NPL." Okay? Can we agree 

I 15 with that? 

I 16 CHAIRMAN BACA: I can buy that. 

17 MS. SHIELDS: Did we get that? 

I 18 MR. DAVIDSON: I would like one more 

I 19 sentence added. And this will help us in future 

20 

I 21 

listings, if we said, "To the extent possible, DoD 

will supply us with as comprehensive a listing as 

I 22 possible of the NPL site." 

23 

I 
MS. SHIELDS: You'll agree with that. 

I 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

443 

MR. DAVIDSON: You see, the problem is, 

we're under a lawsuit right now, a CLF suit. And, 

frankly, one of the problems that we're having is the 

extent of information that has been supplied to us. 

You folks are trying very hard. But it's a 

complicated procedure, and we're not getting complete 

information. So, we're often finding we're having to 

go back three or four times. That's a big delay. 

What I will do with this, okay? This is 

obviously a very important issue to EPA. I will take 

this back, and I will run it through everybody, and I 

will sell it if I can. To explain to them what the 

problems are. Otherwise, I can't -- I mean, you can 

vote and I can slam dunked --

MS. SHIELDS: Well, Gordon, you may be 

forced to do some additional views. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Again, you need to sell it. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I will go back and see what 

people think about it. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: It 1 s got to be in the report. 

MR •. DAVIDSON: I want to see -- I'd like to 

see the final language first before we have the vote. 

MR. RUNKEL: I prefer, Tom, that we have the 
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vote now. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: He's going to rewrite it, 

and then she's going to read it, and then we're going 

to have a vote, I guess. 

MR. GRAY: I like Gordon's suggestion to add 

an addition sentence about DoD providing as complete 

a listing package as possible, because the more 

complete that package, the more --

CHAIRMAN BACA: I conceded to do that. 

MR. GRAY: Oh, I'm sorry. The greater the 

extent to which that information will be available. 

That sort of puts an obligation on both sides, so to 

speak, to do a better job so that we can accomplish 

this. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Do we want to say anything in 

here about a process, because that feeds into the next 

paragraph? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I guess I wouldn't mind 

including language that nails down a process, because 

I think there is confusion out there as to what the 

process is. 

MR. DAVIDSON: We have already agreed that 

it's --
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CHAIRMAN BACA: The process is in. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Can I go back? The -

currently in the book there are three paragraphs. 

EPA's suggestion is two. I think the first paragraph 

needs to stay in there. It describes, first, the 

process the task force went through. But the second 

sentence sets up the problem. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. We'll keep the first 

paragraph. Include this. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: The next two. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Are you about ready to read? 

MS. SHIELDS: The only thing I don 1 t have is 

this last sentence. All right. Gordon's two 

paragraphs at the end of the second one. 

"To the extent that the relevant information 

is available at the time of listing on the NPL, EPA 

should describe newly listed Federal facility NPL 

sites using the source and extent of contamination as 

the guiding principle. And the task force also 

recoliunends that EPA reconsider the descriptions of 

military installations that are on the NPL. The task 

force observes that it will speed up this process if 

DoD provides well documented and comprehensive site 
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descriptions." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Draft HRS scoring packages. 

MS. SHIELDS: Observes that it will be 

beneficial to proper description, or something, the 

NPL sites, if DoD provides what? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Comprehensive. 

MS. SHIELDS: Comprehensive. 

MR. DAVIDSON: HRS scoring packages. 

MS. SHIELDS: HRS scoring packages. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Oh, okay, preliminary 

assessment site inspection information. 

MS. SHIELDS: Instead of HRS? Preliminary? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Assessment site inspection 

information used for the HRS -- for listing purposes. 

MS. SHIELDS: The HRS for listing purposes. 

Okay. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Do you want to read it one 

more time? 

MS. SHIELDS: Okay. "The task force -- 11 

this is at the very end. "The task force observes 

that EPA's ability to describe the site by using this 

guiding principle that we have just set up -- " 

MR. PENDERGRASS: The contaminated portions 
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of the site. 

MS. SHIELDS: "To describe the site by the 

contaminated -- by its -- " Okay. "The task force 

observes that EPA's ability to describe the 

contaminated portions of the site will be enhanced if 

proper descriptions of NPL if DoD provides -- " okay, 

I have got this sort of mixed up. 

Okay. "The task force observes that EPA's 

ability to describe the contaminated portions of the 

site will be enhanced if DoD provides comprehensive 

PA/SI information for listing purposes." Okay? Is 

that on the recorder and I don't have to write it 

again? 

time? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I take it we want your draft. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Could you read it one more 

MS. SHIELDS: 

Gordon's two paragraphs. 

Okay, the whole thing. 

"To the extent that the 

relevant information is available at the time of 

listing on the NPL, the task force recommends that EPA 

describe newly listed Federal facility NPL sites using 

the source and extent of contamination as the guiding 

principle, and the task force also recommends that EPA 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 

1 

2 

I 3 

I 
4 

5 

I 6 

I 
7 

8 

I 9 

I 
10 

11 

I 12 

I 
13 

14 

I 15 

I 
16 

17 

I 18 

I 19 

20 

I 21 

I 22 

23 

I 
I 

448 

reconsider the descriptions of military installations 

that are on the NPL. The task force observes that 

EPA's ability to describe the contaminated portions of 

the site will be enhanced if DoD provides 

comprehensive PASI information for listing purposes." 

Applause? (Applause) 

CHAIRMAN BACA: All in favor? I would like 

the record to reflect that DoD accommodated EPA. 

MR. DAVIDSON: And EPA appreciates that. 

MR. GRAY: We all accommodated California. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: The vote was unanimous for 

the record. Okay. Are we through with 15? 

MR. GRAY: One concern on page 15, and 

through the first paragraph, we were talking about the 

protective function of zoning. And I think there were 

some comments by myself and other members about this, 

that there should be language in here recognizing that 

zoning classifications are not a substitute for but a 

complement to lease or deed covenants, since zoning 

can be changed at any time by the local zoning 

authority. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: How about the following 

language? "Zoning should not be relied on as the sole 
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vehicle to prevent inappropriate use of the land." 

MR. GRAY: Well, I think, take out the word 

"sole," or what--? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: As the vehicle. Okay? 

"Zoning should not be relied on as the vehicle to 

prevent inappropriate use of the land." 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, I mean, you do rely 

on it partially. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That's why I like sole. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: It is one of its 

functions. It-'s true it can be changed. And so, you 

don't rely on it solely. But I do think that's one of 

the functions. 

MR. GRAY: All I'm saying is it should not 

be a substitute for having effective covenants in the 

deed, or the lease, or whatever --

MS. SHIELDS: It's already by law, so -

MR. GRAY: Well, why are we going through 

all this stuff about zoning, then? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Because it provides one 

more forum for the public, and it provides a way for 

a discussion of what's appropriate use, so you can 

make sure that everybody knows what's an appropriate 
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use for it. And it does provide another mechanism of 

making sure that there aren't inappropriate changes 

made in the land use. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I think sole, because it is 

a vehicle. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: It 1 s only there as another 

layer, but it is another layer. 

MR. GRAY: 

will it be good? 

Is we put the "sole" back in, 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Yes • That 1 s be good. I 

have got Gordon's proxy. 

MR. RUNKEL: My crack legal staff back here 

raises the very basic question, I couldn't give you 

the answer either, but, does the Federal government 

unusually -- don't they usually contend that Federal 

property is not subject to local zoning laws? 

MR. JONES: Until such time as it leaves 

government ownership, local zoning laws do not apply. 

But the appendices with regard to zoning and other 

things, need to be revised. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: That is covered at the top 

of this as discussed in appendix seven. Local 

governments must be given the opportunity to zone the 
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property. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. 

MR. JONES: We're going to have to go 

throught the appendices. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We 1 11 go through them. 

Let's go to chapter two. 

MR. GRAY: Mr. Chairman, can I just raise an 

inquiry? My car is about to be locked up for the 

weekend. The parking garage is going to close at 

8:00. 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes. We have got to get out 

of here by 8:00. You can have my proxy to go through 

all the appendices you want. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We're very close. 

MR. KUSHNER: To make a correction, the 

appendices were designed not to be, if you will, a 

body of the report, but basically a factual -- so you 

may be able to correct that separately. 

MR. JONES: Yes. We could correct and 

subm~t that. Okay? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay? Chapter two? 

MR. GRAY: Will page 17 be automatically 

adjusted to reflect what we have just done? 
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Chapter two? 

MR. EDWARDS : Mr. Chairman, the State of 

Texas has a proposal to change the fourth sentence in 

the second paragraph on page 18. It's in our package. 

On page 25 of our --

CHAIRMAN BACA: Does anybody have any 

problem with scratching delegated from substituting 

authorized? 

MS. SHIELDS: I have a change. The second 

sentence, we have fought this battle before, so it 

shouldn't come as any surprise. The second sentence 

of the chapter should be deleted. 

Mountain Arsenal issue. 

It's the Rocky 

CHAIRMAN BACA: You're wanting to delete 

because of the nature of RCRA and CERCLA? 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes. Because the 

CHAIRMAN BACA: 

deleting that sentence? 

Okay. Any problem with 

MS. McCRILLIS: Can I just ask, is that also 

true for non-NPL sites that are cleaned up? No? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Only CERCLA. 

MS. McCRILLIS: Okay. But we have in the 
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past, started a CERCLA clean up, following the NCP at 

our non-NPL sites. And so, I was just wondering if 

that is true across the whole board. 

MS. SHIELDS: It's an issue that we do not 

need to -- I don't see the point in saying that 

sentence here. We have a clear district court 

decision in Colorado that says that at an NPL site, 

its jurisdiction under RCRA has been ousted. So I 

don't want to leave the impression that this sentence 

does, that its jurisdiction would not be ousted. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: It doesn't go to that. 

MS. SHIELDS: What is it there for? 

MR. PENDERGRASS: It's there for this 

situation, that in fact, and maybe you can say a non

NPL -- and also the district court decision says that 

the court's jurisdiction is ousted. It doesn't say 

that RCRA doesn't apply. It says it doesn't have any 

jurisdiction over it. Because the waiver, this 113, 

says we're gone. 

But it doesn't say that RCRA doesn't apply, 

that RCRA may apply, who knows? But I -- I mean, this 

is only there to set up what the issues are. Why you 

are discussing these things. 
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CHAIRMAN BACA: Does it hurt by leaving it 

MR. RUNKEL: Well, how about a statement 

that the states believe that that is true, and clarify 

where the difference of opinion is. 

MR. EDWARDS: We can do it in the 

supplemental, but I don't see why here it hurts to 

clarify that the states believe this. We're going to 

win the vote if we vote on it. But I'm just saying 

that somewhere in the record we would like reflected 

that the states, despite this one court opinion, we 

still believe that this whole thing can be resolved in 

our favor. 

MS. McCRILLIS: I would also ask, what then? 

I see that as being the heart of the reason why this 

chapter even exists. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well, I would like to move 

on. We're not going to resolve anything. I propose 

that we delete this sentence. All in favor? 

MS. SHIELDS: I'm just not sure what the 

sentence means. RCRA in my view applies at a CERCLA 

site through the ARAR process. For a state, a RCRA

type statute applies in the same way. If that's all 
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you mean, say it. But I don't think that's all this 

means. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: No. That's not all, you're 

right. 

MS. McCRILLIS: I guess, what about the 

situation where the site is being cleaned up under 

RCRA now, and then it's added on the NPL? What does 

that do? 

MS. SHIELDS: If what you're talking about 

is an ongoing RCRA facility at site that is being 

cleaned up under CERCLA you may have that situation. 

I just -- I don't think that's what this means. 

So, I don't think it provides any clarity to 

anything, it just mucks it up. So, take it out, is my 

suggestion. 

MR. RUNKEL: I think there's disagreement. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: There is disagreement. 

MR. RUNKEL: Right, that there is 

disagreement, that an NPL site subject to CERCLA could 

also be subject to state hazardous waste requirements 

if CERCLA RCRA --

CHAIRMAN BACA: Wasn't doing the job. Let's 

take a vote. 
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MR. DAVIDSON: Wait. Is there compromise 

language? I mean, the fact is, the issue is one of 

overlapping laws, and whether or not that has an 

impact on slowing things down. Is there some language 

here we can say, I guess that point without talking 

about -- instead of saying by being regulated under 

those statutes? Just a little finessing job, I guess. 

But the idea is how things overlap, and how 

to maintain some confidence. Some compromise position 

on some things are best. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Are you thinking of a 

substitute word for "regulated"? 

MR. DAVIDSON: That the nature of RCRA 

CERCLA, there may be dispute regarding how these laws 

apply. 

MR. GOODHOPE: Who wanted this out? Well, 

one thing I was thinking about, let me go back to the 

discussion we had, and I don't want to reopen the 

discussion, but is there anyway of speeding up the 

process of delisting, whatever you want to call it, by 

handing it over to the state and having the state take 

care of the problem of uncontaminated --

MR. DAVIDSON: There's a can of worms. 
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It may be that, you know, 

believe it or not, states don't always get in the way. 

Maybe states can have a positive function mixing up 

facilities. That may be a minority opinion here. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Why don't we move on. 

MR. RUNKEL: Vote it out if you want, and 

then we can talk about it. 

MS. SHIELDS: Because you have got the 

points that you want to make further on down in the 

body of it. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: All in favor of deleting the 

sentence starting with "Because," and ending with 

"statutes," indicate by raising you hand. Four. 

Those against? Three. One abstention. 

Okay. We delete it. Any other comments on 

page 18? Page 19? I do have one clarification, after 

section 3004(u), include an 3008(h), do I have the 

right citation. We're on page 19, the paragraph 

starting with Section 120(i). 

MR. DAVIDSON: can we back up. I'm sorry. 

The sentence on the bottom of page 18, the last 

sentence that starts with, "The NCP contains the 

Federal regulations governing responses," putting 
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those two sort of -- My people just say that that's 

redundant to what's already in there. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I agree. It's not 

necessary. Any objection? Deleting at the end of 

page 18, "The NCP contains the Federal regulations 

governing releases of etc." 

MR. DAVIDSON: 

redundancy. 

Only because of its 

CHAIRMAN BACA: It doesn't add anything. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: That's true. But people 

never ask for it to be defined and tell us what it 

was. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We 1 11 delete it. Lucy? The 

paragraph starting with Section 120(i), second line 

from the bottom. 

MS. SHIELDS: I have a rewrite for that 

whole sentence. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Let ' s hear your 

rewrite. 

MS. SHIELDS: It might be -- the second 

sentence of the 120(i) paragraph would read, "Section 

120(i) states only that RCRA requirements apply 

generally to Federal facilities; it does not change 
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the manner in which those requirements would apply 

through the CERCLA ARAR's process." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I think that takes the 

garbage out. Any problem with that? 

MS. SHIELDS: "Section 120(i) states only 

that RCRA requirements apply generally to Federal 

facilities; it does not change the manner in which 

those requirements will apply through the CERCLA 

ARAR's process." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any problem with that? 

MS. SHIELDS: "Section 120(i) states only 

that RCRA requirements apply generally to Federal 

facilities; it does not change the manner in which 

those requirements will apply through the CERCLA 

ARAR's process." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any problem? No? So 

adopted. Okay. Does that delete the rest of that 

sentence there, the rest of the paragraph? 

MS. SHIELDS: That takes care of this 

paragraph. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Delete the rest of 

the paragraph. 

MS. SHIELDS: That rewrites that second 
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sentence, which is the rest of the paragraph. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Then you don't need 

my correction. Any other comments on 19? 

MS. SHIELDS: One minor -- we thought you 

should stick in formal before guidance on the fourth 

line from the bottom. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Formal guidance without 

formal guidance? 

guidance. 

MS. SHIELDS: Yes. In that sense. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any problem with that? 

MS. SHIELDS: Presumably they have some 

It's just a rule that they provide the 

formal guidance. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any problem with that? I 

would just add in formal. 

MR. RUNKEL: What does formal mean? 

MS. SHIELDS: 

formal guidance. 

Well, rule. A rule is a 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Promulgated guidance. 

MS. SHIELDS: In the absence of a corrective 

action rule, the states are without formal guidance on 

how to implement corrective action. 

MR. RUNKEL: Let me repeat for the record, 
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the issue was that instead of the word "formal" use 

the word "promulgated" because that's used in the NCP. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Promulgated guidance? Does 

anybody have any problem with that? We'll accept it. 

Any other comments? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Yes. One. The one sentence 

that starts, "Because EPA has not yet promulgated a 

final rule," "EPA currently sets clean up standards 

for corrective actions under RCRA on a case-by-case 

basis." I kind of recommend that that sentence be 

deleted only because that doesn't really address what 

the corrective action rule is going to do anyway. 

It's like the NCP, it doesn't give you clean 

up standards. It gives you a process for determining 

how the clean up is cleaned, which takes accounts on 

a case-by-case basis. So it really doesn't -- it's 

not accurate. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Any problems with deleting 

it? Deleting "EPA currently sets standards?" 

MR. DAVIDSON: What we want left in "EPA 

currently sets clean up standards for corrective 

standards under RCRA on a case-by-case basis .... Leave 

that in. 
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MS. SHIELDS: 
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So you take out the first 

MR. DAVIDSON: Yes. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Can you guys go with that? 

MS. SHIELDS: Start the sentence with "EPA 

currently sets -- " 

CHAIRMAN BACA: "Current sets clean up 

standards." Any problem with that? Okay, we'll 

accept it. Any other comments on page 19? Page 20. 

Lucy, do want to explain? 

couple of recommendations. 

Staff has a 

MS. McCRILLIS: I'll try to be quick about 

it. On the first paragraph, first incomplete 

paragraph, it talks about differences in determining 

clean up standards, and so on. The issue isn 1 t 

necessarily that they are different standards. That 

doesn't have to be the problem if we can solve it by 

saying that as long as you have remediated a site 

under RCRA, that as a routine course of matter we 

won't ask it to be reexamined under CERCLA, and vice 

versa. 

So that we don't necessarily have to drive 

for identical processes, but what we do need to drive 
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for is just that you don't have to redo it under one 

if you have done it legitimately under the other law. 
' 
' 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Give us your language. 
' 
' MS. McCRILLIS: Okay. · The langua,ge would 

read, beginning the sentence, third line down, "In 

order to minimize -- " 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Is everybody there? 

MR. DAVIDSON: What page are we: on? I'm 

sorry. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We 1 re on page 2 0. : The first 

incomplete paragraph at the top, third line. "In 

order to minimize -- " 

MS. McCRILLIS: "In order to minimize the 

problems encountered and result in time ~elays as a 

result of the different procedures and standards, the 

task force recommends that EPA, to :the extent 

possible, promulgate policy that rec~gnizes that 

remedies selected under one authority will not, as a 

matter of rule, be reconsidered under the other 

authority." Or something to that effect. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: And delete the rest. 

MS. McCRILLIS: That's right; 

MR. RUNKEL: Perhaps we could add a footnote 
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to that? Footnote? I think what she is referring to 

is some language that's been worked out, again in 

California, between the Navy and the state on RCRA 

CERCLA integration. We have some language from an 

actual agreement here. 

But we could just refer in a footnote that 

this is already being done so people don't think it 

has never been done in the past. 

MR. DAVIDSON: We have some of them on the 

streets. 

MS. McCRILLIS: For CERCLA. You have 

guidance going one way. You do not necessarily have 

RCRA guidance going the other way. 

MS. SHIELDS: I think the problem with that 

is that RCRA is only one of the ARAR's that applies in 

a CERCLA clean up. And so, you can't -- we can't 

unilaterally amend CERCLA here to say, "The only thing 

we'll consider is RCRA." 

MR. GOODHOPE: Anne is exactly right. 

MS. SHIELDS: I don't think you 

(Laughter) 

MS. McCRILLIS: I guess the only observation 

I would make, and you may be right, it's just that 
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Gordon, you all have issued guidance that I think says 

exactly that. That under CERCLA, that if a RCRA clean 

up action has occurred, the agency will not, as a 

routine course of matter, reexamine the clean up, or 

make you redo the clean up, if it was done under RCRA. 

MR. DAVIDSON: What document does that 

involve? 

MR. CARR: That's in a memo that came out 

about a year or so ago, and we supplied a copy of it 

to the task force to gather comments. 

MR. DAVIDSON: What's the name of the memo, 

Bob? 

MR. CARR: I think it's called, "The Clean 

Up of Final NPL Site under RCRA." 

MR. DAVIDSON: Particular to Federal 

facilities. Perhaps we could reference that memo. 

MR. RUNKEL: And the footnote. 

MS. McCRILLIS: It was referenced somewhere 

in this report. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay, Jay, reference that 

memo, and we'll leave the language as is. 

MR. GRAY: Mr. Chairman, I really have to 

go. The issues that were of concern to me have been 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 

1 

I 2 

I 3 

4 

I 5 

I 6 

7 

I 8 

I 9 

I 
10 

11 

I 12 

I 
13 

14 

I 15 

I 
16 

17 

I 18 

I 
19 

20 

I 21 

I 22 

23 

I 
I 

466 

resolved. My intention is to vote for the adoption 

of the report, but I may want to have some additional 

views. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Okay. Thank you. Okay, I 

would like to propose two deletions. The second 

paragraph, clean up execution, delete that last 

sentence, "In order to minimize." It's a repeat of 

what's above. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: Well, yes it is, because 

they are two different things. I mean, it's a repeat 

of what was under the section about clean up 

standards, and it's repeated here because we are 

talking about the way that it's executed. 

MS. SHIELDS: 

slightly different. 

That's right. They are 

CHAIRMAN BACA: All right. Okay. We'll 

leave that in. And how about, under generic clean up, 

second paragraph, the second paragraph under generic 

clean ups, delete the last sentence. 

MR. DAVIDSON: The first paragraph in that 

section, under generic clean up? 

MS. SHIELDS: The second paragraph, right? 

The one about innovative technology. You don't want 
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to do any of that? 

there. 

back. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: 

MR. DAVIDSON: 

Well, it's, wait a minute. 

I'd like to keep that in 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I do too. Now I take it 

MR. DAVIDSON: So we do agree. 

MR. KUSHNER: I think the key with that is 

the point that the way the current system is right 

now, the innovative technology actually has a 

possibility of slowing down the process. And there is 

some concern. So we have got to find a way of 

bringing the innovative technologies 

CHAIRMAN BACA: It doesn't say that you 

can't do that, though. 

option of doing that. 

MR. DAVIDSON: 

there. I just think it's 

We still always have the 

I would like to keep it in 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Well keep it in. Any other 

comments on page 20? 

MS. McCRILLIS: The technology issue. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: That's what this addressed. 

Page 21? The last one? Come on guys, we're almost 
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there. 

MR. RUNKEL: We have two proposals --

recommendations to propose. I don't know if you want 

to wait until we get to 22? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We're not talking 22. These 

findings and recommendations will be reflected. 

MR. RUNKEL: We're adding them. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: You can't add. You can only 

take away. 

MR. RUNKEL: We've only got 20 minutes. 

Okay. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: What are you proposing? 

MR. RUNKEL: Okay. The first ·one to get 

written out, here. What we have just been discussing. 

"The task force recommended that integration of CERCLA 

clean up process and RCRA substantive requirements may 

be done by agreement between the regulatory agencies 

and DoD." It's being done, I know. That's what we 

were talking about. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Anne? 

MS. SHIELDS: I'm sorry. I didn't mean to 

interrupt, but where are you talking about? 

MR. RUNKEL: Just adding a 
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MS. SHIELDS: I don't have any problem with 

MS. McCRILLIS: Is that prospective? I 

guess what I was suggesting here was that, what if it 

has already happened? What if a RCRA corrective 

action has already occurred? How would it be dealt 

with as opposed to -- I mean, I agree completely with 

what you're saying. But I see it as being a 

prospective kind of thing, not necessarily what if 

this is the case? I don't know if that's --

adopted. 

MR. RUNKEL: I don't see it as wrong. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: You are proposing? 

MR. RUNKEL: That that recommendation be 

CHAIRMAN BACA: All in favor of accepting 

it? All opposed? It's unanimous. 

MR. RUNKEL: The final recommendation is 

that, with respect to Federal facility agreements, 

that the recommendation read, "The task force believes 

that there may be a need to amend Federal facility 

agreements or similar clean up agreements between 

regulatory agencies and DoD as soon as possible to 

address base closure related issues." 
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CHAIRMAN BACA: Isn't that an option we have? 

MR. RUNKEL: We would like to have that 

endorsed in the report. That they go back, in order 

to prevent a conflict between the task force and -

CHAIRMAN BACA: Could we write it that "The 

task force suggests that the amending of could 

expedite." Any problem with that? 

MR. RUNKEL: That's fine. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: All in favor? Aye? Any 

more on 21? 

MR. GOODHOPE: I think it's going to --we 

could go on to 22, but that's a recommendation that we 

would suggest, therefore, instead of going on to 22, 

we put on 20, is the recommendation that we made on 

page 26 of our package. Or we could leave it to our 

staff to find a more appropriate spot for it. 

MS. McCRILLIS: This is what, I guess, what 

I was just mentioning earlier, "EPA should develop 

guidance recognized in order to avoid duplication. 

Corrective action taken under RCRA should be 

incorporated under the remedy section -- " 

MR. GOODHOPE: I think that's a great idea. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Gordon, do you have any 
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problem with that? 

MR. DAVIDSON: I have to think about it for 

ten seconds. 

MS. SHIELDS: I mean, it puts a burden on 

you to develop guidance. Is that what you want to do 

get them to consider it in the remedy selection 

process. All this -- the development of guidance -- ? 

MS. McCRILLIS: The EPA guidance, --that's 

what it does. I think that's what it does. 

MS. SHIELDS: What guidance? 

MS. McCRILLIS: The guidance we were talking 

about. That memo. If that is what it does. 

it, then. 

MS. SHIELDS: It's already there. 

-MS. McCRILLIS: It's already there. 

MS. SHIELDS: So don't talk about developing 

MR. EDWARDS: Mr. Chairman, if I may, this 

language came from the Texas Water Commission. Their 

complaint is that when a state type RCRA site is 

placed on the NPL, that EPA is ignoring the body of 

data the state has developed. It should refer to this 

in its enforcement process. And we just ask that they 

go to the state agency to get all their data. 
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Well, I think that's an 

excellent recommendation. I also think we ought to be 

doing that. And guidance -- the state incorporating 

concept. We could say, "The task force recommends 

that EPA -- " 

MS. SHIELDS: "Go back and read the statute." 

MR. DAVIDSON: "Go back and read the 

statute." No. I mean it's just an acknowledgement 

that this is the right way to handle the situation of 

the transition. I mean -- some language. I don't 

want to say we should develop guidance --

MS. SHIELDS: Endorses -- "The task force 

endorses EPA's guidance -- " whatever the name of it 

is. 

MS. McCRILLIS: If I may, just one more 

thing. What is not there is the counterpart. Is the 

guidance going the other way. Saying that if you 

cleaned it up under CERCLA, then it won't, as a matter 

of course be reexamined under RCRA corrective action. 

That is missing. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: How about this language? 

"EPA ensure guidance exists which recognizes •••. " 

MR. KUSHNER: You missed half the works. 
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"EPA ensure that guidance exists that recognizes that 

in order to avoid duplication of effort," and the rest 

of the sentence. 

MR. DAVIDSON: 

task force recommends 

Okay. 

that 

How about this. 

in. order to 

"The 

avoid 

duplication of effort, EPA consider corrective actions 

undertaken with RCRA permits." 

MR. KUSHNER: "EPA consider corrective 

action undertaken under RCRA order or permit in the 

RCRA selection process." 

MS. McCRILLIS: But then the other way, too. 

"Then, similarly, EPA should develop guidance 

recognizing the CERCLA clean up remedy under RCRA." 

I don 1 t know if we already said it, but that 1 s 

basically the essence. 

MR. PENDERGRASS: But you would not do a 

RCRA corrective action if a CERCLA remedial --

MS. McCRILLIS: Remedial action has occurred 

-- or, you know, has occurred at a 

MS. SHIELDS: When you have had a CERCLA 

clean up -- ? 

MS. McCRILLIS: When you have had --

MS. SHIELDS: Some state is trying to go 
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back and undo that CERCLA clean up, and insist that it 

be done? Who is doing that? 

MR. KUSHNER: I think we do have the reverse 

in the context of FFA model provision for RCRA CERCLA 

integration, because the language says that what we do 

under this agreement, the FFA shall be deemed to 

satisfy the requirements of CERCLA, RCRA, etc. So, 

although the policy hasn't been issued, the FFA, the 

agreements we enter provide for that. 

MS. McCRILLIS: But this could occur at a 

non-NPL site, where we have done CERCLA clean up 

actions pursuant to our 120 obligation and DERP --. 

We have done clean up actions consistent with the NCP. 

And then RCRA corrective action comes in and 

reexamines the cleanup issue. 

MS. SHIELDS: RCRA has already applied to 

the CERCLA clean up through the ARAR process, unless 

you have waived it. 

MS. McCRILLIS: Right. 

MR. KUSHNER: Suppose they are coming back 

again, after we are all finished, and saying, "Now we 

want to apply the RCRA activities again." 

MS. SHIELDS: Who is? 
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MR. KUSHNER: That's what the chief -- which 

is the state, Georgia? 

MR. DAVIDSON: Can you make it a generic 

statement that everybody should incorporate everybody 

else's work while there is a state of transition? 

MR. GOODHOPE: Just be nice to each other. 

MR. DAVIDSON: That's it. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: I would like one final vote 

that we would accept the report as amended. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Before we vote? Sorry. We 

have got this RCRA CERCLA overlap language. Can I 

read it? And then there's a recommendation to feed 

into it. Say, "EPA's Federal facilities listing 

policy addresses the application of RCRA and CERCLA 

authorities at Federal facilities on the NPL. This 

policy provides for a three party IAG, which would 

identify and carve out -- squeeze out -- the three 

elements of the facility to be cleaned up under state 

authorized RCRA corrective action, where it makes 

Sense technically and administratiVely I aS long aS the 

action required by the state is not inconsistent with 

EPA's CERCLA approach. Application of this policy in 

appropriate circumstances may promote expeditious 
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clean ups, and reduce the potential for conflict 

between CERCLA and RCRA. This policy contemplates 

close coordination among EPA, the states, and DoD, in 

all phases of the clean up of closing bases." 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We're with that. 

MR. DAVIDSON: Now, can we go back in 

that would go where we had the avoiding potential 

conflicts section. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: Anybody have any problem 

with that? 

MR. DAVIDSON: You might want to focus on 

this. 

CHAIRMAN BACA: We're going to vote here in 

a minute. 

MS. SHIELDS: I may have to provide 

clarification that this does not give up EPA statutory 

responsibility to make a remedial action decision. 

MR. DAVIDSON: I think that's very 

important. It does give an opportunity to look at 

that, consistent with our policy --

MR. GOODHOPE: Is it on the table or not on 

the table? 

CHAIRMAN BACA: It is on the table. Do you 
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want to look at it and get back to us Monday? 

MS. SHIELDS: I'll --

CHAIRMAN BACA: I'll hold the record open 

for this issue. We will rely on Anne. 

All in favor of accepting this report as 

amended? Raise your hand? It's unanimous. You guys 

did a great job. (Applause) 

(Whereupon, the task force adjourned at 7:55 

p.m.) 
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