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Executive Summary
According to the 2010 US Census, New Jersey continues to be the most densely populated state
in the nation with 1196 people per square mile. With such high density and little land area (8721 square
miles) New Jersey needs to take advantage of its developable Superfund sites. New Jersey’s sites
typically have a history beginning at the end of the 19th Century and are therefore located near some of
our most valuable resources, including streams and rivers, farmland and mountains. These properties
are prime locations for all kinds of land uses including reclaiming for new industrial use, infill for
residential development and valuable commercial centers. Twelve Superfund sites have completed the
remediation process and are in active reuse. The variety of these uses shows that today any stigma
from the past associated with these sites is inconsequential. The sites in reuse according to the USEPA
are: American Cyanamid, Asbestos Dump, Cooper Road, DeRewal Chemical, Federal Creosote,
Krysowaty Farm, Lipari Landfill, Pepe Field, Pijak Farm, Ringwood Mines/Landfill, Vineland State School
and Welsbach & General Gas Mantle.
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Introduction
In 1996, I conducted a research study that looked at reuse of Superfund sites in New Jersey
entitled, “What Now? Patterns of Development On and Around Delisted Superfund Sites.” Shortly after
I conducted my initial research on the reuse of these sites1 the thinking at the USEPA changed with
regard to the redevelopment of these sites and in 1999 they finalized and began implementing the
Return to Reuse Initiative. The original thesis of the “What Now?” study was to examine whether
stigma surrounding Deleted2 Superfund sites affected their redevelopment potential. At that time
(1995-1996) looking at land use in conjunction with remedy creation was limited to one memo written
by John Harris in the Office of Emergency and Remedial Response (Superfund). John began and
managed the Superfund Redevelopment Program and made it his personal mission “see that every
Superfund site gets put back into productive use” according to his bio on the USEPA’s “Clu-In” website3.
John continues this mission as a consultant for USEPA at E2 Inc. At the time of inception of the Return to
Use Initiative, only deleted sites were considered for reuse as they were known to be “clean”. In 1996,
seven sites were deleted, today 30 sites in New Jersey have been deleted and one site, Ringwood Mines
Landfill, has been reinstated on the NPL. At that time of my original research, with that small sample, it
was concluded that there was no stigma attached to deleted Superfund sites.
This revisit initially assumed that examining land use patterns around Deleted Superfund Sites in
New Jersey would still be a relevant exercise; however, the Return to Reuse Initiative changed that
relevance. No longer does a site have to be Deleted or Partially Deleted before thoughts of
redevelopment can take place. EPA has established land use guidelines, set up grant opportunities to

1

Malloy, Kelly. “What Now? Patterns of Development On and Around Delisted Superfund Sites”.
Rutgers University, Cook College for a George H. Cook Honors Thesis. 1996.
This document can be found at: Chang Library, Cook College LD4751.25.G478, v. 29, pt. 3

2

In 2010, USEPA shifted from the term “delisted” to “deleted” to denote completion of remediation for Superfund
sites.
3
John Harris’ short bio can be found at http://cluin.info/studio/2003phyto/agenda.cfm
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facilitate community participation and fundamentally changed their view from attempting to return all
sites to residential use to allowing all types of use, within the standards, on sites. Through Ready for
Reuse determination letters, site owners are assured that they cannot be held liable and removes or
significantly reduces stigma associated with contaminated sites.
Of the 142 sites on the NPL in New Jersey, 12 are considered in Reuse. Of those, 6 have been
Deleted with one Partial Deletion, three are Construction Complete and two are Final. Land uses range
from residential at three sites to a theatre, recycling facility, town baseball field, minor league baseball
field, a school for developmentally disabled children and farms or garden centers. With such a large
array of uses in varying locations throughout the state it can be concluded that there is little to no
stigma attached to these sites.
According to the 2010 US Census, New Jersey continues to be the most densely populated state
in the nation with 1196 people per square mile. With such high density and little land area New Jersey
needs to take advantage of its developable Superfund sites. New Jersey’s sites typically have a history
beginning at the end of the 19th Century and are therefore located near some of our most valuable
resources, including water, farmland and mountains. These locations today are prime locations for all
kinds of land uses including reclaiming industrial lands, infill for residential development and valuable
commercial property.

Methods
My research began by mining the EPA’s Superfund and Superfund Redevelopment websites. By
methodically going through each section of the website I was able to retrieve all of the guidance
documents as well as the site summaries for each site listed in this study. The EPA site is well organized
but dense and frequent changes to layout and content make finding the same information twice
sometimes difficult.
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After mining the EPA website I moved on to reviewing literature on the subject. Most of the
papers and reports were written before the Superfund Reuse Initiative was fully enacted. These papers
were written in the late 1990s and seem to give the EPA justification for enacting this program. One
book, which is a compellation of articles (Macey & Cannon, 2007), gives a comprehensive view of the
where, when, how and why developers should use this process when considering a project. The essays
in this book are very detailed and full of graphs and charts.
Interviews were a key component to this exercise. While I had a chance to conduct several
interviews on my own, the EPA Region 2 Redevelopment Coordinator, Gloria Sosa, assisted by
interviewing the remaining Site Managers herself. Because the Site Managers are responsible for
several sites, and because several of the sites in this study are quite old, not all of the “back stories”
could be collected and assumptions had to be made from studying the RODs as well as through
researching the companies themselves.
GIS data was collected from the USEPA GeoData website. Using ArcGIS 10, I first had to change
the projection to New Jersey State Plane from NAD83. After the projection was changed the dataset
was clipped to New Jersey. I then joined a data table that I created with the national data set so that
sites could be sorted according to NPL status, SWARU compliance and Reuse designation. The maps
were then exported in jpeg format and inserted into this document.

The Superfund Program
Superfund Legislation Background
Superfund is the term used commonly to refer to the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). Superfund is a United States federal law which
authorizes the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to identify and hold parties
responsible for the contamination of the land or water with hazardous substances that may imperil
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public health or the environment. If no responsible party can be found then the EPA is authorized to
clean up sites using money from a restricted fund – also known as the “Super Fund”.
CERCLA was enacted in 1980 in response to the growing concern over hazardous waste.
Precipitated by the Love Canal disaster in New York State, the EPA created the Hazardous Ranking
System (HRS) whereby all hazardous waste sites are ranked using various criteria for each exposure
pathway (air, surface water and ground water) including toxicity, concentration of chemicals present,
the likelihood of exposure, proximity to humans and the size of the potentially affected population. The
HRS produces a score from 0 to 100, with 100 correlating to the highest level of risk. The first National
Priorities List (NPL) was created in 1982 whereby the federal government determined that they would
fund 400 sites for remediation; ranking the sites in order from high to low HRS score established 28.5 as
the minimum score required for a site to qualify for the NPL. Only sites on the NPL qualify for Superfund
money. The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) made several changes and
additions to CERCLA including increased funding and provisions for new technology. SARA also directed
the EPA to pursue permanent clean up solutions at sites which embraced the stricter cleanup standards
set forth. Superfund was reauthorized again in 1994 (United States Environmental Protection Agency,
2010) and is still a contentious piece of legislation.

Superfund Provisions
CERCLA authorizes two kinds of responses:
1. Removal Actions are short- term solutions where actions are taken to address a
release by requiring an immediate response. Removal actions are usually used for
small, localized releases that may pose immediate harm to human health or the
environment.
2. Remedial Actions are long-term solutions whereby the risks associated with a
release are considered a threat to human health or the environment but lack the
Page | 9
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time-criticality of a removal action. Remedial actions seek to permanently reduce or
eliminate the risks associated with the release. Remedial actions can only be
conducted at NPL sites.
The Superfund program also has a community education component. The Technical Assistance
Grant Program and the Technical Assistance Services for Communities provides communities with the
information necessary for them to understand the remediation process and establishes a way for
communities to give EPA feedback and input related to site activities. Both of these programs provide
communities with independent experts who explain hazardous waste issues and can assist in the
interpretation of EPA’s plans for site remediation (Office of Superfund Remediation and Technolgy
Innovation, 2008).
While identifying hazards and their potential risks to humans and the environment as well as
identifying potentially responsible parties is important, enforcement provides the mechanism for
ensuring that the potentially responsible parties pay for the site remediation. Enforcement authority
was established in CERCLA’s liability and enforcement provisions and also serves as a support to state
response programs and encourage firms to respond to releases on their own (United States
Environmental Protection Agency, 2010).
The EPA’s Office of Research and Development and Environmental Response Team as well as
the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, the National Institutes of Environmental Health
Sciences provide the research and development necessary to address toxic releases.
The aforementioned agencies also provide the necessary training to fire departments,
emergency medical teams, emergency room doctors, and scientists in an effort to provide these
professionals with the tools necessary to safely respond to a toxic release (Office of Superfund
Remediation and Technolgy Innovation, 2008).
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Lastly, the Superfund program encourages site remediation plans to include provisions for
natural resource damages. By restoring ecological functions to sites which have been damaged by toxic
releases, the potentially responsible parties have an opportunity to improve the quality of the
environment beyond the boundaries of the site. These actions are generally not accomplished by the
EPA itself, but by public organizations, federal agencies such as Department of Interior and/or states
(United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2010).

The Superfund Process
The Superfund process is a multi-stage process where a site can initially be discovered and
reported by any number of entities including citizens, state agencies, waste handlers or inspectors
(Figure 1). Once discovered and reported, sites are entered into the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) which is the EPA’s inventory of all
hazardous waste sites (potential, active and remediated). The potential for the release of hazardous
substances is then evaluated through the clean up process.
Each site begins with a Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (PA/SI). This initial investigation
of site conditions determines whether the substance(s) found at the site require immediate action. If
so, then EPA initiates an Emergency Response.
The site is then ranked using the HRS system. Generally if the HRS score is greater than 28.5 it
will be proposed for the NPL. Recently, however, EPA has begun incorporating factors such as the
potential for permanent remediation solutions, cost of such solutions and the feasibility of remediating
the entire site as additional factors in rankings. After placement on the NPL, the site is considered final
and is officially eligible to receive federal funding for its remediation. At this time EPA also has the
authority to seek out all potentially responsible parties in order to fund the cleanup. It is here that a site
may be considered “Ready for Anticipated Reuse.” If the site qualifies, then land use after remediation
is considered in all future planning for the site including Institutional Controls as well as the Remedy.
Page | 11
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While Institutional Controls are not a step in the process to remediation specifically, they play a
large part in the success of the remedy and potential reuse of the site. Institutional Controls (ICs) are
those controls which EPA imposes on a site in order to protect the remedy and prevent human exposure
to any contaminants remaining on the site. ICs can be administrative or legal controls which require
maintenance and stewardship for the life of the remedy. Examples of ICs commonly used by the EPA
include restricted zoning, overlay districts, special permit requirements, easements, deed restrictions,
public notice requirements and special advisories (United States Environmental Protection Agency,
2011).
To determine the nature and extent of the contamination a site also undergoes a Remedial
Action/Feasibility Study (RA/FS). The RA/FS determines the permanence with which the site will be
cleaned.
The Record of Decision (ROD) step describes all of the feasible remedies and their costs. The
ROD also outlines any Institutional Controls for the site. Institutional Controls are those mechanisms
which remain at the site after Construction Completion and must be maintained by the future owner of
the site. After a remedy is chosen, cleanup plans are prepared and implemented during the Remedial
Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) phase.
When the physical cleanup construction is complete the site enters Construction Completion.
This, however, does not indicate that the site has been remediated to the standard and is ready for
removal from the NPL. Post Construction Completion includes Five-Year Reviews and other measures to
ensure that the long-term protection to human health and the environment has been achieved via the
Institutional Controls.
Once all actions are complete and the EPA has deemed it safe (e.g., protective for human health
and the environment), the site is eligible for Deletion from the National Priorities List. Larger sites are
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often divided into Operable Units (OU) in order to facilitate staged cleanups. OUs may be deleted
separately giving the site Partial Delete status.
A relatively new step in the process, which was piloted in 1999-2001, is Reuse. When feasible,
the EPA seeks to actively reuse deleted or partially deleted NPL sites. Reuse can range from residential
to ecological restoration and can begin at any time in the Superfund process once the site is on the final
list. (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2010)

Superfund Redevelopment Initiative4
As the number of cleanup-up sites grew, EPA saw that although these former Superfund sites
were clean and safe, they were often left idle and abandoned. In some cases, the sites became eyesores
and targets for vandalism. EPA recognized that as part of its mission to protect human health and the
environment it should expand its efforts to make its cleanup activities consistent with community goals
to reuse these sites. In 1999, EPA launched the Superfund Redevelopment Initiative (SRI), a coordinated
national effort to facilitate the return of the country’s most hazardous sites to productive use. Since its
inception, the Superfund Redevelopment Initiative has helped communities reclaim and reuse
thousands of acres of idle land. Through an array of tools and partnerships, SRI helps to provide local
communities with new opportunities to grow and prosper. Towns and villages around the country are
recovering idle properties as vibrant parts of community life.
Although SRI is a discrete program, it works in the context of a larger EPA effort, the Land
Revitalization Agenda (LRA). The LRA established reuse as an important part of all of the Agency’s
cleanup programs, including, in addition to Superfund, those dealing with Brownfields, Federal Facilities,
and properties contaminated by waste management and handling facilities and leaking underground

4

This section is taken from various informational documents located within the Superfund Redevelopment
website at http://epa.gov/superfund/programs/recycle/ Retrieved between 9/2010 and 3/2011.
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storage tanks. SRI’s efforts complement this Agency-wide mission to support reuse, but focus on sites in
the Superfund program.
The Environmental Protection Agency’s highest priority at any Superfund site is to protect
human health and the environment. EPA must ensure that a site protects human health and the
environment before it can be reused. EPA takes careful and thorough measures to make sure that each
site meets this standard before it is returned to use. However, not all sites are protective for all uses.
An individual strategy is developed for each site to make certain that the cleanup, when complete,
protects human health and the environment for the land uses that can be reasonably anticipated.
One of the actions EPA takes is a thorough investigation of the contamination at each site. The
investigation tells EPA whether the contamination is a threat to human health or the environment and,
if it is, describes the nature and extent of the contamination. After the investigation, EPA meets with
the site owner, the community and other interested parties to identify the reasonably anticipated future
uses of the site. A reuse assessment, which involves collecting and evaluating information pertinent to
reuse, can be done to develop assumptions about reasonably anticipated land uses at Superfund sites.
It may involve a review of available records; visual inspections of the site; and discussions about
potential future land uses with local government officials, property owners and community members.
Based on its investigations, EPA selects a cleanup strategy tailored to the individual site that takes into
account these anticipated uses. Ideally, before proceeding, EPA asks the community to comment on this
strategy. Then site cleanup begins, and cannot be considered complete until all cleanup goals are
attained and all limitations are observed. After cleanup, EPA monitors the site to guard against any
problems that may arise. EPA ensures that reuse in no way compromises safety. In fact, anecdotal
evidence suggests that reusing Superfund sites helps to keep them safe over time. Research suggests
that sites being reused are less prone to vandalism and other activities that could harm the remedy.

Page | 14

What Now? Revisited 2011

Some sites are cleaned up for unrestricted access and use, meaning there are no use limitations
based on the environmental condition of the sites. Other sites are cleaned up to be protective for
specific types of use. For example, sites with long histories of industrial use in areas that are expected
to remain industrial are usually cleaned up to be protective for that use, but would not be suitable for
other uses, such as housing. In all cases, EPA specifies any use or activity limitations for its sites, for
example “no residential use,” “no use of ground water for drinking water,” or “no digging below a depth
of four feet.”
At a large number of Superfund sites, especially landfills, wastes are left buried on site with
protective covers of soil and other materials, often many feet deep, to keep people from coming into
contact with the wastes. As long as users do not dig into the cover, there is no exposure to wastes. At
some of these sites there may be gas vents or monitoring wells, which also need protection. Each site
must be evaluated individually to determine whether a particular use would interfere with its remedy
components.
More than 550 Superfund sites are already being safely reused and are integrated into the fabric
of their communities. In towns across America, the local supermarket or the high school soccer field
may be located on a former Superfund site. These cleaned-up sites have a wide range of uses including
commercial, governmental, ecological and recreational.

Ready for Reuse Tools
Enhanced Stakeholder Process
Planning for the revitalization of environmentally impaired properties is ideally a communitybased process, relying on people and partnerships as well as information and analysis. EPA can support
communities in this process by supplying teams of experts to work with them to gain a better
understanding of reasonably anticipated future land use to incorporate into remedy selection decisions.
Often communities find it helpful to create community-based Land Use Committees, which guide the
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projects from the planning stage through implementation of the redevelopment plan. With this
approach, it is important to provide training and education for committee members to ensure that the
community has the ability to pursue land revitalization opportunities over the long-term. EPA’s expert
team includes people with experience in facilitation; mediation and public outreach that can help
communities devise effective land revitalization strategies, and bring together diverse local interests.
Partnerships
SRI can form partnerships with groups and organizations interested in Superfund site
redevelopment, which can help local communities realize reuse opportunities.
Partnerships with site owners, local businesses, large corporations, state governments and local
officials are essential to the success of reuse projects. Owners of Superfund sites may have the financial
resources and legal obligation to clean up a site and can set it on the road to reuse. Local developers
may have the knowledge and financial interest to make certain that a site is reused in a way that is
economically viable. And local officials have an interest in making sure that the new use fits the needs
and desires of their communities.
Once EPA understands a community’s concerns, it may be able to inform the community about
potential partners. For example, the U.S. Soccer Foundation is interested in building soccer fields
around the country to help promote the sport. Because many Superfund sites can safely support soccer
fields (and plans for building the fields can be easily incorporated into cleanups), EPA has entered into a
partnership with the U.S. Soccer Foundation. If a community is interested in reusing all or a portion of a
site for soccer fields, EPA can assist in its contacts with the Foundation.
Ready for Reuse Determination (RfR)
Ready for Reuse Determination is an environmental status report written in plain language that
tells how a site can be used so that it remains safe for people and the environment. EPA issues the RfR
Determinations to help the real estate market, local governments and local residents understand how a
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site can be reused and for what purposes. Often, RfR Determinations help remove doubts that
developers or site owners have about reusing a former Superfund site, and give stakeholders confidence
to move ahead with reuse.
Technical Assistance Grants and Outreach Services
As mentioned above, EPA also provides assistance to communities via Technical Assistance
Grants. Many Superfund sites present communities with issues that require expertise in chemistry,
engineering, geology, toxicology, ecology, biology and law. Once communities begin to consider issues
of site reuse, they may also need expertise in architecture, financing, construction and public planning.
Through Technical Assistance Grants (TAGs) EPA’s Superfund program makes it possible for communities
to hire the experts they need to understand the complexities involved in site reuse. A TAG provides
money for activities that help communities participate in decision-making at eligible Superfund sites. An
initial grant of up to $50,000 is available to qualified community groups so they can contract with
independent technical advisors to interpret and help the community understand and interpret technical
information about its site.
EPA also sponsors the Technical Outreach Services for Communities (TOSC) program to help
communities cope with hazardous substance issues. TOSC is a no-cost, non-advocacy program run by
EPA’s five university-based Hazardous Substance Research Centers. Because of funding limitations,
TOSC may not be available to every community.

Weighing Reuse Options
Reuse options are based on seven factors. Communities and developers work together using
these as a means to determine the viability of a redevelopment plan.
1. Size of the site
2. Populations close to the site
3. Community’s needs and desires
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4. Transportation corridors
5. Land uses and conditions surrounding the cleanup status
6. Local regulatory frameworks, including zoning and comprehensive planning
7. Potential partners and resources

Reuse Types 5
Superfund sites being reused often have many purposes and benefits for site owners, as
well as the local community and surrounding region. There is no one-size-fits all formula for
site redevelopment. Generally, however, reuse falls into one of ten categories: agricultural,
alternative energy, commercial, ecological, public service, recreational, industrial, residential,
mixed use, military and other federal uses. Often more than one type of reuse occurs at a
single site. EPA uses these categories to track Reuse6:

Agricultural: Agricultural use refers to use for agricultural purposes, such as farmland for
growing crops and pasture for livestock. Agricultural use also can encompass other activities,
such as orchards, agricultural research and development, and irrigating existing farmland.
Alternative Energy: Alternative Energy use refers to use for the production of alternative energy,
such as wind farms, solar farms and biofuel production. Biofuel production includes the growth
and harvesting of renewable sources such as soybeans, corn, sunflowers, canola, and
switchgrass (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2011).
Commercial: Commercial use refers to use for retail shops, grocery stores, offices, restaurants
and other businesses.
Ecological: Ecological use refers to areas where proactive measures, including a conservation
easement, have been implemented to create, restore, protect, or enhance a habitat for
terrestrial and/or aquatic plants and animals, such as wildlife sanctuaries, nature preserves,
meadows, and wetlands.
Public Service: Public Service use refers use by a local or State government agency or a nonprofit group to serve citizen’s needs. This can include transportation services such as rail lines
5
6

The definitions are directly quoted from the document cited.
(United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2007)
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and bus depots, libraries and schools, government offices, public infrastructure such as roads,
bridges, utilities, or other services for the general public.
Recreational: Recreational use refers to use for recreational activities, such as sports facilities,
golf courses, ballfields, open space for hiking and picnicking, and other opportunities for indoor
and outdoor leisure activities.
Industrial: Industrial use refers to traditional light and heavy industrial uses, such as processing
and manufacturing products from raw materials, as well as fabrication, assembly, treatment,
and packaging of finished products. Examples of industrial uses include factories, power plants,
warehouses, waste disposal sites, landfill operations, and salvage yards.
Residential: Residential use refers to use for residential purposes, including single-family homes,
town homes, apartment complexes and condominiums, and child/elder care facilities.
Mixed Use: Mixed use refers to areas at which uses cannot be differentiated on the basis of
acres. For example, a condominium with retail shops on the ground floor and residential use on
the upper floors would fall into this category When selecting Mixed Use, the individual types of
uses should be identified, if as possible.
Military: Military use refers to use for training, operations, research and development, weapons
testing, range activities, logistical support, and/or provision of services to support military or
national security purposes.
Other Federal Use: Other Federal use refers to use to support the Federal government in Federal
agency operations, training, research, and/or provision of services for purposes other than
national security or military.

Reuse Impacts Communities
EPA’s primary objective in cleaning up hazardous waste sites is protecting people and the
environment from harm, but cleaning up properties has also, in many cases, provided a catalyst for
reuse. The productive reuse of formerly contaminated properties can have significant, positive
economic, environmental and social impacts on local communities. More than 244,000 acres of land are
in reuse or ready for reuse at Superfund sites. This reuse has resulted in nearly 80,000 on-site jobs with
$2.7 billion in annual income so far.
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New Jersey Superfund Site Summaries for Sites in Reuse7
Of the 142 sites on the NPL in New Jersey, 30 have been deleted, 4 have been partially deleted,
77 have construction complete, 112 are on the final NPL and 2 sites have been proposed to the NPL
(Figure 2). Of these sites, twelve are considered “Sites in Reuse” by the EPA (Figure 3). Comparatively,
New Jersey has over half of the sites on the NPL for Region 28, more than 8% of the NPL sites nationally
and greater than 3% of the sites in reuse (Table 1) (USEPA, 2011).
Site Status

New Jersey Region 2 National Percent in Region Percent in Nation

Proposed

2

4

66

50.00%

3.03%

Final

112

215

1290

52.09%

8.68%

Deleted

30

65

347

46.15%

8.65%

National Priorities List

142

280

1637

50.71%

8.67%

Partially Deleted

4

6

57

66.67%

7.02%

Construction Complete 77

169

1101

45.56%

6.99%

Sites in Reuse

24

359

50.00%

3.34%

12

Table 1 National Superfund Site Statistics

Interviews with USEPA Region 2 Site Managers, the Region 2 Redevelopment Coordinator
(Gloria Sosa) and a Consultant for the USEPA Superfund Redevelopment Initiative (John Harris, E2 Inc.)
All of the sites summarized below are officially considered “in reuse”; however some within the
department consider certain sites in “continued use”. The official definitions9, according to USEPA are
as follows and sites in contention will be discussed below (United States Environmental Protection
Agency, 2007) (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2007).

7

Information for each of the Site Summaries was obtained from accessing each site’s Site Progress File which is
available from a query at http://cfpub.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/srchsites.cfm Retrieved 9/16/10
8
Region 2 includes New Jersey, New York, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.
9
The definitions are directly quoted from the document cited.
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Continued Use: Acres in continued use refer to areas that are being used in the same general
manner as they were prior to designation by the Superfund or Federal Facilities Programs.
Reused: Acres at the site identified as in reuse refer to a site or OU were a new use, or uses, are
occurring such that there has been a change in the type of use or the property was unused and
how supports a specific use. This means that the developed site or OU is actually used for its
intended purpose by customers, visitors, employees, residents, or fauna in the case of ecological
reuse.
Planned Reuse: Acres in planned reuse include sites or OUs where a plan for a reuse is in place,
but reuse has not yet begun. This could include conceptual plans, a contract with a developer,
secured financing, approval by the local government, or the initiation of site redevelopment.
Unused: Acres identified as unused include sites or OUs not being used in any identifiable
manner. This could be, for example, because site investigation and cleanup are ongoing,
operations have ceased, the owner is in bankruptcy, or cleanup is complete, but the site remains
vacant.

American Cyanamid Company, Bridgewater
The American Cyanamid Company is located in Bridgewater Township in Somerset County [see
Figure 3]. The 575 acre site is located adjacent to the Raritan River and is situated above the Brunswick
Aquifer which is New Jersey’s second largest source for drinking water. Because of the complexity of
the site, EPA has designated 27 Areas of Concern (AOC) in an effort to more effectively deal with
different contaminants in different areas and on different land covers. The site was placed on the NPL in
1983 following a PA/SA which showed groundwater and soil contaminations. Approximately 14,000
people live within a 3 mile radius of the property. American Home Products (aka Wyeth) purchased
American Cyanamid in 1994 and assumed full responsibility for the remediation of this site. In 1999 a
complex, including a 6,300 seat minor league baseball stadium was constructed on the site. The $80
Million dollar project includes retail, hotel and office space.
Wyeth was subsequently purchased by Pfizer. Future development of the site is currently in the
planning stages with additional commercial, recreational and ecological uses being proposed. In an
effort to maintain long-term stewardship for the site and protection of the remedy in perpetuity, Pfizer
retains ownership of the site in its entirety (Taylor, 2011).

Page | 21

What Now? Revisited 2011

Asbestos Dump, Millington
The Asbestos Dump site consists of an 11 acre site in Millington as well as three other sites
(Operable Units) including: the 7 acre Dietzman Tract, the 3- acre New Vernon Road Site and the 12 acre
White Bridge Road Site. Beginning in 1927 several owners began asbestos manufacturing plants at the
Millington site. Landfilling of asbestos waste occurred at the Millington site as well as the other three
sites until 1975. The site as a whole was placed on the NPL in 1983 after it was determined that areas of
asbestos were exposed along the Passaic River and tributaries. Because of its proximity to the Great
Swamp National Wildlife Refuge, the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP), in
partnership with the US Fish and Wildlife Service determined that after the asbestos materials were
excavated and removed that the Dietzman Tract and a portion of the New Vernon Road site would be
integrated into the Great Swamp National Wildlife Refuge. The remaining New Vernon Road acreage
and the White Bridge Road site have been redeveloped into residential properties. The Millington site
was stabilized by the National Gypsum Company, a Potentially Responsible Party, by correcting erosion
problems along the Passaic River, building channels to divert surface runoff and providing long-term
maintenance and monitoring. This portion of the site also carries deed restrictions which limit
development on the fill areas and outlines the monitoring and maintenance requirements imposed on
the property.

Cooper Road Dump, Voorhees
The Cooper Road site covers less than 100 square feet in Voorhees Township. In 1982 several
vials containing hazardous liquids were discovered at the property which posed a threat to the local
residents. The site was added to the National Priorities list in 1984 and the site underwent a singlephase cleanup where the vials and 6 inches of contaminated soil were removed. Groundwater and soil
samples determined that there was no significant contamination. The site was purchased by a
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residential developer in 1983 who conducted the cleanup. The developer then used the site to connect
to adjacent residential development; the 100 acre site is now a ten-unit housing development.

DeRewal Chemical Company, Kingwood Township
From 1970 to 1973, the DeRewal Chemical Company used this site in Kingwood Township to
store chemical waste. The site was added to the NPL in 1984 after there had been several spills which
lead to soil and groundwater contamination. Contaminated soil has been removed and a groundwater
treatment system which treats 50,000 gallons of water per month has been put in place and will
continue to be monitored and maintained. Proximity to the Delaware River prompted the State of New
Jersey to purchase the DeRewal site as well as other adjacent homes and property as part of a
foreclosure process. The State used Green Acres Funding to acquire the land and create a conservation
easement. A portion of the site was incorporated into the Delaware River Greenway while the
remaining land was set aside as a nature refuge. During remediation thousands of Lenape Indian
artifacts were discovered and as a result over 3000 artifacts were recovered. The artifacts are currently
on display at the Kingwood Township Municipal Building (Granite, 2011).

Federal Creosote, Manville
The 50-acre Federal Creosote Site is located in the heart of Manville’s residential and
commercial redevelopment area. The site operated as a coal tar wood treatment facility from 1911 to
1956. After operation ceased and the facility was dismantled the property was purchased by a
developer who built 137 single family homes on 35 acres; the remaining 15 acres was developed as a
strip commercial mall.
Later investigations by the USEPA found that the creosote materials and associated
contaminated soil was not removed prior to construction, leaving residents exposed to high levels of
carcinogens. The site was added to the NPL in 1999 and broken into 3 Operable Units (OUs): OU1
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addresses the areas of the residential development that contain the source material in the buried
lagoons and canals. OU2 addresses the soils in the areas of the residential development that contain
residual levels of creosote above risk based cleanup goals. OU3 addresses contaminated soils in the
commercial mall and site wide groundwater. This site is only one of a handful where USEPA maintains
ownership of the property. Nineteen households were permanently relocated to facilitate excavation
and removal of contaminated soil and twenty-one additional lots were sold by USEPA to a private
developer. Additional soil was removed from eight residential lots and the commercial area after the
owner voluntarily demolished his property supposedly to spur redevelopment. Continued groundwater
monitoring and deed restrictions for the commercial property are in place. While a portion of the
property has been redeveloped for residential use, Manville and potential developers have not yet come
to an agreement as to the manner by which the remaining site should be permanently redeveloped
(Puvogel, 2011).

Krysowaty Farm, Hillsborough
This one acre section of the 34-acre Krysowaty Farm located in Hillsborough Township was used
as a waste disposal area from 1965 to 1970. Approximately 500 drums of paint and dye wastes were
dumped, crushed and buried along with other wastes including demolition debris, tires, automobiles,
solvents and sludge. Odors emanating from well water prompted the NJDEP to investigate in 1979 and
the site was placed on the NPL in 1983. Contaminated debris was excavated and removed from the site
and replaced with clean soil and seeded. Hillsborough Township also built a permanent alternate water
supply for the residents affected by the contamination. In 1991 NJDEP determined that the
groundwater contamination had been eliminated and the monitoring wells were sealed. While the one
acre section is deed restricted, the remaining 33 acres are currently used as a tree nursery and garden
center.
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Lipari Landfill, Pitman
The six teen acre Lipari Landfill is located in Pitman, approximately twenty miles south of
Philadelphia. Between 1958 and 1971 a six-acre portion of the property accepted household waste,
chemical waste and other industrial materials. These wastes were improperly disposed of in trenches
originally excavated for sand and gravel. While the landfill was closed in 1971 leachate continued to
contaminate ground and surface water resulting in the closure of Alcyon Lake. After the site was listed
on the NPL in 1983 USEPA facilitated a partnership between the Borough of Pitman, residents, NJDEP
and the Potentially Responsible Parties. The strategy for the successful restoration of Alcyon Lake and
Park included EPA incentives for the Borough of Pitman’s purchase of an idle parcel of land. The
Borough formed the Pitman Land Use Committee and acquired the land. The Borough’s acquisition
provided the EPA project a staging and handling area in the vicinity of the off-site contamination. EPA
compensated the Borough for the use of the land during the cleanup and returned the property to the
Borough once the adjacent cleanup work was complete. This partnership resulted in substantial savings
for the cleanup project and allowed the Borough to expand its park and recreation facilities.
Through this partnership the groups created a redevelopment plan for the area which included
active recreation fields, a nature trail, parking as well as a wetland preserve. The New Jersey Recreation
and Park Association awarded the Kinsey Award for Excellence in Design to Alcyon Lake Park in 2000.
Alcyon Lake was restored by the PRPs and re-opened in 1999. EPA continues to monitor off-site and onsite areas to ensure cleanup done to date is effective and to address any remaining contamination.

Pepe Field, Boonton
This three acre site in Boonton was used as a landfill for household and industrial waste for
almost 30 years from the 1920s to the 1950s. The site remained vacant for approximately 15 years after
the disposal company closed the facility in 1950. In an effort to redevelop the site, the town covered
the landfill with soil and constructed recreation fields. Due to biological decay beneath the field the site
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was subject to strong hydrogen sulfide odors. The town began remediation in 1969, however these
efforts were insufficient and the site was closed and eventually placed on the NPL in 1983. Modern
remediation included leachate collection and treatment, stabilization and excavation of waste and
groundwater monitoring wells. Pepe Field reopened to the public as an active recreation facility in
2000. Although the former use is consistent with its current use, this site is considered “in reuse”
because the park was closed for a time before and during remediation.

Pijak Farm, Plumstead
The Pijak Farm site is one of four NPL sites within a single two-mile radius. Also known as the
“Plumstead Sites”, Pijak Farm, Friedman Property, Goose Farm and Spence Farm were all sites of
chemical dumping in the late 1960s. Pijak Farm site occupies five acres of an 87 acre working farm in
Plumstead Township and is located in relatively flat area which drops off into a marshy, wooded
floodplain. In 1980 the NJDEP found groundwater contamination and the site was listed on the NPL in
1983. Groundwater is the only source of drinking water for the 6600 residents within 3 miles of the site
with the nearest well situated 700 feet from the contamination. The groundwater was monitored for a
period of five years and deemed clean. Since the site remains a working farm, I have concluded from
the ROD that farming operations ceased once the new owner of the property determined that there was
contamination on site and resumed farming operations after the cleanup was completed. For this
reason the site has been placed on New Jersey’s list of “reused” sites, instead of being considered a
“continued use”.

Ringwood Mines/Landfill 10, Ringwood

10

An ongoing investigation continues at the Ringwood Mines/Landfill. Reporter Frank Scandale completed a 5part series for The Record entitled “Toxic Legacy” in 2005 which lead to the site being restored to the NPL in 2006.
His piece can be found at http://www.northjersey.com/specialreports/toxiclegacy.html
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Ringwood Mines/Landfill carries the distinction of being the only site to be deleted and later
restored to the NPL. This 500 acre site is located in a historic iron mining district in Ringwood. During
the late 1960s and early 1970s abandoned mine shafts and surrounding woodland were used to dispose
paint sludge and other waste generated in the manufacture of automobiles. The site was initially placed
on the NPL in 1983 with the PRP, under the direction of the USEPA, excavating and disposing hazardous
material as well as continued monitoring of groundwater. When the site was undergoing additional
development, more pockets of paint sludge were found and removed. Investigative reports by reporters
from The Bergen Record eventually lead to the site being restored to the NPL in 2006. While
remediation of new-found contamination continues at the site, the former area was redeveloped by
Ringwood Borough into an industrial refuse disposal area, municipal recycling center, Borough garage, a
passive recreation facility as well as 50 private homes.

Vineland State School, Vineland
Vineland State School has operated as a residential treatment facility for children with physical
and developmental disabilities as well as those with mental illness since 1888. The 195 acre campus in
Vineland supports approximately 1300 residents and for years operated an unregulated incinerator and
landfill on the property to dispose of its waste. Additionally, hazardous chemicals were dumped into
pits and ponds on the property; much of it residual pesticides from the farming operations taking place
on the property which were part of the rehabilitation program. The site was investigated by the USEPA
in 1982 and listed on the NPL in 1983. USEPA and NJDEP devised a cleanup plan which could be
instituted while the facility remained open. Contaminated soils were removed and capped while the
city extended public water supply to the surrounding 13,000 residents due to groundwater
contamination. The capped area remains fenced and monitored as does the groundwater on site.
It is unclear what criteria were used to categorize this site in the “Sites in Reuse” portfolio.
Both the Site Manager and the Region 2 Redevelopment Coordinator consider this site in “continued
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use” because the cleanup activities presumably took place while the school was still in operation.
Information in the ROD was inconclusive as to whether the site was closed at any time or, perhaps,
changed hands during that time. In researching the histories of the organizations who managed this
facility over the years I have come to the conclusion that the use of the school changed slightly from
that of a home and school for children with physical and developmental disabilities and mental illness to
more of a treatment facility and school. During this time the property also changed from being a Staterun Institution to that of a Non-profit Organization which may have changed its designation.

Welsbach & General Gas Mantle (Camden Radiation) , Gloucester City and Camden
The Welsbach & General Gas Mantle Contamination site is a multi-property site located in an
industrial/residential area in Camden and Gloucester City, New Jersey. Between the 1890s and 1940s,
the Welsbach Company and the General Gas Mantle Company were involved in the production of gas
mantles. Welsbach extracted the radioactive element thorium to use in the gas mantle manufacturing
process. As electric lighting replaced gas lighting, the two companies went out of business. In May
1981, EPA conducted an aerial radiological survey of the Camden and Gloucester City area to investigate
for radioactive contaminants. By the 1990s, detailed investigations identified radiological contamination
at the two former gas mantle facilities and on about 100 properties in the areas around the facilities. In
1996, EPA placed the site on the NPL. Cleanup began in 2000 and continues however, efforts have been
accelerated with the help of $28 million in 2009 Recovery Act funds for site-wide remediation.
As portions of the site meet their cleanup goals, community groups have found new productive
uses for the land. The South Camden Theatre Company and New Jersey and the Heart of Camden saw
the opportunity for a community theater on a section of the remediated land. In April 2008, the two
groups announced the groundbreaking of the 96-seat Waterfront South Theatre. The facility will be
used not only by the theater company but also by local high school and elementary school programs and
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creates a space for theater, music, and art in the center of the Waterfront South redevelopment. South
Camden Theatre Company opened their first season in the new building in September 2010.

Evaluating the Redevelopment Program
Several guidance documents have been created for the Superfund Reuse Initiative and are
available on the USEPA website11; however it takes some effort to comb through all of the documents to
determine how all of the information should be used, and in what context. Without clear records on the
process, it has been difficult to obtain redevelopment “stories” for each of these sites12. Lipari Landfill
and Welsbach & General Gas Mantle were somewhat easier because their stories were featured on the
EPA redevelopment website, however, complete site histories, were not available and the RODs only
contain technical information regarding the cleanup and long-term controls of the sites. While some of
the community participation transcripts were available, they generally pertained to questions about the
cleanup process itself, not the potential redevelopment of the property. I also had the great fortune to
meet the consultants from the firm who is handling community outreach for the second phase of the
American Cyanamid site, Vita Nuova LLC13. They were able to give me more insight as to the process by
which this site is being redeveloped. Site mangers for the DeRewal Chemical14 site and Federal
Creosote15 site also provided valuable information regarding the process by which these sites were
redeveloped.
So that the process of redevelopment and reuse can be more effectively and efficiently
implemented at New Jersey’s 112 listed and two proposed Superfund sites, Region 2 (and all Regions)
11

These documents can be found at http://epa.gov/superfund/programs/recycle/index.html
Gloria Sosa, EPA Region 2 Redevelopment Coordinator contacted each of the Site Managers for the sites
summarized in this paper. She received responses from the managers of Federal Creosote, Asbestos Dump, Lipari
Landfill and Vineland State School on February 16, 2011 via email.
13
Dr. Judy Shaw or Rutgers University facilitated the meeting with Eric Rothstein and Mike Taylor from Vita Nuova
LLC on February 9, 2011.
14
The Site Manager for DeRewal Chemical is Larry Granite. A telephone interview was conducted on January 3,
2011.
15
The Site Manager for Federal Creosote is Rich Puvogel. A telephone interview was conducted on January 5,
2011.
12
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should be charged with keeping detailed redevelopment records that are easy to access. In this way
potential redevelopment firms could look to those documents as a baseline as well as get ideas for
funding sources and partnerships and understand better potential pitfalls and winfalls before they
venture into the process. Highlighting more success stories and the process by which these sites were
redeveloped should create transparency making redevelopment an attractive option to developers and
municipalities.
The Superfund program has been a source of consternation since it was signed into law in 1980
(Beling, 2007). Critics have stated that the process takes too long and costs too much. For most of its
life, Superfund was charged with making the “polluter pay” for damaging the environment and placing
human health at risk while choosing cleanup remedies that restored the sites to their highest and best
use – generally residential use. Cleaning contaminated sites from this view point inherently makes the
process expensive and long; not to mention the fact that finding potentially responsible parties can be
virtually impossible, or if they are known, they are most likely bankrupt or long-since out of business. It
was also difficult for sites to be cleaned to such a high use which allows for the greatest potential for
exposure. While cleaning up a site for residential use allows for the most reuse options, the land may
not be used to its full potential thereby wasting limited funding resources. Instead, Beling recommends
the following: 1) Avoid dead-end decisions and back engineering, 2) understand all contingencies in the
cleanup process, 3) account for costs and benefits from cleanup and reuse for all stakeholders including
future generations through the creation of an index of reusability, and 4) maximize the opportunity for
learning.
Thus far in my research I have few, if any critics of the Return to Reuse Initiative. In general the
Reuse Initiative seeks to speed up the cleanup process at a lesser cost and with more relevance to the
surrounding community. The non-profit organization Resources for the Future (RFF) has been a
proponent of this type of initiative since at least 1997 when they wrote two articles on the subject
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(Hersh, Probst, Wernstedt, & Mazurek, 1997) and (Wernstedt, Hersh, & Probst, 1997). Numerous other
papers have also cited that USEPA needs to look at future land use with respect to the remedy (Macey &
Cannon, 2007). Generally studies also indicate, as does USEPA, that the reuse process is better served
sooner, rather than later in the Superfund process. For the 112 sites already on the NPL for New Jersey,
early intervention is not an option, however, two sites are currently proposed to the NPL and every
effort should be made to employ reuse scenarios as early as possible.

Land Use Assumptions
There are a number of decision-points associated with the remediation of a Superfund site; land
use decisions, resolution of the disposal or containment of contaminants but to name two. Keeping
these considerations in mind the USEPA, as early as 1995, began contemplating land use and remedy
selection. In a memo dated May 25, 1995 (Untied States Environmental Protection Agency, 1995) Elliott
Laws, Assistant Administrator, makes a list of assumptions that every Site Manager needs to consider
when involving the community remedy selection and the future land use of Superfund Sites:
Current land use
Zoning laws
Zoning maps
Municipal Comprehensive and/or Master Plans
Population projections and patterns
Accessibility of the site to existing infrastructure
Institutional Controls – either in place or proposed
Site location relative to other land uses
Federal/State land use designation
Historic and recent development patterns
Cultural factors
Natural resources information
Potential vulnerability of groundwater to contaminants that might migrate from the soil
Environmental Justice issues
Location of wetlands
Proximity of site to floodplain
Proximity of site to habitat for threatened or endangered species
Geographic and geologic information
Location of Wellhead Protection areas, recharge areas, and other Groundwater Protection areas
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Since NPL sites are located in diverse areas throughout the state, one must also consider the
manner in which the future land use of a site was determined. Community involvement in the process
can range from non-existent to extensive. Some sites may have gone through a carefully considered
participatory process such as zoning hearings, master plan approvals and charrettes, surveys or other
avenues. When this is the case, local residents are likely to agree with the local planning authority on
the future land use of the property. When the stakeholders agree then the EPA can rely, with a deal of
certainty, on the future land use already anticipated for the site. For some sites, however, the local
planning process may have been made much less public thereby disenfranchising the local residents and
creating uncertainty in the future use. “Future land use assumptions allow the baseline risk assessment
and the feasibility study to focus on the development of practicable and cost-effective remedial
alternatives, leading to site activities which are consistent with the reasonably anticipated future land
use.” (Untied States Environmental Protection Agency, 1995)

Creating Market-based Solutions
A further interview with John Harris from E2 Inc. revealed the crux of the matter: you can plan all
you want, but if no one wants it, so what? Our conversation yielded a five point process when
considering site reuse (Harris, 2011).
1. If this site were not a Superfund site, what would happen? Consider the site as a community
resource and ask questions based on the area in which it is located. Is this site located in a
commercially viable area? Do we need more industry? Should housing really be near a
highway? What’s missing from our town that we would like?
2. Complete a real estate valuation of the site. Is there a market right now for commercial land in
this area? Can we afford more recreation land or do we need ratables?
3. Apply Superfund rules and assess the remedy. Look at the constraints that a proposed or
existing remedy imposes. Will your site have Institutional Controls in place? Can we
incorporate the remedy into the design? Do we have a long-term steward for the site?
4. Who is your champion? EPA can only do so much; they cannot develop private property and
they must remain unbiased when it comes to remedy protection. You must determine who has
the expertise and resources to make the project happen and who will remain interested
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throughout the process. What potential partnerships can move the process and implement
creative solutions?
5. Be realistic about the barriers. Superfund sites carry baggage. There is stigma attached to
contamination. If this poses a substantial barrier seek a Ready for Reuse (RfR) Determination.
Make sure that liability is understood and that long-term maintenance resources are in place.
Make sure that the Institutional Controls and the ROD are clearly understood.
Currently New Jersey has 27 sites listed on the Statewide Ready for Anticipated Reuse (SWARU) list
(Figure 4).16 The SWARU is different from sites designated as “Return to Use” in several ways (Figure 1).
SWARU sites include those where:
the construction of the remedy has not been completed,
the ENTIRE site is considered Final, Construction Complete or has been Deleted,
there are long-term outcome-based accomplishments outlined,
USEPA’s cleanup mission of land revitalization is reflected,
the cleanup goals are defined in the ROD and
the Institutional Controls required in the ROD are in place.
Using this definition there are some sites which will never qualify for the SWARU. There are also some
sites whose ICs specifically preclude them from obtaining Ready for Reuse determination due to the
types of contaminants present or the potential for exposure.
In contrast, sites which are determined “Return to Use” are those where:
the construction of the remedy has been completed,
either the site in its entirety OR one or more Operable Units has a completed remedy,
the entire site or a portion thereof is listed as Construction Complete, Partially Deleted or
Deleted,
the Institutional Controls may be compromised due to vandalism or trespassing and
the site has been left vacant or underutilized by the community.

Of the 27 sites listed, six sites are already considered in Reuse and six sites are deleted. Some sites
are confusing. M&T Delisa Landfill, for example, is currently the site of the Seaview Square Mall and the
Montclair/West Orange and Glen Ridge Radium sites are currently residential neighborhoods. Knowing
these sites, I would assume that they are on this list because there is land that is technically still within

16

The SWARU can be found at http://epa.gov/superfund/programs/recycle/effects/swrau-state.html
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the site which remains undeveloped.

Conclusions
While my initial research into the reuse of Superfund Sites in New Jersey was somewhat
surficial, it provided a basis for this new research project. The Return to Reuse Initiative has clearly
shown, in New Jersey at least, that Superfund Sites can be returned to the community as a valuable
resource. Given New Jersey’s short supply of land and abundance of people the reuse of Superfund
sites should be considered before any additional virgin land is used for development.
Reuse cannot be a haphazard process, however, and should be considered in the earliest stage
of the Superfund process as possible in order to allow the most community input as well as allow for the
most creative design scenarios for remedy selection and the monitoring of Institutional Controls. Reuse
of sites must also take into consideration all of the local zoning regulations and other environmental,
cultural and political considerations. Using a market-based approach to future land use in combination
with remedy selection is a common-sense way to make sure the proposed use fits with the needs and
desires of the surrounding community.

Page | 34

What Now? Revisited 2011

Tables and Figures

Page | 33

Figure 1 The Superfund Process

Figure 2 NJ Superfund Sites

Page | 33

Figure 3 NJ Superfund Sites in Reuse

Page | 34

What Now? Revisited 2011

Figure 4 SWARU Sites in New Jersey

Page | 35

What Now? Revisited 2011

Bibliography
Beling, P. e. (2007). Systems Analysids and Adaptive Learning for Portfolio Management of Superfund
Sites. In G. Macey, & J. Cannon (Eds.), Reclaiming the Land (pp. 129-168). New York, NY: Springer
Science and Business Media LLC.
Granite, L. (2011, January 3). Site Manager, DeRewal Chemical. (K. Wenzel, Interviewer)
Harris, J. (2011, January 6). Senior Advisor, E2 Inc. (K. Wenzel, Interviewer)
Hersh, R., Probst, K., Wernstedt, K., & Mazurek, J. (1997). Linking Land Use and Superfund Cleanups:
Uncharted Territory. Center for Risk Management. Washington, DC: Resources for the Future.
Macey, G., & Cannon, J. (Eds.). (2007). Reclaiming the Land: Rethinking Superfund Institutions, Methods
and Practices. New York, NY: Springer Science and Business Media LLC.
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technolgy Innovation. (2008). Technical Assistance Services for
Communities. Washington, D.C.
Puvogel, R. (2011, January 5). Site Manager, Federal Creosote.
Taylor, M. (2011, February 9). President, Vita Nuova LLC. (K. Wenzel, Interviewer)
United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2011, March 25). Alternative Energy. Retrieved March
26, 2011, from Superfund Redevelopment Program:
http://epa.gov/superfund/programs/recycle/activities/altenergy.html
United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2010, May 10). CERCLA Overview. Retrieved
September 16, 2010, from www.epa.gov/superfund/policy/cercla.htm
United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2010, October 1). Cleanup Process. Retrieved
September 16, 2010, from http://www.epa.gov/superfund/cleanup/index.htm
United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2007). Guidance for Documenting and Reporting
Performance in Achieving Land Revitalization. The Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology
Innovation and Federal Facilities Restoration and Reuse Office. Washington, DC: United States
Environmental Protection Agency.
United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2011, March 25). Institutional Controls. Retrieved April
13, 2011, from Superfund: http://www.epa.gov/superfund/policy/ic/index.htm
United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2010, October 1). Natural Resource Damages.
Retrieved November 14, 2010, from http://www.epa.gov/superfund/programs/nrd/
United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2010, June 21). Superfund Enforcement. Retrieved
November 14, 2010, from http://www.epa.gov/compliance/cleanup/superfund/index.html

Page | 36

What Now? Revisited 2011

Untied States Environmental Protection Agency. (1995). Land Use in the CERCLA Remedy Selection
Process. Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response. Washington, DC: USEPA.
USEPA. (2011, March 10). NPL Site totals by Status and Milestone. Retrieved March 14, 2011, from
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/npl/index.htm
Wernstedt, K., Hersh, R., & Probst, K. (1997). Basing Superfund Cleanups on future Land Uses: Promising
Remedy or Dubious Nostrum? Washington, DC: Resources for the Future.

Page | 37

What Now? Revisited 2011

