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Chapter 4

Other Cleanup Programs and Superfund

INTRODUCTION
To most observers, the Federal Superfund pro-

gram is the Nation’s environmental cleanup pro-
gram. In reality it is but one—the most visible—part
of a complex, not necessarily comprehensive, frag-
mented and generally uncoordinated national effort
to clean up chemically contaminated sites.

Besides the Superfund program, the national
effort consists of separate programs for hazardous
waste facilities and underground storage tanks;
programs to remediate sites with mine wastes and
mill tailings and to close old mine shafts and pits;
programs that clean up specific materials, such as
PCBs and asbestos; and individual Federal agency
and State cleanup programs. When the national cost
of this system is added up, the current annual
Superfund budget of about $1.5 billion is matched
by an estimated $1.7 billion spent by the other
programs. Spending by private parties increases this
cost by perhaps $1 billion.

Actions, or inaction, by these other cleanup
programs affect how the Superfund program works,
what the Superfund program accomplishes, future
demands on the program, and, just as importantly,
people’s perceptions of the program. Depending on
the goals of the Superfund program, it may be
important for Congress to consider ways to limit
some interactions and enhance others. A particular,
important long-term issue for Superfund is whether
impermanent or incomplete cleanups from other
programs might someday become Superfund sites.
In a broader context, Congress may wish to consider
whether a set of separate, overlapping and parallel
programs is the wisest way to clean up the environ-
ment.

OTA’s review of other programs shows that they
suggest ways to improve Superfund; many examples
are used throughout this report. Overall, however,
many effects of other programs are less positive.
This chapter discusses those impacts, which lead to:

. underestimates of Superfund needs, because: 1 )
the movement of sites among programs may

delay effective cleanups under Superfund, and
2) cleanups in other programs, rather than
preventing the growth in numbers of Superfund
sites, can create future Superfund sites as a
result of incomplete, or less stringent cleanups
in other programs;]
overestimates of the needs of Superfund when
sites that qualify for and at one time might have
been placed in the Superfund program are
shifted to other programs; and
implementation problems because Superfund
must share the available national workforce and
supply of technology with other programs.

Some details on the national cleanup effort
surrounding Superfund are provided in table 4-1.
OTA has not done a comprehensive assessment of
every Federal cleanup program and has not been able
to obtain details on all State programs. In all cases,
OTA sought only the kind of information that could
shed light on the interaction of the programs with
Superfund. Federal programs were chosen because
of their obvious connection to Superfund. Included
were Federal agency cleanups, which are partially
covered by the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act (CER-
CLA) and are overseen by EPA, and Federal cleanup
programs that EPA has designated as current or
future homes for sites deferred from Superfund. To
reduce the analytical burden of 50 State cleanup
programs, OTA has chosen to focus on programs,
such as California, Illinois, New York, and Minne-
sota, that are highly regarded by most people.
California and Illinois, for instance, have reputations
for advancing treatment technology; Minnesota is
always used as an example of the benefits of using
enforcement to clean up sites.

A PYRAMID
The national cleanup effort may best be likened to

a dynamic pyramid with the Superfund program
occupying the pinnacle, the most visible portion of
the pyramid. The height of the pyramid is growing
as most cleanups occur and new sites are added
below the pinnacle. The bottom of the pyramid

] If ~ Suwrfid ~rogm hw t. ~wc ju~[ ]0 ~rcen[  of tie ~le~up~ [low Me responsibility of o~cr progrms,  it could  dd $24 to $61 billion

to the cost of the Superfund  program (see table 4-1).
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194 ● Coming Clean: Superfund Problems Can Be Solved. . .

Table 4-1--Other Cleanup Programs

Estimated Estimated Estimated national
annual Federal number of oost of cleanup

Federal Federal budget funding sites needing ($ billion)
Program statute agency ($ millions) methoda cleanup Agency OTAb

RCRA corrective action . . . . . . . RCRA EPA 14 9 2,000-5,000 12 to 100
Leaking underground storage

tanks (LUST) . . . . . . . . . . . . . RCRA EPA 50 t 350,000-400,000 32
(tanks)

Federal facilitiesc . . . . . . . . . . . . CERCLA d 800 9 5,000-10,000 75 to 250
and RCRA

States. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . na 500 e 6,000-12,000+ 3 to 120+
Asbestos in schools . . . . . . . . . . AHERA EPA 50t 9 40,000 3

(schools)
na na na na 31 7,000+ 51

(buildings)
Inactive uranium mill tailings . . . UMTCRA DOE 111 y 24 1.3
Abandoned mine lands . . . . . . . SMCRA DOl 193 22,300 55
Marine sediments . . . . . . . . . . . na na na na ? > 10

Total $1.7 billion $242 to $612 billion
na. not applicable
+genwd revenues, t-tadtrustfund.
%ased  on min/max  numbers of sites  and min/max  estimated eat per site.
CDOE  data Indtis  onty cleanup of h=dous  Mfutes.
dslxt~n  F~r~ agencies have sites to cle~ uP.
e~ates  futi own  prWra8 su~iementect  by about $2OO million  annually from Superfund.
f~nor  pat of -t; @q State’  and Ioeal government fu~.

SOURCE: Office of Technology lbaessment,  10S9.

already covers thousands of sites more than Super-
fund.

It did not start out this way. Over time the
Superfund program has been constricted, while the
national cleanup effort has grown. These two trends
are continuing. Two new cleanup programs are on
the horizon: one to clean up toxic sediments found
in many marine environments, another for cleaning
up oil spills. And, while the major narrowing of
Superfund occurred in 1982 with the writing of the
first National Contingency Plan (NCP), EPA man-
agement practices continue to shrink the applicabil-
ity of CERCLA. The longtime but growing efforts of
EPA and others to defer cleanups away from the
Superfund program was formalized in a comprehen-
sive policy statement in the December 1988 pro-
posed revisions to the NCP.2

The net effect of the narrowing of Superfund and
the growth of other cleanup programs is that
CERCLA and some of its unique provisions (i.e.,
public participation, cleanup standards, and perma-
nency) are increasingly covering the fewest cleanups

in the country. The bulk of the cleanups (those that
conceivably affect the most people) at some lesser
degree of cleanup might, over time, produce new
generations of sites qualifying for cleanup under
Superfund.

Other effects are highlighted in the two following
statements. The first refers directly to the growth of
other cleanup programs and their relationship to
Superfund and was made by officials of ICF, one of
the Superfund program’s major contractor. The
problems identified were called a “special chal-
lenge” to the Superfund program.

These new programs will place additional burdens
on the same infrastructure already shouldering the
expanded Superfund program. They will create
increased demands for environmental engineering
talent and for analytical laboratory services. They
will also place demands for program implementation
on the States, many of whom are already strained to
accommodate the current Superfund and RCRA
programs. Moreover, unless the jurisdictions of
these programs are carefully defined, there is a
possibility of overlap, duplication, and inefficiency,

Ws will not be part of the final NCP scheduled for 1990. The EPA administrator told Congress in June 1989 that the proposed deferral plicy  has
been deferred for reconsideration during reauthorization of the Superfund program.
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with deleterious consequences for the objectives
these programs are intended to serve.3

The second statement refers to complications of a
multitude of programs within one State-New
Jersey:

Thus ‘‘major’ cleanups are being conducted by
different programs through different statutes pre-
senting the problems of inconsistency on every
topic, from public to private remediation, from
regulated units to whole site, from in-house guidance
on soils to ground water standards . . . overlap was
presumed to be high. In a Department with limited
resources and an enormous number of sites to
address, overlap could not be afforded.4

As a result of these kinds of findings, New Jersey is
implementing a new strategy to assure that sites of
similar complexity be cleaned up using “the same
technical standards and approaches . . . By develop-
ing a cohesive strategy, duplicate and inefficient
actions will be minimized in achieving comprehen-
sive and consistent management actions.

SHRINKING SUPERFUND
As a statute, CERCLA conveys broad coverage.5

It begins with the statement:

To provide for liability, compensation, cleanup,
and emergency response for hazardous substances
released into the environment and the cleanup of
inactive hazardous waste disposal sites.

The definitions of “hazardous substance” and
‘‘release’ and the restrictions on the use of the trust
fund provide some limits. For instance, petroleum
and various forms of natural gas used as fuel have
been excluded from the definition of hazardous
substance. A release has been defined very broadly
but specifically excludes: workplace exposures,
engine exhaust emissions, nuclear materials covered
by other statutes, and the normal application of

fertilizer. In general, the fund is to be used for
government response costs taken for removal and
remedial actions and the investigations that proceed
them. It cannot be used for response actions at
Federal agency facilities.

Limiting Through the NPL

The major restrictions on CERCLA coverage
have been accomplished through the NCP, and the
National Priorities List (NPL) is the device through
which EPA first restricted coverage. While the NCP
restrictions have been written by EPA and been
approved by the administration, Congress has not
totally accepted them. For instance, the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA)
requires EPA to revise the Hazardous Ranking
System (HRS) and reconsider the cutoff score (see
ch. 2).

In 1980, under CERCLA, Congress asked for a
“criteria for determining priorities among releases
. , . “ and for EPA to use the criteria to create a list
of ‘‘national priorities."6 EPA developed the HRS
and proposed an initial 418 NPL sites in response to
Congress asking for at least 400 sites initially. EPA
implied program restrictions in the first NCP and
then clearly stated in a revised version in 1985:
‘‘Fund-financed remedial action is available only for
sites on the NPL.

One way to interpret the original request by
Congress for criteria and a priorities list is that it set
up some way for a new program to determine which
sites to start cleaning up frost. Reliable information
was scarce in 1980. There were thousands of
suspected sites in the country and there was a danger
that the program could be quickly overwhelmed.
The 1980 conference report on CERCLA says that
the NPL was to serve “primarily informational
purposes identifying for the States and the public

3Jamcs  R. Janis and Edwin Berk, ICF hC., “Superfund:  Significant Accomplishments, ” proceedings of Anutomy of Supe@ui,  8th Nationat Ground
Water Quality Symposium, September 1986, Kansas City, MO.

dNew  Jer~y,  Division of Wakr  Reso~ces  and Hazardous Waste Programs, ‘‘Case Management s~ategy Manualt’  draft!  May 19~9

5~ere Wm discussion d~ng tie deba~ over C~CLA in 19~ about  placing limits on the program. h amendment by Congressman Dave Stockman
would have restricted cleanup under CERCLA  to only those sites posing only ‘‘a significant threat to human health. It was reyxted  by the House
committee. During the floor vote in the House, another amendment was submitted to restrict EPA from cleaning up ‘‘any dump site m the country ‘‘
It, too, was rej~ted.  [1980  Congressional Quurterly  AkUIMC, p. 588, ]

WERCLA, S e c t i o n  l o  a n d  ( B )
750 F~r~ Register 5862, Feb. 12, 1985, P. 5867.

20-011 0 - 89 - 6 : QL 3
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those. . . sites . . . which appear to warrant remedial
a c t i o n s .

EPA made the HRS and the NPL a way to limit
Federal responsibility under CERCLA. EPA
decided that a‘ ‘national priority’ was not just a site
that might require early attention but the only
category of site requiting CERCLA attention. From
the language in the NCP, the decision was clearly
taken to conserve the trust fund, which was seen at
that time as a finite, one-time allocation. Explaining
the agency’s 1982 decision, EPA said:

The purpose of this restriction was to ensure that
the limited Fund monies were only used for remedial
action at NPL sites.9

And, by labeling NPL sites as those “posing the
greatest potential threats to human health and the
environment, ’ EPA fostered the concept of the
Superfund program as one to remediate the worst
sites. 10

Limiting Through Management
Limiting the size and duration of the program has

been an overriding objective of the managers of the
Superfund program. The attempt to hold the size of
the NPL to the original 418 sites is well known now
as the “there will be no Son of Superfund” strategy.
Since 1983, when congressional action prompted
wholesale changes in Superfund managers, program
cost has still been the driving force. For example, the
evolution of the preremedial part of the Superfund
program (discussed inch. 2) and its effect on the size
of the program may be as effective as the original
strategy but more subtle.

Limiting program size (and, therefore, cost) has
been carried out primarily by holding down the

number of Superfund sites: by not going out and
actively looking for potential sites, by not placing all
known potential sites in the official inventory, by
eliminating sites at high rates as they proceed
through evaluation stages, and by deferring sites out
of the program. The program is also constricted by
delaying actions, by reducing the extent of cleanups,
and by using low-cost remedies. All of these tactics
and their effect on the environmental mission of the
Superfund program, which EPA does not explicitly
address when using them, are discussed elsewhere in
this report.

Deferring Cleanups Elsewhere

Deferral moves sites qualifying for the NPL out of
the Superfund program. EPA offered for consider-
ation a deferral policy in the December 1988
proposed NCP. Even though near-term implementa-
tion of that comprehensive policy has been halted by
public opposition, deferral has been occurring since
1982. Then, EPA stated that active RCRA facilities
would not be placed on the NPL and asked for
comments about its policy, at that time, of including
mining sites.11

Less well known are deferrals practiced by the
removal program. According to a 1988 paper, it is
EPA policy that when time permits the regional
office must “aggressively pursue cleanup’ by a
Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) or State or local
government before initiating Superfund cleanups.12

EPA has justified deferral, not on an environ-
mental basis, but on the basis that, because another
cleanup authority exists, it is appropriate to defer to
that authority. EPA does not determine a site will
receive a quicker, better, or even comparable

SU.S. Congess,  Semte Rep No. %848,  198(I, p. 60. Pos!-CERCLA  and with the development of the NPL, the term ‘remdi~  ~tion’ has ~~
on a legal definition. It is no longer just a reference to an environmentally needed cleanup but is a cleanup that qualifies for the Superfimd  program under
CERCLA.

950 F&r~ Regis~r 5862, Feb. 12, 1985, p. 5867.
IOwo~ S1-  is ~ ~upt ~mly &fi~. To some ~le it mc~ ~mplex  si@s; ~ o~~s,  Sites t.ha( we Cxpnsivc  to Ckxm up. Wors  Cm also imply

greater risks although when applied to NPL sites makes unfounded a.munptions  about the accuracy of HRS scoring. The worst sites can also be sites
that pose cument  risks v. sites that pose future, speculative risks.

1147 ~r~ Re@~r 58476, M. 30, 1982, p. 58478.
lzK=n BWg~  ad B~ce  figel~fl, U.S. Envlronment~ fio~tion Agency, ad Vema Montgome~,  BOOZ, Mien & Hamilton, hlC., ‘ ‘Setting

Removal Program Priorities,’ proceedings but Superfutui ’88, 9th National Conference and Exhibition, Washington, DC, November 1988, pp. 32-34,
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cleanup if the cleanup is deferred to another pro-
gram. According to several public interest groups:

. . . the [deferral] proposal is also devoid of any
analysis of the likely environmental effects of
deferral. 13

Individual proponents of deferral do often assume
that by scattering cleanups among more authorities
and by avoiding the CERCLA process and proce-
dures, the pace of cleanups will quicken. 14 That
conclusion, however, ignores the limited national
supply of technical resources and assumes that the
process and procedures do not contribute to the
desired CERCLA outcome and that other programs
have the people and funding to handle additional
work.

The real significance of avoiding CERCLA may
be to encourage deferrals. EPA has reasoned that
requiring States to “strictly conform to NCP re-
quirements might result in fewer States choosing to
undertake a site remediation that could be de-
ferred. 15 As part of EPA’s discussions with the
Department of the Interior (DOI) to gain acceptance
for the deferral of mine sites to DOI’s Abandoned
Mine Lands Reclamation (AMLR) program, a Su-
perfund official said:

EPA’s position is that States choosing to use
AMLR funds to clean up non-coal sites would not be
subject to the standards and procedures prescribed in
the National Continence Plan (NCP) [emphasis
added] .16

In the December 1988 proposed deferral policy,
EPA reasoned that expanding deferral of sites should
be done because it ‘‘may be appropriate’ and

because it will conserve CERCLA effort and funds
for sites where “remedial action cannot be achieved
by other means. ”17 Logically, this implies that, to
the extent that other cleanup programs offer less
stringent cleanups than Superfund, sites moving to
other programs (or their communities) are penalized.
EPA proposed to

. . . view the non-Federal [agency] section of the
NPL merely as a list for informing the public of
hazardous waste sites that appear to warrant CER-
CLA funding for remedial action through CER-
CLA funding alone [emphasis added].l8

This shrinks the CERCLA program (and, perhaps,
applicability) down to only those sites that cannot be
deferred to other programs. It also appears to

eliminate the listing of CERCLA enforcement sites
(EPA suggests formally deferring those to responsi-
ble parties) since they would not be paid for with
CERCLA funding.

The comprehensive deferral policy would turn the
Superfund program into the “court of last Federal
resort, ’ which is not the same as saying that
Superfund handles the worst sites. That is, a worst
site (i.e., one with an HRS score of 28.50 or more)
would be moved to another program if it qualifies
under another program. Once there, however, it may
receive a less stringent cleanup than if it were in
Superfund, the public may get less of an opportunity
to participate and could not obtain Technical Assis-
tance Grants (TAGs), the Agency for Toxic Sub-
stances and Disease Registry health assessments
would not be done, and cost recovery on sites that

13$ c~mats of Nat~~ Rc~ces ~fen~  Council, U.S. Public Interest Research Group, and National Audubon Society on L’.S. Enwrmmental
Protm.icm  Agency’s Proposed Rule for NationaJ Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, ” Mar. 23, 1989, p. 5.

Mh Ietkm t. OTA supp~ng  clemup ~fem~s  tO s~es, both  tie  National Governor’s Asmciation and the Association of State and Territorial Sohd
Waste Management Officials say that foregoing the procedural requirements of the NCP will hasten cleanup actions but not Jeopardize the mtegrhy  of
ti cleanup itself.

1553 F~r~ Register, Dec.  21, 1988, p.5 1418.
i6u, s. Envuoment~ ~o~tlon Agency, offiW of Solid Waste ~d  Emergency  RespnW,  letter from J. Winston porter to Jcd O. Christensen,

dirtxtor, Office of Surface Mining, Department of the Interior, Jan. 20, 1988.
1753 F~r~ Re@~er  51394, ~. 21, 1988, p, 51415. s= ‘ ‘Cements of Nalm~  R~urces  Defense Council, U.S. Publlc htteres[  Research Group,

and National Audubon Society on U.S. EnvironrnentaJ Protection Agency Proposed Rule for National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollutlon
Contingency Plan,” op. cit., foomote  13, for counter arguments to EPA’s use of the “appropriate factors” clause of CERCLA to support the proposed
deferral policy. These organizations say that EPA’s interpretation ‘‘ignores the clear thrust of the legislative history, and subverts CERCLA carefully
stncturexl  program to expeditiously identify, list, and remedy the worst sites in the country according to natiomdly uniform, protective standards’ [p.
13].

ls5’j F&r~ Regtster  5 13%, Dec. 21, 1988, p. 51416.
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return to the Superfund program could be compro-
mised. l9

SUPERFUND STANDS ALONE
National programs to clean up the environment

and protect the public have been a growth area ever
since the 1970s. The Clean Water Act was enacted
in 1972. Its premise was that, by slowing the rate at
which contaminants were added to the Nation’s
surface waters, natural attenuation would eventually
produce clean water. The same perspective was the
basis of the Clean Air Act in 1970. The Clean Water
Act also contains a provision allowing the Federal
Government to act in emergency situations when
petroleum products are spilled in waterways.

Superfund is unique because it is the first-and
only—program designed expressly for environ-
mental cleanup and for all media. Amendments
under SARA in 1986 added sections on cleanup
standards, which included a call for permanent
remedies, and public participation, which provides
for technical assistance grants. These are features
that no other cleanup program has.

Other cleanup programs are not as stringently
guided by statute or by current regulations.20 Most
other statutes have the kind of flexibility of the
original Superfund statute (later rejected by Con-
gress in SARA) that allow site-by-site decisions on
the meaning of protection of human health and the
environment. Public participation is mentioned in
other statutes but not to the extent that it is in
CERCLA.

Programmatically, most other programs-again,
unlike Superfund-have dual roles. They set and
enforce management regulations for active facilities
while at the same time setting and enforcing cleanup

regulations and procedures. Examples are the RCRA
and Underground Storage Tank (UST) programs and
those implemented by DOI under the Surface
Mining Control and Reclamation Act (SMCRA) and
the Department of Energy (DOE) under the Uranium
Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act (UMTRCA).21

For dual programs, cleanup goals may clash with
other program goals. For example, the RCRA
program has identified the preservation of adequate
waste management capacity as a critical item of
Concern. 22 Thus, at active RCRA sites EPA (and
States) must balance their regulatory responsibilities
to compel cleanup with their goal to keep sufficient
treatment and disposal facilities open. Additional
pressure arises from the congressional requirement
in SARA that States provide assurance that capacity
will exist to manage hazardous wastes or face the
loss of Superfund cleanup funding.23

One stated mission of the management side of
many dual programs is to ‘‘prevent Superfund
sites. ” The phrase implies either preventing uncon-
trolled sites from being abandoned or from becom-
ing expensive, complicated sites, or both, Future
Superfund sites are also prevented by proper man-
agement practices and, more fundamentally by not
generating hazardous substances that need to be
managed. 24 Thus, a major contribution to the na-
tional cleanup effort each regulatory system could
provide is to encourage pollution prevention and to
provide early warning and site discovery. The latter
entails having both effective inspection and enforce-
ment, which is often lacking,25 Under the Leaking
Underground Storage Tank (LUST) regulations,
EPA rejected, as too costly, a requirement that
implementing agencies actively seek out tanks that
have been abandoned.

19EpA  ~w~ in tie prow~  ~licy  tit Provisions could be made to retain these features but they Wotdd tid to the costs of cle~ups.

~Alone ~ong  tie F&r~  pro~~s  OTA reviewed, RCRA corrective action~  eventufd~ have regulations or guidance that is Similw  to su~tid.
However, the program has been undenvay for 4 years without regulations and very minor guidance, allowing for maximum flexibility. Meanwhile, sites
are being studied, remedies are being selected, and cleanups are occurring.

ZIBo~  tie ~1 ad DOE pro~ms de~  wl~  mine w~~  problems. Most of tie info~ation  in tis chapter on the DOE ~d DOI programs relat~
to the cleanup of muctive sites. Under SMCRA,  the DOI’S Abandoned Mine Lands (AML) program remediates  both coal and noncoal mine areas. The
DOE program is narrow; it only has authority over uranium mill tailings that are a consequence of processing uranium mine ores,

22U.S. EnvUonment~  Protection Agency, The Hazardow Waste Management SYstem,  1987.
%3ARA, Section 104(k).
24s= OTA*5  Serlou Re&tion of HU~dO~ w~tes  ~d From  p~i[~ion  tO Prevention: An Update on Waste  Reductwn.

~Sw, for instmW,  Gener~ ~cout~g office,  Hu2~&w Waste Facility lmpectiom  Are Not Thorough and complete,  GAQRCED-~8-20.
November 1987,
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Cleanup programs differ among themselves in
other ways. For example, the UMTRCA inactive
uranium mill tailings and AML mine cleanup
programs are like Superfund in that the government
is responsible for evaluating sites, making remedy
decisions, and doing the actual cleanups. Others are
purely enforcement programs in which the govern-
ment role is to coerce others, through administrative
or court orders or negotiation, to evaluate and clean
up sites. Usually, in the latter case, the government
holds an oversight role but, as OTA’s work on the
Superfund program has shown, oversight is depend-
ent on having sufficient resources and expertise,
Like Superfund, “but unlike other programs, the
LUST program does have a trust fund to handle
cleanups it cannot get done through enforcement,
The AML program is a hybrid. It has no enforcement
provisions and is funded by taxes collected from the
coal industry. AML funds cannot be used for a
cleanup if a responsible party is known. Thus, once
a PRP search is successful under Superfund, a
mining site becomes ineligible for the AML pro-
gram.

Contracting Links All Programs

In all of the programs, including Superfund,
consultants and contractors are heavily relied on to
do some or all of the study and field work. The South
Carolina State program, for instance, has three major
contracts that consume most of the available re-
sources: 1) a remedial activities (physical cleanup
work) contract, 2) an RIFS study contract, and 3) an
emergency response contract.26

By and large the contractors hired for other
programs are the same firms that Superfund hires.
For instance, NUS has a contract to survey DOE’s
facilities; Ebasco Services, Inc., won NASA’s site
evaluation contract; and Roy F. Weston has a DOE
and several U.S. Army contracts. The UMTCRA
program at DOE is contracted out to a joint venture
of Jacobs Engineering and Roy F. Weston. In
California, of seven State remedial contracts, five
with a total value of $23.5 million were held in 1988
by Superfund contractors.27 As discussed later, this

expanding but largely inexperienced workforce adds
stresses to Superfund, as well as the other programs,

Programs Proliferate

Despite its unique role, Superfund has not been
used to incorporate new cleanup efforts. Three other
cleanup programs were created prior to 1980 when
CERCLA was enacted; the other programs were
created since then. Instead of building a comprehen-
sive cleanup effort by adding newly recognized
problems to existing programs, Congress has filled
the gaps by building new, separate programs.

The growth of cleanup programs has followed the
Nation’s traditional structure of single media envi-
ronmental programs and the existing authority for
mining issues. That is, as knowledge about a new
cleanup problem has become available, its solution
has been crafted within the confines of existing
structure. As each separate program is developed, its
authority excludes that given to existing programs.
Thus, CERCLA prevents the Superfund program
from handling certain uranium mill tailing cleanups
already handled under UMTCRA and the LUST
program cannot clean up hazardous wastes released
by underground storage tanks regulated by RCRA.
The Superfund program has spawned new programs.
Most State programs were created or existing ones
enhanced to handle sites excluded by Superfund
policy decisions. Widely held views that Superfund
requirements are too stringent or costly and that its
implementation is too burdensome and slow has
supported political pressures to exclude certain
types of facilities or substances from CERCLA.

Two cleanup problems—marine sediments and
oil spills—not adequately covered by Superfund or
other existing authority are being discussed; either
could end up as separate programs or be closely
linked to or subsumed into Superfund. The Super-
fund trust fund is excluded by statute from being
used to clean up petroleum products, whether
released on land or discharged into the Nation’s
waters. Under the NCP, however, the Superfund
removal program or the Coast Guard responds to oil
spill emergencies covered by section 311 of the

~SOuti  Carolina Dep~en(  of Health and Environmental Control, ‘ ‘Report to the South Carolina General Assembly, Hazardous Waste Cent.mgency
Fund Activities, July 1, 1986- June 30, 1987, p. 14. ASTSWMO found m 1987 that 33 out of44 States had a total of $258 million available for contractors.

2WC1UM  were  Metcalf  and  Eddy, CH2MHill,  Dames and Moore, Tetra Tech, and Ecology and Envkonment.
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Clean Water Act. Incidents such as the March 1989
spill in Valdez, Alaska, and the Ashland Oil spill in
January 1988 have pointed out deficiencies. For
instance, critical time delays can occur because of a
presumption that, even in an emergency, the Federal
Government should allow the responsible party to
take initial action. Low funding has also limited
Federal response capabilities. Congress is now
considering legislation that would broaden Federal
powers. 28

Toxic marine sediments can be cleaned up under
Superfund but, because few of the potential hun-
dreds of sites are, a comprehensive, separate pro-
gram is being advanced by advocates of an Aq-
uafund. The majority of known sites are not in the
Superfund program because current HRS scoring
does not account for sediments as a unique media or
for their biological impacts .29 Thus, an alternative to
creating a separate program is to make relatively
simple adjustments in Superfund. This would greatly
increase the size and cost of the Superfund program
but bring technically similar problems under the
same authority. A National Academy of Science
report says that contaminated marine sediments are
widespread throughout U.S. coastal waters, Prelimi-
nary estimated costs of cleaning up just 10 of 30
known contaminated areas in the Great Lakes range
from $2.9 to $3.4 billion.30

ARE OTHER PROGRAMS THE
SOLUTION?

All of the actions taken and being taken to limit
the Superfund program can be rationalized. They do
not, however, necessarily assure that Superfund’s
environmental or public health benefits will remain
intact. Limiting the Superfund program’s scope and
workload, however, might allow the Superfund
program to improve its public image, Or, as some

public interest groups say, “. . . maintain an illusion
of progress on the NPL. ’ ’31 Indeed, that objective
seems to have overridden concerns about the poten-
tial for a reduction in environmental protection
because of less stringent cleanups outside of Super-
fund.

The National Costs of Cleanup

The policy of reducing Superfund’s work does not
limit national costs. It just shifts costs around and in
the process might even increase overall costs. If
cleanups are necessary, someone pays and not
always under the Superfund principle of “polluter
pays. ” Superfund monies come mostly from indus-
try with a relatively small contribution from general
revenues. All of the Federal programs-even those
that rely on enforcement for cleanup-receive some
funding from general revenues to pay for developing
program rules and regulations and for oversight,
monitoring, and enforcement costs.

Table 4-1 shows that the annual budgets of the
programs, excluding Superfund, add up to at least
$1.7 billion per year. Estimates for future national
costs are very uncertain but may be greater than $600
billion. Comprehensive data on the current cost of all
the State cleanup programs is not readily available.
The Association of State and Territorial Solid Waste
Officials (ASTSWMO) reported data on State fund-
ing mechanisms in 1988. Out of 50 States, 39
collected an average total of almost $300 million per
fiscal year to pay for cleanups. Based on available,
current budget data, OTA has estimated that States
are spending about $500 million of their own funds
for cleanups.32

The real issue is how well these other programs are
funded and how good our knowledge is about future
resource needs. If the other programs are under-
funded they will have difficulties handling their own

213ForcXmple,  tie Senae pd s.bstj in AUgUS( 1989  mat would create a $1 billion cleanup fund and provide for timely F~er~  emergencY  resPonse,
This bill would not necessarily set up a separate response capability but could, instead, enhance the existing structure.

29EXWP1= of Sites tit ~ve ~o~ hi@ enou@ to get on he NpL we waukeg~  Harbor (Outbowd  Marine),  Sheboygan H~bor,  ad Ashtabula
(Fields Brook) in Region 5.

3~tie ~ger,  Northeast. Midwest ktitute! ‘‘Cleaning up Great Lakes Toxics  Hotspots:  How Much Will It Cost; How Can h Be Paid For?’ September
1989.

31* ‘coment~ of Natu~ Resources  ~feme co~cll,  us ~b]lc ~terest  Rese~ch  Group, and National Audubon Society on U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency’s Proposed Rule for National Oil and Hazardous Subsmnces  Pollution Contingency Plan, ” op. cit., footnote 13, p. 6.

32~y Smtcs Supplement ~eu reWWces  wl~ F~er~ Suprfud momes.  EPA su~rf~d budget includes about $200 million each yew for States,
which are granted through Cooperative Agreements and CORE funding. Kansas, for instance, has been getting $300,tXKl  pr year; New Jersey, about
$2 million. Minnesota pays for 31 staff with Federal funds.
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problems. This would create two problems for
Superfund. First, other programs may be unable to
take deferrals from Superfund. And, if resource
needs for Superfund are based on deferrals that will
not occur, then Superfund has underestimated its
needs. Second, underfunded programs may be under
pressure to compromise extent of cleanup. Sites with
incomplete cleanups could eventually become Su-
perfund problems. This ultimate outcome can also
occur as the result of programs that are structured
and funded as enforcement programs, for which
current government costs are relatively low. As
OTA has shown in chapter 3, enforcement cleanups
that are the result of negotiated settlements tend to
compromise cleanup goals.

If estimates about the future are based on poor
information that causes underestimates, then the
Superfund system will be in periodic, perpetual
crisis. It appears that the Superfund program, al-
though it frequently doesn’t use it, has some of the
best information available with which to predict the
future need for cleanups. All cleanup programs tend
to collect, with varying degrees of effort, their own
list of potential or known sites needing cleanup.
There is no coordination among lists, no common
definitions, no understanding of possible duplica-
tions. These multiple, noncomparable lists severely
complicate the Nation’s ability to understand the full
nature and extent of its cleanup needs (see ch. 2).

Comparative Costs, Availability of Funding

There is no evidence to suggest that programs
other than Superfund are more efficient, i.e., provide
quality cleanups at lower cost to the public. As
discussed below, many cleanups outside of Super-
fund are less stringent than ones inside it, Nor is
there evidence that other programs have the funding
available to support deferred cleanups from the
Superfund program. In some cases the programs do
not have the resources to handle their own problems.
State programs that emphasize enforcement do not

do so because of the quality of site cleanup received
but because it means that more sites can get
attention. In other words, States rely on enforcement
to expand their constrained resource base.33

Some States do assert that their programs, unen-
cumbered by the “cumbersome bureaucratic/
administrative practices under CERCLA are more
efficient, but there are no statistics to show whether
State transaction costs are higher or lower than those
of Superfund.34 Available data on State average
costs per site are considerably less than Superfund’s
(at $30 million per site) .35 California, among State
programs, may have the highest average cost per site
at $2.7 million; most States appear (o pay between
$200,000 and $500,000 per site. These average costs
are much lower than Superfund's because low cost
containment and disposal options are often chosen
by State programs and because States have a higher
proportion of smaller sites to clean up than does
Superfund. In fact, State cleanup spending is more
comparable to the Superfund removal program.

The RCRA corrective action program relies
totally on enforcement to get sites cleaned up. Even
then, it has a budget that seems unrealistic, espe-
cially since that it may rival Superfund in number of
sites needing remediation. For fiscal year 1989, EPA
requested $14 million for this national program, an
amount equal to 1 percent of the annual Superfund
budget. The effect of low budgets is that Regions,
which implement the program, either have to delay
issuing orders to owners to clean up sites or to
provide less oversight than necessary, or both. Either
way, public health and the environment can suffer.36

The Federal UMTCRA program appears to be less
efficient than Superfund. It has spent $474 million in
its 10 years, through fiscal year 1988, and claims to
have remediated 2 of the 24 sites in the program. The
program projections are that another $500 million
will be spent to finish remediation of all the sites,
excluding contaminated groundwater. Funds for
cleaning up groundwater, estimated at $800 million,

JJ@er 80 ~rcent  of all Stak Clemum Me enforcement, Wcording to a 1988 statement made by J. Winston Porter, then EPA a-wistant  administrator
in charge of Superfund.

sd~mem~ ~nds 65 ~ment of its ~u~ budget on administrative costs, half of which is to stxure commitments from responsible parues.  OTA
has found (WZ ch. 1) that EPA spends 44 percent of the Superfund  budget on administration and management activities.

qs~ord~g  t. F~cr~ Regl~@r notices, ~wenl  su~fimd  tot~ c]e~up  cos~ are about $2f) million, mcluting  capl~~ and ]ong-term operalmg  ~d
maintenance costs. EPA’s June 1989 ‘‘Management Rewew of the Supcrfund  Program report stales that COSLS  are higher, about $30 rndhon per s]te.

36~w  finding ~d tie= kinds of consequences are discussed in an EPA document, ‘ ‘Draft Corrccuve Aclion Outyear Strategy, ’ that reflects the
views of EPA headquarters and regional staff expressed during workshops held in early  1989,
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are not yet budgeted. At $1.8 billion for 24 sites, the
program is projected to cost over twice as much per

site ($74 million) than the Superfund program.
Although UMTCRA sites are large, they are all
similar to one another (i.e., uranium mill tailings)
and do not each present radically different engineer-
ing challenges. The standard remedy in the
UMTCRA program is the relatively cheap option of
earthen containment, which, even for large sites, is
relatively low cost.

While a few States have managed to stretch their
available Federal AML funds to cover needed mine
cleanups, nationally the program has long been
recognized as one that is underfunded. Given the
program’s tax rate (its source of funding) and the
short time that is left under its authorization, DOI
estimates-based on the numbers of projects re-
maining that qualify for AML funds—show that
there may beat least a $2 billion shortfall. The future
viability of the program will be determined by
whether or not and how Congress extends SMCRA
taxing authority beyond 1992.

Limited Technical Expertise

When EPA defers cleanups from the Superfund
program, the agency does not consider whether the
programs to which the sites are deferred have
adequate resources. All the cleanup programs are, in
fact, linked together by the national pool of technical
expertise and technology. Cleanups, whether they be
asbestos from schools or mine wastes or toxic
wastes, all require the same basic technical expertise
and often the same technologies. People are needed
to collect relevant site information, analyze the data,
develop remedial alternatives, perform tests, and
carry out remedial action. Similarly, the same
commercial treatment and disposal facilities are the
ultimate receivers of wastes from Superfund, Fed-
eral agency, and State cleanup sites.

Private contractors aggressively compete for ex-
pertise among themselves and with Federal and
State agencies. A real possibility is that the expan-
sion of other cleanup programs will only exacerbate
the workforce and contractor problems felt by

Superfund. The burgeoning growth of cleanup
programs is causing the supply of expertise to be
outstripped by the demand. For all programs, this
will drive up the cost of cleanup (i.e., as wages are
pushed up) but lower the quality of the work (as the
pool of expertise is stretched thin).

The evidence of talent constraints is compelling.
Staff in the RCRA corrective program say that EPA
is at a disadvantage in negotiating cleanups with
owners and operators of RCRA facilities. Not only
do industrial representatives have better technical
backgrounds and experience, they also have greater
knowledge of EPA and its operations. As soon as
EPA’s people gain experience and skills, they are
recruited by private industry and contractors and
move to the other side of the table.

State programs always seem to be the most
disadvantaged. Arizona, according to the assistant
director of Arizona’s waste programs, has a 36
percent personnel turnover rate; most leave for
“better-paying jobs in industry. ”37 The New York
program has identified “shortage of experienced
staff’ as one its major issues. The consequences are
a slowdown in progress at State sites and reduction
in the oversight of PRP field work. The latter will
‘‘increase the risk that responsible party and other
cleanups will be improperly performed and will
require additional work in the future. ’ ’38 New York
claims that it is having to compete for qualified
personnel with the Federal Government, other
States, and consulting fins.

For two of the Federal cleanup programs—
Superfund and asbestos in schools—the problems
caused by the mismatch between supply and demand
have been detailed. OTA’s report, Assessing Con-
tractor Use in Super-fund (and work by the General
Accounting Office, EPA’s Inspector General, and
environmental groups), concluded that poor techni-
cal performance has been a problem in the Super-
fund program, not all of the time, but all too
frequent.ly. As OTA said:

Much of this results from the rapid initiation and
expansion of the program and the enormous pres-
sures imposed by the public and Congress to perform

3TN_ wel~~,  ~sitiml d~~t~  for wm~ pro~~s, fizona  ~p~~en(  of EnvUonment~  @~i~, a.s quot~ in tie Phoenix New Times, Mu.  15,
1989.

38Ncw York  state, Department of Environmental Conservation, ‘‘New York State Inactive Hazardous Waste Site Remedial Plan Update and Status
Report,” Oct. 30, 1987, p. vii.
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quickly. The limited number, limited experience,
and high turnover of EPA’s staff has made it very
difficult for EPA to assure the environmental per-
formance and economic efficiency of Superfund’s
contractors all of the time. And the problem is
compounded by the inexperience and high turnover
of workers for contractors, resulting from the explo-
sive growth of that industry .39

The asbestos in schools program [under the
Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA)]
has also shown the negative effect of expansive
growth. Not only has demand for contractors in-
creased but it appears that the expertise does not
exist to properly oversee their work. Various busi-
ness analysts have estimated that the demand for
asbestos evaluation and cleanup has caused the
creation of some 2,000 new firms in the past few
years. The market is expected to grow from a current
$2 billion per year to $6 or $7 billion in a few years
and to $100 billion in 20 years.@ During congres-
sional hearings in 1988, a member of a school board
in New York State told Congress:

. . . a serious problem exists concerning the quality
of work being performed by consulting and contract-
ing companies . . . AHERA has set up a situation
where the group that is calling the shots is the newly
created group of asbestos consultants and removal
contractors. These people are, by and large, not at all
driven by health and safety considerations, but by
economic considerations. And it is their economic
self-interest, not the school districts’, which con-
cerns them most.41

The EPA Inspector General reported at the same
hearings that proper asbestos work practices were
expensive thus the incentive to circumvent them was
great and results in large profits for contractors,42

Additionally, EPA, which is responsible for
training and certifying asbestos abatement fins,
doubts that the supply of trained asbestos profes-
sionals will be sufficient to meet the time frames set

out in AHERA. The agency has used this inadequate
infrastructure of accredited personnel and enforce-
ment staff’ as one of its major arguments against
extending asbestos regulations to public and com-
mercial buildings.43

On the plus side, the set of national cleanup
programs offers an opportunity for sharing of
technical expertise and knowledge that could im-
prove the performance of all programs. This kind of
technical transfer is difficult because each program
has its own regulations and procedures that can
cause individuals in one program to view the work
or knowledge gained in other programs as irrelevant
or inappropriate. Even within the Superfund pro-
gram, OTA has found examples of poor technology
transfer among regions, headquarters, and EPA’s
own Office of Research and Development. Although
certain individuals may seek outside information,
mechanisms have to be created to facilitate the
sharing of information for the benefit to accrue
systemwide.

Confusion Among Overlapping Programs

As the venn diagram in figure 4-1 shows, while
some programs pick up where another leaves off,
many have overlapping jurisdictions. At the same
time, there are sites that remain outside the existing
structure, such as marine sediments. While the
problem of sites without cleanup authority is obvi-
ous, overlapping jurisdictions don’t just double the
coverage but cause competition for control of a site

44 It is overlappingand can increase expenditures.
jurisdictions that makes the deferral of Superfund
sites possible.

Overlapping jurisdictions are not necessarily in-
tentional but are often caused by differing bases for
programs, For instance, Superfund coverage is based
on the presence of a hazardous substance. (Hazard-
ous substances are a collection of pollutants defined

WU.S. Con=ess,  (jfficc  of TwhnoIo~  Asxssment,  Assessing Contractor Use in Supe@.nd,  OTA-BP-lTE-51 (Washington, DC’: U.S. Govcmmcm
Printing Office, January 1989).

~See,  for instance, “Why Throw Money at Asbestos, ” Fortune, June 6, 1988, and “Cleanup Dollar Flow Like Water Bu( industry Is Awash In
Problems,” ENR Special Report, Mar. 9, 1989.

41B111 ~~hen, mem~r  of tie Joh~to~,  N, Y., ~h~l bo~d,  he~ngs &fore (& Envtionment,  Energy, and Natural Resources Subcommlttw  of the
Committee on Government @rations,  House of Representatives, June 1, 1988.

qz~n~d E. K~kdend~],  &puty  ~~tor General, U.S. Environmental protection  Agency, June 1. 1988.

4354 F~r~ Register 13632, Apr. 4, 1989.  p. 13636.
.t4Sttiup  costs ~cre=  natlon~ ~os~, ~ tie first z yews of tie LL’ST program,  50 percent of tie f~d money dls~ibut~  LO States was spent for

administrative costs to develop programs.
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Figure 4-l-The National Cleanup Effort
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by other environmental statutes or regulations, less
those substances that Congress has explicitly ex-
cluded from program authority.) The discovery of a
hazardous substance, which has been released and is
uncontrolled, any where in the Nation, can be reme-
diated by the Superfund program.

RCRA and LUST corrective action programs, on
the other hand, are based on a community of
regulated facilities. In the case of RCRA, Subtitle C
regulations cover the management of hazardous
wastes by treatment, storage, and disposal facilities
(TSDFs). Because all hazardous wastes are hazard-
ous substances, all RCRA corrective actions could,
theoretically, be included under Superfund. Only
some are because EPA has decided-through its
NPL policy—to keep cleanups in the RCRA fold to
the maximum extent possible.45

Included in the LUST program are regulated
underground storage tanks (USTs) that contain
either petroleum products or hazardous substances
(except those hazardous substances that are at the
same time hazardous wastes). Because the Super-
fund statute excludes petroleum products from the
definition of hazardous substances and most USTs
store petroleum products, the Superfund program
can only handle a minor portion of the problems
caused by USTs. And, because of the exemption of
hazardous wastes in the LUST statute, USTs with
hazardous wastes fall into the RCRA program. Thus,
cleanups resulting from leaking underground stor-
age tanks can be (and are) handled by Superfund,
RCRA, or LUST programs.

EPA’s deferrals map the overlaps between Super-
fund and other programs. EPA has and is deferring
cleanups to RCRA (Subtitle C facilities) and
UMTRCA programs and would have been to the
AML program except that restrictions on that
program have prevented deferrals. But, one AML
site--Colorado Tailings-has moved into the Su-
perfund program. Pending deferrals are to the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
(FIFRA), RCRA (operating Subtitle D landfills),
LUST, and States.4b (EPA has also proposed defer-

ring cleanups to PRPs, which would move cleanups
outside of the government and into the private
sector, )

Early in Superfund’s history, EPA made open
attempts to exclude mine site cleanups from the
program. Those attempts were thwarted by court
rulings and congressional action. Current policy is to
defer mine waste cleanups to the AML and
UMTRCA programs in the cases where those
programs are broad enough to have authority.
UMTRCA cleanup of tailing sites belonging to
inac[ive mills is restricted to 22 sites identified
specifically by statute, plus 2 sites added by DOE;
CERCLA excludes these sites from Superfund.
Superfund deferrals are made to the active mills
cleanup program. The AML program for noncoal
sites is restricted by the fact that any State has to
cleanup its coal sites before it can proceed with
noncoal problems, unless the Governor declares an
emergency. So far, only Wyoming is reaching the
end of its coal cleanups and is the only State that may
in the near future be able to use AML funds for
cleanups deferred from Superfund.

Except for those to the RCRA Subtitle C correc-
tive action program, relatively few official deferrals
have occurred from Superfund. It is the future that
EPA may be most concerned about. For instance,
OTA estimated in 1985 that 5,000 municipal
landfills may require cleanup. EPA data indicates
that, as of July 1988, only 220 landfills were on the
NPL. While this is only 4 percent of a large universe,
it is a significant fraction of the NPL (almost 20
percent) and represents a growth rate of about 10
percent per year since 1986.

Overlaps in program authority cause situations in
which a particular site is simultaneously or sequen-
tially handled by different programs. The decision of
which authority prevails is sometimes made by the
Superfund deferral policy but not always. For
Federal agency NPL sites a negotiated agreement
between EPA, the agency, and the State determine
the cleanup authority. Under the UST regulations,
EPA has made the UST implementing agency

45EpA ~llcy on ~lemmg up RCRA Subutle  C sl[es under Superfund  is b~ on criteria outlined in the Federal Rcg]stcr on June 24, 1988, pp.
23978-23986. Basically, a finding must be made that site owners are bankrupt or otherwise lack fmartcial  capability or have shown unwllmgess  to
pr- with a RCRA comznve  z~on.

46~FRA hm n. ~omwtlve ~tion  Provlslons,  ~d he pro~~ Subtllle D ~~rr~tlve ~tlon IU]CS address ~oundwatcr ord)I  with no at tent ion tO

contaxmnated  soil, surface water, or au.
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(which can be a State or local agency) the determina-
tor of whether it or CERCLA will govern a cleanup
qualifying for either program. And, States can
effectively defer cleanups to themselves by not
entering sites in EPA’s CERCLIS inventory data-
base.

Complying with a varying set of rules can be
frustrating. At an Air Force installation where EPA
and the State were pushing for an Interagency
Agreement (IAG), a RCRA permit, and a State
action, the base commander was quoted by a
congressional report as saying:

, . . the use of these three separate procedural
frameworks to address the same problem places the
AF in an untenable if not impossible situation,
questions of efficiency aside. Compliance with one
set of procedures may or may not satisfy the
requirements of the other’s procedures. It is entirely
conceivable that compliance with one set may
violate another’s, especially in the area of scheduling
of activities and prioritization of sites.47

Two of the many sites with overlapping authori-
ties are detailed in boxes 4-A and 4-B. The first
covers a private sector site in Arkansas; the second,
a controversy over Basin F, a part of the huge Rocky
Mountain Arsenal site in Colorado.

There have been a few attempts to officially
coordinate or integrate the various cleanup programs
or the flows of sites between them. One recent
example is EPA’s “Environmental Priorities Initia-
tive. ” This plan routes potential RCRA corrective
action sites through the existing Superfund pro-
gram’s preremedial site evaluation process. EPA
argued that this initiative will ‘‘enable the Agency
and the States to identify and cleanup first those sites
that present the greatest threat to human health and
the environment. ’ Since the system being used to
evaluate RCRA sites is the system currently in use
in the Superfund program and since, as OTA has
shown in chapter 2, it does not necessarily accom-
plish that goal for Superfund sites very well, it
should not be expected to do so for RCRA sites.

Nevertheless, there may be gains from this initiative
through the reduction in RCRA program costs by
using art existing system, rather than developing a
new one exclusively for RCRA, and because of the
time saved by not having to wait for the development
of a separate evaluation system. However, delays
have occurred in implementation; the high priority
sites that were to get preliminary assessments in
fiscal year 1989 had not, as of July 1989, been
entered into the CERCLIS inventory, a step that
precedes evaluation.

Different Programs, Different Cleanups

If cleanups conducted by other programs are as
permanent as Superfund cleanups are supposed to
be, there should be no future impact on the Super-
fund program. Unfortunately, most evidence shows
that other programs tend to choose containment
onsite or removal of contaminants to commercial or
especially designed land disposal sites. The Super-
fund program had the same focus before SARA was
passed in 1986; its enforcement side still has.

Superfund is the only Federal cleanup program
that has a statutory basis for cleanup standards
(’‘applicable or relevant and appropriate’ standards,
called ARARs) and has been pushed by Congress
toward permanent remedies through the use of
treatment technology. Both the basis for standards
and the cleanup preference came with the 1986
reauthorization of, and were reactions to deficien-
cies in, the Superfund program. All of the other
Federal cleanup programs-by statute and regulations-
leave the definition of protection of health and the
environment pretty much up to individual site
decisions. While this, by itself, does not necessarily
mean that site cleanups will be inconsistent around
the country, it does mean that there is no guarantee
that they will be consistent with Superfund clean-
ups.49 As for State cleanup programs, J. Winston
Porter, then EPA’s assistant administrator responsi-
ble for the Superfund program, said in 1988: “There
is some concern about cleanup standards-whether

47U.S.  Congress, “A Report to the Committee on Appropriations, U.S. House of Representatives, on the Department of Defense Environmental
Restoration Fund,” August 1987, p. 23.

4SU.S. ~vlroma~  protection Agency, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency R~wxt “Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1988, ” EPA/68-01-7259,
November 1989.

@~ng ~ Senw ~ba~  on tie SARA amendments, Senator Chafee stressed hat the Superfund  standards were the minimum allowable for
Superfund  cleanups and that ‘compliance with standards promulgated under the authority of other laws will not necessarily assure compliance with this
generat  standard. ” [132 Congressional Record S14925, Oct. 3, 1986. ]
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Box 4-A—From RCRA to the State to Superfund: Vertac Site, Arkansas
The Vertac site is an example of a RCRA enforcement site that turned into a State site and a Superfund site.

A cleanup delay of almost 2 years, so far, has occurred because enforcement failed and the State did not have
sufficient funds to contract for the necessary work. Now, Superfund is involved in supporting the State cleanup
action and has taken on the responsibility to finish the extensive cleanup remaining for the site. And, if an
impermanent initial action done by the responsible party fails, Superfund may have to redo that work.

Vertac Inc., was still operating a chemical plant on the property when it became a Superfund site in 1983 with
an HRS score of 65.46. Also in 1983 a RCRA consent order was signed; Vertac agreed to set aside $10.7 million
(a trust fund plus a letter of credit) for necessary cleanup and to handle an initial cleanup that consisted of onsite
disposal of contaminated liquids and solids. Although both the State and EPA objected to the way Vertac proceeded
with the work, the judge on the case ruled that Vertac was complying with the order.

In January 1987, Vertac abandoned the property and subsequently filed for bankruptcy. That left the State with
the job of finding a treatment company to incinerate over 27,000 drums of materials contaminated with dioxins and
chlorinated phenols that had been found onsite. Meanwhile, the trust fund had become caught up in litigation by
the shareholders of Vertac, and questions were raised as to whether there were sufficient funds to cover incineration.
Negotiations with the first company selected by the State for the incineration job failed because IT COrp. asked for
$15 million, which the State could not afford. As of June 1989, the State has found one company-MRK-who
has agreed to incinerate the drums and material for the available $10 million.

But, more cleanup remains. The Region 6 Superfund program tried in early 1988 to obtain approval for funds
to supplement the incineration project (including an air monitoring plan, ash disposal, and a delisting petition) and
to proceed with an RIFS to cover the remaining contamination onsite, which includes the plant, buildings, tanks,
and surrounding areas. The funds were denied in fiscal year 1988. Region 6 has now completed a plan for an interim
action, costing $2 million, to support the incineration job, and those funds are available. The region is also in
negotiation with Hercules Corp., who owned the plant prior to Vertac, to do an RIFS for the additional work needed
onsite. There are also offsite problems involving contaminated creeks, a sewage treatment plant with contaminated
sewer lines, and a stream with contaminated sediment yet to be studied.

Although site cleanup appears to be finally underway, there is future uncertainty about the initial onsite
disposal facility completed under RCRA in 1986. It is leaking and a more permanent solution-a second
cleanup may be necessary for “Mt. Vertac” as the initial cleanup is known locally.

cleanup levels are equivalent [to Superfund], and so reason to assume that any program will follow rules
forth. ’ ’50

Federal Programs and Their Regulations

EPA has acknowledged a difference between
Superfund and other Federal program cleanups.
Under the proposed deferral policy, EPA said other
Federal programs”. . . do not necessarily present the
same level of assurance of remediation that meet the
environmental protection standards of CERCLA’ ’51

A partial review of the basis for some programs’
cleanups provides insight into the varieties of
cleanups that are to be expected, since there is no

other than its own:

● For the LUST program, EPA decided to allow
a site-specific approach to standards that it says
will “adequately protect human health and the
environment. ’52 Earlier EPA suggested three
options: 1) national standards, 2) site-specific
standards, or 3) a combination of both depend-
ent on groundwater classification schemes.
Site-specific standards were chosen not for
their environmental strengths but because they
would accommodate existing State programs,
minimize the overall regulatory impact on

wJ. Wkston  po~er, s~h at S~er@d ’88, 9th National Conference and Exhibition, NOV. 28, 1988.

5153  F~r~ Ftegimer  51394, De.c.  21, 1988, p. 51418.

5253 F~r~ Register 37082, Sept. 23, 1988. p. 37174.
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Box 4-B-CERCLA v. RCRA: Basin F at Rocky Mountain Arsenal
Federal agencies often find themselves caught between EPA and CERCLA and States and RCRA. CERCLA

gives States only a consultant role in Federal agency cleanups. States view this role as inadequate and the
enforcement relationship of EPA, the Department of Justice, and Federal agencies as one with a high potential for
conflict of interest. Thus, States with RCRA authority generally prefer that Federal agency cleanups be conducted
under RCRA giving States greater leverage. Portions of Federal agency NPL site cleanups are officially placed
under RCRA corrective action through an interagency agreement drawn up on sites.

The cleanup of Basin F, part of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal site in Colorado, has been caught up in this
CERCLA/RCRA issue. The dispute between the State and the Army involves which authority takes precedence and
ultimately what kind of cleanup will occur and how fast. Basin F has also been affected by changing EPA deferral
policy.

Basin F was added to the existing Rocky Mountain Arsenal NPL site in March 1989. It had been originally
excluded when Rocky Mountain was proposed for the NPL because EPA believed that Basin F would be subject
to RCRA corrective action and thus, under the agency’s RCRA deferral policy of September 1983, might be
appropriate for deferral. Subsequently, EPA decided that Federal agency facilities that qualify for RCRA corrective
action will not be deferred from listing (as is done for non-Federal sites).1 That changed policy meant that Basin
F should be included instead of excluded.

The U.S. Army constructed Basin Fin 1956 to store and dispose of contaminated liquid wastes; Shell Oil also
contributed wastes. Approximately 240 million gallons of hazardous liquids and an estimated half a million cubic
yards of contaminated soils resulted. The Army has projected the cost of cleaning up Basin F to be about $42 million;
a ROD is scheduled for 1993.

The Army implemented a two-part strategy; an interim action has been taken to reduce existing migration
pending the decision on a final, permanent remedy. The liquids were moved to holding tanks and surface
impoundments and the soil was excavated and placed in a double-lined waste pile. The State and local citizens have
been against the Army taking the interim action, preferring that the contaminated materials be removed from Basin
F and disposed of elsewhere. They have subsequently criticized the effectiveness of the interim solutions. The case
of Basin F went to court over whether or not CERCLA can preempt the State’s ability to enforce its own regulations
and RCRA corrective action. The judge issued a memorandum of opinion that the State of Colorado has authority
over the Basin. Thus, the legal answer here seems to be that CERCLA does not preempt RCRA. According to the
ruling:

I t  i snot inappropriate that the present and future victims of this poison legacy, left in their midst by the Army and Shell,
should have a meaningful voice in its cleanup. In RCRA, Congress has plainly provided them that voice through
representation by the State. I hold that RCRA enforcement by the State is not precluded by CERCLA in the circumstances
here presented.2

11~ ~ ~~ 13296, M#r.  31, 19s9.

2“~ @inkm ad -,” iucoiordo  v. the U.S Army,  U.S. District Court, ~, CO, Feb. W, 19s9.

small businesses, and reduce the cost of com-
pliance for all owners.53

. When cleanups of PCBs occur under the Toxic
Substance Control Act (TSCA), the cleanup
levels are based on the standards in the regula-
tions but can vary, as occured in the Texas
Eastern Pipeline case (see later).

. Cleanup rules for uranium mill tailings differ
depending on whether the cleanup is of an

active or inactive mill. For active sites, RCRA
corrective action regulations apply and cover
both radioactive substances and hazardous
wastes; for tailings at inactive sites only
radioactive substances are covered. EPA stated
in proposed groundwater standards that inor-
ganic and organic hazardous constituents
should be assessed rather than stating they must
despite the conclusion that the “concentrations

5352 ~r~ Re@~r 12662, Apr. 17, 1988, p. 12681. EPA asserted that  national standards would not necessarily assure national consistency.
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of (nonradioactive) materials vary from pile to
pile, ranging from 2 to more than 100 times
applicable standards. ’ ’54

For the AML program, neither SMCRA nor the
resultant regulations require the use of any
specific methods or application of specific
cleanup standards. Implementing agencies are
directed, instead, to a guidance document
written in 1980, which suggests that contain-
ment methods be used for toxic materials.55 A
National Academy of Sciences report that
reviewed the program in 1986 supports that
approach and suggests covering the materials
with ‘‘impermeable clay or capping them with
synthetic materials. ”56 There is no require-
ment for groundwater cleanup.

For the RCRA corrective action program, no
cleanup regulations have yet been issued. EPA has
made a number of statements that the RCRA rules.
when published, will be similar to Superfund’s. In
testimony before Congress in 1987, the head of
EPA’s Superfund program claimed that ‘the level of
environmental protection provided by a cleanup
proceeding under RCRA authority should be the
same as that under CERCLA. ’ ’57 Meanwhile, clean-
ups underway are based on existing regulations (that
only cover groundwater contamination) and a guid-
ance document, ‘‘National RCRA Corrective Action
Strategy,’ issued in 1986. The only advice in that
document about cleanup standards is: ‘‘. . . final
remedies will . . . be required to meet applicable
health and environmental standards promulgated
under RCRA and other laws’ [emphasis added] .5x
There is no statement about preference for perma-
nent cleanups.

Currently, differences do exist between Super-
fund and RCRA as a report released by the House
Committee on Appropriations on DOD’s Environ-
mental Restoration Fund pointed out. The report

says that ‘‘generally RCRA remedial actions tend to
favor containment as a technical solution, while
SARA remedial actions are mandated to favor
permanence of remedy for treatment technolo-
gies. ”59 In an example covering one potential
cleanup, the report said an EPA RCRA program
manager stated that he would approve a remedy that
consisted of containment with monitoring for metal-
contaminated soils. The CERCLA program manager
stated that he would not approve of containment and
that perhaps soil washing combined with other
emerging technologies would be required.

How closely RCRA cleanups eventually resemble
Superfund cleanups and avoid being Superfund
problems some day may await the outcome of
negotiations between EPA, who has drafted pro-
posed rules, and the office of Management and
Budget (OMB) who has taken over 7 months so far
to review them. OMB apparently does not agree with
EPA’s rules for permanence, for not allowing
facilities to postpone cleanup until groundwater
outside its property is contaminated, and for setting

cleanup targets in the same range as Superfund’s,
OMB also wants only direct contact by the public to
trigger a RCRA cleanup. Conversely, the HRS that
identifies Superfund sites uses various indirect
pathways, and direct contact will be an added
Superfund pathway if the new HRS is approved.

RCRA corrective action is an enforcement pro-
gram and whatever the rules, RCRA cleanups may
eventually be similar to and have the same problems
as Superfund enforcement cleanups. One difference
will persist, however. EPA has no backup funding
under RCRA corrective action as it does with the
Superfund trust fund. Thus, when an owner or
operator of a RCRA facility is intransigent, a
cleanup waits resolution. In some instances, clean up
will await transfer of sites to the Superfund program
for attention,

5452 F&r~ Register, “Standards for Remedial Actions at Inactive Uramum processing Sites, ” Sept. 24, 1987, p. 36001.
55A GAO rew~ in 1988 (Su~~e  Ml~’~g.  l~o~tion on the LJp&t~~ Abandoned  Mine  hnd  Inventory) quoted one State official as comp]a.ming

because the Office of Surface Mining had never provided any policy gwdance  on acceptable reclamation methods.
56N~on~ Re~~~h Comcll, Aba~onedJfine ~nds. A M~-course  Review of the National Reclamation prografnfor  Cixd, November 1986,  p. 26,

JTJ. w~~ton  poner, fomer  ~l~mt fillfis~ator,  U.S. Envkonmental  Protwtion  Agency, statement before the Envwonmcntal  Rcs[oration  Panel
of the Readiness Subeommittm  of the Committee on Armed Sewices,  No\. 19, 1987.

58 LI.s.  ~vironmen~ Protection Agency, “National RCRA Correctlvc Action Strategy, ’ p, 13.

59U.S.  Congress, ‘‘A Report to the Committee on Appropnamms,  U S. House of Rcprcscnta[lves,  on the Department of Defense Enwronmental
Restoration Fund, ” August 1987, p. 26.
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Actual Cleanups Differ

Another, better way to assess the difference
between Superfund and other program cleanups is to
obtain information on what has actually happened.
Unfortunately, little of this information is available
at the national level and some not even at the State
level.

Federal Agency Programs—For Federal agency
cleanups CERCLA provisions only apply to NPL
sites. Out of the thousands of potential cleanups,
only 115 so far are on the NPL. Thus, most agency
cleanups will take place under States laws or other
Federal corrective action programs, such as RCRA
or LUST Even some NPL sites or portions of NPL
sites will be cleaned up under RCRA corrective
action rather than CERCLA.60 Still, it may be too
early to make comparisons based on actions. Agency
programs are, in general, behind most other pro-
grams. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)
program indicates in its fiscal year 1988 report that
all NPL sites are still in the site evaluation stage; the
report has no information on non-NPL sites.6l

DOD seems to be furthest along, but little
permanency has been achieved. Its annual report for
fiscal year 1989 says that 36 NPL sites have had
some kind of interim action and one has a final
remedy completed.62 Although the report claims
some action underway at over 1,000 sites, it only
provides details on types of remedies selected for the
interim actions. Forty-one percent were waste re-
movals (i.e., contaminated soils or liquids were
transported off site for disposal) and 28 percent were
classified as site treatment/remediation. (The latter
category might more properly be titled ‘ ‘miscellane-
ous. According to information DOD supplied OTA
on the individual remedies, none used treatment
technology.) The balance of the interim actions

involved providing alternative water supplies (13
percent), groundwater treatment (6 percent), long-
term monitoring (9 percent), or decontamination of
munitions (3 percent). At one site, explosive con-
taminated soil is being incinerated.

State Programs—For State cleanup programs,
information on actual remedy selection varies from
nonexistent to comprehensive:

●

●

●

●

The Illinois State program has a reputation for
choosing incineration, and officials told OTA
that mobile incineration has been used at four
sites of the 45 sites cleaned up so far. Details
about what remedies were selected for the other
41 sites are unknown by the State office.63

Little specific information is available at the
State level in Florida; the program is independ-
ently implemented by six districts. The State
does produce an annual “The Sites List” that
gives the status of hundreds of Florida sites
under various kinds of cleanup programs, but
information on remedy selection is not in-
cluded.

A Kansas State report for 1988 provides many
statistics on site cleanups including the status
of sites. The only information in the report on
remedies is a statement that remediation may
involve removal, onsite detoxification, or con-
tainment. No weight or preference is given to
the three options.64

New York State included a breakdown of
remedies in a 1986 report but has not done the
same in successive annual reports. The 1986
data shows that (for 129 projects) 62 percent of
the actions taken were onsite containment, 15
percent were removals of soils for offsite
disposal, and 33 percent involved treatment of

WA has left this determination to be made on a site-be-site basis in the interagency agreement signed between an agency, EPA, and the State.
61u.s.  Department of Energy, “Annual Report to Congress for Fiscal Year 1988, ’ December 1988. Under CERCLA Section 120, all Federal agencies

are required to report annually to Congress on the status of their cleanup programs. Of the 16 agencies with sites in the Federal Docket, OTA could only
locate reports from 6 agencies.

szof  tie ~~ 8,139 sites identifi~  by tie  agency, more than half (4,435 sites) are expected to need an RIFS and 96 percent of those have a completed
RIFS or one underway. For the 2,486 sites expected to need a remedial design or action, 60 percent (1 ,482 sites) have had or are undergoing a removal
or an interim remedial action or longt.emn  monitoring.

GJ1llinois’ annual report  .S+’S: ‘‘The Agency now requests the use of alternative treatment technologies such as incineration, and is less dependent on
landfill disposal of hazardous wastes generated from cleanup operations. [Illinois Environmental protection Agency, ‘Cleaning Illinois, ’ Spring 1988,
p. 8] For sites discussed in the report for which sufficient detail was given, OTA found that onsite containment was used at five sites, contaminated soils
from six were sent to offsite  landfills. incineration was chosen at one site, and soil flushing wa.. used at one site.

~Kansas  Department of Health and Environment, “ 1988 Summary of Bureau of Environmental Remediation  Sites in Kansas, ” January 1989, p, 3.
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groundwater,65 The 1987 report stated that New
York was inconsistent with the Federal Super-
fund program, and the 1988 report listed a goal
to establish policies and regulations to increase
consistency in site cleanups.

. In South Carolina, 5 remedial actions were
conducted between July 1986 and June 1987.
All contaminated soils were taken to commer-
cial landfills; liquids were incinerated.66

. A 1988 report on the Tennessee State Super-
fund program says that many of the 24 cleanups
accomplished are of “dubious effectiveness”
because of inadequate attention to groundwa-
ter, use of clay caps over buried wastes, and no
long-term monitoring.67

OTA was able to obtain more comprehensive,
up-to-date information from California, Minnesota,
and New Jersey. California’s report for 1988 says:
‘‘State law and (agency) policy . . . support the use
of cleanup solutions other than excavation and
redisposai of untreated waste. “68 And, the State
does have an extensive program to test alternative
technologies. Still, California data show that 80
percent of actions in 1987 and 79 percent in 1988
involved moving soil offsite to landfills. Incinera-
tion was used for one action in 1988 and in each year
one action consisted of soil bioremediation.

In New Jersey, there are four separate State
programs that have cleaned up or overseen the
cleanup of almost 40 sites. Ten cleanups in one
program consisted primarily of groundwater pump-
ing and treating or monitoring. OTA was told that
when contaminated soil was involved it was usually
land disposed (in some other State). In one case,
PCBs were incinerated. Three cleanups in another
program involved sending most contaminated soils

and materials to landfills, liquids were usually
incinerated or, in one instance, sent through a
municipal water treatment plant. The enforcement
program under the State’s Environmental Cleanup
Responsibility Act is credited with the most com-
pleted cleanups (about 20), New Jersey was unable
to supply OTA with information on remedy selec-
tions, however.

The Minnesota Superfund program has completed
38 NPL and non-NPL cleanups since 1983 and “is
recognized nationally as being very effective at
insuring the cleanup of hazardous waste sites. ”69

Out of 27 completions for which information was
provided to OTA, soil treatment (of some unknown
kind) occurred at two sites. The balance of remedies
were: containment onsite, excavation and transport
to landfills offsite, monitoring of wells, and provid-
ing alternate water supplies. Extensive groundwater
pumping and treating is done in Minnesota.70 Box
1-B (ch. 1) discusses in detail one recent cleanup
decision made by Minnesota authorities. Given the
statistics available on the program, that decision
seems to be representative of the overall trend of
cleanups in Minnesota.

Federal Programs-OTA contacted several
States that have used the Federal AML program to
clean up mine wastes. A Montana State official said
that cleanup standards are chosen on a site-by-site
basis; they rely on their consulting engineers for
advice. 71 In Wyoming, State disposal standards ‘n

materials similar to those found in mine wastes are
the guide to cleanup levels. The usual option is to
move contaminated materials to a land disposal cell
where natural materials are used to protect against
future migration. Copper tailings, for instance, have
been moved from a river bed site and disposed in a

fiNew York State, ~p~ent  of Environrnenm  Conservation, Divisions of Solid and H=ardous Wask, ‘ ‘New York State inactive Hazardous Waste
Site Remulial  Plan,” Oct. 15, 1986, p. V-5.

%e South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control, ‘ ‘Report to the South Carolina General Assembly-Hazardous Waste
Contingency Fund Activu.ies-July  1, 1986 to June 30, 1987, op. cit., footnote 27.

67 Kirsten Dow et al., “lkrmessee  Superfund  After Four Years: A Critical Appraisal, ” May 6, 1988. The report was sponsorti  by the Legal
Environmental Assistance Foundation and the lknnessee Environmental Council.

~c~lfomia  Dep-ent  of Health Services, “Expenditure P1an for the Hazardous Substance Cleanup Bond Act of 1984, ’ revised Januay  1988, p.
13.

~“Minnesota  Pollution Control Agency’s Report on the Use of tbe Envmonmental  Response, Compensation and Comphance  Fund During Fi~at
Year 1988,” November 1988, p. 15.

70~ ~ 1988 repfi,  he ~meWta  po]]utlon Conmol Agency  s~d ~a[  site-sWific  g-o~dwater  cleanup goaJs were king established. Meanwhile,

‘‘targets for soil contamination will be developed later. ’ [“Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s Report on the Use of the Environrnentat  Response,
Compensation and Compliance Fund During Fiscal Year 1988, ” November 1988, p. 14.]

71 Ben Mundie, Montana AML program, ~rsonal  conversation, APT1l  1989.
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cell above the water table. Monitoring is ongoing to
evaluate any leachate. Tailings from a gold mining
site contaminated with mercury and arsenic will be
similarly disposed. Clay materials are used to
stabilize metals in mine pits, and contamination in
groundwater is left to naturally attenuate after
sources have been cleaned up.

In some programs, especially those covering mine
wastes, the use of containment can often be justified
because of the huge volumes of contaminated
material. Still there is fiction between Superfund
and other programs regarding the appropriate kind of
containment to use and whether the materials should
be treated frost. One case, the Colorado Tailings
mining site in Montana, has been caught between the
AML program and Superfund (see box 4-C).

In the UMTCRA program, most cleanup plans
call for containing the tailings in place or somewhere
onsite or offsite, using natural materials and no
leachate collection systems. The UMTCRA choice
is driven by a requirement in the regulations that a
remedy be effective up to 1,000 years and at least
200 years.72 No one can, of course, assure that a
remedy that does not destroy contaminants will last
200, much less 1,000 years. The DOE program has
decided that-since radioactive materials cannot be
destroyed-the best way to approach that require-
ment is to construct simple earthen containment
systems that have no mechanical components to
avoid the need for human intervention over 200
years.

An EPA publication for the Superfund program
on radioactive sites, Technological Approaches to
the Cleanup of Radiologically Contaminated Super-
fund Sites, offers many treatment alternatives to
containment. 73 The publication says that excavation
and containment in ‘‘either permanent or temporary
above-ground containment facilities” has been the
choice in most remedial decisions and that the 1,000
year requirement is applicable to uranium mill
tailings only and thus is not necessarily “applicable
or relevant and appropriate” (a SARA phrase) for
Superfund site cleanups. It also points out that
‘‘some Superfund (radioactive) sites contain various

types of hazardous wastes, and the radioactive
portion may pose a relatively minor problem, ”

This difference between UMTCRA and Super-
fund suggests that better interactions between the
programs on a technical level might change the ways
both are doing their job, if regulations allowed
changes. From one perspective, the kind of contain-
ment remedies the UMTCRA program is selecting
have been abandoned as inappropriate for hazardous
substances. However, the 1,000 year requirement is
based on the UMTCRA perspective that it is the
radioactive emissions from the materials that harm
human health and that over a period of time those
emissions will decay, resolving the problem. Metals
that are hazardous substances, however, have intrin-
sic toxicity that does not decay and are toxic forever.
Thus, the RCRA requirement-used in Superfund—
for containment with a 30-year lifetime for materials
that never decay may not be an improvement.74

However, the simpler UMTRCA solution may not
retain its integrity longer than 30 years, much less
200 to 1,000 years.

Classifications Create Problems

Cleanups can also differ because of the ways
substances are classified. When they do differ,
especially when they are inconsistent with CER-
CLA, future Superfund cleanup costs and problems
may be increased.

RCRA hazardous wastes area subset of CERCLA
hazardous substances so that a cleanup under RCRA
covers fewer substances. However, the differences
may not be profound. Mine wastes and radionu-
clides, for instance, are not hazardous wastes, but
they are only infrequently found in the TSDFs that
RCRA corrective actions cover. And, while mine
wastes are not classified as hazardous wastes, some
of their constituents, such as heavy metals, are.

Asbestos is an example of a hazardous substance,
the cleanup of which under AHERA, State, and
Superfund programs may lead to future Superfund
sites. Under current law and regulations, asbestos
can be considered dangerous enough to be removed
from schools—and from Superfund sites—but safe

7240 Code of Federal Regtdafions  192.02(a)(1).
73u.s, Enviro~ent~  Wotwtim  Agency, Office of Re~~ch ~d Development, Techn&gl’caJ  Approac&s  to the Cleanup of Radiologically

Contanunated  Supe@uui  Sites, EPA/540t2-88rW2,  August 1988.
T.tR~A ~y~tems, doub]e-l~~  ~1~  s~~etic  matefi~s,  have le~ha~e  co]]ection ~wems  for which periodic monitoring is necessary.
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Box 4-C-From AML to Superfund to the State: The Colorado Tailings Site
Colorado Tailings in Butte, Montana is part of the Silverbow Creek site, which was placed on NPL in 1982.

As early as 1979, however, the Montana AML program was involved in the Colorado Tailings site. Now, despite
its NPL status, State negotiations may settle on the basis of State, rather than CERCLA, cleanup provisions.

The initial AML cleanup plan for the tailings contaminated with heavy metals was estimated to cost $1 million,
but Montana was denied the funding by DOI's Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement. In fiscal
year 1984 Congress appropriated the money as a special line item in the budget for the AML program. Because the
site was by that time on the NPL, the State AML office worked with EPA on the cleanup plan. Both agencies agreed
on a land disposal option for the tailings but disagreed on its extent. EPA’s version was estimated at $3 million and
included multiple liners and a monitoring system; the AML program wanted a lesser $1 million cleanup. The State
was told by EPA that if it did the Colorado Tailings cleanup it could become liable (a PRP) if the cleanup adversely
affected the Silverbow Creek site. According to a current Montana AML official, this liability issue, more so than
the disagreement over the cleanup method led to the State declining to handle the cleanup.1 However, a former State
official told OTA that the project was rejected because of the $3 million cost and the belief that the imposition of
EPA performance standards were unnecessary, as well as the question of liability.2

The project reverted to the Superfund program in 1984. Colorado Tailings is now part of one operable unit of
the Silverbow Creek NPL site. The feasibility study was completed in October 1986. As of early 1989, no cleanup
decision had been made. Meanwhile, the State-which has the lead on the site-was under negotiation with the
PRPs for settlement.  A State official told OTA that they would not necessarily settle under provisions of Superfund
even though the site is on the NPL because CERCLA does not take precedence over State laws.

1~ M@G, M~ AML prq p6maasl Cummtion,  April 19s9.
2~~ Ju~, f~ Bumxu chief, Malt8us AML program, persoast cmversadom  October 19ss.

enough to end up in a municipal solid waste landfill. been that RCRA rules are meant to protect ground-
Under EPA’s offsite policy there is now some
protection against hazardous substances ending up
in an out-of-compliance landfill at a subtitle C
facility. That policy does not cover subtitle D
facilities. Thus, it is possible to move asbestos from
a Superfund site (or a school under AHERA) to any
municipal landfill, including ones that are already
contaminating groundwater and may have to be
cleaned up.75 The Sup-fund removal program has
taken asbestos from over 30 sites. OTA was told that
only when State laws require it is this material sent
to a hazardous waste landfill.

This movement is legal because asbestos, al-
though a hazardous substance under CERCLA, is
not a hazardous waste under RCRA. Air emissions
of asbestos are considered the primary source of
harm to public health and the environment. The
reasoning for not listing asbestos under RCRA has

water and, since asbestos tends to bind to soils, it
will not leach from landfills into groundwater. (Data
from one Superfund site—Asbestos Dump, where
asbestos has been found in groundwater—may
refute this theory, but it is being ignored at that site,
and it is doubtful that the information is being
transferred elsewhere. ) Although asbestos can be
treated and the fibers that cause harm destroyed,
treatment is rarely the option of choice in the
Superfund or AHERA program.76

The way asbestos waste is managed suggests that
once placed in a landfill it may cause or help a
landfill to qualify for the Superfund program and
thus have to be moved again. The general manage-
ment practice for asbestos is to wet the materials and
place them in plastic bags prior to disposal. Once at
a landfill, they may be segregated from other wastes
(although no Federal regulation requires segrega-

7S~c  ~omt of ~~.to~  ha  may  & deposit~  ~ landfills ~au~ of tie A HERA program is not trivial. One rural  county in Ca.lifomia has esumated
that it must resctve landfill space for 50 tons of asbestos. A conservauve csfimate is that about 5MMKN  tons of asbestos will be placed m the Natmn’s
Landfills.

~s~ tie ROD fm k AS~Sm ~p--Mil]in@n SIIC in New Jersey treatability studies are included in the post-ROD remdial  design ph~.
However, EPA and the PRPs are negotiating over whether or not the conclusions from the treatability Studies will change the ultimate cleanup, scheduled
to be onsite containment.
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tion), placed in a specially dug trench, and covered
with soil. These practices can vary if State or county
regulations differ from Federal regulations. They
also vary because of poor enforcement. According to
an EPA IG report and EPA’s own statement, “many
asbestos removals and the subsequent waste dis-
posal operations are performed out of compliance
with [the existing regulations]. ’ ’77 The IG also
reported that inspections and enforcement are weak
and penalties for violations are inadequate.78 As
EPA administrator William K. Reilly has said:

I still fear where it goes [when asbestos is removed
from buildings], whether it really is disposed of in a
place where we can trust that it’s been put to rest and
it won’t come back again in the future.79

Sites containing PCBs are cleaned up under
Superfund and TSCA. When PCBs are cleaned up
under TSCA only the PCB contamination is consid-
ered even though a site may contain other hazardous
substances as well. This occurred when Texas
Eastern Pipeline Co. agreed to pay a $15 million fine
and cleanup costs (estimated at $400 million) for
areas contaminated by PCBs (89 sites in 14 States)
along its 10,000-mile natural gas pipeline. The
cleanup agreement did not cover any substances
other than PCBs and Superfund cleanup standards
were not invoked. The agreement also did not
require offsite or groundwater cleanup nor does it set
any compliance schedule for the company to meet.
PCB levels of cleanup were based on Federal PCB
standards and varied depending on the area being
cleaned up (. . . pits, surrounding soil, etc.) and three
rankings of sites. The agreement requires the com-
pany to test for other hazardous substances but does
not set any cleanup requirements for them if found.
While it does not foreclose EPA or States from
moving under Superfund to handle such eventuali-
ties, doing so will require that new cases are brought
against the company. For Superfund to use trust

funds to clean up any of these 89 sites, they would
first have to be individually taken through the NPL
listing process.

OTA was unable to obtain details on actual LUST
cleanups, which mostly deal with petroleum liquids
and contaminated soils. Although petroleum prod-
ucts are relatively easily destroyed by incineration
and are amenable to microbial biodegradation, an
OUST handbook, Cleanup of Releases From Petro-
leum USTs: Selected Technologies, says that exca-
vation and disposal of contaminated soil is the
“most widely used corrective action. ”8° Soil con-
taminated with petroleum is not a RCRA hazardous
waste, but some States regulate it as hazardous. In
States that do not regulate it, contaminated soils
removed from petroleum tank sites can be put in
low-cost municipal landfills. In some cases, it is
cheaper to pay shipping costs and transport exca-
vated soils from a State that considers them hazard-
ous to a State that does not.81 Once petroleum wastes
are put in a landfill, they can--depending on the
actual substance--qualify as hazardous substances
and secondary cleanup under Superfund.

Other Programs Are Also Slow

Assessing the pace of cleanup is, to most observ-
ers, the relevant way to determine program effective-
ness. Thus, many argue that a benefit of using other
cleanup programs is that cleanups can be done
quicker because they are not encumbered with the
inflexible process and procedures of CERCLA and
the NCP. But, some other cleanup programs are
experiencing delays in getting down to cleanup.
Meanwhile, the cleanups assigned to them wait.

Some State data does show that State enforcement
cleanups are quicker than State-funded cleanups.82

But, State-funded cleanups appear to take the same
time as CERCLA-funded cleanups. Conclusions
from a 1987 ASTSWO survey show that, on

7754 F~~  Register 912. Jan 10, 1989, P. 915.

78U.S.  Envi ronrnentd  Protection Agency, Office of the Inspector General, ‘‘Consolidated Report on EPA’s Administration of the Asbestos National
Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants, ” Mar. 24, 1988.

79A8 quottxi in “Good Riddance?” Nacional Jourtual, July 29, 1989, p. 1930.

~.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Underground Storage Tanks, Cleanup of Releases From Petroleum USTS: Selected Technologies,
EP~53~ST-88/001,  April 1988, p. ix.

gl~e OUST hmdbook, cit~ ~ve, cites a ‘ ‘reasonable $12 per square yard’ for soils senl [0 nonhazardous landfills and ‘‘up to $160 per Wwe
yard if the soit is considered hazardous” [p. ix].

820TA  ~omp~  ~1 Sumd si~s which  g~n~  a ROD in fisc~  yew 1988. There  was  no difference between enforcement and find  sites in the
average time it took the program to move them from placement on the NPL to ROD completion.
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average, State staff have to work a little harder on
NPL sites than non-NPL sites but that the elapsed
time is about the same.83 Data from California shows
that an RIFS on a State-funded site takes from 11 to
42 months compared to EPA’s 21 to 38 months for
an RIFS.84 That is, an RIFS in California can
consume less or more time than a Superfund one. In
New York State the average time for an RIFS is 24
months v. EPA’s average 32 months, as determined
by OTA in Are We Cleaning Up? In another example
of pace, New York State said in a 1987 report that
only 2 of the 15 planned starts ( 13 percent) for the
State program actually were initiated while 12 of the
22 planned starts (54 percent) under the Superfund
program in the State were initiated. The identified
causes of the difference were: 1 ) resources shifted to
oversee work by responsible parties, 2) lengthy
contract procurement procedures, 3) a shortage of
experienced staff, and 4) a liability insurance prob-
lem.85 This performance measure improved the
following year. The reason may have been that staff
had been added to the State program.

Under RCRA, some cleanup regulations have
been in place since 1983, but EPA’s authority was
greatly expanded in 1984. Five years later, several
thousand sites are just beginning the initial assess-
ment process, the new regulations covering cleanup
have not been proposed, and OTA was only able to
identify 12 sites with completed Corrective Meas-
ures Studies (CMSs).86 Although some cleanups
may have been completed as part of permits in the
RCRA program, information on progress is not
available. Out of some 5,000 RCRA facilities in the
country, initial site evaluations have been done at
1,372 facilities. Of the 1,122 of those facilities
determined to need further evaluations, EPA regions
have formally required owners to proceed with 499
of them, either through orders or as part of permits.

For other Federal programs, the pace varies. The
UMTRCA inactive mills program has been author-
ized for 10 years and by the end of fiscal year 1988
had only claimed to have completed the cleanup of
2 out of 24 sites.87 On the other hand, the LUST
program, whose statutory authority dates from 1984
and 1986, appears to be moving briskly. A recent
annual report claims that responsible parties are
beginning cleanups at “thousands of sites’ and that
more than 155 corrective actions have begun using
fund monies.88 But over 300,000 tanks may need
attention, so the program’s pace is an unknown. The
AML program has moved fairly aggressively on coal
mine cleanups, but substantial work is left to be done
at noncoal mines because they are the third priority
of the program.

Not Enough Public Participation

Congress has not, for other cleanup programs,
given nearly as much attention to public participa-
tion as it has under CERCLA, where an entire
section outlines the scope of public participation.
Lack of statutory direction does not necessarily
mean that public participation will not be as broad
under other programs. But the level of complaint
about how public participation slows the process in
Superfund suggests otherwise. However, Super-
fund’s public participation has been a significant
factor in moving Superfund implementation toward
more compliance with statutory requirements. When
other cleanup programs have less public participa-
tion, the prospect for less stringent cleanup (and
potential for creating future Superfund sites) in-
creases.

Not everyone agrees that EPA allows the public to
adequately participate in the Superfund program and
certainly not to the extent that PRPs do, But
CERCLA does encourage public participation at an
early stage and throughout the cleanup process, and.

83~~ work effon rw~r~ of Stae st~f is 4.5 work yews on a State-lead NPL site and 3.4 years On a non-mL si~.  me average time elaPs~ Wr
site is 5.5 years on an EPA-lead NPL site, 5.6 years on a State-lead NPL site, and 4.7 years on a non-NPL site. [Association of State and Ta_ritorial  Solid
Waste Management Ofi3cials, “State Programs for Hazardous Waste Silc Assessments and Remedial Actions, ’ June 1987. ]

gdc~ifo~a data from ‘ ‘Expenditure plm for tie Hazardous Substance Cleanup Bond Act of 1984, Revised January 1988, ’ op. cit. footnote 69. Data
on EPA from OTA’S Are We Cleaning Up?

SSNewYork Dep~ent  of Environmental Conservation, ‘‘New York Mate inactive Hazardous Waste Site Remedial Plan Update and Status Report, ”
Oct. 30, 1987.

86A R~A ~m=tlve ~tim CMS is comp~able  to a superf~d  RIFS, bu( it includes tie f~ili~ owner’s suggested remedy.

870TA did not review active mill cleanups.
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participation is set up to be active, rather than
passive. For remedial actions, the regional commu-
nity relations program is supposed to establish
contact with local citizens before any action is
planned or undertaken and follow up with notice of
proposed and final remedial actions. Once a prelimi-
nary decision has been made on the selected site
remedy, the public has an opportunity to comment
and EPA must respond to those comments. For
removal actions, an onsite public coordinator is
assigned to answer any questions the public may
have. In addition, under CERCLA the public has
been given the right to sue to enforce the law.

Unique to Superfund is the provision for awarding
technical assistance grants to public citizen groups.
TAGs were meant to assist the affected community
at sites at understanding and evaluating the problems
posed and to help assure that cleanups were chosen
in accordance with SARA. However, the concept
has not necessarily been well implemented by EPA.
Criticism has been raised by Congress and public
interest groups about the way EPA translated
statutory language into practice. For instance, one
congressional survey found the system so complex
and cumbersome that it tended to discourage groups
to participate.89 Still, groups who have obtained
TAGs have been helped (see box 3-F in chapter 3).

Despite the implementation flaws, public partici-
pation with the Superfund program is supposed to be
very broad. TSCA has no provisions for public
participation and since cleanups under TSCA are
enforcement cases, the public may have no knowl-
edge of how their interests are being protected until
a court settlement has been completed and avenues
for changes are essentially closed. The same kind of
public closeout occurs in the Superfund program at
enforcement sites. When EPA wrote the regulations
for the UST program, provisions for public partici-
pation were included only for the last of six possible
phases prior to actual cleanup. When a confirmed
release requires a cleanup plan, the implementing
agency must notify the public and release informa-
tion but has the option to decide whether or not to
hold a public meeting to discuss the plan.

Under RCRA the public must be notified when
EPA intends to issue a permit (which may include
cleanup requirements) and hold a hearing. Under an
enforcement order, citizens only become involved
after a facility has completed its investigation and
recommended a cleanup plan. As in the LUST
program, a public hearing is only held if the
authorities decide there is enough interest to merit
one.

Information Tough To Get

Most other programs receive less public scrutiny
than Superfund and even Federal ones are largely
implemented at the State level. This can make
gathering information to understand what is happen-
ing in these programs difficult and time-consuming.
For those programs that rely on enforcement,
information is even less available because of its
negotiation value.

It is possible to track progress at most Superfund
sites by examining a copy of the Superfund Compre-
hensive Assessments Plan. No such national data-
base exists for any of the other programs, although
the RCRA program is attempting to put one together.
So far, not all information originally designed for the
system is maintained and regions have been incon-
sistent in entering data. Thus, to make sure how
many CMSs have been finished under RCRA, OTA
had to call 10 EPA regional offices. For the LUST
program, most relevant information resides at the
State or local level. OTA was not able to, for
instance, obtain from the EPA headquarters office
any specific information about sites that have been
cleaned up under the LUST program. If one wants to
know about a LUST site, it is necessary to first find
the relevant agency in charge. Because of the
flexibility that EPA has built into the UST programs,
the mix of responsible agencies is broad. According
to a 1987 report, five were in ‘‘the State Fire
Marshall’s Office, one in the State Corporation
Commission, about eight in the water program and
the remainder in the hazardous waste program. ”90

Specific sites deferred from the Superfund pro-
gram are discussed in the Federal Register when

s~.s. How of Re~sen~ives,  ltepre~nlatives  Edwwd  J. Markey (D-MA) and James J. Flono  (D-NJ), ‘ ‘EPA’s Superfund TAG Game, A Report
on the Implementation of the Superfund  Tkchnical  Asslwtnce  Grant Program by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, ’ Mar. 2, 1989.

%J.S.  Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Solid Waste and Erncrgency Response, ‘ ‘Solid and Hazardous Waste Report for Fuscal  Year
1987,” November 1987, p. 3-2.
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EPA makes a decision. For instance, in 1988 EPA
announced and listed the names and location of 30
sites on the NPL to be moved from Superfund to
RCRA and 15 to be retained. For those gone from
Superfund, the public tracking system disappears.
EPA’s proposed policy in December 1988 discusses
the relevance of the NPL as a source of public
information but claims that reducing the numbers of
sites qualifying for the NPL will “. . . provide more
meaningful information to the public and the
States” [emphasis added].91 What EPA may mean is
that with an NPL confined to sites actually being
cleaned up by the Superfund program, the public
will not get confused about who is responsible. To
keep the public informed about sites that have been
deferred, EPA discusses various alternatives, such as
notices in local newspapers or letting States handle
notification.

The way information about non-Superfund
cleanups is diffused throughout the Nation makes
it all the more difficult to ascertain the extent to
which cleanups in other programs may eventu-
ally produce new work for Superfund.

CONCLUSIONS
The job of cleaning up past mismanaged hazard-

ous wastes has only just begun. While it is clear that
the Superfund program needs to get its own house in
order, there are compelling reasons to worry that

cleanups occurring outside of Superfund may
one day provide it with a whole new class of
sites-sites for which cleanup has been misman-
aged. This is not occurring-like past mistakes
did—because we do not understand the conse-
quences or do not have enough information to do
things better. It is happening because we have
created one premier cleanup program that gets all the
attention, while the others operate in the shadows.

Given the large estimates for numbers of potential
sites for each program, it is impractical to suggest
that there ought to be ONE cleanup program. But,
there are ways to coordinate actions among the
cleanup programs so as to minimize failures and
their impacts. As discussed in chapter 1, a set of
national cleanup standards is one option. With
cleanups so widely dispersed, better program cleanup
tracking systems (and ones that are compatible with
each other) would help Congress and the public
know what is happening so that when cleanup
failures occur they could be corrected early. The
programs could be partially integrated and long-term
savings accrue to all through a national site discov-
ery program (see ch. 2). Solutions for the technical
resource stresses of the Superfund program, if not
viewed from the perspective of the ongoing national
cleanup effort, might be only a partial or patchwork
affair. And, mechanisms could be constructed to
encourage sharing of technical knowledge.

91s3 F~r~ Re@ster  51394, k. 21, 1988, p. 51416.


