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Executive Summary 
 
In an effort to improve the Registered Environmental Consultant (REC) Program as well as the cleanup of other 
sites, the N.C. Department of Environment and Natural Resources’ Division of Waste Management (Division), 
conducted a survey of Registered Site Managers’ (RSMs) opinions about current effectiveness of the program and 
about some potential changes that would broaden the authority of the RSMs.  The division also solicited ideas for 
potential improvements.  The following is a summary of the responses: 
 
Responses about the effectiveness of state guidance and support of RECs 
 

 77% of respondents thought the REC Program website was beneficial.   

 75% thought the REC Program Implementation Guidance document was beneficial.   

 69% thought the REC Program Work Phase and Document Component Checklists were beneficial.   

 86% thought the REC Program newsletters were beneficial.   

 74% had taken part in conference calls and/or meetings with REC Program staff to discuss unique or 

challenging site-specific situations and had found them beneficial. 

 82% had attended REC Program training sessions and found them beneficial. 

 70% had attended REC Program general information meetings and found them beneficial. 

 64% indicated interest in more face-to-face interaction with REC Program staff regarding projects.  Opinion 

about additional fees to support increased interaction was mixed. 

 67% thought the REC Program rules and guidance gave them flexibility to use their own professional judgment 

in completing remedial investigations and remedial actions.  

Responses about REC authority to approve risk-based remedies  

 52% of the respondents favor a change in the law to allow REC approval of risk-based remedies for “on-

property contamination” at industrial sites, without department review of supporting data such as groundwater 

models or risk assessments demonstrating the risk-based remedy will be protective.  38% of the respondents 

are against the change, while 10% had no opinion.  Several respondents in favor of the change felt that 

department review of the remedy should still be available in certain circumstances.  Most of the respondents 

opposing the change voiced stronger opinions about the topic and indicated they preferred department review 

of risk-based remedies as a third party. 

Responses about Certification of Cleanup Work 

 66% of the respondents prefer certification of site actions as currently set out in current REC Program rules, 

whereby the REC certifies (signs a notarized statement) that a specific minimum set of investigation and 

remediation criteria had been met, and that applicable cleanup standards (as specified in law) had been met.  

Most of the remaining respondents would support a change in requirements such that an REC would not need 

to certify that a minimum set of investigation and remediation requirements had been met, but only to certify 

that applicable cleanup standards had been met. Those same remaining respondents were divided nearly 

equally over how to qualify their certification:  approximately 16% would prefer signing a notarized statement, 

while 14% would prefer using their professional license to seal a statement. 
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 When asked about certification requirements if RECs were granted authority to approve and implement risk-

based remedies without department review, responses did not change appreciably.  For independent approval 

of risk-based remedies for “on-property contamination” at industrial sites, 64% of the respondents would still 

prefer certification as currently set out in the REC Program.  For approval of remedies for contamination that 

extends “off the source property”, 57% of the respondents indicated they prefer certification as currently set 

out in REC Program rules. 

Responses about the use of groundwater models in lieu of sampling 

 When asked if the use of computer modeling could serve as the sole means of defining the extent of 

contamination “off the source property”, RSMs responded in equal numbers to support and to oppose the idea.  

The majority of comments associated with both “for” and “against” responses made the same point: that 

modeling could be used in only certain situations, and should not be used as the sole means of defining the 

extent of contamination in the absence of a complete remedial investigation. 

 

Suggestions for improving the REC Program 

 

The division asked respondents to provide suggestions for improving the assistance currently offered by the REC 

Program, or any other part of the program.  Valuable suggestions were received and processes are in place to 

address them, with some solutions already implemented: 

 

o Indicate when information on the REC Program website has been updated. 

o Modify the website so links to remedial goals, screening levels, CARA (electronic files), etc. are easier to 

access. 

o Include information on the website such as frequently asked questions (FAQs) and common topics of 

discussion brought up during REC Program general meetings with RSMs. 

o Indicate in the REC Program guidance where information has been updated. 

o Include the REC Program rules in the content of the REC Program guidance (note some opposed this 

change).  

o Provide clarification that the REC Program checklists are meant to be used as a tool or guide to aid 

RSMs rather than a requirement. 

o Include previous REC Program newsletters on the website. 

o Provide additional guidance regarding risk-based remediation. 

o REC Program training needs more availability (either larger classes or more frequency). 

o Include more examples and case studies for discussion at general meetings. 

o Attending general meetings is difficult due to travel distance. 

o Several comments included concerns with limitations in law (risk-based remediation) and rule (lack of 

department authority to grant extensions and notarization requirements related to document certification).   
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Purpose 
 
The North Carolina General Assembly created the Registered Environmental Consultant (REC) Program in 1997 as 
a means for consultants to independently conduct environmental cleanups without Inactive Hazardous Sites Branch 
(depart) oversight at contaminated sites considered by the IHSB to be lower risk.  In addition to their authority to 
investigate sites and to approve and implement remedies that meet applicable cleanup standards, RECs may also 
design and implement cleanups at sites eligible for the use of risk-based remedial goals, but those risk-based 
remedies currently require review and concurrence by the department.  In an effort to improve the function of the 
REC Program as well as the cleanup of other sites in North Carolina, the N.C. Department of Environment and 
Natural Resources’ Division of Waste Management conducted a survey to gather ideas on how the REC Program is 
working and how to improve it. 
 
The division conducted the survey using Survey Monkey® and all responses were anonymous.  The division will use 
the compiled results to evaluate ways to improve the effectiveness of the REC Program. 
 
Background 
 
REC Program staff emailed an internet link to the survey website to 188 contacts on a distribution list maintained by 
the program.  The distribution list includes the email addresses of approximately 170 Registered Site Managers 
(RSMs) that are approved to do work on the project sites that make up the REC Program.  The remaining contacts 
on the distribution list primarily include other support staff that assist RSMs with work on these projects. 
 
The survey included 20 questions developed by the division to gather information concerning two main topics 
regarding the REC Program:  1) the assistance provided to consultants by the IHSB and 2) the decision-making and 
certification processes of the work conducted by consultants, with emphasis relating to risk-based cleanups.  The 
questions were set up with various answers from which the respondent could choose.  Most questions were set up 
to prompt for a “yes/no/no opinion” response and simultaneously allow comments.  Also, for particular questions the 
respondents could provide more than one answer along with their comments.  A summary of the actual individual 
comments received from Survey Monkey® for each question is attached.  The survey ran for 20 days (from 
December 23, 2014 to January 11, 2015). 
 
Questions, Responses, and Analysis 
 
Questions Q1 and Q2 
 
The first two questions related to the respondent’s general experience and familiarity with the REC Program. 
 
Q1:  I have been an approved Registered Site Manager (RSM) for: 
 

 0-2 years 

 3-5 years 

 6 or more years. 

 I am not an approved RSM. 
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Q1 Response: 
 

 
 
Q1 Analysis: 

 
Of the 64 survey responses received, 42 were submitted by individuals indicating they had been an approved RSM 
for six or more years, while 12 were submitted by individuals indicating they had been an approved RSM for three 
to five years.  The survey responses indicated the majority of the individuals (approximately 85%) have been 
approved as RSMs for more than three years, which indicates an adequate representation of experienced RSMs 
was achieved by the survey. 
 

 
Q2:  As a consultant, which of the following best describes your experience or familiarity with the REC Program? 

 

 I have worked directly on one REC project under an administrative agreement with the IHSB. 

 I have worked directly on more than one REC project under an administrative agreement with the IHSB. 

 I have not yet worked directly on a project in the REC Program, but am familiar with the function and 
various aspects of the IHSB and the REC Program. 

 I am not familiar with the function and various aspects of the IHSB and the REC Program. 
  



 
REC PROGRAM SURVEY RESULTS 

3 
 

 
Q2 Response: 
 

 
Q2 Analysis: 

 
Of the 64 survey responses received, 43 were submitted by individuals indicating they had worked directly on more 
than one REC project under an administrative agreement with the IHSB, while 10 were submitted by individuals 
indicating they worked directly on one REC project under an administrative agreement with the IHSB.  The survey 
responses indicated the majority of the individuals (approximately 83%) had worked directly on REC projects under 
administrative agreements with the IHSB, which indicates an adequate representation of consultants with 
experience working on projects in the REC Program was achieved by the survey. 
 
 
Questions Q3 through Q7 
 
Questions Q3 through Q7 solicited feedback from consultants regarding various tools the IHSB provides to assist 
RECs conducting independent oversight of the projects that make up the REC Program.  The questions allowed the 
respondent to provide more than one answer along with their comments.  
 
Q3: Do you find the REC Program website beneficial? (Please provide your comments in the space provided) 
 
Q3 Response: 
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Q3 Analysis: 
 
Sixty-four individuals responded. Four of those respondents chose multiple answers and comments.  Of the 68 total 
responses, 49 individuals (approximately 77%) indicated the REC Program website was beneficial.  Most of the 
comments indicated the website is informative, useful, and easy to navigate.  The most frequent comments appear 
in summary form below, followed by the IHSB’s notations in italics: 
 

 Mark or indicate when information has been updated. 
 
Where appropriate, the IHSB will explore adding visual markers/dates beside information to indicate when 
changes have been made. 
 

 Make modifications so links to topics such as remedial goals, screening levels, CARA (electronic files), etc. 
are easier to access. 
 
The IHSB will explore ways to make access to the various common links across department programs 
easier and more user-friendly.  Access/instructions have recently been made easier to navigate.  Also, the 
department is investigating a replacement to its electronic document management system with one that will 
be easier to use. 
 

 Include information such as frequently asked questions (FAQs) or common issues regarding the REC 
Program and common topics of discussion brought up during REC Program meetings with RSMs. 
 
In Fall 2014, the IHSB posted “Common Questions & Answers” to help clarify some continuing questions 
and misunderstandings regarding the REC Program.  Also, in the past the IHSB posted common questions 
& answers (Q & A) from a specific general meeting with RSMs because of significant interest in the topics 
discussed.  In the future, as issues arise, the IHSB will update the “Common Questions & Answers” 
currently provided on the website.  The IHSB will also include discussions of important topics and common 
Q & A from the general meetings that are held. 
 

 For the certification forms, adjust the font size where text has to be completed/inserted on the forms. 
 
Only a few respondents mentioned concerns with the font size on the certification forms and very few 
complaints or problems with the forms have been received in past.  The IHSB will investigate the issue, but 
suspects a software problem may exist with certain individuals using the forms.  The forms do not have to 
be completed electronically and hardcopies of the latest forms can be sent to the user upon request to be 
completed manually.  Instructions are provided with the forms on the website that inform the user to contact 
REC Program staff regarding difficulties downloading the forms.  The IHSB will modify the instructions and 
will discuss the issue with RSMs in future training sessions, meetings, etc. 
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Q4: Do you find the REC Program Implementation Guidance Document (updated annually) beneficial? (Please 
provide your comments in the space provided) 
 
Q4 Response: 
 

 
 
Q4 Analysis: 
 
Sixty-four individuals responded.  One respondent chose multiple answers and comments.  Of the 65 total 
responses, 48 individuals (approximately 75%) indicated the REC Program Implementation Guidance document 
was beneficial.  In general, most of the comments indicated the guidance is helpful and provides useful information.  
The most frequent comments appear in summary form below, followed by the IHSB’s notations in italics: 
 

 Mark or indicate in the Guidance document where information has been updated. 
 
A newsletter that summarizes the most significant changes and/or additions made to the Guidance 
document is issued to RSMs each time revisions are made.  In the future, the IHSB will also include a 
summary of the most significant changes inside the cover of the document. 
 

 Include or merge the REC Program rules into the content of the Guidance document. 
 
In this survey and the past, the IHSB has received mixed comments regarding the layout of the Guidance 
document.  Some users like having a more streamlined document that does not repeat regulatory 
requirements for certain rules that are considered self-explanatory, while others like having each rule 
mentioned in the document along with the IHSB’s comments.  The IHSB will continue to explore ways to 
accommodate all users and welcomes suggestions. 

 

 
Q5: Do you find the Work Phase and Document Component Checklists (a guide to ensure REC Program rules for 
work phases and document content have been addressed) beneficial? (Please provide your comments in the space 
provided) 
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Q5 Response: 
 

 
 

Q5. Analysis: 
 
Sixty-four individuals responded.  Of the 64 total responses, 44 individuals (approximately 69%) indicated the Work 
Phase and Document Component Checklists were beneficial.  In general, most of the comments indicated the 
checklists are good summaries of the rules and provide a quick reference to help ensure work is in compliance with 
rule requirements and schedules.  Several respondents commented that the checklists are good for support staff 
and remediating parties to use as a succinct list of the components for a particular work phase and as an aid in 
understanding project requirements.  Two responses indicated the checklists were not beneficial, but their 
comments suggested the purpose of the checklists may be misunderstood.  Based on the comments received, the 
following issue and the IHSB’s comments are provided regarding the checklists: 
 

 A better explanation of the purpose for the checklists is needed. 
 
The description for the checklists on the website was updated in Fall 2014 to better explain that the 
checklists are provided as a tool to aid or assist the RSM and do not need to be completed and returned 
with any document submitted to the IHSB.  The IHSB will clarify the issue with RSMs in future newsletters, 
training sessions, and meetings. 

 

 
Q6: Do you find the REC Program newsletters (issued via email at various times to present information on 
important topics) beneficial? (Please provide your comments in the space provided) 
 
Q6 Response: 
 

 
 
Q6 Analysis: 
 
Sixty-four individuals responded.  One respondent chose multiple answers and comments.  Of the 65 total 
responses, 55 individuals (approximately 86 %) indicated the REC Program newsletters were considered beneficial.  
In general, most of the comments indicated the newsletters are useful because they provide quick updates 



 
REC PROGRAM SURVEY RESULTS 

7 
 

 
regarding specific topics and program changes.  The most frequent comments appear in summary form below, 
followed by the IHSB’s notations in italics: 
 

 Include the previous newsletters on the REC Program website. 
 
All of the previous newsletters will be archived and included on the website. 
 

 Two respondents suggested making the newsletter easier for the reader to “scan” in the interest of time. 
 
In an attempt to accommodate time limitations for email recipients, the IHSB provides a very brief 
description of the newsletter topics in the subject line of the email and includes a bulleted summary of the 
topics at the top of the newsletter, so the email recipient can determine the relative importance of the 
information as they choose.  The IHSB also limits the number of topics in each newsletter and places the 
newsletter in the body of the email so the recipient does not have to open a separate attachment.  The 
IHSB will discuss the issue in future REC Program training sessions and meetings to gather ideas on any 
ways to assist them. 
 

Note:  A comparison of the survey results for all of the various tools provided by the IHSB to assist RECs suggests 
the newsletters are the most beneficial tool for the consultants.   

 

 
Q7: Can you suggest other tools or any modifications to these tools that you believe would be beneficial to 
consultants? 
 
Q7 Response: 
 
Twenty-eight individuals responded. 
 
Q7 Analysis: 
 
Question Q7 provided an opportunity for respondents to provide written suggestions or comments regarding any 
tools they believe would be beneficial to consultants doing work in the REC Program.  Review of the comments did 
not reveal common ideas from consultants regarding any additional specific tools for the REC Program that would 
be beneficial.  The most frequent comments appear in summary form below, followed by the IHSB’s notations in 
italics: 
 

 Provide guidance regarding risk-based remediation. 
 

The need for guidance regarding risk-based remediation is a subject broader than the REC Program, but 
worthy of mentioning since many REC Program sites are lower risk and the RSM could select risk-based 
remediation as a remedial alternative.  Risk-based remediation is allowed by law and is discussed in the 
REC Program Implementation Guidance document, with specific details in Appendix F.  If the use of risk-
based remediation grows, division-wide guidance will be revised and expanded, and cross-referenced with 
the REC Program Guidance document.  
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 Provide on-line access to reports and documents. 
 

In 2013, the division made site correspondence and documents available online.  Program staff described 
the electronic filing system in newsletters and at various meetings.  Instructions for accessing the electronic 
files can be found on the IHSB’s website as well as other websites within DENR. 
 

 Provide a comprehensive list of sites with cleanup status. 
 

Each year the Inactive Hazardous Sites Program Report to the NC General Assembly provides a list of all 
of the sites on the IHSB’s inventory, noting which sites have an approved cleanup underway, and under 
which programs.  The report does not provide specific information about the remediating party, but that 
information can be found in the public files. 

 
 
Questions Q8 through Q12 
 
Since the REC Program is designed for RSMs to make most cleanup decisions independent from IHSB 
involvement, Q8 through Q12 solicit feedback from consultants about opportunities for RECs and remediating 
parties to have face-to-face interaction with program staff.  The questions allowed the respondents to provide more 
than one answer along with their comments.  Consultants were asked whether or not they found the following four 
types of opportunities beneficial, and to describe areas for improvement. 
 
Q8:  Do you find it beneficial to have conference calls and/or meetings with REC Program staff (and other division 
staff if applicable) to discuss projects and site-specific unique and sometimes challenging situations? 
 
Q8 Response: 
 

 
 
Q8 Analysis: 
 
Sixty-one individuals responded.  Of the 61 total responses, 45 individuals (approximately 74%) indicated they had 
participated in conference calls and/or meetings and had found them beneficial.  In general, comments indicated 
the REC Program staff are responsive, knowledgeable, and always helpful.  Comments from respondents included, 
“very helpful for the RP/Property owner”, “willing to meet”, and “more of a partnership that is really required for more 
complex projects”.  One individual responded, “I find the REC Program staff are about the most responsive group I 
deal with inside DENR”.  A few responses noted staff limitations with understanding specific details of a project, but 
also acknowledged the limitations were due to the nature of the REC Program, where staff do not directly oversee 
the work.  No comments identified issues that need to be addressed by the IHSB at this time. 
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Q9:  Do you find it beneficial to have REC Program training sessions (offered at various times during the year for 
RSMs, their staff, and others)? 
 
Q9 Response: 
 

 
 
Q9 Analysis: 
 
Sixty-one individuals responded. Three respondents chose multiple answers and comments.  Of the 64 total 
responses, 50 individuals (approximately 82%) indicated they had attended REC Program training sessions and 
found them beneficial.  In general, most of the comments indicated the Training is very useful for new RSMs and as 
a refresher to experienced RSMs.  Several comments expressed problems with the classes filling up too quickly.  
Other comments suggested confusion between REC Program training sessions and general REC Program 
information meetings.  The most frequent comments appear in summary form below, followed by the IHSB’s 
notations in italics: 
 

 Training needs more availability (either larger classes or more frequency). 
 
The IHSB believes a smaller class size for the training is ideal and necessary in order for attendees to have 
plenty of time to discuss site-specific and hypothetical situations regarding projects.  Training is typically 
scheduled when an RSM contacts the IHSB and requests the training.  Once the training is scheduled, the 
IHSB sends a notice to all RSMs via email regarding the scheduled session so others can also attend.  A 
comment is included with the notice that class size is limited and RSMs are also welcome to contact REC 
Program staff to schedule a Training Session that will fit their personal schedule.  To alleviate confusion, 
the IHSB will provide on the REC Program website an explanation of the training and specific instructions.  
Depending on interest, the IHSB will consider initiating more training opportunities and at various locations 
across the state. 
 

 Confusion exists regarding the differences in REC Program training sessions and general REC Program 
information meetings. 

 
The IHSB will develop new terminology and descriptions to differentiate between training sessions and 
general REC Program information meetings. 
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Q10:  Do you find it beneficial to have General REC Program information meetings (typically held annually with 
RSMs to discuss various important topics and issues)? 
 
Q10 Response: 
 

 
 
Q10 Analysis: 
 
Sixty-one individuals responded.  Of the 61 total respondents, 43 individuals (approximately 70%) indicated they 
had attended General REC Program information meetings and found them beneficial.  In general, most of the 
comments indicated the meetings were informative and appreciated.  Several respondents mentioned the meetings 
provided opportunities to interact with REC Program staff and hear how peers handled various project issues.  The 
most frequent comments appear in summary form below, followed by the IHSB’s notations in italics: 
 

 Include more interaction and examples of discussion topics and case studies at meetings. 
 
The IHSB has attempted to keep the topics of discussion at the meetings as short as possible, but IHSB 
will consider including more interaction and possibly changing some meetings into more of a workshop.  An 
idea may be for consultants to present their own case studies as part of a topic for group discussion.  The 
IHSB will also consider including other department staff on related discussion topics such as vapor 
intrusion and risk-based remediation issues. 
 

 Attending general meetings is difficult due to travel distance. 
 

Meetings are typically held in the DENR-central office (Raleigh). The IHSB has offered meetings in other 
areas across the state in the past, but interest and attendance has been mixed.  If enough interest exists, 
the IHSB will offer meetings at various locations in NC.  The IHSB prefers face-to-face interaction with 
attendees at the meetings, but will explore using webinars for those that cannot attend. 

 

 
Q11:  Would you and your client (the remediating party) be interested in more face-to-face interaction with IHSB 
staff regarding REC Program projects, perhaps to discuss data findings and site-specific situations prior to 
certification of the completion of work phases, including paying an additional annual REC Program fee to support 
IHSB resources for this effort? 
  



 
REC PROGRAM SURVEY RESULTS 

11 
 

 
Q11 Response: 
 

 
 
Q11 Analysis: 
 
Sixty-one individuals responded.  Of the 61 total respondents, 39 individuals (approximately 64%) indicated they 
would be interested in more face-to-face interaction with IHSB staff.  Most comments indicated that the RECs and 
their clients would value more face-to-face interaction with staff to discuss their projects, and REC Program in 
general.   Many respondents indicated that since this service was already available, no changes were necessary.  A 
few respondents indicated they believed input from staff regarding their projects defeats the purpose of the REC 
Program.  Comments were mixed regarding an additional fee to support resources for increased interaction, with 
more respondents suggesting the fee would probably not be supported.   
 
Close review of the comments suggested the primary purpose of the question may not have been fully understood.  
From time-to-time the HISB has received comments indicating consultants and/or remediating parties are 
uncomfortable with decision-making without IHSB involvement or do not fully understand the concept of the REC 
Program.  Over the years, IHSB staff have conducted conference calls and meetings with RSMs and remediating 
parties to discuss unique or challenging site-specific situations, but staff familiarity with the projects is limited since 
the decisions are independently made by the RSM overseeing the cleanup.  The intent of the question was to 
gauge interest in having a more thorough IHSB review of projects, so the parties could be more comfortable with 
the IHSB’s acceptance of the work if an audit was performed.  If the option was available and requested, the IHSB 
would not review an entire project file, but would perform a partial review of a particular work phase and give an 
opinion regarding various aspects of work completion.  Prior to the meeting, the IHSB would review key aspects of 
the work to get familiar with findings, but not review all data and details.  Any deficiencies would be noted and 
discussed, but no penalties would be issued for incomplete work (except cases where actual harm resulted from 
willful or lax performance).  The IHSB would need resources to perform the additional review.  Respondent 
comments appear to be mixed.  It is recommended the idea be explored further. 
 

 
Q12:  Can you suggest other opportunities for interaction that you believe would be beneficial to consultants and/or 
remediating parties? 
 
Q12 Response: 
 
Twenty-four individuals responded. 
 
Q12 Analysis: 
 
Question Q12 allowed respondents to provide written suggestions or comments regarding any other interaction with 
IHSB staff they believe would be beneficial to consultants doing work in the REC Program.  Review of the  
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comments did not reveal any common additional ideas from consultants for interaction.  A few respondents 
provided comments similar to those from previous questions.  One respondent suggested having required meetings 
at the beginning and end of a project.  A few responses suggested more general meetings to discuss important 
topics and more interaction with clients regarding REC Program issues and projects would be beneficial. 
 

 
Question Q13 
 
Question Q13 was designed to obtain feedback from consultants regarding the use of computer modeling as the 
sole means for defining the extent of contamination off-property.  The question allowed the respondent to provide 
more than one answer along with their comments.   
 
Q13:  Would you be in favor of using computer modeling as the sole means of defining the extent of contamination 
“off the source property”, in lieu of collecting off-property subsurface geologic and groundwater data, to support your 
approval of remedies and ensuring that contamination would not pose a risk to receptors above site-specific risk-
based standards?  If there are circumstances where your answer may be different, please provide a description in 
the comments section provided adjacent to your answer. 
 
Q13 Response: 
 

 
 
Q13 Analysis: 
 
Fifty-eight individuals responded.  Three respondents chose multiple answers and comments.  Of the 61 total 
responses, nearly an equal number of individuals were in favor and against using computer modeling as the sole 
means of defining the extent of contamination “off the source property”, in lieu of collecting off-property subsurface 
geologic and groundwater data to support their approval of remedies and to ensure that contamination would not 
pose a risk to receptors above site-specific risk-based standards.  However, close review of the comments in both 
cases (those for and against using computer modeling) indicated modeling in this situation could or should only be 
used on a case-by-case basis or in certain circumstances and should not be used as the sole means of defining the 
extent of contamination.  Several respondents commented additional site data is needed for proper model 
calibration and for confirming subsurface conditions.  Also, several respondents commented computer modeling 
would be useful when physical constraints exist and property access is limited. 
 

 
Question Q14 
 
Question Q14 was designed to gauge consultants on the flexibility of the REC Program as it relates to using their 
professional judgment when making decisions.  The question allowed the respondent to provide more than one 
answer along with their comments.   
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Q14:  A consultant’s professional judgment is a central component of effective site cleanups.  Do you believe the 
REC Program rules and REC Program assistance give you flexibility in using your own professional judgment when 
completing remedial investigations and remedial actions independently? 
 
Q14 Response: 
 

 
 
Q14 Analysis: 
 
Fifty-eight individuals responded.  Four respondents provided multiple answers and comments.  Of the 62 total 
responses, 39 individuals (approximately 67%) indicated they believed the REC Program rules and REC Program 
assistance gave them flexibility in using their own professional judgment when completing remedial investigations 
and remedial actions independently.  In general, many of the respondents who indicated there was flexibility 
commented they contact IHSB staff for input on difficult decisions regarding their project work and the rule 
requirements.  Most of the respondents who answered “no”, indicating there was not flexibility (approximately 34%), 
had comments primarily related to risk-based remediation or related to concerns about technical audits and 
possible disciplinary actions by the department.  Two respondents commented on the work phase completion 
deadlines required in rules and on the inability of the department to grant extensions.  A close review of the 
comments suggests that a respondent’s perception of the flexibility within the program to use professional judgment 
is related to each respondent’s personal comfort level with making final decisions independently without state 
oversight or approval of their work.  Individual respondents’ comfort level was evident through a reading of their 
comments elsewhere in the survey concerning communication with IHSB staff about rule requirements and 
projects, especially when unusual circumstances or complex situations arise. 
 
 
Questions Q15 through Q19 
 
Questions Q15 through Q19 were developed to gather information from consultants regarding certification methods 
and decision-making for various situations.  Questions Q16 and Q18 allowed the respondent to provide more than 
one answer along with their comments.   
 
Q15:  At REC Program sites, where private consultants and engineers implement and oversee voluntary remedial 
actions, the certification by the REC that the investigation and remedial action have been adequately conducted 
and that the remedy will attain cleanup standards provides the assurance that human health and the environment 
will be protected.  Which of the following certification methods would you prefer for privatized oversight and 
implementation of remedial actions?  

 

 As currently set out in REC Program rules, the REC certifies that a specific minimum set of investigation 
and remediation criteria have been met.  The REC uses professional judgment to design the investigation  
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and remedy in a manner that also satisfies those minimum regulatory criteria.  The REC then certifies 
(signs notarized statements) that those criteria, as well as the applicable cleanup standards (as specified in 
law), have been met. 

 

 There would be no minimum investigation or remedial action criteria set out in rules. The REC would 
instead rely entirely on professional judgment to determine what actions are needed and would certify (sign 
a notarized statement) that the investigation and remedy will attain the applicable cleanup standards (as 
specified in law). 

 

 There would be no minimum investigation or remedial action criteria set out in rules. The REC would 
instead rely entirely on professional judgment to determine what actions are needed and use their 
professional license to seal a statement that the investigation and remedy will attain the applicable cleanup 
standards (as specified in law). 

 

 Other certification mechanism (must specify). 
 

Q15 Response: 
 

 
 
Q15 Analysis: 
 
Fifty-eight individuals responded.  Of those, 38 individuals (approximately 66%) indicated they prefer certification as 
currently set out in REC Program rules, whereby the REC certifies that a specific minimum set of investigation and  
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remediation criteria have been met.  The REC uses professional judgment to design the investigation and remedy 
in a manner that also satisfies those minimum regulatory criteria.  The REC then certifies (signs notarized 
statements) that those criteria, as well as the applicable cleanup standards (as specified in law), have been met.  
Four respondents chose “other certification mechanism”, but did not provide any specific certification option.  Most 
of the remaining respondents would support a change in requirements such that an REC would not need to certify 
that a minimum set of investigation and remediation requirements had been met, but only to certify that applicable 
cleanup standards had been met. Those same remaining respondents were divided nearly equally over how to 
qualify their certification:  approximately 16% would prefer signing a notarized statement, while 14% would prefer 
using their professional license to seal a statement. 
 

 
Q16:  Current statutes allow remediation of “on-property contamination” at industrial sites to site-specific risk-based 
standards.  Those same statutes allow REC approval, implementation and oversight of the risk-based remedies at 
those sites.  Current REC Program rules require department concurrence with remedies where contamination 
remains on-property above unrestricted use standards. Do you favor a change in the law to allow REC approval of 
risk-based remedies for “on-property contamination” at industrial sites, in the absence of department review of 
supporting data such as groundwater models or risk assessments demonstrating the risk-based remedy will be 
protective (assuming the REC Program rules would no longer require department concurrence on the remedy)? 
 
Q16 Response: 
 

 
 
Q16 Analysis: 
 
Fifty-eight individuals responded.  Of those, 30 individuals (approximately 52%) indicated they favor a change in the 
law to allow REC approval of risk-based remedies for “on-property contamination” at industrial sites, in the absence 
of department review of supporting data such as groundwater models or risk assessments demonstrating the risk-
based remedy will be safe.  Responses from 22 individuals (approximately 38%) indicated they were against the 
change, while six individuals (approximately 10%) had no opinion.  It should be noted that several of the 
respondents in favor of the change also indicated department review of the remedy should still be available and 
used on a case-by-case basis or in certain circumstances.  Most of the respondents against the change seemed to 
have stronger opinions about the topic and indicated they preferred department review as a third party and for 
comfort with the decision-making process.  
 

 
Q17:  If the statute and rules were changed as described in question 16 (department review and concurrence no 
longer required for on-property risk-based remedies) which of the following certification methods would you prefer 
for "on-property" risk-based remedial actions? 
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 As currently set out in REC Program rules, the REC certifies that a specific minimum set of investigation 
and remediation criteria have been met. The REC uses professional judgment to design the investigation 
and remedy in a manner that also satisfies those minimum regulatory criteria. The REC then certifies (signs 
notarized statements) that those criteria have been met and that the site-specific risk-based cleanup 
standards are protective and will be attained. 
 

 There would be no minimum investigation or remedial action criteria set out in rules. The REC would 
instead rely entirely on professional judgment to determine what actions are needed and would certify (sign 
a notarized statement) that the investigation and remedy will attain the site-specific risk-based standards 
and that those standards are protective. 
 

 There would be no minimum investigation or remedial action criteria set out in rules. The REC would 
instead rely entirely on professional judgment to determine what actions are needed and use their 
professional license to seal a statement that the investigation and remedy will attain site-specific risk-based 
standards and that those standards are protective. 
 

 Other certification mechanism (must specify). 

Q17 Response: 
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Q17 Analysis: 
 
Fifty-eight individuals responded.  Of the 58 total responses, 37 individuals (approximately 64%) indicated they 
prefer certification as currently set out in REC Program rules, where the REC certifies that a specific minimum set of 
investigation and remediation criteria have been met.  The REC uses professional judgment to design the 
investigation and remedy in a manner that also satisfies those minimum regulatory criteria.  The REC then certifies 
(signs notarized statements) that those criteria have been met and that the site-specific risk-based cleanup 
standards are protective and will be obtained.  Four respondents chose “other certification mechanism”, but did not 
provide any specific certification option. 
 

 
Q18:  Would your answer to question 16 be the same (where there is no department review) if contamination has or 
could migrate "off the source property"? 
 
Q18 Response: 
 
58 individuals responded. 
 
Q18 Analysis: 
 
Respondents were asked whether their response to question Q16 would be the same if contamination has or could 
migrate “off the source property”.  Some respondents may have interpreted the question differently, thinking their 
response should be a “yes” (in favor) or “no” (against) independent REC approval of off-site risk-based remedies.  
Since the question could have been misunderstood, no interpretation can be drawn from the results.  However, 
several respondents’ comments are similar to those in question Q16, stating that department review and 
concurrence for risk-based remedies should be provided or available in many cases, including those where 
contamination has migrated or could migrate "off the source property". 
 

 
Q19:  If the rules were changed to eliminate department review and concurrence for risk-based remedies, and the 
statutes were changed to allow risk-based remedies where the contamination has or could migrate "off the source 
property", which of the following certification methods would you prefer for risk-based remedial actions? 
 

 As currently set out in REC Program rules, the REC certifies that a specific minimum set of investigation 
and remediation criteria have been met. The REC uses professional judgment to design the investigation 
and remedy in a manner that also satisfies those minimum regulatory criteria. The REC then certifies (signs 
notarized statements) that those criteria have been met and that the site-specific risk-based cleanup 
standards are protective and will be attained. 
 

 There would be no minimum investigation or remedial action criteria set out in rules. The REC would 
instead rely entirely on professional judgment to determine what actions are needed and would certify (sign 
a notarized statement) that the investigation and remedy will attain the site-specific risk-based standards 
and that those standards are protective. 
 

 There would be no minimum investigation or remedial action criteria set out in rules. The REC would 
instead rely entirely on professional judgment to determine what actions are needed and use their 
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professional license to seal a statement that the investigation and remedy will attain site-specific risk-based 
standards and that those standards are protective. 
 

 Other certification mechanism (must specify). 
 

Q19 Response: 
 

 
 
Q19 Analysis: 
 
Fifty-eight individuals responded.  Of the 58 total responses, 33 individuals (approximately 57%) indicated they 
prefer certification as currently set out in REC Program rules, whereby the REC certifies that a specific minimum set 
of investigation and remediation criteria have been met.  The REC uses professional judgment to design the 
investigation and remedy in a manner that also satisfies those minimum regulatory criteria.  The REC then certifies 
(signs notarized statements) that those criteria have been met and that the site-specific risk-based cleanup 
standards are protective and will be obtained.  Seven respondents chose “other certification mechanism”, but did 
not provide any specific certification option. 
 

 
Question Q20 
 
The final question, Q20, was included for consultants to share additional ideas or provide feedback to the division 
regarding any topic. 
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Q20:  Are there any other additional ideas or feedback you would like to share? 
 
Q20 Response: 
 
Twenty-three individuals responded. 
 
Q20 Analysis: 
 
Review of the comments did not reveal new issues or common concerns that had not already been mentioned in 
the survey.  Most of the comments included concerns with limitations in law (risk-based remediation) and rule (lack 
of department authority to grant extensions and notarization requirements related to document certification).  These 
concerns are acknowledged, and the division will continue to explore ways to address these concerns. 
 
 
Summary 
 
The survey provided the division with feedback from RECs and RSMs about its customer service to those 
consultants and to remediating parties.  Respondents’ comments and suggestions will guide the division’s ongoing 
efforts to improve the REC Program.  The division will continue to seek outside input and refine its procedures to 
better serve remediating parties.  The REC Program staff are grateful for the considerable time that respondents 
invested in thoughtful and valuable comments, and welcomes feedback on all current and future issues regarding 
the REC Program. 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary of Survey Comments 

 



Comments for Q3:  Do you find the REC Program Web site beneficial?

# Yes.  Identify what you like and any areas for improvement.

1 Yes.

2 Yes - seems to have direct ways to find needed info. such as RBSLs

3 Yes. Reference materials, forms, guidance docs are provided and easy to find.

4 Must use

5

Overall good web site.  It would be helpful to put on the main page when updates have been made in guidance, screening levels or 

other significant changes.

6

Generally, information is well explained.  An effort should be made to give Branch opinions on questions brought to their 

attention by RSMs

7 Seems to have all the information needed.

8

Information contained on the website in conjunction with periodic discussions with REC staff are more than adequate to address 

project issues.

9

Good access to most recent gidance and remedial goals.  Portal for access to project documents database is a bit trying for non-

regular users but works.

10 Useful for obtaining the latest certification forms. Like all NCDENR websites, navigation is not intuative

11 Yes, It is easier to ensure we arre referencing the most up to date information

12 Convenient place to find most recent program info and guidelines.  Easy to navigate.

13 Guidance is all good, cert documents need some work

14 Provide sufficient information for 95% of questions

15 The website is easy to follow and contains beneficial information

16 updates

17 Yes

18 Up to date information and newsletters provided.

19 Basically OK

20 Good availability of resources, highlighting of recent updates

21 Well organized and fairly easy to navigate.

22 The website is straightforward - no areas for improvement at this time.

23

Guidance and applicable forms are usually up to date and relatively easy to find. If something is off, the IHSB is reasonable quick 

to resolve.

24 REC Program Guidance and Web portal provide most of the tools that I need.

25

Convenient links to rules, guidance, forms.  A bit confusing that the Guidance link only pulls up the REC guidance whereas the 

guidance linke on the IHSB page pulls up much more (e.g., PSRGs).

26 Good up to date guidance/rules resource

27

It generally captures all the information needed and provides availability to download pertinent information and forms.  Perhaps a 

minor thing but I'd like to see larger font on the homepage/links.  Seems to be plenty of room.

28 Easy access to checklists and guidance

29 Yes, but no comment

30 Can get guidance and forms.  Need to update results of audits/violations

31 Yes.  The information is helpful.

32 Has all the elements to understand the process in one place.

33 List sites and sites that are pending approval vs what was in the GW section program.

34 Very helpful

35 More realization when you have a client that is not paying for services

36 Easy to find current guidance, forms, remedial goal links, etc.

37 It provides a "quick" reference guide.

38 Access to most recent forms, guidance, rules, etc.

39 yes

40 yes

41 its easy to navigate

42 Website is fairly simple.  All the links are easy to find on the left hand side.

43 Maintained to be up to date

44

Information is readily available and current. In some cases it is difficult to know where to find needed information and when 

changes are made.

45 easy to navigate to rules/guidance and applicable forms

46 The web site is very good



47 Web site is very helpful.

48 Yes

49 Good management systems

# No.  Why? What improvements would alleviate your concern?

1 Include and update a FAQs section with Branch opinions

2 is there link to the CARA portal?  can't find it

3 Sufficient information/rules/guidance is posted on the site

4 Fonts too big so letters are cut off on RSM cert page

5 Forms hard to fill out due to format.

6 More time to complete activities if you have client that does not pay bills or is unresponsive to requests.

7 i cannot quickly find latest SRGs and screening tables; need a link on main REC page like there is to the latest guidance documet

8 OK. Can't think of anything to add here

# No opinion (If no opinion - enter N/O in the space provided).

1 N/O

2 N/O

3 N/O

4 N/O

5 N/O

6 N/O

7 N/O

8 N/O

9 N/o

10 N/O

11 no opinion



Comments for Q4: Do you find the REC Program Implementation Guidance Document (updated 

annually) beneficial?

# Yes.  Identify what you like and any areas for improvement.

1 Yes

2 Yes.  The guidance document is very beneficial and I reference it regularly.

3 Yes.  A Guidance Document is needed and available; but the formatting and structure of the Guidance needs improvement.

4 Must use

5

Good guidance document.  When changes are being considered, maybe solicit input from RSMs.  Also, maybe provide a changes 

sheet on web site main page to summarize what updates have been made.

6 better explanation of metals averaging process in soils

7 email notification of updates is good

8

It provides good guidance for conventional sites, but it seems my sites always have some unusual circumstance requiring staff 

input.  The risk adjustment process for RGs is a little obscure, and that is an important step since many sites can't be remediated to 

the default numbers.

9

The guidance document becomes more robust and useful with every update. Annual updates are critical in addressing 

unanticipated technical and administrative issues that develop throughout the year.

10 Useful.  No major improvements needed.

11 Guidance/policy is needed for delineating off-site release when off-site access is denied

12 It was helpful when I first started, now I do not use it much

13 Yes as above states it is quick rerence to check for changes to program requirements

14 Continue to provide the changes with the updates.

15 Yes

16 The guidance is very helpful and I refer to it often, particularly the appendices.

17 Provides good check list of deliverables

18 Regular notices with discusson of new items

19 It is a searchable document

20

The guidance document is thorough.  It is fairly easy to determine the Program's requirements by following the guidance 

document.

21 Quick reference

22 Yes

23 Updates are helpful concerning changed nuances in interpretation and implementation of the rules

24 Updates need to be easier to find

25 None.

26 Can seem overly complicated at times but overall I think it's well done and helpful

27

The Guidance Document contains instances of ambiguity, and these areas could be presented more clearly.  However, the 

document continues to improve in this area with each annual update.

28 It has become more user friendly over the years.  More guidance and less regulatory restatement is appreciated.

29 Guidance is helpful and I refer to it on an as-needed basis.  usually about monthly.

30

Provides clarification to rules and additional expectations. Would be EXTREMELY helpful if the rules were interwoven into the 

guidance using a separate font to create a single-document reference.

31

Helps when wading through the Rules, and provides info that the Rules do not include.  Some of the guidance is ambiguous, 

indefinite, or noncommittal.  Frustrating when guidance changes in the middle of a project, requiring backtracking.

32 I've been an RSM for many years and am used to/familiar with the layout

33 Yes, but no comment

34 Guidance is ok; could use summary of FAQs

35 Yes.  The guidance is helpful.

36 Having them updated annually is a real help.

37

continuity of Guidance and regulations needs improving. Modify Guidance to clarify when MNA is the actual start of remediation 

wrt the COnstructrion Completion report. This si sometimes confusiing

38 Terrrific guidance

39 I like that the expectations are clearly spelled out upfront and specific examples are provided.

40

I know the guidance is considered partial only, as a supplement to the statutes.  Perhaps consider merging the two so there is one 

stand-alone document.

41 it helps with the management & path forward for projects

42 yes



43 yes

44

I find it to be a fairly easy read and is assembled in a manner that makes it easy for me to look up information.  The summary of 

changes that is sent out with each update is useful to focus on what has changed.

45 helpful that you point out what pages/text has changed

46 Very detailed.

47 helpful in understanding guidance in respect to program rules

48 The Guide is good, no improvement comments.

# No.  Why? What improvements would alleviate your concern?

1 More examples--especially with HB 45 implementation, would be helpful

2 ease of use would be improved with hyperlinks from TOC that go directly to the section in the document.

3

It is kind of piece meal and there are things in the actual law that are not really spelled out in the guidance. For example the need 

for photo's in RIWP. You may have updated that but use to be in one location and not the other.

4 There is more pertinent info in the appendices than the guidance itself. More references to those appendices would be helpful.

5 No.  Too many revisions and updates.  Language is still difficult to interpret.

# No opinion (If no opinion - enter N/O in the space provided).

1 N/O

2 N/O

3 N/O

4 NO opinion

5 N/O

6 N/o

7 N/O

8 N/O

9 Good reference guide.

10 n/o

11 No opinion

12 N/O



Comments for Q5: Do you find the work phase and document component checklists (a guide to 

ensure REC rules for work phases and document content have been addressed) beneficial?

# Yes.  Identify what you like and any areas for improvement.

1 Yes

2 Yes.

3 Very useful for organization

4 Yes.  No improvements needed.

5 But still can be confusing about which certifications should be used

6 Good summaries.  No improvement needed.

7 Well thought out

8 They provide good guidance

9

Probably are useful for keeping RSMs on task and schedule.  Seem to be useful to the RPs for better understanding project 

requirements. Probably not necessary for most RSMs.

10 The rules are clear.

11

Check lists are helpful, but the whole certification concept feels like the RSM is not trusted and is setting himself up for punitive 

actions down the road

12 I have no problem with the checklists

13 continue as is

14 Yes

15 These are useful in helping the REC/RSM stay in compliance with the program rules.

16 These are good for preping coduments

17 could use a little upgrade from original versions

18 Helps to organize work that needs to be complete

19 Yes.  Is notarizing necessary because this step can be time-consuming?

20 Checklists are a good reference to ensure things are complete

21 Helpful, could use more explanation

22 None

23 Well done.

24

Provides a guide to report content, but is somewhat redundant when compared with the Regulations (which itself outlines the 

report content).  At least one of the checklists does not allow for all contingencies regarding the submittal.

25 Clearly spells out document requirements.

26 Excellent for use in minimizing omissions or missing deadlines.

27 I consider these  helpful in preparing the documents

28 Yes, but no comment

29 Checklists are adequate

30 Yes.  The checklists are helpful.

31 I find them very helpful.

32 see item #4 above

33 Very complete.

34 These have been helpful in the past.

35 Good reference guide.

36 Very helpful. Ensures that documents are complete prior to certification

37 yes

38 like the checklist format. makes its easy to keep track of activiites

39

The only change would be to adjust the form field size in the document certification forms headers.  It can be tough to get all the 

text typed in there sometimes.

40 Very helpful to share with junior staff assisting on reports too

41 Ease of use

42 I understand the necessity of having documented formal completion

43 The check lists are good & very helpful.

44 These really help pulling items in law and guidance together to make sure things are not missed.

# No.  Why? What improvements would alleviate your concern?

1 This seems like one more form to fill out that isn't really necessary.

2 This are probably "beneficial" to NCDENR to implement the program.  However, I find them to be a bit on a nusance.

3 no



# No opinion (If no opinion - enter N/O in the space provided).

1 N/O

2 N/O

3 N/O

4 N/O - don't typically use them

5 N/O

6 No

7 N/O

8 N/O

9 N/o

10 N/O

11 N/O

12 N/O

13 No opinion

14 n/o

15 N/O

16 N/O

17 N/O



Comments for Q6: Do you find the REC Program Newsletters (issued via email at various times to 

present information on important topics) beneficial?

# Yes.  Identify what you like and any areas for improvement.

1 yes

2 Yes.  Good concise method for keeping RSMs up to date on latest changes to the program.

3 Yes - helps to keep me up to date

4 Yes.  The newsletters provide timely updates and clarifications on issues that develop but not clearly explained in the rules or 

5 Good way to stay current on changes

6

Program has good communication with RSMs.  E-mails are good summaries of changes.  Maybe archive newsletters and e-mails 

sent to RSMs on the web site.

7 great

8 like

9 Emails are very informative

10 They are good since they often address the unusual circumstances not covered in guidance

11 Always good to keep RSMs updated on technical or administrative changes or issues that arise.

12 Good info on typical deficiencies by RSMs and alerts on changes to guidance.

13

I scan to see how they may impact current REC projects. If they identify truely significant changes is big red letters that would 

help. Most consultants have lots goping on

14 These help keep us up to date as does the Q&As.

15 Yes

16 Regular communication between the program and the REC/RSM is important and should continue.

17 Provides good info

18 Would like to see  brief discussion on RODs for sites

19 Helps to keep track of interim changes and clarifies guidance issues

20

The newsletters are helpful in keeping me up to date on issues associated with the Program.  I like them and hope they will 

continue.

21 Update

22 Yes

23 Yes,  provides up to date interpretations as well as new information in implementation of the program

24 OK

25 Examples of preferred means for addressing data gaps and gray areas in completing investigations or feasibility studies

26 Well done.

27 Keeps the RSM advised of Program changes and identified issues between Guidance Document updates.

28 Good to keep us up to date on program developments.

29

yes, beneficial,... however, I rairly have the time to review and absorb all the details.  Thus, I mostly scan then archive for future 

use.  Perhaps these would be more useful if the topics they contain were posted on the REC Program Website, if organized by 5 

to 10 broad areas of interest.

30 Ensures RSMs are made aware of updates/changes and common pitfalls.

31 Good updates.

32 These are very helpful in keeping REC/RSMs up to speed

33 Yes, it helps us keep timely with changes

34 Appreciate periodic updates to changes in REC Program

35 Yes, but no comment

36 These are ok.

37 Yes.  The newsletters are helpful.

38 Is it possible to post the historical newsletters on the web site?

39 like reiteration of the various changes and a ref. page to the guidance.

40 I find these helpful

41 Helpful.

42 Provides a good update. Refers you back to appropriate regulations,

43 Good way to keep all involved updated with any changes

44 yes

45 update

46 i like recieving them by email.  they keep you up to date of major changes

47 These are good and I read and save every one for reference.

48 Helpful b/c succinct



49 Informative of new changes in program

50 good source of interim program information between meetings and annual guidance

51 Include variances and clarifications

52 These have good content & are helpful.  I use the most to stay updated with the Program.

53 these are helpful to keep abreast of changes.

54 Newsletters are a nice reminder.

55 Yes

# No.  Why? What improvements would alleviate your concern?

1 Discuss FAQs by the RSMs and Branch's interpretations

2

Include some "firsts" and important project/program updates: (e.g. 2 sites have been approved for Risk-Based HB-45 Corrective 

Actions, Three sites were closed in 2013).

# No opinion (If no opinion - enter N/O in the space provided).

1 N/O

2 N/O

3 N/O

4 N/O

5 N/O

6 N/O

7 n/o

8 N/O



Comments for Q7: Can you suggest other tools or any modifications to these tools that you believe 

would be beneficial to consultants? 

# Open-Ended Response

1

The REC Implementation Guidance could use an updated format.  The relevant information is in the document, but the structure 

of the document is hard to follow in some places.  Suggest additional use of decision flow diagrams to support the text of certain 

sections in the Guidance.  Decision flow diagram figures are used in some of the program materials, and could be applied 

effectively in other areas of the Guidance document.

2 Provide a library of redacted reports & work plans that serve as outstanding examples of actual work products.

3 N/O

4 Simplification where ever possible, but no specific suggestions

5 ON-LINE ACCESS TO REPORTS AND RECORDS

6

I have always found the workshops led by IHSB staff very helpful.  It allows the RSM to learn about issues other RSMs are 

dealing with and gets the program involved in determining solutions to such issues.

7 More information on risk based remediation goals and associated remediation plan

8 Not at this time

9 Allow for use of baseline human health risk assessments (CERCLA-like) to support risk management decisions.

10

As stated above--examples of implementation for HB 45 and contained in for impacts beneath structures would be helpful in 

strategy, interpretation and fulfilling the needs of both these options.

11 Western region consultant meetings when Branch budgets allow.

12 No

13 Fix the Risk Based Program,... it is currently not very useful, or assessible.

14

Would be helpful if PSRG table was available as xlsx file and if rules and guidance were available as docx files to assist in 

copy/pasting, searching, sorting, etc.

15 No

16 None at this time.

17

I know that the IHSB has a comprehensive site list.  I think it would be helpful to indicate on that list which sites are REC-

oversight, state-oversight, state-lead (e.g. no RP exists), and not-in-the-program (e.g., RP exists, but the RP has not signed an 

agreement).

18 not really. the staff is always responsive and works with the RP on certain cases.

19 None

20 More meetings or conferences to go over issues and updates.

21 No suggestions

22 N/O

23 na

24 no suggestions

25 It is good now.

26

improve the form fields on the certifcation and WPC forms for electronic entry of report information in the header.  too clunky 

now.

27

I have always wanted to attend one of the seminars that are offered. It's hard to get to Raleigh and there have been a few 

scheduled for Asheville, but they either get cancelled or fill up quickly.

28 No, you have a good system



Comments for Q8: Do you find conference calls and/or meetings with REC Program staff (and other 

Division staff if applicable) to discuss projects and site-specific unique and sometimes challenging 

situations beneficial? 

# Yes.  Identify what you like and any areas for improvement.

1 Yes

2

I think face to face meetings and calls are both very beneficial.  REC Program staff are knowledgeable consultants that provide 

good insight regarding best practices within the program.

3 Yes.  Program staff have been very accessible for meetings/calls to discuss site issues.

4 Staff has gotten better at providing input on projects and are willing to meet.

5 REC staff always helpful and available to discuss issues.  Had one meeting that was very helpful to focus preparation of a RAP.

6 Maintain this open line of communication

7 good

8 They are always very approachable and available.

9

Absolutely.  Despite the somewhat autonomous function of the RSM, it is very helpful to engage REC staff on more complex 

sites.  The staff are very competent and helpful, seems like we are on the same "team" instead of the old regulator/consultant 

model

10

I have participated in countless calls with REC staff and have presented preliminary data ans calculations.  They are critical as a 

means to discuss project issues that may impact a variety of aspects of a project, for example schedules or correct cleanup 

standards.  It is also important to point out REC inconsistencies.

11 Yes, helpful within the limits of minimal site-specific knowledge.

12 Yes. Great availablity to REC Program Staff.

13 I have used this and it is beneficial. It is more of a partnership that is really required for complex projects

14 Calls to REC Program Staff have always been extremely helpful.

15 Yes

16 The IHSB project manager assigned to my REC sites is always available to answer my questions on the phone and I greatly 

17 Staff is generally attentative and programs good

18 Conference calls have been welcomed. No problems.

19

We have had one face to face meeting between client, REC, and REC program staff that was extremely benetifical to the project 

goals

20 I haven't had to do this, but I'm sure it would be beneficial.

21 Easy to contact and knowledgeable about the program

22 Yes

23 Generally accessible which is good.

24 This would be great.

25 Have not experienced one of these yet.

26 Allows for 3-way interaction: REC-RP-NCDENR.  Very helpful for the RP/Property Owner, especially in unique cases.

27 Yes.  Conference calls are appropriate when unique circumstances arise.  Staff explanations of rule limitations and 

28 Yes, very beneficial to get concurrence from REC Program Staff at important decision making points,.. especially on complex 

29 I've always found the REC staff helpful and willing to talk or meet with me or my client which is much appreciated

30 Yes I like face to face meetings

31 Yes, but no comment

32 Yes, would like more specific guidance on technical issues.

33 Yes.

34 I think that such meetings are very beneficial - both for clients and for REC program staff.

35 I think these have been the most helpful to me.

36 Yes. Clarifies questions and often suggests other approaches.

37 oppurtunity to discuss problems/challenges faced with projects

38 yes

39 great way to communicate for most issues.  most issues or questions are easily addressed with this type of communication

40

All three of the REC program staff are very approachable and reasonable.  I can call any of them at any time to talk through a 

specific issue and how to handle.  I find the REC program staff are about the most responsive group I deal with inside DENR.

41 helpful, your willingness for interaction is great



42

The program has assisted in many challanging situations and has even incorporated some of the problems into subsequent training 

session topics

43 Have had several calls & meetings - although we may not always agree on issues, the Branch is alwasy friendly & helpful.

44 Staff are helpful.

45 Yes

# No.  Why? What improvements would alleviate your concern?

1

A little more input from REC staff regarding acceptable practices would bbe more useful but I realize it's difficult with only 

limited knowledge of the site

2

Oftentimes these discussions relay directly back to the prescriptive nature of the rules and don't allow the suggestions or 

flexibility of addressing a unique situation that the guidance does not address--ie off-site access difficulties

3 Staff always responses and very good at participating in calls.

4

Out of State.  Difficult to attend.  Consider holding a live webinar of sorts with local participants in room but video and audio 

streaming to others by internet.  Perhaps the remote folks could post questions that a moderator could announce and all could 

discuss.

# I have never participated in a conference call or meeting.

1 x

2 Have not participated

3 But intend to.

4 Meetings/calls with staff have been informal, but very useful.

5 Yes

6 Yes

# No opinion (If no opinion - enter N/O in the space provided).

1 N/O

2 N/O

3 N/O

4 none

5 n/o

6 N/O



Comments for Q9: Do you find the REC Program Training Sessions (offered at various times during 

the year for RSMs, their staff, and others) beneficial?

# Yes.  Identify what you like and any areas for improvement.

1 Yes

2

I like the training sessions that I have attended as they are provide a good opportunity for covering the latest critical items 

associated with the program.

3 Very helpful

4 Yes.  Training is beneficial, especially for new RSMs.

5 Good way to stay current, if you can get in.

6 Training sessions are good.  Maybe hold in larger rooms or schedule more meetings times/places so people don't get shut out.

7 good

8 great idea to have training sessions and meet staff

9 These training sessions are a great training tool and allow a discussion of new regulatory requirements or things to look out for.

10

I took it many years ago, but still have the hard copy materials to reference.  Maybe those materials should be avaialble on teh 

website - or offer an on-line "refresher" training.

11

Find them benificial, particulary discussions of rule and guidance changes, and review of example projects that demonstrate and 

resolve an issue of concern.

12 Good for fundamentals and discussion of common issues.

13 Yes.  Clearification to policies/rules and refresher to important aspects of the program are helpful.

14 I participated and it was helpful early on

15 Training sessions have been helpful to understand procedure implementation.

16 Need to anticipate large turnout and prepare accordingly

17 Yes

18 I find these sessions very useful and would even like them to be a bit longer (say 1/2 day) if possible.

19 These are helpful to stay on top of issues

20 Maybe notes on questions and REC suggestions for all RSM

21 Yes, very good training

22 These are extremely beneficial to consultants.

23 Good interaction.  Sometimes hard to get in

24 Yes

25 Very helpful and the discussions are extremely informative

26 They fill up too quickly

27 See comment, previous page.

28 Very well done and very helpful, especially for specific site questions.

29

This is perhaps the most important tool in REC training.  The sessions are typically small and allow the consultants and NCDENR 

to work through actual case scenarios.  Review of each REC regulation and discussion of those regs that are not straightforward is 

30 Appreciate explanation of REC as well as IHSB guidance and procedures.

31 Informative from a big picture perspective.

32 Good overview.  Expected more real-life examples as included in the last Information Meeting.

33 Initial training session is essential for all RSMs.  Attendance of subsequest training sessions serves as a good refresher.

34

These are useful but could be more interactive and less prescriptive.  REC Staff could be a bit more "energetic and enthusastic" in 

their presentation style to keep interest and engage the audience.

35 Yes the meetings are very helpful keeping the RSMsknowledgable

36 Participation by Vapor Intrustion Representatives from NCDENR

37 Training was good.

38 Yes.

39 Need to set times on a quarterly basis so we can plan ahead of time to get people involved.

40 Very helpful - although, disappointing that they fill up so quickly.

41 Again, these have been very helpful to me.

42 Clarification of regulations as well as a summary of recent issues which have been identified.

43 Good forum to exchange ideas

44 yes

45 These are good to bring new RSM up to speed with the program expectations.

46 helpful t educate more recent RSMs on our staff



47 very helpful to hear other concerns and issues and resolve as group

48 Nore training and more avalibility... seems like calsses fill up very quickly

49 These are very helpful and include good examples of best practices & examples where things need to improve.

50 Yes

# No.  Why? What improvements would alleviate your concern?

1

It would be better to allow larger audiences so they do not fill up so fast and so RSMs could incliude other key members who are 

involved with REC projects but who are not necessarily RSMs.  These people are often very involved in day to day site acitivities.

2 They fill up fast--more frequent would be helpful

3 Same as #8 above (Out of State.  Difficult to attend.  Consider holding a live webinar.)

4 Would like see more performance statistics: # sites in RI, RAP, RBCA HB-45, closed, in violation, in compliance, etc.

5

The meetings I have attended in the past have not been very technical; real REC examples should be discussed to illustrate ways 

to navigate through the program

# I have never participated in a REC Program Training Session

1 Yes

2 Yes

3 Never participated

4 I have not been trained as a REC

# No opinion (If no opinion - enter N/O in the space provided).

1 N/O

2

N/O; except for initial REC program meeting we have not attended other training seasons; however, it is a good idea that they are 

available if necessary

3 N/O

4 N/O

5 n/o



Comments for Q10: Do you find the General REC Program Information Meetings (typically held 

annually with RSMs to discuss various important topics and issues) beneficial?

# Yes.  Identify what you like and any areas for improvement.

1 Yes.  Same answer as above on item #9.

2 Yes.  Good supplement to the e-mail updates.

3 Didn't know these were different than training sessions

4 Same comment as Training Sessions.

5 good

6 Very informative.

7 They are good - and popular because they fill up before I can respond.  Have more!

8 Was useful for me when I was a new RSM.  Still useful to discuss new issues and concerns that arise.

9

Good for general refresher and sharing of common issues.  May want to consider a more generic version targeted towards non-

technical Responsible Parties.

10 Not much value unless there are significant changes, but useful to meet and get to know REC staff

11 REC meetings allow us to interact with staff and  hear how peers have handled similar project issues.

12 Need to anticipate large turnout and prepare accordingly

13 Yes

14 See previous comment.

15 See nine above.

16 These are extremely beneficial to consultants.

17 Same as above

18 Yes

19 Again,  very helpful and informative

20 Generally good

21 See comment, previous page.

22 Well done.

23

The second most important tool in REC training.  Typically a larger group with useful interaction.  Also provides environment for 

RSMs to discuss cases with other RSMs.  I find it very useful to hear other consultants describe their projects and challenges and 

learn from the responses of the REC Program regulators.

24 Appreciate explanation of REC as well as IHSB guidance and procedures.

25 Informative from a big picture perspective.

26 Real-life examples and case studies.

27 Excellent update opportunity.  Also provides opportunity for RSM to discuss their projects, which is helpful to all.

28 Again - a very useful program outreach.  See note for #9 for presentation style improvements.

29 Participation by Vapor Intrustion Representatives from NCDENR

30 Meetings are ok; could use specific case studies.

31 Yes.

32 Good meetings and feedback is always welcome by staff.

33

What I find most helpful is discussions of atypical issues that have come up at REC sites and how those issues have been 

resolved.

34 I don't know the difference but feel the face to face meetings solve the issues in my mind.

35 Clarification of issues / interpretations. Recommend they occur more frequently.

36 Helpful in staying updated with program, discuss upcoming changes

37 yes

38

I would continue these.  They give us consultants the opportunity to see what has been learned over the past year and how we can 

apply it to our sites.

39 very helpful especially pointing out helpful suggestions in getting things moving forward

40 were very helpful especially if not that familiar with the program

41 See previous

42 These are good - see answers to # 9.

43 Yes

# No.  Why? What improvements would alleviate your concern?

1 Same as a above for larger attendance

2 Same as #8 above (Out of State.  Difficult to attend.  Consider holding a live webinar.)



# I have never participated in a General REC Program Information Meeting.

1 x

2 Have not participated

3 Yes

4 Yes

5 not attended

6 Never participated.

7 Never Participated

# No opinion (If no opinion - enter N/O in the space provided).

1 N/O

2 N/O

3 N/O

4 No opinion

5 N/O

6 N/O

7 N/o

8 N/O

9 n/o



Comments for Q11: Would you and your client (the remediating party) be interested in more face to 

face interaction with Branch staff regarding REC Program projects, perhaps to discuss data findings 

and site-specific situations prior to certification of the completion of work phases, including paying 

an additional annual REC fee to support Division resources for this effort?

# Yes.  Comments?

1 Yes

2

Absolutely - We would like some limited input aboiut certain phases of pojects other than answers such as "It's up to you".  At 

least some referral to other RSM with similar issues.

3 Yes, is some situations.  Would not be required for all sites.

4

I think the ability to more directly interface with REC staff would be very helpful and I'm sure our clients would be willing to 

support a fee.  Rather than an annual fee, maybe an individual fee for each meeting might be more acceptable.

5 Yes

6 yes

7 not at this time, but maybe in the future

8 This would be a great option.

9

I can't speak to the fee increase, but as the RSM I value the interaction and can understand why you woudl need more 

compensation.  Despite signing the AA, clients still forget the nature of the REC porgram and always want to "have the regulator 

review it & see what they say".  Have to remind them that you don't review it and the RSM is essentially the regulator.  It can put 

the RSM in awkward positions sometimes, and that is probably one of the biggest drawbacks to being in the program.

10

I currently use phone/conference calls and email routinely to discuss data and site-specific issues and have not needed face to 

facce interaction.  However, the option of face to face interaction seems to be a good idea, particularly for more complicated sites.

11 Yes, discussion and consideration of site specific situations would be beneficial for both sides.

12 Would be benficial for complex projects, not sure how clients would react to additional fees.

13 More face to face interaction with staff is probably beneficial but I can't speak for the remediating party as to additional fees.

14

Would ike the interaction, but an additional fee is not warranted.  The fees paid to get into the program should cover these 

interactions.t and

15 This is a good idea to keep things in lne and moving

16 We have had several and find very helpful

17 At this time meetings are not necessary but knowing the staff is available is a positive for the program

18 I haven't had to do this, but I'm sure it would be beneficial.

19 The opportunity already exists

20 Yes

21

Yes,  in some cases this would be highly beneficial to ensure that all milestone elements are complete and that we have addressed 

challenges that are not clear in the guidance

22 Not sure, need to know cost.

23

More discussion is generally helpful and it's good to know that the staff will try to make the time for this. Back in the early days 

that wasn't the case.

24

In cases where solutions are not straightforward, this interaction can be very helpful to both the REC and the remediating party.  I 

would support a fee for this service on a case-by-case basis.

25

I reach out to Janet on an as needed basis, and would not need more formal meetings on a regular basis.  I won't support hire 

annual fees just to have more meetings.  RSMs and RPs can currently contact the Branch as needed,... so no need to impose more 

requirements just because some RSMs are too uncomfortable to call.

26 Absolutely.

27 Yes

28 Yes

29 Yes, this would help a lot.

30 Yes, this can be very helpful to educate the client on the process and get the consultant in front of the REC program managers.

31 Might depend on the fee.

32

I think that would be good for the project I am just starting to get involved in.  This could help my client better understand the 

regulatory requirements and expectations.

33 I think this would be a good option, although if the fees grew too much that could be a deterrent.

34 Absolutely! This always assists in the Client's understanding.

35 face to face meeting are useful with difficult issues but dont need more



36

I think in some cases this would be helpful for both RP and RSM. May provide additional comfort in discussing strategy with 

REC Program and would be worth the additional fee

37 yes

38 yes - it would provide clients with a better understanding of the regulations and alternatives to close sites

39 Yes

# No.  Why not?

1 Not at this time.  I feel the current level of involvement/level of interaction with Branch staff is adequate.

2 They already pay a fee

3 Branch staff is intended to provide regulatory oversight (adminstrative processes), not to provide technical expertise.

4

I don't think my current REC clients would be interested in paying additional fees because they are not located in Raleigh (or even 

in NC) and at this point prefer to have me inform them of the program requirements.

5 Doubtful that most clients would want to pay more for this.

6

I don't see the need. The program is designed for minimal technical interaction, but in the certain specific situations where 

interaction with the Branch is appropriate or required, in my experience it is available and sufficient.

7

Having meetings if necessary would be great but - No - I don't think the RECs are interested in paying additional fees at this 

point.

8

Not really. This is why we work on these progects. In helps to decrease costs when we dont have metings but move forward with 

data and reports based onteh lines of information.

9 I just don't think my clients would get anything out of this.

10 No

11 The REC program staff are very amenable to meeting to disuss issues currently.  I find this work very well for me.

12 NO, current interaction is sufficient

13

Yes/no - The Branch is currently available already, I do not see what would be different.  I think the only needed discussions are 

for the marginal issues (e.g. plume definition), otherwise follow the Guide and get it done.  If the Branch gets more involved, then 

the REC Program becomes just like IHSB State Lead projects.  We need to be carful here, teh intent of the REC Program is to 

keep low riak projects moving along WITHOUT NCDENR involvement.

# No opinion (If no opinion - enter N/O in the space provided).

1 N/O

2 N/O

3 Haven't yet requested a meeting or call.

4 N/O

5 N/O

6 No opinion.

7 N/O

8 N/O

9 N/O



Comments for Q12: Can you suggest other opportunities for interaction that you believe would be 

beneficial to consultants and/or remediating parties?  

# Open-Ended Response

1

Most of the changes RPs and RSMs would like to see are legislative and beyond the control of staff.  Changes would be greater 

flexibility in risk-based remediation and more flexibility/longer RI schedule, as that phase is most likely to extend longer that 

what the rules allow, despite good faith efforts to get things done.  There seems to be an agency push to get all sites in the REC 

program, regardless of complexity, off-site impacts, public outrage, etc., when clients and RSMs alike would be more comfortable 

2 See response to Question #10.

3 N/O

4 Maybe a 'set' meeting at the beginning and end of a project?

5 Webinars

6

IHSB could come to local meetings of engineering or geological groups (PENC, GWPNC, AEG, etc) either to talk/present new 

info about the program, or just to talk to fellow professionals and learn about new technologies, or ways of doing things.

7 an help reduce potential issues in the future.

8 Put notes from previous training sessions, questions and answers, where RSM can download for review

9 Not at this time

10 I think the REC Program does a great job effectively communcating with consultants and remediating parties.

11 Further assistance with gaining access to neighboring properties.

12 No.

13

Each of the REC Program Regulators, Kim, Janet, and Matt, have always been available (in my experience) for discussion, 

meetings, or conference calls.

14 More information regarding "containment remedies"

15 None other than those interactions that are available.

16

I think the program does a pretty good job at this point on outreach to the RECs and I've found they also have a willingness to 

discuss project specifics as necessary.

17 None at this time.

18 not really

19 This is most important when new technical guidance comes out.  That is when I need the most help.

20 Perhaps the scheduling / use of Conference calls can be increased.

21 N/O

22 none

23 No, the Branch is accessible & helpful already.

24

It is difficult to get clients to buy into the REC program. The public notice requirement and site-wide investigation requirements 

are time consuming and costly. More interaction with the agency might elevate some of their concerns.



Comments for Q13: Would you be in favor of using computer modeling as the sole means of defining 

the extent of contamination “off the source property”, in lieu of collecting off property subsurface 

geologic and groundwater data, to support your approval of remedies and ensuring that 

contamination would not pose a risk to receptors above site-specific risk-based standards?  If there 

are circumstances where your answer may be different, please provide a description in the comments 

section provided adjacent to your answer (please include your comments in the space provided).

# Yes.  Comments

1 Yes

2

Yes, but this approach would be valid only under certain Site conditions. For example, modeling an off-site chlorinated solvent 

plume in deep fractured rock would generally not produce a high level of confidence in the plume delineation. This approach 

would work in some limited cases.  I would agree to use the modeling approach if the downgradient receptor area was, for 

example, a large highway easement, and there would never be an exposure risk.  But if it was in a residential area, there is too 

much risk that modeling would not be sufficiently accurate to predict the plume migration.

3 Only if this standard in other programs

4 Yes, if sufficent on-site data is available and off-site hydrogeology is similar

5 yes if there is adequate information to run the model

6

It would be good to have options.  To protect the public, it may not be best to solely rely on the model, but modeling could help 

to limit the extent of off-site investigation or be used when access is difficult to obtain.

7

Off site restrictions to access sampling points is a critical hinderance. Modeling is a necessity to compensate for off-site access 

limitations

8 This would be very site specific, might work in saprolite, but sinkers in fractured rock, maybe not

9 Yes

10 I think this would be very helpfull in many access poblems and makes sense

11 Yes, the oppotunity in the right circumstance is beneficial

12 Yes, but only in very limited situations.  For example, if a well cannot be installed due to physical constraints or access issues.

13 Yes,  in situations where there is not a documented complete exposure pathway this would be a favorable option.

14 Each site is different. Off site access is very tough to obtain in residential areas.

15

Not sure. Would there be "one" program-approved model for this? Given the problems with modeling I'd be hesitant to rely 

exclusively on them.

16

Yes, but conditionally.  If "off the source property" analysis is available or feasible, it should be used, perhaps in conjunction with 

modeling.  The effectiveness of fate/transport modeling improves with the number of datapoints.  It is understood that the 

evaluation of this work can present challenges, as there have been cases where modeling has failed in predicting chemical 

transport.  A peer review program could be helpful with this challenge.

17 Yes, in instances where there are no at risk receptors and the affected property owner would agree to deed restrictions.

18

There are situations where modeling or other prediction/extrapolation tools would be appropriate in lieu of chasing a plume to the 

2L standard.

19 Yes.  This is the 21st century, after all.

20 Yes

21 Yes

22 This would assist at sites with access issues.

23

Yes.  But only in instances where off-site access would not be permitted or would be very difficult to obtain (e.g. Railroad 

Encroachment).

24 I'm not sure that this should be the sole means, but it should be an available tool (when used correctly).

25 Yes, going off property for additional assessment has always been contentious for the 35 years I have been doing this.

26 Absolutely! Computer modeling should be used more frequently, especially when their are site access issues.

27 yes, if the onsite data set is sufficient

28 not sole means. modeling as a tool but empirical spatial and temporal demonstration through actual site data

29

yes, but not the sole means; just needs to be an option; sometimes offsite data can be collected more quickly and cheaply than a 

model

30 Generally, yes.

# No.  Comments



1

No.  I think there are too many unknowns and variability in site hydrogeology to solely rely on computer modeling for plume 

definition.

2 NO - but modeling should be used in conjunction with other data

3

At first thought, probably not in favor but there might be circumstances when off-site data are not easily obtained and modeling 

might be only recourse.

4 note the sole means

5 Not as the sole means.

6 No

7

No, not appropriate for heterogeneous aquifer conditions of Piedmont aquifer system.Exceptions may be for very low 

contaminant concentrations (but above GW stds) or for sites with long-term historical monitoring data.

8 No unless the concentrations at the source were minimal or the data indicated that the plume geometry is stable.

9 not sole use, but with supporting initial analytical data

10

No.  The extent of contamination should be delineated and supported by a proper sampling program and analytical results.  

Computer modeling efforts must be calibrated to defined and existing conditions before they are used as predictive tools.

11 Model predicts but offsite data confirms and adjust model

12 No

13 No

14

Sometimes this is just not possible considering the property ownership issues that may surround the potential for "off the source 

property" impacts

15 Only see this as applicable for near-2L impact in situations where off-site receptors can be ruled out.

16 NO.... this leaved too much "flexibility" for RSMs and RPs to take advantage of the degrees of freedom available to modelers.

17 I wouldn't ever want modeling to be the sole option.

18

No - models are great but I feel having some supporting data to confirm the model is correct, especially if it relates to potential 

risk of an off the source property

19 No, I think that there needs to be some off site data included to evaluate risks to receptors.

20

No. To many variables play into modles and the liability of signing a document certifing extent basedon modling is garbage. 

SUperfund nor RCRA allows this either.

21 My negativity resides in the inability for any computer model to predict fracture flow in a bedrock aquifer.

22

Not a good idea where there are possible pathways and receptors of significant concern (such as a water supply).  Modeling 

should be a tool to supplement actual data and solid professional judgment.

23 No, I believe we should do both

24

no.  a model is just an estimate. conditions can change offsite.  real data is the most important way to confirming conditions 

offsite.  a model would be useful for estimating the likely offsite impacts but not in confirming the presence of offsite 

contamination

25

Groundwater plumes are exceending complex and there are many inputs in a model that are assumed.  While they can be a useful 

tool, not a big fan of sole reliance upon their output.

26 no...

27

Not for all sites.  Plume status (stable, shrinking, growing) has to be established and where the plume is relative to property lines.  

In some cases it makes good sense to model only (e.g. source is gone/stable, minimal levels near property line).  In other cases it 

may be essential to go off site to define the plume to determine extent & status.

28 No. Modeling can not take the place of actual data.

29 One needs the personal touch

# No opinion (If no opinion - enter N/O in the space provided).

1 N/O

2

I think it is preferable to get real data when possible.  There is a fair amount of uncertainty built into models, and offsite 

contamination presents a significant liability problem.



Comments for Q14: A consultant’s professional judgment is a central component of effective site 

cleanups.  Do you believe the REC Rules and REC Program Assistance give you flexibility in using 

your own professional judgment when completing remedial investigations and remedial actions 

independently (please include your comments in the space provided)?

# Yes.  Comments

1

Yes.  I think the Branch staff provide appropriate flexibility to allow for successful completion of remedial investigations and 

remedial actions.  The Rules are very prescriptive, but the flexibility shown by the Branch staff is key to the success of the 

program.

2 Yes

3 agree

4 Yes.

5 yes

6 yes

7

There is flexibility, maybe even too much as we are always concerned abotu risk and professional liability, especially for those 

sites that are not simple and straightforward. Then in some cases, pursuing some plume for a ridculously low standard (say 

thallium) seems fruitless, but we are still bound to do it regardless of professional judgement.

8 Yes

9

This is often a gray area.  For example, deciding on whether the minimum criteria of three suites of contaminants (VOCs, SVOCs 

& Metals) is applicable for the RI at various source areas.

10 Yes the way the program is implemented. Reading the program documents don't necessarily imply this.

11 Mostly

12 This is a strong point for RSM and RP

13

Yes; for long term groundwater monitoring programs the program provides room for professional judgment to be a central factor 

in decision making

14 Yes

15 Yes, for sites where impacts are restricted to the soruce property.

16 Yes

17

The rules provide flexibility within the constraints of regulatory interpretation.  Ultimately, the consultant can exercise 

professional judgement as substantiated through principles of generally accepted practices and / or through implementation of the 

"scientific method" of problem-solving.  As a seasoned professional, I often refer to this:  I will only sign it if I can prove it in 

court.

18

Yes. That has always been my understanding. I have inherited 2 REC sites from other RSMs in the past 4 years, and can attest 

that individual professional judgement is alive and well in the REC program.

19 Yes, so long as we can discuss with REC Program Staff to help ensure we are on the same page.

20 In many respects.

21 Yes.... to an extent.

22 Yes

23 Yes most of the time

24 Yes

25

Yes, there is flexibility after the intial investigation.  I think that the historical data gathering can be somewhat tedious and not 

always neccessary.

26 yes- it is a fair process

27

No.  I believe that the REC program does tie the hands of the RSM p particularly in cases where off-site migration is involved.  I 

have however, found that discussions with REC program staff can help with such concerns.

28 Yes, I believe you allow enough flexibility.

29 Yes, I think so.

30

I'm answering yes, but I must point out the significant concern that the RSM is very open to liability here.  In other words, we use 

our judgment, and even detail said judgment and line of thinking in documents, but without review and concurrence by the 

agency, we are open to others (DENR or third parties) questioning, reprimanding or otherwise taking action well after the fact.

31 Yes....We have always been able to approach the REC staff with alternative suggestions.

32 Yes, I believe the rules allow for Professional judgement

33

there is adaquate flexiblity and the ability to meet with program staff is a suffuicient way to address other issues as they rarely 

arise.

34

There are times when things are not clear cut and I have to use professional judgement to figure out how to handle. If not sure I 

pick up the phone and call the REC staff.



35 yes

36 yes

37

OK in some situations such as where to sample & for what.  The RSM BETTER have good backup to show why a certain area 

was not sampled (e.g. "clean" drum storage area).  This is OK.

38 Yes

39 Yes, it is good

# No.  Comments

1 No

2

The REC rules do not give the flexiblity.  The REC program assistance allows these judgements to be made, but the outcome 

could still conflict with the rules.  The REC Rules need to be revised (codified) to allow the NCDENR Director the authority to 

grant case-by-case extensions to the prescribed completion deadlines in the Rules.  An IHSB site managed directly by NCDENR 

(State-lead) is not subject to such rule "deadlines", and there should be more flexibility for deadlines under the REC Rules.

3

No.  In certain instances, the rules may require assessments that are not needed based on site history.  These decisions should be 

left to the consultant's professional judgment

4

Practical solutions to risk of exposure (human/ecological) are not allowed per legislation directing the program (i.e., risk based 

solutions are not allowed for "low" risk sites).

5 No. RSMs feel very exposed to regulatory second guessing, a system of fining RSM is not benficial to the program

6 The legislated time frames sometimes make it necessary to withdraw from the program until the project can catch up.

7 No, still too much risk of disciplinary action by DENR

8

Not necessarily.  Cleaning up soil to the concentrations protective of groundwater whether adjusted or not can be a very costly 

adventure and there currently is no way for the REC leave even low levels of contamination in place, even if they cause no risk.  I 

feel our hands are tied in this particular situation.

9 Some reducdancy and over reporting could be redued for small sites

10

There seems to be so much liability on the consultant when performing REC work that I think more work is often done than really 

needs to be done, which is not beneficial to remediating parties.

11 No since chemicals for analysis need to be carried forward if they don't meet the conservative NC "screening levels"

12 No where there are incomplete exposure pathways and/or impacts are off-site.

13 The standards are set very high. Programs (UST) should be consistent.

14 The program should provide more flexibility, particularly for sites with relativley low risk ranking.

15 In cases, professional judgment should be applicable "to delineate the contamination in all media to unrestricted use levels".

16 No ,Very little use of risk-based standards.

17 no... the consultant is hand tied with potential fines and no authority to collect deliquent fees from the client

18

The rules & the Guide are very prescriptive & the Branch conducts very thourough audits.  The work has to be conducted in 

accordance with the Program requirements.  There are some "judgement" opportunities but not many.  Plume delineation is 

sometimes a concern when it is neccessary to estimate & opinions may differ -  I worry about these and have to address this issue 

following an audit - this becomes opinion vs. opinion.

19

no - there are too many limitations to justifying containment remedies and enacting LURs.  The process is onerous, confusing, and 

cumbersome and requires a degree of documentation that is inconsistent with other states.

20

With my name and my company's REC on the line, I tend to me much more conservative than I would be if I could negotiate with 

a regulator.  I would be fired if I put the REC at risk, and therefore the RSM cannot advocate for the client to the same degree as 

outside the REC program.

# No opinion (If no opinion - enter N/O in the space provided).

1 N/O

2 N/O have not read them throughly

3 N/O



Comments for Q15: At REC sites, where private consultants and engineers implement and oversee 

voluntary remedial actions, the certification by the REC that the investigation and remedial action 

have been adequately conducted and that the remedy will attain cleanup standards provides the 

assurance that human health and the environment will be protected.  Which of the following 

certification methods would you prefer for privatized oversight and implementation of remedial 

actions? 

# Other certification mechanism comments specified for Q15:

1 quarterly reports should not have to be notarized

2 Certification should vary by site risk ranking, with a minimum standard for identifying receptors.

3

The question is unclear.  If this is to certify that the "applicable cleanup standards...have been met" (no further action), then the 

third option would be my preference. However, there are many instances (i.e. PCE DNAPL) where no one can reasonably 

ascertain that "a remedy will attain applicable cleanup standards". If the RSM is certifying that the REC process has been 

followed, and a reasonable remedy is being attempted, then something like the first option would be preferred.

4

I think there need to be investigation and remediation criteria met as set out in the first option.  That said, there should be a 

method for an REC to request removal of a site from the IHSB-sites list prior to signing an administrative agreement.  For 

example, I have been involved in looking at two sites that sites that in my opinion should never have been added to the IHSB-sites 

list (the DUKE P0WER DUMP NONCD0000650 and the Former Neuville Sock Property NCD891023732)



Comments for Q16: Current statutes allow remediation of "on-property contamination" at industrial 

sites to site-specific risk-based standards.  Those same statutes allow REC approval, implementation 

and oversight of the risk-based remedies at those sites.  Current REC rules require Department 

concurrence with remedies where contamination remains on property above unrestricted use 

standards. Do you favor a change in the law to allow REC approval of risk-based remedies for "on-

property contamination" at industrial sites, in the absence of Department review of supporting data 

such as groundwater models or risk assessments demonstrating the risk-based remedy will be safe 

(assuming the REC rules would no longer require Department concurrence on the remedy)?

# Yes.  Comments

1 Yes

2

Yes, provided the document still goes through Public Notice.  There should be a contigency that NCDENR would revivew the 

remedy if there is any concerns raised during the Public Notice period.

3 Yes, if they still certify it was done properly

4 Yes.  The Branch can audit the REC if it desires.

5 yes

6

That may provide some efficiency and flexibility, but woudl still want the option to at least inform the Dept of the approach being 

considered.

7 Remedy selection should be based on risk to human health and the environment as implemented by the USEPA (i.e. RAGS)

8 Yes

9 Yes, please see comment to question 14.

10 It would depend on the site and Client as some Clients want concurence from the agency

11

Yes; if the REC provides oversight based on best professional judgment and certifies such then Department concurrence should 

not be required; however, the Department through aduits can question conclusions

12 Yes.  This would provide a benefit to entering the REC Program that does not currently exist.

13 yes

14 Yes,  this would allow cleanups to proceed more rapidly

15 No comments

16

Yes, assuming more specific guidance can be provided as to what is acceptable, particularly for common contaminants.  

Department review should remain available for more complex cases, or less common contaminants.

17 Yes, but stipulated by the Department being available to review and advise on an as-needed/requested basis.

18 Absolutely

19 Yes

20 REC approval is adequate

21

Yes, this is being performed in other states and as long as the consultant uses reasonable input parameters (which can be defined 

by regulations) the outcome will be protective of receptors.

22 yes- this process is no different than what other programs allow. If this is a viable option , then it should be allowed.

23 YES (although, perhaps a greater degree of auditing would be appropriate)

24 I think the current statute is fine.

25 Yes

26 the REC should have the flexiblity to use all or a portion of the risk asssesment as he/she sees fit to be protective.

27

As RSMs & Licensed Professionals. we already have the responsiblity to protect the public and teh environment.  It is our 

inherent to properly design solutions, monitor the results and modify the program if there are deviations from the design.

28 yes - again, the process to actually enact DPLURs is cumbersome, particularly wrt leachability standards.

29 Yes, provided the model or RA is done.

30 Yes

# No.  Comments

1 No.

2

No - I believe the present scenario limits our liablity as a consultant since the final decision is supported by REC staff as a third 

party

3 No.

4 No. the Department should approve a site-specific standard to provide consistency in its application

5 No, too much liability to RSM



6 No

7 No, the Responsible Party typically favors obtaining Department concurrence in this situation.

8 no

9 Present system protects state and REC

10 No - An extra level of review is necessary when leaving potential hazards inplace.

11 No

12 no.

13

No, not with the potential penalties the RSM may incur. I think the current arrangement is agreeable, as long as the Dept. commits 

to being flexible and working with the parties to achieve closure in a timely manner that protects human health and the 

environment.

14

Department review or concurrence should not have an impact on risk-based remedies provided the REC Consultant has 

implemented the rules properly.  However, the Department Review often identifies deficiencies, and can determine whether those 

deficiencies, if identified, demonstrate whether the risk-based remedy will be safe.  It is understood, and perhaps even desired, 

that the Department would not disqualify a risk-based remedy if a perceived deficiency in assessment or evaluation by the REC 

Consultant did not present a scenario where an unsafe condition would present.

15

NO.  NO.  NO.  There are too many lower-end consultants that might take advantage of the situation, and low-end RPs that might 

try to strong-arm their RSM into only doing a minimal level of work.

16

I think it's a good idea to have some oversight - however, this oversight should be consistent and timely - not causing undue 

schedule delays or cost to the Remediating Party

17 No.  I think that the Department needs to review these requests.

18

No, because the department concurrence is helpful to alleviate the conflict of interest inherent in the consultant acting as the 

regulator.  I think it is good for clients to know there is a second set of eyes on decisions.

19

No.  I actually would favor more rather than less Department concurrence, not only for risk-based remedies but for more routine 

investigations and remedial actions.  I understand that this goes against the REC program goal of lessening the burden on 

Department staff, but would prefer more of this verses the after-project audits that can raise issues too late in the process.

20 No, I think supporting data should be reviewed.

21

No.  I prefer REC program review of these items. The REC program serves as a third party in the review process and I do like 

review and concurrence of the division as “one more set of eyes” that has reviewed and agreed.  I do see a challenge in that the 

REC may feel pressured by responsible parties to close sites out, in particular ones that are not clear cut.  I think this puts too 

much responsibility on the REC.

22 no, it's good the way it is.

# No opinion (If no opinion - enter N/O in the space provided).

1 N/O

2 N/O

3 N/o

4 N/O

5 none

6 N/O



Comments for Q17: If the statute and rules were changed as described in question 16 (Department 

review and concurrence no longer required for on-property risk-based remedies) which of the 

following certification methods would you prefer for "on-property" risk-based remedial actions? 

# Other certification mechanism comments specified for Q17:

1 Certification based on the results of human health and environmental risk assessment

2 Certification should vary by site risk ranking, with a minimum standard required for identifying receptors.

3

As currently set out in REC program rules the RSM uses professional judgment to design the investigation and remedy in a 

manner that satisfies the minimum regulatory criteria in the Program rules. The RSM then certifies (signs notarized statements) 

that those investigation and remedial design criteria have been met and that the site-specific risk-based cleanup standards are 

sufficiently protective of human health.  The proposed remedy is designed to make progress towards attaining the attaining those 

standards.

4

Although I do not agree with this approach, if Department review was not required, then it may as well be up to the consultant.  

Professional license seal and statement should suffice.



Comments for Q18: Would your answer to question 16 be the same (where there is no Department 

review) if contamination has or could migrate "off the source property"?

# Yes.  Comments

1 Yes

2 yes

3 Yes

4 yes

5 yes

6 Yes

7 Even more important.

8 Yes

9 yes

10 USEPA Risk Assessment process addresses all potential exposure routes (on-site and off-site)

11 Yes

12 Yes

13 On-site rules set good proceedures for off-site issues

14 Yes - prudence

15 Yes; the same rationale that applied to answer question 16; however, offsite landowner participation should be considered

16 Yes.  This would provide a benefit to entering the REC Program that does not currently exist.

17 Yes

18 Yes,  there are additional safeguards built into the process regarding third party engagement and approval

19 yes

20 No comments

21 Yes, answer would be the same.

22 Yes, but only if there were no identified receptors that have already been impacted.

23 Yes

24 Yes

25 Need risk-based sta ndards for off-site contamination.

26

Yes.  I think Department concurrence should be required.  I think that in the interest of property resale, most buyers would want 

to see that the Department approved the risk-based remedy.

27 Yes, unless a receptor has already been impacted or is threatened to be impacted in the immediate future.

28 yes

29 YES (perhaps a greater degree of auditing would be appropriate for such cases)

30 Yes.  The same.

31 yes

32 Yes

33 yes,  since the remedy has to be protective of receptors.

34 Yes.  We all need to follow a minimum set of standards to make the call if a site meets the criteria or not.

35 Yes - our responsibilities are the same.

36 yes

37 Yes

# No.  Comments

1 No.

2

No.  If contamination has migrated off-site above the standards or action levels, NCDENR should be more involved with the 

review and decisions.

3 No.  I still think Department concurrence is important.

4 no

5 no

6

No,  the REC must demonstrate through site data and reasonably calibrated predictive models that the contamination will 

adversely affect and off-site property.

7 no

8 No



9

If off-site property were affected, statement should be amended to recognize the fact, and the steps implemented to prevent 

receptor exposure (deed restriction, etc).  If Contamination could migrate, statement should document why this would not be a 

concern (deed restriction, absence of receptors).

10 This is too complicated because off-site migration could be limited risk or very severe.

11 No, but stipulated by the Department being available to review and advise on an as-needed/requested basis.

12 If there is off-site contamination, the site should not be in the REC program.

# No opinion (If no opinion - enter N/O in the space provided).

1 N/O

2 N/O

3 N/o

4 N/O

5 N/O

6 N/O

7 N/O

8 none

9 N/O



Comments for Q19: If the rules were changed to eliminate Department review and concurrence and 

the statutes were changed to allow risk-based remedies where the contamination has or could migrate 

"off the source property", which of the following certification methods would you prefer for risk-

based remedial actions?

# Other certification mechanism comments specified for Q19:

1

Unsure of what the process would be.  Likely a mix of #1 above (current rule process) and another undefined NCDENR oversight 

step. There is too much risk placed on an REC if they are given the sole authority to approve a risk-based remedy that would 

allow off-site contamination.  NCDENR has to be involved with this process to satisfy the public concerns.

2 Minimum criteria must be met following USEPA, or be in relative comparison to other programs (DCSA, UST)

3 Use profession registration not notarized statements. Meeting investigation requirements are not bad, but expensive.

4 Please combine answers to 17 and 18.

5

Although I do not agree with this approach, again, if Department review was not required, then it may as well be up to the 

consultant.  Professional license seal and statement should suffice.

6 in these instances the NCDENR should be involved

7

PE & PG Licensed professional are required to conduct/oversee the work. The results are already the responsibilty of these 

professionals.



Comments for Q20: Are there any other additional ideas or feedback you would like to share?

# Open-Ended Response

1

The REC rule must be changed to give NCDENR codified authority to grant extensions to the deadlines for completing RIs, 

RAPs, RAP implemention, etc. on a case-by-case basis.

2

Currently, the rules require certification for any submittal including the RSM and responsible party notarized signatures.  I think 

some submittals, especially quarterly progress report should be able to be submitted without notarized signatures.  For some 

clients, it is a burden to get notarized forms and quarterly progress submittals are quite frequent.

3

It would be great if the changes described in #19 could come to fruition.  It would save a great deal of money and time for 

regulated parties, allow the RSM to apply professional judgement and still provide protection of human health and the 

environment.

4

The REC program is established for "low risk" sites.  The level of effort for obtaining cleanup criteria at low-risk sites without 

risk-based solutions is out of proportion and not justified from an economic standpoint.

5 Your questions at the end of the survey are hinting at a potential new direction that I think would be an improvement

6

Concurrence could be waived but you should allow for the responsible party or RSM to ask for concurrence if they so wish as 

some RPs want concurrence from the agency

7 Guidance needs to be written for off-site and on-site risk based assessment and remediation

8 Not at this time

9

I think the overall goals and procedures for the Program need to be revised.  There is currently very little benefit for remediating 

parties to enter the Program.  The liability placed on the consultant means that activities must be exceptionally thorough (and 

therefore costly).  Since risk-based rules cannot be used in most cases, there is often little potential for site closure.  Remediating 

parties can assess and cleanup their own sites without entering the program, then only enter the program if they are at a point 

where they need an NFA.  The option to use more extensive risk-based rules under the REC Program would be a huge additional 

benefit and encourage more applicants.

10

Program puts consultant in difficult position. Notary Certification sheets should be stopped. Rules regarding REC's appear to be 

written by attorneys. State needs to revise some of the information about the cost of the program. Few old sites have data that 

meets the newer requirements. RP not given any credit for work done under previous regs. For some RP's, they need the State 

enforcement to justify expenditure.  Cleanup standards (vapor and groundwater) unrealistically low.

11

House Bill 45 mandates that risk-based remedies only apply to sites reported before March 2011. This seems to penalize sites 

discovered more recently (I currently have one) and can have a negative impact on "rapid" closure of slightly contaminated sites. 

Any ideas on how to get this changed should be considered, especially how the REC/RSM community might assist.

12

Yes.  First, I would like to see a modification of the statues to allow for risk-based remedies where groundwater contamination 

has or could migrate off of the source property.  With the approval of Brownfield Agreements allowing for this scenario on re-

development sites, it makes good sense to have this option for REC Program sites.    Second:  Some of these questions discuss 

eliminating Department review for risk-based remedies and providing an option for the use of professional judgement by the RSM 

alone.  There have been instances where NCDENR regulators have closed Incident cases based primarily on professional 

judgement (of the regulator) which may have been interpreted as being outside of established guidelines and regulations.  While 

these actions may have benefited certain parties, and posed no likely threat to the public health, they presented scenarios for the 

possible re-opening of these Incidents, particularly in the course of a property transaction.  In my opinion, therefore, it may 

present an unreasonable risk for a REC Consultant to rely solely on their professional judgement to close a risked-base case in 

this manner outside of Department review.  Furthermore, most lenders and risk managers rely on a Department's review when 

determining Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs), especially those that are Controlled [notably a Controlled 

Recognized Environmental Condition (CREC) as defined by ASTM] such as risk-based remedies and associated land use 

restrictions.  The Department approval of a risk-based remedy is in many cases a green light for bank risk managers to approve a 

loan on real property.  The removal of this Department review could have an impact on the evaluation of the risk of real property.

13

To expand upon the answer for 16, a reasonable example is how the department has specific criteria for averaging soil data, or 

calculating vapor intrusion risk.  If the dept can come up with a preferred GW model that can cover a variety of common 

contaminants / geologic settings, it would be reasonable to have no dept. review.  At the same time if unusual contaminants, or 

other factors make the default model unusable, Dept interaction would remain an option.

14

I would be very hesitant to allow too much freedom for RSMs and/or RPs, without some level of required feedback from REC 

Program Staff.  Too many low-end, unethical, and/or uninformed players could ruin it for the larger group of  reliable RSMs and 

RPs.  I do this for a living, and want to help protect my industry and my clients.  And in some cases, help protect my clients from 

themselves.

15 Many thanks for the on-going communications and for striving to improve the Program!

16 To date, the REC program has been run fairly well without any major bumps in the road.



17 Not at this time.

18

I think that the requirement that the spill or release be "reported to the Department" prior to March 1, 2011 is arbitrary.  If it could 

be changed to read the spill or release was "demonstrated to have occurred" before March 1, 2011 or some other reasonable date 

that would be better.  There are a lot of releases that occurred historically that have likely not yet been identified.

19

Needs to be some tie or provision in the Regs to allow moving the site into Brownfields program. Other states have this and it is 

clear when certain criteria are met, the Brownfields program is applied and new owners are protected. Ie site is eligible for BF 

once the RAP is written.

20 No

21 no

22

1) I currently advise clients not to go into the REC Program unless we have a "way out".  Many projects end up in a long-term 

monitoring phase & cannot be closed, or there are off-site delineation & cleanup issues that never seem to be resolved and "we 

live" in a state of nervous non-compliance.  I suggest to clients that we conduct the RI work outside of the REC Program, but 

follow the Rules & Guide, and when we have "all" of the answers, submit to the REC Program and then move along to get the site 

closed.  If it cannot be closed, do not get into the Program.    2) Please collaborate with RSMs when the Branch begins an Audit.  

The RSM will be very helpful to answer questions and find information to support the audit.  Rather than receiving written audit 

results that include comments regarding information that could have easily and quickly been provided had a phone call been made 

by the Branch.  Receiving a multi-page audit letter that includes several easy to resolve (and sometimes incorrect) issues does not 

look good for the Branch or RSM and to the Responsible Party.  Let's work together on Audits before the audit is written up.

23

as long as the statute and rules are clear of the consultants objectives under the REC program, to me it makes no difference if the 

Department reviews the consultants selected cleanup statagy and conclusions.  the REC is acting as a reprentative of the 

Department.  as long as the REC has access to the Department as needed,  the cleanup program and investigation tools do not 

need to be specificed by the Department.
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