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Q: Can the Health and Safety Plan (Task 1.040) be claimed multiple times to cover individual HASP’s for the separate safety issues raised through different site activities (for example, an early excavation event versus later drilling events)?

A: The HASP task maximum represents the costs for generating a comprehensive Health and Safety Plan for the site as a whole.  Future addenda to achieve this comprehensive standard may be claimed under this task, up to the site maximum of $117.00 for all applicable plans combined.  Beyond the need for specific addenda, any activity-specific alterations/adjustments needed for certain site efforts or personnel would be included in the office coordination components of the associated supervision tasks, and would not be eligible as a duplication of Task 1.040.  

Q: Does the per-foot rate under Task 3.101 include all travel, even for events requiring the installation of a single, shallow monitoring well (a single ~12’ total depth coastal well during the IAA, for example)?

A: The per-foot rate was calculated based on the existing hourly drilling data, which included both field (F) and travel (T) costs.  For events where only a single shallow well will be installed, milk-run events should be utilized to help spread total travel costs among multiple eligible tasks, and with per-diems allowed as needed.  In the case of a single shallow IAA well, it may be necessary to schedule the drilling immediately after the backfill event, with an additional per-diem request if the well installation is performed the following day (such that the travel costs would be spread across the other IAA efforts as well).  

Q: For well abandonment at local sites, some drillers have mobilization charges for the necessary equipment (to properly tremie-fill the wells) which exceed the coverage allowed as mileage under Task 12.010.  Can the drilling rig mobilizations be covered under Task 3.398 instead?  

A: Full rig mobilization may be justified where a full crew with an actual drilling rig and all associated support vehicles are needed for well abandonment based on applicable state and local well abandonment regulations (such as overdrilling, etc.).  Typically, for sites where a truck bed or trailer-mounted grout machine and a driller (plus a helper) is sufficient to achieve these standards, the full rig/crew mobilization task would not be applicable.  However, full rig and crew mobilization (Task 3.398) may be approved for prompt abandonment of sites with numerous wells or significant footage in lieu of having multiple mileage or per-diem events necessary for a single driller and helper to handle the total volume.   

Q: How are costs for mileage, well location, and data tabulation covered in the change from the previous use of Task 4.032 ($64 per well) for water level measurements to Task 4.090 #810 ($12 per water level measurement)?

A: Mileage costs were included in the Task 4.032 scope, but instances where a full travel event was needed for collecting only the water level measurements are rare.  Accordingly, the travel costs would be covered by either other eligible tasks that include travel, such as drilling supervision (Task 3.101), monitoring well sampling (Task 4.031), or water supply well sampling (4.041/4.045), for example, or separate mileage approved under Task 12.010 for the primary activities warranting the site visit, such as AFVR supervision (Task 2.082), or system maintenance (Task 7.201), etc.  

Additional efforts may be needed to locate wells, commonly due to things like improper site maintenance leading to vegetation overgrowth limiting the visibility and access to the well, or wells that have been negligently covered by paving or gravel emplacement in parking areas.  However, general property maintenance is the responsibility of the Responsible Party or landowner and is not reimbursable.  Any added costs incurred as a result of a failure to, or neglect of such general property maintenance would not be an eligible expense. 

Data tabulation costs for the water level measurements covered by this task should be consistent with the similar tabulation requirements for other field recorded data applicable under Task 4.090 (such as #540 pH, #550 specific conductivity,  #560 temperature, etc.), namely the collection of such data in proper field logs.  Subsequent generation of updated spreadsheet or document tables for inclusion in the associated report would be covered by that particular report task.  

In essence, the $12 per measurement maximum rate allowed under 4.090 #810 is intended to only cover the eligible costs associated with uncapping a well, allowing for equilibration while conducting other site activities, then recording a single stabilized depth to water measurement, and recapping the well. Other costs associated with this effort will either be covered by other eligible tasks, or are ineligible costs associated with the maintenance of the property itself.

Q: Can Task 10.010 – Structure Repair / Stabilization be used for pit wall stabilization?

A: Task 10.010 is intended only for the stabilization of building foundations, and is not intended for OSHA-mandated excavation wall stabilization, or for stabilizing/repairing non-building improvements (decks, patios, appliances, canopies, etc.).  OSHA stabilization is included within the excavation task itself (2.400 or 7.300).

Q: For CAP alternative system cost comparisons, how are ineligible costs for system removal and new system replacement handled?

A: If the evaluation of natural attenuation as a remedial alternative will require the removal of contaminated soils to eliminate a secondary source, the presence of an active system will no longer be considered a viable justification for negating such an approach.   Please note that, in addition to the eligible costs for the excavation and associated confirmation sampling, the ineligible costs for the tank removal and new system installation should also be incorporated into the CAP estimates for that alternative.  If tank removal, excavation, and system reinstallation followed by natural attenuation, represents the most cost effective alternative, and that approach is selected, then the portion of the costs directly related to eligible remediation efforts may be reimbursed.   However, if, in such a situation, a less cost-effective active alternative is selected by the RP, the reimbursement of costs for that other approach as a whole will not be allowed to exceed to the combined ineligible and eligible costs from the tank removal/reinstallation and excavation/natural attenuation.  

For example, if the system removal/reinstallation is estimated at $100,000, and the excavation/natural attenuation monitoring is estimated at another $300,000, then the two options would be as follows: 

1. Conduct the tank removal/reinstallation with excavation and subsequent monitoring, with the $100,000 in tank closure/reinstallation being ineligible, but coverage available for the $300,000 in eligible corrective action and assessment costs (the excavation and monitoring), or

2. Select one of the more ‘active’ higher-cost alternatives ( for this case, hypothetically estimated at $500,000 lifetime costs), and receive lifetime reimbursement up to only the $400,000 total combined (eligible and ineligible) costs as calculated for the cheaper excavation alternative.  

Please be aware that the inverse would also apply in the case where an ‘active’ alternative was cheaper than the eligible component of the tank removal/excavation approach (e.g., if an active system was estimated at $250,000, then only that amount could be reimbursed out of the $300,000 excavation and monitoring costs defined in the example above if the tank removal approach was selected instead).   

Q: For the purposes of determining the UST system replacement costs for the CAP cost comparisons (as described above), will bidding of the system replacement be considered an eligible cost despite being for an ineligible activity?

A: No costs associated with system removal or replacement may be reimbursed, including cost estimates for ineligible activities included within the CAP cost comparisons.  However, such bidding costs may be added to the system replacement estimates included within the CAP itself.

Q: Will the new Reimbursement Identification Form be needed for the first new claim submitted after the 7/1/10 date, even on those sites that have previous claims with the identifying numbers recorded on the old Certification of Cost Forms?

A: An original of the Reimbursement Identification Form will be needed on file for each site seeking reimbursement of future claims, including those sites which may already be in the system from previous claims.  The RIF will be maintained separately, and will be needed for all actively claimed sites.

Errata:

Scope of Work Document - Task 2.141 – Free Product / Vapor Recovery System Maintenance (hourly rate): The task maximum returned to the $91.00 per hour allowed under the 2003 RRD to match other hourly rates not adjusted during the 2010 RRD revisions.  

Scope of Work Document – Task 4.091 – Analytical Costs (Third Party Deductible):

The task number has been changed to 4.095 to better mirror Task 4.045 – Costs for Sampling Impacted Supply Wells, with which this analytical task is associated.

Scope of Work Document – Section 12 Note:

The note for Section 12 above Task 12.010 has been revised to remove reference to exclusion of “Task 7.201 (unless approved)” as mileage is applicable for travel, and this task will always require preapproval.

Claim Forms – Secondary Form Sec-C.1/C.2/C.3

The soil vertical delineation analytical component note has been modified to reference use of EPA 8260, 8270, and metals testing at only the shallowest and deepest soil locations, not MADEP as originally worded.  MADEP tests should be conducted on all of the required 5-ft (or 10-ft, is applicable) intervals.

Claim Forms – Primary Form P-3b and Secondary Form Sec-A.2 - Tasks 3.101 and 12.010

Travel/Mileage costs are included in Task 3.101.  References to Task 12.010 for mileage costs in each instance have been removed and the tables adjusted accordingly. 

Claim Forms – Cost Summary Forms and Primary Form P-8b - Task 8.105 – Monitoring Well Permit Fees: Preapproval is not required for monitoring well permit fees incurred for well installations during the IAA and LSA phases.  In such instances, the fees may be claimed under Task 8.105, and are not included within the ‘miscellaneous cost’ lump-sum components of the Noncommercial IAA tasks or any LSA task.

Claim Forms - Primary P-12 – Task 12.010:

Task title revised to reflect coverage for “All Personnel” and the note below the table for Task 12.010 has been revised to properly reflect a “base charge of $1.50 per mile, plus the applicable IRS Mileage allowance.”
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