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OSWER Directive No. 9200.0-32P

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Interim Guidance on Implementing the Superfund Adminigrative Reform on PRP
Oversght

FROM: Stephen D. Luftig, Director
Office of Emergency and Remedid Response

Barry N. Breen, Director
Office of Ste Remediation Enforcement

TO: Superfund Divison Directors (Regions 1-X)
Regiond Counsd (Regions 1-X)

PURPOSE

This memorandum provides direction and guidance to Regions on implementation of the
Superfund Reform on the Adminidration of Potentidly Responsble Paty (PRP) Oversght. The
memorandum directs Regions to focus on efforts to engage in open didogues with PRPs that have
setlements with EPA as a means to promote appropriate oversght that ensures the development and
implementation of protective cleanups, gives careful consgderation to the associated costs being charged
to PRPs; and maximizes EPA recovery of oversght costs. Additiondly, this directive provides severd
ideas on oversght management and potentidly cost-saving practices for RPMs to consider when
planning and conducting oversight of PRP-lead response actions. This guidance supersedes the
OSWER directive (9200.4-15) on “Reducing Federal Oversght a Superfund Sites with Cooperative
and Capable Parties.”

BACKGROUND

In 1995, Adminidrator Browner announced severd new Superfund Reforms including an



initiative to reward capable and cooperative PRPs by reducing oversight where qudity work was being
performed. In August 1996, EPA issued guidance on “Reducing Federd Oversght a Superfund Sites
with Cooperative and Capable Parties’ that intended to foster improved relaionships, or recognize
exiging good relationships, with cooperative parties.

Based on EPA experience and input from stakeholders, the Agency has concluded that
developing a “basdine of overdght”, againg which site-specific oversight cost reductions can be
mesasured, is not practicd. Logicd variation in Ste-specific oversght based on ste-characteristics,
dready reduced levels of oversght, changing relationships with PRPs and communities, and the
evolving nature of response activities as cleanups progress is to be expected and encouraged.

However, EPA is committed to the god of reducing Superfund transaction costs where practicable and
thus continues to seek opportunities to provide oversght that ensures the implementation of protective
cleanups and gives careful condderation to codt.

OBJECTIVE

In light of EPA’s experience and continuing policy commitment, the Agency has eected to
focus on efforts to engage in open didogues with PRPs that have settlements with EPA as a means to
promote gppropriaie oversght that ensures the development and implementation of protective cleanups,
gives careful congderation to the associated costs being charged to PRPs; and maximizes EPA
recovery of oversight costs. EPA intends to work cooperatively with settling PRPs to use limited
Federd and PRP resources even more effectively to achieve timey and protective Ste cleanups by
talloring oversght activities to the complexity of the cleanup, the experience level of the performing
paties, and the interests of the community. EPA is committed to informing these PRPs of EPA’s
oversght expectations, providing them with opportunities to suggest ways to improve or streamline
oversght, and engaging them in open and meaningful didogue on oversght efforts to achieve timey and
protective cleanups. We bdlieve that by maintaining good working reationships with seitling PRPs
during oversght planning and throughout the work period, EPA can potentidly save oversight costs
through more focused planning, reduce the dement of surprise some PRPs face when receiving an
oversght bill, and reduce the number of billing disoutes without sacrificing the qudity of the cleanup. A
secondary benefit is that any resource savings may result in funds being freed up for other response
activities.

At the same time, EPA recognizes that this gpproach to site cleanups depends on the PRPs’
ability and willingness to comply with settlement agreements and adhere to Agency standards, as
outlined in Agency regulaions and policies. In effect, PRPs themsdlves have a sgnificant degree of
control over the oversight costs that EPA incurs. PRP cooperation, qudity work, timeliness, good
contractor management, and overall competence may largely dictate the level of oversght required for a
gte. Conversdly, the Agency aso recognizes that where PRPs are not fulfilling their responghilities
under a settlement, EPA has the respongbility to continue to assert its enforcement authorities as
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appropriate.

Successful working relationships depend on regular, clear, and open communications between
parties, shared commitment to reaching common gods, mutud understanding of expectations, flexibility
to changing conditions, and a willingness to ligen. We have seen tha many RPMs across the Regions
are driving to incorporate good management practices as they work with PRPs to achieve cleanups.
We appreciate the effort of these RPMs to facilitate cooperation between the Agency and PRPs, and
we encourage Regiond managers to acclam their accomplishments as modes to others.

IMPLEMENTATION

Through the Superfund reform on PRP oversght, EPA will offer settling PRPs the opportunity
to discuss oversght expectations and to provide suggestions on possihilities for conducting oversight in
an effident and effective manner while achieving timely and protective deanups. EPA will continue to
encourage PRPs to perform response work through cooperative settlements (e.g., consent decrees
(CDs) and adminigtrative orders on consent (AOCs)) and view the opportunity to meet and discuss
planned oversght activities as a benefit to PRPs and an incentive to settle. Moreover, where PRPs
have entered into agreements with EPA to pay oversght costs, EPA will drive to issue timdly (eg.,
annud) oversght hills based on known or avalable codts a the time of hilling.

During annud work planning, Regions will identify dtes a which PRPs are conducting response
work under CDs, AOCs or other settlement documents in place with EPA that provide for payment of
oversght costs. The annua Superfund Program Implementation Manud (SPIM) will contain specific
definitions of digibility and targeting requirements and measures for reporting accomplishment of the
reform.

As pat of this reform, EPA has certain expectations regarding the interaction between EPA
and PRPs as work progresses a a dte. Implementation of these expectations will help develop and
maintain effective working reationship practices and should be commonplace components of EPA’s
oversght management process for settling PRPs. Such practices include, but are not limited to:

1) Oversght kickoff meetings a which EPA and PRPs discuss performance and oversight
expectations. Such meetings are prescribed in RI/FS and RD/RA oversght guidance and

! OSWER, EPA. July 1991. Guidance on Oversight of Potentidly Responsible party
Remedid Invedtigations and Feasibility Studies. Find, Volume 1. OSWER Directive
9835.1(c). PP1-27.

OSWER, EPA. April 1990. Guidance on EPA Oversght of Remedid Desgns and
Remedid Actions Performed by Potentidly Respongble Paties Interim Find.
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2)

3)

should be conducted whenever a mgjor change in the phase of cleanup occurs.

Annua discussons during which EPA and PRPs review the past year's oversight activities and
discuss future work and oversight expectations. The Superfund reform on PRP oversight
specifically requires Regions to offer to discuss oversight expectations with PRPs annualy. To
the extent practicable, discussions should include congderation of other stakeholders interests
and edtimates of possible oversight contractor costs to be incurred. (RPMs should take care to
remind PRPs that al cost esimates are preliminary, may represent only a portion of EPA’s
oversght cogts, are non-binding, and that PRPs will be expected to pay al oversight costs,
including those that exceed estimates.) In some cases, PRPs may not find vaue in having such
conversations, or their concerns may be fulfilled through other avenues of communication.
Thus, they have the discretion to decline such invitations. However, Regions are expected to

honor PRP requests for such meetings or discussons where there is ongoing PRP response
work pursuant to a settlement.

Regular communication with PRPs on the progress of work and the oversight being conducted.
EPA expects that RPMs will communicate with PRPs or their contractors on the progress of
work at al stes according to the mechanisms of review and approva of deliverables as
specified in each settlement agreement. The frequency of communicetion will necessarily be
based on ste-specific activities, the nature of the deliverables being produced, and the
relaionship between the RPM and PRPs. In addition, when appropriate, RPMs are
encouraged to inform PRPs of dgnificant shifts in the level of oversght from those previoudy
planned. This information can help the PRPs anticipate potential cost increases (or decreases)
that may gppear in an upcoming oversight hill, give them opportunity to be responsve to issues
that may concern the RPM, and asss the PRPs when offering suggestions on ways to conduct
oversght more efficiently for the RPM’s condderation. This exchange of information should not
affect EPA’s ability to use any practices, such as unannounced inspections, that an RPM deems
to be effective oversght tools. Furthermore, such communication between a PRP and RPM
does not limit the RPM’s oversght authority nor creste additiond PRP “rights’ to limit the
amount of oversght EPA conducts.

The Role Of States

To varying degrees, States will have interest in cleanup activities that are performed by PRPs

under the oversght of EPA. A State may have a sgnificant technicd oversght role in PRP-conducted
cleanups, particularly where the State is conducting the oversight for EPA under a cooperative
agreement and/or is a dgnatory to an enforcement agreement. A State may aso be interested in
performing oversight tasks where community interests or implementation of State standards are of
concern.

OSWER Directive 9355.5-01. P5-6.
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States that have active interest in oversght may be induded in annua discussons with PRPs
about oversght expectations and project progress. Although some overlap may be

unavoidable, RPMs should work with States to facilitate options that prevent unnecessary redundancies
and maximize efficient use of limited State/EPA resources.

Oversight Billing

Timey hilling is another important component of maintaining good working relaionships with
PRPs that facilitates recovery of EPA cods. Under the Superfund reform on PRP oversght, Regions
are required to issue a timey bill for future response codts (including oversght costs addressed by this
guidance) that, to the extent caled for by the underlying settlement agreement, is accompanied by
gopropriate cost information or documentation. Alternaively, if a Region will not issue a hill for the full
amount owed (eg., in cases where Ste-specilic accounts have been established expressly to pay for
overdght costs), the Region will provide the PRPs an accounting of its oversght codts. In trangmitting
the bill to the PRPs, the Region should identify an EPA contact person whom the PRPs may cdl if they
have questions related to the hill.

Potentially Cost-Saving Oversight Management Techniques

The atachment to this memorandum describes severd concepts Headquarters and the Regions
have identified that can potentidly improve the effectiveness and efficiency of oversght management at
Superfund gtes. This guidance does not prescribe the use of these ideas for any particular Ste, but
encourages RPMs to consider these tools while planning and conducting oversght. RPMs have
discretion to use any or al of the gpproaches described and may modify any of the ideas within the
scope of the settlement and existing Agency policy and guidance to suit individud dte needs. Findly,
athough the Agency broadly advocates the use of these techniques to improve the management of
oversght, facilitate cleanup, and provide an open forum for suggestions, we recognize some techniques
may be inappropriate in Ste-gpecific Stuations.

If you have any questions regarding this Directive, please contact either Alan Youkdes, OERR
(703-603-8784), or Bruce Pumphrey, OSRE (202-564-6076), or a Headquarters or Regiona work
group representative listed below.

NOTICE: This document is intended soldly to provide information to EPA personnel, the public and to
CERCLA potentidly responsible parties regarding the conduct of CERCLA response actions. While
the guidance contained in this document may asss indudry, public and federd and date regulaors in
applying datutory and regulatory requirements of CERCLA, the guidance is not a subgtitute for those
legd requirements, nor is it a regulation itsdf. Thus, it does not impose legdly-binding requirements on
any party, including EPA, States or potentidly responsible parties.



National Work Group Representatives:

Region 1 Larry Brill

Region 2 Jeff Josephson, Sharon Kivowitz
Region 3 Peter Schaul, Randy Sturgeon
Region 4 Philip Vorsatz, Ann Maywesther
Region 5 Thomas Marks

Region 6 Bill Honker

Region 7 Jm Colbert, Steven Kinser
Region 8 Lisa Lloyd

Region 9 Holly Hadlock

Region 10 Peter Contreras

OERR Paul Nadeau, Alan Youkees

OSRE Linda Boornazian, Nellima Senjalia, Sharon Cullen, Bruce Pumphrey,
Patricia Kennedy, David Dowton

OCFO Bill Cooke, Thomas DeHoft

0GC Eal Salo, Alex Schmandt

DOJ Bruce Gelber

cc: Office of Regiona Counsd Superfund Branch Chiefs



Attachment: Potentially Cost-Saving Oversight Management Techniques

Conduct sporadic and unscheduled inspections instead of continuous oversight.

Where a PRP's contractors have shown themsdves to be relidble and technicaly competent, the use of
goradic  inspections  rather  than  continuous  oversight can result in - Significant cost savings. RPMs
should redidtically examine and plan time to be spent in the field, determining what points in the process
ae citicd and which ae not (for example the beginning of a particular condrucion phase or
paticulaly complex or criticd process).  Using  unscheduled inspections will be most appropriste where
a condruction project is fairly routine andlor a particular process is to be repested multiple times At
ome Stes, the addition of unannounced inspections may give RPMs additiond confidence in using
soradic  oversight.  However, many ingpections must be preplanned to coincide with particular  activities
and personnd  onsite.

Work directly with PRP contractors and encourage information exchanges between EPA oversight
contractors and PRP contractors.

In addition to working with PRPs, EPA can communicate with the PRP contractor if the PRPs are willing.
At dtes where EPA and the PRP ae working well together and have edablished some degree of trust

and confidence, oversight cost savings may be redized by this technique. By communicating directly
with the PRPs contractor, EPA can more rapidy and more accurady exchange information and advance
the progress of the project. In some indances the PRP project maneger may dlow EPA to work directly
with the contractor through al phases of the cleanup. The RPM should get approvd from the PRP

before working directly with the PRP's contractor and should dearly edablish the naure of the
information exchange that cen teke place between EPA and the contractor without the presence of the
PRP. EPA should keep the PRPs informed throughout the process.

It is ds often beneficd for an EPA oversght contractor and a PRP contractor to exchange information
directly, especidly in the fidd. For example during design, it may be advantageous for the RPM to
direct the EPA oversght contractor to explan a technicd mater directly to the PRP's contrector. In
other gtuations, such & during field work, the RPM may direct the oversght contractor to bring
concens directly to the PRP contractor, after confirming that the oversght contractor will bring major
concens firg to the RPM. In dl cases, however, dl paties should be clear that only authorized EPA
pesonnd may spesk on behdf of EPA with repect to changes to, or acceptance of, work.




Consider using State personnel to conduct oversight instead of, or in coordination with, EPA.

Although a State and EPA may ech have unique interess in the specifics of a deanup, they ds
generdly have numerous common concerns as well. An option for reducing potentid duplication of
oversght efforts by the State and EPA is to condder usng State personnd, under a cooperdive
agreement with EPA, to conduct oversght of discreef activities ingead of, or in coordination with, EPA.
In eddiion to reducing potentid duplictions of effort, relying on Stae personnd may offer other
advantages. Fird, the cogt of using States to conduct oversght may be less than usng Federd in-
house or contractor resources. Further, where travel is a large pat of the cogt of oversght, reiance on
nerby Statle personnd  can sometimes result in consderable savings  Another advantage to  having
State personnd  conduct oversight is that it may hep the State enhance exising cepabilities (consistent
with OSWER guidance on enhancing State  capabilities).

For this oversght drategy to be successful, it is essentid that there be a good working relaionship
between the Stae and federd project managers Subgtantid  agreement  about  invedtigation/congtruction
work to be conducted by the PRP, and agreement on the chain of command for directing work & the ste
For this idea to work the State must have personne capable to conduct the required oversight and
resources ufficient to conduct the tak under the Stat@EPA  cooperdive agreement. This  arangement
is not appropriate for Stes where the State is a PRP, or may not be aopropricte where the public has
expresed  a preference for  EPA  direct  oversight.

Consider using interagency agreements with other federal agencies to use government personnel to
conduct timely and effective oversight or review of documents.

Usng govenment personnd  from other federd agencies to conduct overdght or document review can,
in cetan caxs be an efecive management tool, especidly when inhouse oversght resources are
unavalable. If an RPM decides to use another government agency to conduct oversght, the RPM
shoud obtain a commitment from the agency for the oversght work to be peformed. A partnering
agreement is a usdful tool to assure goproprite personnel are provided when needed and that a
successful - relationship occurs. The RPM - should dso  evduate the expetise and the approach the
agency would use to peform the oversght or review.

RPMs can rapidly obtan pesonnd  resource support from  other federd  agencies, especidly where  EPA
drexy hes an interagency agreement ( IAG) in place with the govenment agency being consdered.
Severd EPA Regions have generic [AGs with the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) that endble the
Regions to fill out a short form to initie work quickly a any dte. Once EPA makes a request for work
through one of these generic TAGs, work can often dat in about a wesk. Work under other TAGs, such

& Stegedific technicd asisance TAGs, may teke three weeks to sx months or longer to put into place
Certain Regions may dso have IAGs with the US Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) or US Geologica
Survey (USGS) that can be eaccessed for oversght work.




Streamline the Agency’s approval of PRPs’ choice of commercial laboratories, for those laboratories
that are NELAP accredited or currently have a CLP analytical contract.

For Feded fundlead Superfund stes, a dgnificant portion of the Supefund program's andyticd  work
is peformed by commercid laboratories that are paticipants in the Contract Laboratory Program  (CLP).
The CLP represnts a st of commerdcid laboratories that have fixedprice contracts with the Agency.
Laboratories in the CLP rdy on presriptive andyticd datements of work (SOWs) and a thorough
Quaity Asurance Program to provide andyticd data of known and documented qudity thet are able to
withgand independent review and verifiction. To be digible as a CLP laboratory, the laboratory mugt
have succesfully andyzed preaward Peformance Eveduaion (PE) Samples and passed an ongte  audit.
The Naiond Environmentd Laboratory Accreditation Program  (NELAP) has dso  developed  Qudity
Asurance requirements that a laboratory must meet before it may be awaded NELAP accreditation
which dso includes successfully andyzing PE samples and passng an on-ste  audit.

Adminigrative Orders on Consent (AOC) and Consent Decrees generdly require the Agency to  agpprove
a PRPs choice of a leboratory. Since laboratories that have NELAP accreditation or a current CLP
contract have dready demondrated their jlity to generae qudity data RPMs may quickly approve
the PRPs choice of laboratories based on their NELAP accreditation or CLP contracts This  streamlined
laboratory approval  process  should avoid repetitive Federd and  State  assessments  of  the  laboratory's
capability to generate quaity data However, when RPMs approve PRP's choice of laboratories in this
manner, the RPMs should be mindful that these laboratories are under contract to the PRPs and have no
odbligation to EPA to conduct andyses pursuant to CLP contract or NELAP cetification specifications.

Actud leboratory pefformance on  ay given environmentd case and the laboratory's  demonstrated
capability to generate quadity data ae separate concepts.  Although a laboratory may have the
demongtrated capability to generate quaity data the Region must dill review a PRP's andyticd data and
veify that the daa ae of acceptable quaity to support ste decisons. The CLP program, for example
requires the submisson of dectronic and hard copy data packages tha ae assessed dectronicaly by its
Data Assessment Tool for contract compliance and quality control criteria on a caseby-case beds.
Electronic spreadshedts (eg., Lotus) are then sent within 24 to 48 hours from the receipt of the

laboratory data to Regiond data validators.

Consider ~ alternatives to using standard split sampling methodology.

Depending upon  Ste-specific  circumdtances, especidly  with respect to PRPs”  capability and  the
public's confidence in the PRPs’ efort, dterndtives to the dandad split sampling protocol may reduce
the cods asociated with split sampling without sacrificing  EPA’s independent  verification of PRP
adtivities. One dtenative is to dlow the PRPs to use a field laboratory for their andyss while EPA
sends split samples to a conventiond laboratory or to OERR’s Contract Laboratory Program  (CLP).  For
this option to be effective EPA would have to ensure that the andyticd methods of the laboratories ae
the same (comparable methods might adso be used but would require additiond comparability
evauations). This process could save the PRPs andyticd resources while il providing EPA - with
confidence in the sampling results.

Another possihility is for the PRPs, under the oversght of EPA or its contractors to take their own gplit

sanples and ship them to an EPA laboratory or via the Regiond Sample Control Center Coordinators

ship them to the CLP for andysis This method would save EPA the cost of developing its own Qudity
Assurance  Project Plan (QAPP) for sample collection as well as costs of taking, handling, and shipping

the samples EPA would necessaily dfill incur the cost of obseving the sampling effort but would not

require an entire fidd team to take samples




Provide PRPs with access to models and good examples for work planning documents such as Quality
Assurance Project Plans and Health and Safety Plans.

PRPs that use task-gppropride modes can better focus ther effots as well as fadlitie EPA review, thus
potentidly ~ dtreamlining PRP and EPA oversight costs.  Although models may provide vauable
asdance in  producing deliverable documents, modes should be talored to Stespecitic  circumstances.
RPMs should employ appropriate flexibility when relying on the moddls to ensure that the documents
produced ae commensurae with the work to be peformed.

Severd  Regions have model or sample documents or checkligs that they make avalable to the regulated
community. Numerous guidance and modd documents ae dso avalable on the Internet.  Suggested
links for information on qudity assurance documents include

http://www.epa.gov/region09/qa/index.html
http://es.epa.govincerqa/qa/qa_docs.html

When appropriate, consider writing remedial design (RD) and remedial action (RA) Scopes of Work
and Consent Decrees that combine and/or eliminate unnecessary or duplicative RD and RA submittals.

Reducing the number of deliverables that PRPs submit or combining multiple deliverables into single
documents may help dreamline and focus PRP work and EPA oversght. For example depending on the
complexity of a specific desgn, an RPM may detemine that only preiminary and find design submittals
ae necessay, or tha saverd plans can be incorporated into one document. In some cass, the RPM
may dso decide that working medtings may be adequate replacements for certain interim  deliverables.
Where epproprite, Consent Decress and  Scopes of Work should be written to provide such flexibility.

Use in-house EPA experts for document review and/or oversight when available, in lieu of contractors.

Usng EPA pesonnd rather than oversight contractors to conduct document review or routine field
oversght may result in cot savings a cetan stes depending on the avalability of inhouse expertise
for such ativities. This is especidly true where, even with contractor assstance, much of the RPM's
involvement is  dill necessary. Alternatively, cost savings may dso be achieved by directing EPA
oversght contractors to Sdectively review components of documents tha the RPM does not have the
expetise to review or when no inhouse expet is avalable

Although direct oversight by EPA pesonnd may save costs on a Stespecific besis, Regiond priorities
may require RPMs and other inhouse experts to work on severd stes a one time. Where in-house
resources are limited, oversght contractor assistance may be necessay to asis RPMs who ae
oversedng the activities of severd dtes smultaneoudy. RPMs and their managers will need to baance
the potentid cost savings associaed with RPM's and other technicd expertS commitments to any
individud dte and the Region's commitments to accomplish work a severd other Stes.

10.

Provide flexibility in developing payment schedules if necessary.

Circumdtances may require some flexibility in  establishing schedules for payment of EPA's oversight
cods. Where such circumdtances exist, EPA may consder a private paty’'s proposd for an  dternate
payment arangement. Proposds should include a judtifiction as to why an dtenae payment
arangement is necessay (eg., documented inability to pay on the dandard or existing schedule). |If
EPA dects to adopt an dtenae payment arangement, EPA will ensure that future payments reflect the
preent vaue of money.
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11.

The use of the facilitator, especially a trained mediator, may help increase the efficiency of meetings
and the project process under certain situations.

A key to successul ste work is the development of trus between EPA, the State the PRPs, and the
community. In certain  Stuations, where conflicting interests among  intereded paties may thresten to
dow the progress of a project, facilitators may help improve discussons and move the project forward.
A facilitator or medigor can be used & dmost any point in the process where the input, or agreement of
the multiple paties, would expedite progress. A facilittor may be egpecidly useful when numerous
paties are involved or where relationships among the PRPs, EPA, andlor the State may be Strained.
Fecilitators  have been used successfully a severd stes For example, a medigor/fecilitator  has  been
successfully used to address tensons among landowners, city officids, and PRPs to rexwlve land owner
concerns  regarding  the city's redevelopment plans and the remedid action objectives of the sdlected
remedy. At another ste a medigor helped the interested paties (State, locd government, PRP, and
community groups) understand the uncertainties regarding residud  risks associated  with  various  levels
of deaup and become comfortable with the sdected cleanup level of the remedy.

12.

Make use of available Response Action Contracts (RACs) tools to review EPA contractor bills.

Response  Action Contracts (RACs) ae the longterm cleanup contracting component of EPA’S
Superfund  Long-Term  Contracting  Strategy  (LTCS), released in - September 1990, which defined the
portfolio of Superfund Contracts.  Under RACs, the work assgnment maneger (WAM) has the
reponshility to ensure that contractor work assgnments ae managed  effectivdly. Standard  reporting
requirements have been developed for RACs a cod management tools tha the WAM (who is often the
RPM) is to use to asdst the review of contractor peformance and costs. For example, the Monthly
Progress Report includes a narative that describes the work done over the given reporting period and a
financid backup that provides documentation of the coss for the reporting period. By  carefully
reviewing these reports the WAM is ale to veify that the asigned work was accomplished, was
within the scope of work of the work assgnment, and that the cods were reasonable and alowable. The
WAM should use this review to help determine that contractor oversight tasks and costs ae

gopropriate and can use this tool a a means to control oversght cods.

13.

Consider using language in Administrative Orders and Consent Decrees that minimize cleanup down
time.

Regions may condder using Adminidrative Orders that combine the RI/FS and RD to reduce down time
for PRP contractors who ae wating for RA negotitions and entry of Consent Decrees to be completed.
Ancther option is to build provisons into Consent Decrees that enable PRPs to stat the RD a the point
of Consent Decree lodging. Regions adso might consider negotigting for an  Adminigrative Order on
Consnt for an RD and then negotisting a Consent Decree for the RA. These techniques can save one

to three years of project down time
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