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the average time required to complete cleanup work at Superfund sites and
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Since its creation in 1980, the federal Superfund program to clean up the
nation’s worst hazardous waste sites has been subject to many criticisms, not
all of them consistent.! One criticism on which widespread agreement exists
is that sites on Superfund’s National Priorities List (NPL) take too long to be
cleaned up. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which administers
the program, places sites on the NPL after it has determined that they pose
large enough threats to human health and the environment and are too
complex or costly to be cleaned up under Superfund’s "removal” authorities.?

Heretofore, however, the high level of concern over the time required
to clean up Superfund sites has not produced much systematic analysis of the
problem. EPA’s reported statistics on the average duration of cleanups have
suffered from problems of consistency and interpretation, and discussions of
possible underlying causes have relied primarily on anecdotal evidence from
individual sites.

This memorandum by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) analyzes
the time required to clean up NPL sites. The analysis relies primarily on data
EPA collected in August 1993 by interviewing remedial project managers
(RPMs), the EPA regional employees who oversee the cleanup efforts. The
memorandum also discusses and interprets EPA’s existing estimates of the
average duration of cleanup.

The 1993 interviews asked the RPMs about land use, waste
management activities, parties involved, cleanup decisions, and costs at all
1,249 sites on the NPL. The RPMs’ answers represent a mixture of hard data
and personal judgments. EPA has conducted checks to verify that the data
derived from the interviews accurately reflect the answers. CBO has not
independently validated the data, but believes that they represent an
important addition to the information available about Superfund sites.*

1. More background oa the Superfund program and its areas of controversy can be found in Chapter 1 of
Congressional Budget Office, The Total Costs of Cleaning Up Nonfederal Superfund Sites (January 1994).

2. By law, removal actions financed by the federal government are generally limited to one year in length and $2
million in cost. Removal actions may be taken at both NPL and non-NPL sites.

3. In 1990 and 1991, EPA collected and analyzed data on the proximate explanations for sites that [ailed to pass
certain milestones by the expected dates. This effort did not examine the underlying explasations for fast or slow
cleanup of an entire site from start to finish.

4. The data analyzed here are no exception to the rule that any large data set contains some ¢rrors. For example,
the information CBO obtained from EPA indicates that 125 of the 1,249 NPL sites are federal facilities; reports
produced by EPA, however, give the number of federal facilities as 123. The results of the analysis are not
sensitive to minoe discrepancies such as these.






The main findings of the analysis concern the average cleanup time for
all NPL sites and the deviations of individual sites from the average; the
RPMs’ assessments of the problems that lead to slow cleanups as well as the
advantages that promote fast cleanups; and finally, speclﬁc site characteristics
that seem to be associated with the problems at sites with slow cleanups
(henceforth, "slow sites").

o

National Average. The best available data indicate that the
average time between proposed listing on the NPL and
"construction completion” (loosely, completion of principal
cleanup work) will be at least 12 years for the first 1,249 sites.
Given the limitations of the data, the true average is more likely
to lie between 13 and 15 years.

Early and More Recent Sites. EPA’s cleanup managers expect
that sites proposed for the NPL after 1983 (almost 60 percent of
the total) will be completed much more quickly than those
proposed during the 1981-1983 period (roughly 40 percent). This
expectation may reflect improvements made in the Superfund
program since its early years and a reduction in complexity
among the sites listed more recently. It may also, however,
reflect more limited knowledge about the recent sites and
insufficient consideration of budget constraints and other sources
of future delays.

Yariability. The durations of cleanups vary widely. Because of
early actions taken by EPA, the states, or responsible parties,
some sites are finished by the time they are formally listed or
shortly thereafter. At the other end of the spectrum, RPMs
expect a few sites to take as long as 30 or 40 years to reach
construction completion. Sites owned or operated by the federal
government are much more likely than nonfederal sites to be
among those requiring the most time; federal sites also require
more time on average--probably at least three years more.

Main Explanations. RPMs find the major causes of slow
cleanups to be intrinsic site difficulties (such as size and

complexity of contamination) and enforcement and legal
problems (such as delays in negotiations with potentially
responsible parties--PRPs--and shifts in the management of
cleanup projects between EPA and the PRPs). Conversely, sites
with simple contamination problems and few PRP problems
predominate among the cases of fast cleanups.






Other Explanations. RPMs view constraints on funding and
staffing as important secondary contributors to slow cleanups.
Other contributing factors that they cite less frequently include
problems with achieving the remedy, state governments, and
local communities. State problems include objections to
remedies chosen by EPA, coordination problems between the
states and the federal government, and delays at sites where a
state has taken the lead role.

n .
According to preliminary analysis, specific site characteristics that
appear to be associated with the duration of cleanup at
nonfederal sites include the site’s size (area) and waste quantity,
the existence and number of financially viable PRPs, and the use
of part or all of the site by chemical manufacturers.

Characteristics of Intrinsically Difficult Slow Sites. Specific
factors that appear to be associated with intrinsic difficulties at
slow nonfederal sites include size exceeding 200 acres, land use
that includes chemical manufacturing, and waste disposal to a
lake or river. RPMs did not identify mixed-waste landfills as
particularly difficult.

. . f Slow Si ith Enf Problems.
Characteristics that appear to be associated with enforcement
problems at slow sites include the presence of more than 10
PRPs that contributed under 1 percent of the waste, a large
waste share from parties that cannot be located or are not
financially viable, a large share of municipal solid waste, land use
that includes mixed-waste landfills or chemical manufacturing,
and expected PRP costs exceeding $15 million. Often, many of
these characteristics are found together at the same sites.

DEFINING AND ESTIMATING THE DURATION OF CLEANUP

One difficulty involved in measuring the duration of cleanup at Superfund
sites is the possible confusion between different definitions of "duration.” A
more fundamental problem is that the record of experience with NPL
completions is still relatively short, which implies that any type of data on
duration will be flawed or limited in one way or another.

Different definitions of the beginning and end of a Superfund site’s
cleanup time are available, which can complicate the comparison of different
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duration statistics. The starting point is usually defined by one of two notices
published by EPA in the Federal Register: either the notice proposing that
the site be included on the NPL and soliciting public comment, or the notice
making the decision to list the site final. The first event, sometimes called
placement on the "proposed NPL," occurs on average about 17 months before
final listing. Definitions of the end of cleanup typically focus on either
construction completion or deletion from the NPL. EPA defines construction
completion as the date on which it signs a document indicating that “physical
construction is complete for all remedial and removal work required at the
entire site.® A construction-complete site may require several years of
monitoring or even, in the case of a pump-and-treat remedy for groundwater
contamination, decades of ongoing activity before EPA is able to remove the
site from the list, certifying that cleanup goals have been achieved. Through
the end of fiscal year 1993, EPA placed 1,249 sites on the final NPL and
proposed another 71 sites; it also identified 218 construction completions and
deleted 51 of those sites.

Given a definition of durations at Superfund sites, one way to analyze
them is to focus on actual completions observed to date. Such data represent
a biased sample of the NPL as a whole, however, because few of the more
complex sites have been finished yet. Another approach is to include
estimated completion dates for sites to be finished in the future, but such
dates are necessarily speculative and may be subject to a variety of biases.

A third approach, which incorporates some data from incomplete sites
while reducing the amount of speculation required, uses the cleanup project
as the unit of analysis rather than the entire site. EPA may divide a site into
multiple "operable units," corresponding to different areas or media (such as
soil and groundwater) to be cleaned up, as in the example illustrated in
Figure 1. Moreover, each operable unit generally proceeds separately through
a series of three stages: the remedial investigation and feasibility study
(RI/FS), which maps out the nature and extent of the unit’s hazards, evaluates
alternative responses, and culminates in the release of a "record of decision”
documenting EPA’s selection of a particular remedy; the remedial design
(RD), which develops the detailed engineering plan for carrying out the
remedy; and the remedial action (RA), which is the actual implementation of
the remedy. Project-level data generally focus on the level of the individual
stage within each operable unit. In rare cases, however, EPA further

S.  Bavironmental Protection Agency, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, Directive 9200.2-21 (January
28, 19%4). Examples of cleanup construction work include excavation and incincration of contaminated soil,
installation of a groundwater treatment system, and coastruction of 3 multilayer cap over a laadfill. Sites at
which physical construction proves unnecessary~because they were listed in error or because their hazards are
expected to abate naturally during & monitoring period—are also counted as construction complete.
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FIGURE 1. AN ILLUSTRATION OF THE STAGES IN THE SUPERFUND PIPELINE
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SOURCE:  Congressional Budget Office.

NOTES: EPA = Eavironmenial Protection Agency; NPL = National Priorities List; RUFS = remedial
investigation/feasibility study; RA = remedial action.







subdivides the remedial action within an operable unit into multiple projects
for management purposes, as in the case of the second operable unit shown
in Figure 1.

The statistics on duration given in EPA’s quarterly management reports
take the project-level approach, providing separate figures for the average
completed or ongoing RI/FS, RD, and RA, and for the time between the end
of an RI/FS and the start of the associated RD.* This approach allows EPA
to avoid speculating on the completion dates of projects in stages or operable
units that have not yet begun. It does not, however, totally eliminate the
sensitivity of the results to subjective estimates. The reported length of the
typical RI/FS-RD-RA sequence rose dramatically from 37.5 quarters to 41.0
quarters, an increase of 10.5 months, in the first six months of fiscal year 1993;
EPA staff believe that much of this increase results from an effort to increase
the realism of the agency’s schedules for finishing RA projects.”

Despite their advantages, statistics on the durations of individual
cleanup projects are not easily transformed into useful information about
whole sites. First, the average RI/FS-RD-RA sequence does not capture any
information on the average time between the starts of sequences at sites with
multiple operable units, nor does it indicate whether the average applies
equally well to first and subsequent units. Second, to the extent that longer
RI/FSs, RDs, and RAs tend to be associated with each other, the data are
still somewhat biased: the reported average RD and RA length will be pushed
downward if the more complex sites or units are disproportionately tied up in
the RI/FS stage. Third, the possibility that an operable unit may be
subdivided into separate projects at the RA stage implies that adding average
RI/FS, RD, and RA project lengths together may not give a meaningful
result.

In short, both site-level and project-level data provide imperfect answers
to the question of the average time required to clean up a Superfund site. No
wholly satisfactory index of average NPL duration will be possible until a
more representative sample of sites has completed the process.

6. In 1993, the Environmental Protection Agency began also reporting an average duration from a site’s proposed
NPL listing to the start of its first RI/FS.

7. EPA’s review of RA schedules was conducted as part of an effort to evaluate its ability to meet the goatl of
completing construction work at 650 nonfederal NPL sites by the year 2000,

Previous CBO testimony to the Congress about increases in Superfund durations has also used data from the
quarterly management reports. Sce, most receantly, the statement of Jan Paul Acton, Assistant Director, Natural
Resources and Commerce Division, Congressional Budget Office, before the Subcommittee on Transportation
and Hazardous Materials, House Committee oo Energy and Commerce, April 21, 1993.
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ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE DURATION

Three different sets of EPA data provide very similar estimates of the average
duration of cleanup at NPL sites. They are the project-level data reported in
the quarterly management report for the end of fiscal year 1993; site-level
planning data from the Comprehensive Environmeatal Response,
Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS); and site-level
data from the regional cleanup managers. The apparent consensus is
misleading, however, because each of the data sets has gaps or flaws that bias
the estimates downward: the project-level data do not measure site
completions and neglect projects that have not yet started, the CERCLIS data
use 1999 as the last allowed completion year, and the RPMs do not estimate
completion years for 223 sites. The best interpretation of these data is that
the average time from proposed listing to construction completion is likely to
be at least 12 years and more probably somewhere between 13 and 15 years.

Using project-level data, the trends analysis contained in EPA’s
quarterly management report for the end of fiscal year 1993 estimates that the
sum of the average durations of RI/FS, RD, and RA projects at nonfederal
NPL sites, coupled with the time between a site’s proposed listing and the
start of its first RI/FS, is 11.3 years (see Table 1). The end-point used in this
estimate falls short of construction completion, since most sites have more
than one operable unit (and a few sites have more than one RA project
defined for a given operable unit). If roughly half of NPL sites have multiple
operable units and such sites take an average of three years longer than
single-unit sites (as suggested by the RPM interview data discussed below),
the estimated 11.3 years could correspond to a cleanup duration for the
average site (from proposed listing to construction completion) on the order
of 13 years. Moreover, optimistic completion dates for ongoing projects or
lower representation of complex projects could also bias the given estimate
downward.

Coincidentally, site-level planning data from EPA’s CERCLIS system
also yield an estimate of 11.3 years for cleanup at nonfederal sites, despite the
data’s broader coverage (from proposal to construction completion). The
most obvious problem with these data, entered into CERCLIS by EPA staff
in its 10 regional offices, is that the system currently gives 1999 as the
completion year for all sites expected to be finished in 1999 or thereafter.
- Roughly 21 percent of sites in the data set fall into this category; hence, each
year beyond 1999 that the average site in this group takes to reach
construction completion adds about 0.21 years to the overall average.






TABLE 1. ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE DURATION OF SUPERFUND
CLEANUPS

Includes
Federal
Source Sites?  Years Comments

EPA’s "Annual FY 1993 No 113 Project-level data; excludes projects not

Trends Analysis” yet started. Best interpreted as the time
from proposed NPL listing to the
completion of one operable unit; the
average site has 1.8 operable units,

Planning Data in EPA’s No 113  CERCLIS does not curreatly allow

CERCLIS Data System completion dates beyond 1999. Out of
1,104 sites included in the analysis, 237
are listed as finishing in 1999. Each
additional year that the average site in
this group takes to reach completion
adds 0.21 years to the overall average.
For example, average completion in 2004
would raise the overall figure to 12.3
years,

Officials at EPA headquarters believe
that the CERCLIS schedule of
completions between 1994 and 1998 is
too optimistic.,

Responses from Site Yes 115  Bascd on 1,024 sites; excludes 45 federal

Cleanup Managers sites and 178 nonfederal sites for which
managers did not estimate completion
dates. If all of the excluded sites were
finished in 1999, average duration would
be 11.8 years, Each year beyond 1999
for the average site in this group adds
0.18 years to the overall figure.

Officials at EPA headquarters believe
that the managers’ combined schedule of
completions is too optimistic, at least
through the year 2000.

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

NOTES: EPA = Eavironmental Protection Agency; NPL = National Priorities List; CERCLIS =
Comprehensive Enviroamental Response, Compensation, and Liability Iaformation System,
Duratioas are from proposed listing on the NPL to construction completion, except where noted,







According to officials at EPA headquarters, a second problem is that the data
on completions between 1994 and 1998 are too optimistic, perhaps because
the regional staff have not taken adequate account of national budget limits,
unexpected site conditions, recalcitrant responsible parties, or other
constraints.

The data obtained from interviews with the regional RPMs yield an
estimate of 11.5 years as the average duration for cleanup at all NPL sites
(and 11.2 years for nonfederal sites alone). To some extent, the similarity
between this estimate and the one based on CERCLIS data is not surprising,
since the same people often supplied the data in both cases. The real story,
however, is again one of different but apparently comparable flaws in the
data. The RPMs did not cap their estimates of completion years at 1999, and
indeed identified 93 sites expected to reach construction completion between
2000 and 2025. However, they did not supply any completion years for 223
sites (18 percent of the total NPL), which are therefore excluded entirely from
the 11.5-year average. If, for the sake of comparison with the CERCLIS
estimate, these 223 sites are assumed to finish in 1999, the average duration
rises to 11.8 years. Each additional year taken by the average site in this
group adds 0.18 years to the overall figure, which might well make 12.4 or
12.9 years a more appropriate estimate.

Moreover, EPA headquarters officials believe that the RPMs’ combined
schedule of completions by the year 2000, like the similar CERCLIS
estimates, are too optimistic. The RPM data show EPA’s target of 650
construction completions by the year 2000 being met before the end of 1997,
more than three years ahead of time. The significance of this overoptimism,
if it exists, depends on the number of sites involved and the amount of
slippage from the RPM estimates. If one assumes that 400 sites slip by three
years each, for example, the average duration for the NPL as a whole rises by
one year. More prolonged slippage from the RPM estimates could lead to an
overall average of 15 years or more.

VARIABILITY AROUND THE AVERAGE DURATION

Cleanup durations at individual NPL sites vary widely from the national
average. This section discusses the distribution of cleanup times and examines
the averages for different subsets of NPL sites.

The 1,024 durations of site cleanups that are known or can be estimated
on the basis of the RPM interviews are concentrated most heavily between 9
and 14 years, but almost half of the durations lie outside this range (see






Figure 2).* The 9 to 14 year range accounts for 578 sites, 56 percent of the
total, with the remaining sites divided almost evenly between those taking 8
years or less (236 sites, or 23 percent) and those taking 15 years or more (210
sites, or roughly 21 percent). Many of the 224 sites for which estimated
durations are not available will probably also take 15 years or more.

The far ends of the distribution show that a few sites were finished
shortly after they were proposed for the NPL, but others are expected to take
20, 30, or even 41 years. The sites completed within just a few years of being
proposed did not undergo the standard RI/FS-RD-RA sequence: early
cleanup work conducted by PRPs, the states, or EPA’s removal program while
the listing process was under way precluded the need for further response.
Sites at the upper end of the duration scale include some of the largest and
most technically challenging sites, many of which are federal Department of
Energy or Department of Defense sites involved in weapons production.” In
fact, federal facilities account for just 8 percent of all sites with available
estimates but 48 percent of those with expected durations of 21 years or more,
making a federal site 11 times as likely as a nonfederal site to take that long.

Federal and nonfederal sites are not the only subsets of the NPL to
have very different distributions of cleanup times (see Table 2). The average
duration of cleanup at federal sites is 14.3 years, three years longer than the
average at nonfederal sites. Taking into account the sites for which RPMs
could not estimate completion dates (14 percent of nonfederal sites but 36
percent of federal sites), the true difference in average duration could be even
larger. Within the set of nonfederal sites, further classification by year of
proposed listing on the NPL reveals another sharp distinction: those proposed
from 1981 through 1983 have an average estimated duration of 12.9 years, as
against 9.6 years for those proposed between 1984 and 1992. Also, sites with
more than one operable unit are expected to take almost three years longer,
on average, than sites with a single operable unit.

The sharp differences in estimated average duration by year of NPL
proposal may reflect a real phenomenon or may be an artifact of the data
provided by the RPMs. On the one hand, the finding is consistent with
previous CBO research showing a decline in the incidence of the most
expensive "mega-sites” among those proposed after 1983; experience and
improvements made in the program since its early years could also be

8. Durations could not be calculated at 223 sites for which the RPMs did not estimate completion years and 2 sites
for which NPL proposal dates were not available.

9. For a discussion of the cleanup challenges at DOE facilities, see Congressional Budget Office, Cleaning Up the
Department of Energy's Nuclear Weapons Complex (forthcoming).
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FIGURE 2 DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED CLEANUP DURATIONS
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TABLE 2.

ESTIMATES OF AVERAGE DURATION

FOR SELECTED GROUPS OF NPL SITES

Proposed Proposed
Total 1981-1983 1984-1992
Number Number Number
of Sites Years of Sites Years of Sites Years
Federal Sites 80 143 3 160 m 142
Nonfederal Sites 944 112 469 129 475 9.6
Sites with One
Operable Unit 574 10.1 n.c. n.c n.c n.c
Sites with Multiple
Operable Units 448 134 n.c. n.c. n.c n.c
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

NPL = Natiooal Priorities List; n.c. = aot calculated.
Figures exclude sites for which estimates of duration are not available.

NOTES:

contributing to a real reduction in average duration,’” On the other hand,
the differences may merely be evidence of the overoptimism suspected by
officials at EPA headquarters. The sites listed more recently have generally
not progressed as far through the Superfund pipeline; for example, only 16
percent of those with actual or estimated completion dates had been finished
by 1993, compared with 31 percent of the early sites. Hence, estimates of
cleanup duration for the later sites would be more strongly affected by any
underestimation by RPMs of future budgetary constraints or enforcement
problems.

In any event, proposal years and numbers of operable units are likely
to be only first-order explanations for the durations of NPL sites. A deeper
analysis must identify the site characteristics that explain why some sites were
listed earlier or divided into more operable units.

WHY DOES DURATION VARY AMONG SITES?

In its 1993 interviews, EPA asked the remedial project managers to identify
the primary and secondary factors involved at fast and slow sites. Other data

10. CBO, The Towal Costs of Cleaning Up Nonfederal Superfund Sites, pp. 20-24.
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available from the interviews shed light on the specific site characteristics
associated with the types of problems identified by RPMs at slow sites.

RPM Explanations for Fast and Slow Sites

The RPMs were asked to identify factors contributing to quick progress at
sites whose observed or expected duration from final listing on the NPL to
construction completion was sufficiently below average. The cutoff time was
8 years for sites with a single operable unit and 10 years for sites with
multiple operable units. The interview question about slow sites focused on
single-unit sites with duration exceeding 12 years and multiple-unit sites taking
more than 14 years.!! Using these criteria, RPMs identified 493 fast sites
and 273 slow sites out of the total NPL of 1,249 sites."

For each fast or slow site, the RPM could select a primary explanation
and other major explanations from a list of possible contributing factors.
Primary factors were identified for 414 of the 493 fast sites, with five sites
receiving two primary explanations each; 620 secondary explanations were
given for 359 of the 493 sites (see Table 3). The dominant primary factor at
fast sites was simplicity of the contamination problem, cited in 157 cases. No
other single response (excluding the catch-all "other” category) was selected
at more than 38 sites, although three responses relating to relations with a
site’s responsible parties together account for 85 cases--"site is single-party,”
"use of CERCLA settlement tools,” and "other unusual PRP cooperation,"
Secondary responses were distributed more broadly, with the most mentions
received by single-party sites (96), simple contamination problems (80), staff
stability at EPA (73), other (67), other PRP cooperation (62), and standard
problems allowing short RI/FSs (57).

Conclusions based on the analogous data for slow sites are somewhat
harder to draw because "other” is the dominant primary category and also the
most frequently mentioned secondary category (see Table 4). Review of the
notes accompanying the "other" responses indicates that, in many cases, RPMs

11. EPA chose these cutoffs as two-year deviations from estimated national averages of 10 and 12 years for single-
unit and multiple-unit sites. The interview data themselves produced a lower average of 8.7 years for single-unit
sites (neglecting the 1.4 years between proposed and final listing). However, this figure may be biased downward
because estimated completion years were not available for 15 percent of such sites.

12. Data transcribed from the RPM interviews list another 50 sites as both shorter and longer than average. These
sites, and a half-Gozen other anomalous cases, are excluded from the sets of fast and slow sites discussed here.

13. Review of the notes accompanying the 88 "other” responses indicates that prelisting work (mentioned 23 times),
sites cleaned up through removal actions or otherwise departing from the standard NPL process (17 cases), and
simple remedies (10 cases) account for more than half of the total.
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chose “other” only because of problems with the wording of the more specific
categories. These problems reflect the time constraints under which EPA
collected the data: the agency included the questions on fast and slow sites at
CBO’s request and did not have time to test fully and improve on the
suggested wording.

CBO’s interpretation of the RPMs’ responses on slow sites, which
characterizes most of the "other” responses and brings together related

TABLE 3. PRIMARY AND SECONDARY
EXPLANATIONS FOR FAST SITES

Citations as Citations as

Explanation Primary Factor Secondary Factor
Simple Contamination Problem 157 80
Standard Problem Allowing Short
RI/FS 18 57
Unusual EPA Funding Commitment 3 14
Unusual EPA Staff Stability 32 73
Innovative Technology 3 14
Unusual Community Cooperation 4 4
State Lead 13 2
Other Unusual State Cooperation 3 2
Site Is Single-Party 32 9%
Use of Settlement Tools 15 16
Other Unusual PRP Cooperation 38 62
Site Is Orphan 6 2

~ Site Is Not Orphan, but Fund-Lead
Cleanup Was Chosen Quickly 4 12
Other 88 67
Do Not Know 3 33
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.
NOTES: RI/FS = remedial investigation/feasibility study; EPA = Eavironmental Protection

Agency; PRP = potentially responsible party.
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categories of answers, is shown in Table 5. In this interpretation, intrinsic site
problems and enforcement and other legal problems are the two most
common primary explanations for slow cleanups. (More than one factor
within a group may apply to a given site; hence, the number of sites for which
a group of factors is a primary or secondary explanation may be less than the
sum of the sites affected by the individual factors.) One noteworthy result of
classifying the "other” responses is that the number of primary explanations

TABLE4. PRIMARY AND SECONDARY
EXPLANATIONS FOR SLOW SITES

Citations as Citations as
Explanation Primary Factor Secondary Factor
Novel Problem Requiring Long
RI/FS 36 41
Different Areas--Many RI/FSs 36 57
Funding Constraints 11 54
Staffing Constraints 14 53
Size or Availability Constraints on
Equipment 1 10
Community Objections to Remedy
Selected by EPA 4 29
State Objections to Remedy 1 2
PRP Objections to Remedy 13 48
Use of Settlement Tools 5 14
Other PRP Negotiation Delays 3 65
Lead Changes 20 28
New Remedy Chosen After Start of
Remedial Design 8 1
New Remedy Chosen After Start of
Remedial Action 1 8
Other _ 97 69
Do Not Know 4 19
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.
NOTES: RI/FS = remedial investigation/feasibility study; EPA = Environmental Protection Agency;

PRP = potentially responsible party.
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TABLE S. INTERPRETED EXPLANATIONS FOR SLOW SITES

Citations as Citations as
Explanation Primary Factor Secondary Factor
Site Problems 107 103
Complex/difficult site 56 57
Many RI/FSs, large site 55 62
Other - 4 1
Remedy Problems 29 2
Selected remedy changed or
supplemented 9 18
Remedy awaits other cveats or is
phased in 10 2
Innovative remedy 1 0
Other 9 8
Resource Constraints and Miscellaneous
Federal Problems 31 9
Funding constraints o 55
Staff constraints 14 53
Equipment constraints 1 10
Federal facilities and interagency
problems (excluding DOJ) 6 6
Other EPA problems 0 7
(Continued)

involving state problems rises from 11 to 29 when problems of state/federal
coordination and state-lead sites are included.

The groups cited most often as secondary causes of slow cleanups are
those involving enforcement problems, site problems, and resource problems.
Individual factors cited more prominently as secondary explanations include
objections by PRPs to EPA’s chosen remedies, other delays in PRP
negotiations, funding constraints, and staffing constraints."

14. Most or all of the reported staffing constraints presumably refer to EPA staff, but the funding constraints may
refer to federal and private PRPs as well as to EPA.
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TABLE 5. CONTINUED

Citations as Citations as

Explanation Primary Factor Secondary Factor
State Problems 2 3

Objections to remedy 11 2

Coordination problems with EPA, state

leads, other 18 11
Community/Trustee Problems 10 31
Enforcement, Other Legal Problems 84 122

Lead changes 21 28

PRP remedy objections 13 48

Use of settlement tools 6 14

Other PRP negotiation delays 3 65

Large numbers of PRPs; miscellaneous

PRP problems 18 14

RCRA coordination; DOJ, court delayé 6 6
Other; Do Not Know 11 24
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.
NOTES: RI/FS = remedial investigation/feasibility study; DOJ = Department of Justice; EPA =

Eavironmental Protection Agency; PRP = potentially responsible party; RCRA = Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act.

Within a category, individual sites may have mulliple explanations; hence, the number of
individual explanations may add to more than the category totals.

EPA’s use of settlement tools such as de minimis settlements and mixed
funding has been a topic of much interest in recent years. Although the
available data do not necessarily indicate the likely effects of more widespread
use of the tools, they do show that de minimis settlements and mixed funding
have had only a minor impact on cleanup times thus far. Accompanying notes
show that de minimis settlements are cited as primary factors at two fast sites
and one slow site, and as secondary factors at three sites of each type; mixed
funding is mentioned as a secondary factor twice each at fast and slow sites.
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