Shore Facility Environmental Liability Policy

Background

The Coast Guard is required by statute to annually determine and report its environmental liability.  Coast Guard-wide environmental liability is the sum of all project level environmental liability estimates developed under the supervision of field Project Managers.  The environmental liability is also an important component in the Coast Guard’s budget process.  This policy sets forth standards for Coast Guard shore facility environmental liability estimation and documentation.

The statutory mandates for the determination of environmental liability began with the Chief Financial Officers Act of 1990 (CFO).  The purpose of the CFO Act was to improve general and financial management practices in the federal government by requiring the development of an integrated financial management system, including financial reporting and internal controls.  These requirements were expanded through subsequent legislation including the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA), the Government Management Reform Act of 1994 (GMRA), and the Federal Financial Management Improvement Act of 1996 (FFMIA). 

The GPRA shifted the focus of government decision making and accountability away from a preoccupation with the activities that are undertaken such as the number of inspections made or grant dollars awarded to a focus on the results of those activities, such as real gains in employability, safety, responsiveness, or program quality.  Under GPRA, agencies are required to develop multi-year strategic plans, annual performance plans, and annual performance reports. 

The Government Management Reform Act built on the CFO Act and GPRA by requiring all major federal agencies to produce annual audited financial statements and accurate cost and performance information, as well as to integrate budget, accounting, and program data.  The GMRA also requires the preparation and audit of government-wide financial statement. 

The Federal Financial Management Improvement Act required that all federal agencies implement and maintain financial management systems that will allow them to prepare financial statements that comply with federal financial management systems requirements, applicable federal accounting standards, and the United States Government Standard General Ledger.  In addition, full costs of federal government programs and activities must be consistently and accurately reported.  The FFMIA also requires that each federal agency head report to Congress on the implementation of actions needed to bring its agency's financial management system into compliance.

These statutes require the Coast Guard to develop auditable financial statements that reports both assets and liabilities.  The cost of environmental restoration is reported as Note 12 on the Coast Guard’s annual financial statement.  As the total environmental liability is the sum of the many site liabilities, each site liability estimate is subject to audit under the CFO Act and subsequent statutes cited above. 

Policy

The basis for the Coast Guard’s environmental liability policy is stated in Chapter 7.E of the Financial Resource Management Manual (FRMM) http://www.uscg.mil/mwr/Manuals/CIM_7100_3C.pdf.  The introduction to Chapter 7.E establishes that an environmental liability is applicable to cleanup costs from Coast Guard operations known to result in facility contamination from hazardous waste, which the Coast Guard is required by federal, state, and/or local statute and/or regulations to cleanup.  Paragraph 7.E.2.b of the FRMM states: “The EC&R appropriation manager (CG-4) in conjunction with affected program mangers shall develop the estimates of outstanding environmental cleanup actions.”  

The FRMM establishes the standard for when an environmental liability estimate is required.  Specifically an environmental liability is required to be estimated and disclosed in the financial statement when “the liability is probable” and “the amount can be reasonably estimated”.  The test for "probable" is when there is greater than 50% likelihood of occurrence and “reasonably estimated” relates to the ability to reliably quantify the restoration cost.  

Cleanup Standards - Limits to Liability 
The cost of environmental restoration for a site is dependent on the standard to which the site is cleaned or restored.  For the purposes of environmental liability estimates it is assumed that sites will be cleaned to standards of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (42 USC 9601 et seq.) (CERCLA) and the post restoration land use.  For various reasons, some Coast Guard sites may come under the standards of other applicable statutes, such as RCRA, TSCA, CWA or SDWA.  The project documentation will identify which laws are applicable and used as the standard for the estimate. 

Environmental Liability Estimate - When Required & What to Include 

The Environmental Liability Estimate (ELE) is the estimated current cost for removing, containing and/or disposing of hazardous waste and environmental contamination, assuming the use of current technology.  Hazardous waste can be a solid, liquid, or gaseous waste that, because of its quantity or concentration, presents a potential hazard to human health or the environment.  

Remediation consists of removal, decontamination, decommissioning, site restoration, site monitoring, closure and post-closure cost, treatment, and/or safe containment with land use controls.  

Where technology does not exist to clean up the hazardous waste, the liability will be the estimate for safe containment.  The ELE is the total cost to clean up a site, regardless of when the clean up will occur, the availability of, or funding used.  For estimation purposes, it is assumed that Coast Guard’s environmental liability ends when the site has been transferred to another party unless continued responsibility has been negotiated by the Coast Guard or GSA.
In the rare instance when a site-specific ELE is not prepared, for reasons of the “probable” or “reasonably estimated” test or other reason, the Project Manager shall document the rationale for not doing so.  An example of this unusual situation would arise when a closed site that likely has contamination but where no site investigations/studies has been completed.  In this case, a “reasonable estimate” is not possible.  The Project Manager shall also describe a plan of action and milestones for gathering sufficient site-specific information to develop an estimate, and shall enter that information in Shore Asset Management system (SAM).

Whatever approach is used to prepare the estimate, each ELE shall:

· Be site specific.

· Include the citation to applicable air water, and/or land contamination laws and regulations which require the clean up.

· Consider the reasonably anticipated future land use of the site.

· Be based on feasible technologies that are currently available.

· Include the cost of completing all remaining studies, and removal or remedial actions required to affect the restoration of the site, including costs of the long-term management phase prior to action, and costs associated with deletion from the National Priority List (NPL), where appropriate.

· Include contingency factors for unforeseen circumstances and unanticipated conditions such as discovery of additional remediation needs.
· Be reviewed and adjusted at least every 12 months after the previous estimate to maintain the estimate on a current cost basis.  If the review indicates no changes, an index factor may be applied to the estimate.

· Be reported as a specific amount rather than a dollar range.

· Not be based on the availability of funds.

· Shall not include any costs for environmental compliance, pollution prevention, conservation activities (such as compliance with Endangered Species, Coastal Zone Management and similar Acts), or contamination or spills associated with current operations or treaty obligations, all of which are accounted for as part of ongoing operations.  Expenses associated with the operation, management, or sustainment of operating facilities, such as small arms firing ranges or lighthouses, are not included as ELE liabilities.
Environmental Liability Estimates will be developed for all Coast Guard operations known to result in environmental contamination from hazardous waste and which the Coast Guard is required by federal, state, and/or local statute and/or regulations to cleanup.  Once the ELE is prepared, it must be reviewed, approved, signed, and dated by the supervisor.  The supervisor must, at a minimum:

· Meet the same level of qualifications as the estimator.
· Have familiarity with the project being reviewed.
· Be within the estimator’s chain of command.

Estimating Techniques for Specific Types of Environmental Liabilities

All Facilities other than First Iteration Estimates for Lighthouses/Light Stations and Small Arms Firing Ranges
Several estimating techniques are available to perform ELE’s.  Based on the project’s scope, estimation phase and type, and the availability of estimating resources, the estimator can choose one or a combination of techniques when estimating the ELE for the cleanup.  

Estimating Techniques

The following briefly describes some estimation methods.

1. Bottoms-Up Technique

Generally, a work statement and set of drawings or specifications are used to determine material quantities required to perform each discrete task performed in accomplishing a given operation or producing an equipment component.  From these quantities, direct labor, equipment, and overhead costs are derived and added.  This technique is used as the level of detail increases as the project develops.

2. Specific Analogy Technique

Specific analogies depend upon the known cost of an item used in prior systems as the basis for the cost of a similar item in a new system.  Adjustments are made to known costs to account for differences in relative complexities of performance, design, and operational characteristics.

3. Parametric Model Technique

Parametric estimating requires historical data bases on similar systems or subsystems.  Data is derived from the historical information or is developed from building a model scenario.  Statistical analysis is performed on the data to find correlations between cost drivers and other system parameters, such as design or performance parameters.  The analysis produces cost equations or cost estimating relationships that can be used individually or grouped into more complex models.  This technique is useful when detailed site information is not available.  The U.S. Air Force Remedial Action Cost Engineering and Requirements System (RACER) is an acceptable parametric model.

4. Cost Review and Update Technique

An estimate is constructed by examining previous estimates of the same project for internal logic, completeness of scope, assumptions, and estimating methodology and updating them with any changes including inflation.

5. Trend Analysis Technique

A contractor efficiency index is derived by comparing originally projected contract costs against actual costs on work performed to date.  The index is used to adjust the cost estimate of work not yet completed.

6. Expert Opinion Technique

When other techniques or data are not available, this method may be used.  Several specialists can be consulted repeatedly until a consensus cost estimate is established.

Data Collection 

Ideally, ELE’s would be based on detailed engineering estimates; however, developing a detailed engineering estimate requires extensive site-specific information.  Since sufficient detailed information to develop an engineering estimate is not usually available early in the environmental clean up process, various other professionally accepted approaches that would make use of available data may be used to prepare estimates.  

Data may be collected from similar projects, data bases, and published reports.  The basis of the cost data should be documented as part of the detailed backup for the estimate.  The amount of data collected will depend on the time available to perform the estimate and the type of estimate, as well as the budget allocation for the estimate’s preparation.  When using the collected cost data, the estimator must be aware of the source of the data and make adjustments where necessary. Data from one project may not be consistent or comparable with data from a different project.  For example, if historical costs data is used, the costs may not be applicable due to escalation, regulatory changes, or geographical differences.  The data should be reviewed and adjustments (normalized) should be made before it is used in the estimate.  Each Project Manager shall ensure the reliability and completeness of the data used to calculate each ELE.

Special Conditions

Consideration must be given to all factors that affect construction. Some of these factors are:

· availability of skilled and experienced manpower and their productivity;

· the need for overtime work;

· the anticipated weather conditions during the construction period;

· work in congested, remote or in hazardous areas; 

· use of respirators and special clothing;

· considerable sampling and analysis maybe required for many years; and

· waste transportation and disposal can be quite costly.

Special conditions may be estimated by applying a factor; for example, 10 percent was applied to the labor hours for loss of productivity due to work in a remote area.  Other items may be calculated by performing a detailed takeoff.  An example of this would be an activity that could only be performed over a 5-day period.  Overtime would be required to complete the activity and the number of hours and rates could be calculated.

Lighthouses/Light Stations
CERCLA places the responsibility for remediation upon the landowner (as well as others).  Unless the environmental contamination is an immediate threat to human health or the environment or is otherwise the subject of a court order or regulator NOV, the remediation requirement is indefinite--unless the Government intends to convey title to a non-Federal entity or private individual (thereby triggering the notice and covenant requirements of CERCLA 120(h)).  Commandant Publication M11011.10, Chapter 3 – ​Real Property Disposals, Section II – Environmental Considerations, dated November 30, 2001, describes the Coast Guard’s responsibility for the remediation of environmental liabilities at Coast Guard controlled lighthouses.  The Commandant Instruction states that the Coast Guard is responsible for assessing and remediating environmental liabilities regardless of disposal or plans for disposal. 
This responsibility is further refined by CG-43’s September 13, 2004 memorandum –Lighthouse Property Divestiture Policy: Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment Requirements,  www.uscg.mil/systems/gse/lthouseESA.pdf.  This memo establishes the policy that the Coast Guard will conduct Phase II level soil sampling for lead contamination at all lighthouse properties being excessed or transferred from the Coast Guard.  If contaminated by CERCLA/TSCA hazardous substances, and if the lighthouse property is to be conveyed to a non-Federal entity, the Coast Guard shall remediate the contamination to an applicable non-residential standard in conjunction with land use controls (e.g., deed restriction), unless the property is used as military family housing, a primary or elementary school, or a child daycare/development center, on the date that the Coast Guard reported the property excess to GSA or otherwise conveyed the property, in which case the property shall be remediated to the applicable residential standard.  If the property is being conveyed to another Federal agency, the extent of remediation is a matter of negotiation between the two agencies.
Due to funding constraints and managements’ decision to forgo development of ELE’s until EC&R funds were available, many Coast Guard lighthouses and light stations lack ELE’s.  To alleviate the problem of liability underestimation for lighthouses and light stations, CG-443 contracted the development of lighthouse ELE by use of a computer cost estimating model.  The IDEAL Estimating System http://www.idealestimating.com/aboutus is a parametric cost model and has been selected for creating these and the small arms firing range estimates.  In the case where there is no ELE in SAM for a lighthouse/light station CG-443 will use the cost estimation model to generate an estimate.  CG-443 will provide each CEU with ELE’s for their lighthouses/light station along with model input/output information.  The CEU Project Manager may enter the model generated ELE in SAM or a different ELE based on documented information.  Annually thereafter, the Project Manager will ensure the ELE is current through changes to the estimate or application of an index factor if no material change has occurred.

Small Arms Firing Ranges

Recently the Coast Guard has decided to determine ELE’s for both operating and closed, small arms firing ranges (SAFR).  For much of the same reasons as lighthouses, SAFR ELE’s have not been completed.  The environmental liability for all small arms firing ranges, without a current ELE in SAM, will be estimated using the IDEAL Estimating System cost model by CG-443 and provided to each CEU.  As with Lighthouses, the Project manager may enter the cost model ELE in SAM or another ELE based on information they have.  

Stages of Environmental Estimation - Phases & Estimate Types 

Environmental cleanup projects may not have well established points at which cost estimates are generated.  However we can use the phase divisions and terminology found in CERCLA, Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and RCRA programs.  Environmental restoration projects can be divided into two distinct phases, the (1) assessment phase and the (2) cleanup phase. Estimates for both phases have different purposes, bases, and degrees of accuracy and hence contingency factor.  It may not be necessary to complete all estimates in each phase.  Available data may negate the need to perform one or more of the estimates. 

Assessment Phase

In the assessment phase of an environmental restoration project, information is gathered on the types and amount of contamination involved at a project site.  All sampling and analysis is completed and a list of environmental restoration options is developed. The assessment phase concludes with a final decision on the remediation alternative to be implemented on site. In the assessment phase there are three types of estimates: the planning estimate, the preliminary estimate, and the detailed estimate. 

Planning Estimate 
1. Purpose: The planning estimate assists in the preliminary project planning, environmental liability and out year budget builds.  

2. Basis: The basis for the planning estimate is very limited because there is a large amount of unknown and/or highly uncertain information.  Only the location of the work, likely contamination, and prior use of the land may be known.  Due to the limited information available, analogies, simple cost estimating relationships, and more sophisticated parametric tools are used for the estimate. 

3. Degree of Accuracy: The degree of accuracy for the planning estimate is minus 50 percent to plus 100 percent. 

Preliminary Estimate 
1. Purpose: A more detailed estimate is possible after some basic information is available from a preliminary assessment or site inspection.  

2. Basis: This estimate is developed after the preliminary assessment is completed.  The estimate is more detailed.  Unit cost is applied at this point to some project categories in the assessment phase, such as laboratory analysis and monitor well drilling. 

3. Degree of Accuracy: The degree of accuracy for the preliminary estimate is minus 40 percent to plus 70 percent. 

Detailed Estimate 
1. Purpose: Detailed estimates are used to decide between the alternatives for remediating a site.  There may be numerous detailed estimates, one for each remediation alternative.  The detailed estimates are the final estimates of the assessment phase. 

2. Basis: The basis of the detailed estimate includes all information gathered during the assessment phase. 

3. Degree of Accuracy: The degree of accuracy for the detailed estimate is minus 30 to plus 50 percent. 

Cleanup Phase 
After the remediation alternative is selected, estimates are required during the cleanup phase of the project.  There are four basic cleanup estimates: planning estimates, feasibility estimates, preliminary estimates, and independent government estimates. 

Planning Estimate 
1. Purpose: The planning estimate is required for inclusion in planning, environmental liability, and budget build/justification.  

2. Basis: Minimal design information is available; therefore, use of historical cost data is helpful.  All information gathered during the assessment phase is used in the computation of this estimate. 

3. Degree of Accuracy: The degree of accuracy for the planning estimate is minus 25 percent to plus 40 percent. 

Feasibility Estimate 
1. Purpose: Feasibility estimates are used to evaluate the numerous technical solutions developed to remediate a site.  These estimates perform two functions: 1) they present a total estimated cost on each alternative on the basis of the best information available, and 2) they provide a logical, traceable framework for comparing alternatives with each other. 

2. Basis: Use lowest level of detail possible and takeoffs from available data and drawings. 

3. Degree of Accuracy: The degree of accuracy for the feasibility estimate is minus 20 percent to plus 30 percent. 

Preliminary Estimate 
1. Purpose: After a remediation alternative is selected, a more detailed cost estimate is developed.  This estimate shall be in sufficient detail so it can be used as one of the project control tools. 

2. Basis: This estimate shall show all costs incurred to date.  All future estimated costs, such as equipment costs, vendor pricing, or materials pricing, shall be as accurate as possible. 

3. Degree of Accuracy: The degree of accuracy for preliminary estimates is minus 20 percent to plus 25 percent. 

Independent Government Estimates 
1. Purpose: This estimate is used to verify the contractor’s figures in both firm fixed price and time and materials projects. 

2. Basis: The basis of the final detailed estimate for an environmental restoration project includes the final approved drawings, specifications, calculations, schedule, and anticipated method of accomplishment of the project goals.  All cost figures shall be escalated for each activity.  All major equipment required for the project shall be outlined and priced, and escalation rates shall be established. 

3. Degree of Accuracy: The degree of accuracy for detailed estimates is minus 10 percent to plus 20 percent.

	DEGREES OF ACCURACY

	TYPE 
	PURPOSES 
	ACCURACY RANGE 

	
	Environmental Restoration - Assessment Phase 

	Planning Estimate 
	
	Assist in the project preliminary planning and in out-year budget requests.  Included in EC&R liability estimates. 
	- 50% to + 100% 

	Preliminary Estimate 
	
	A more detailed estimates that is used in Coast Guard budget requests and is included in EC&R liability estimate. 
	- 40% to + 70% 

	Detailed Estimate 
	
	Used to decide between the alternatives for remediating a site and included in EC&R liability estimate. 
	- 30% to + 50% 

	
	Environmental Restoration - Cleanup Phase 

	Planning Estimate 
	
	1. Assist in preliminary planning and budget justification of the cleanup and included in the EC&R liability estimate. 
	- 25% to + 40% 

	Feasibility Estimate 
	
	Used to evaluate the various technical solutions developed to remediate a site and included in EC&R liability estimates. 
	- 20% to + 30% 

	Preliminary Estimates 
	
	A more detailed cost estimate that is developed after a remediation alternative is selected, used in funds allocation and included in EC&R liability estimate. 
	- 20% to + 25% 

	Independent Government Estimate 
	
	Used to verify the contractor’s figures in both firm fixed price and time and materials projects and included in EC&R liability estimates. 
	- 10% to + 20% 


Contingency – Consideration for Unforeseen Expenses

A contingency factor is used in an estimate to cover costs for unknown or unforeseen conditions that may increase costs during the project.  This is particularly important for environmental projects, since unforeseen conditions are likely.  A contingency factor should be included in each stage of the project.  In general, a contingency factor is expressed as a percentage that depends on many factors including the complexity of the work, size of the project, remediation phase (e.g. preliminary assessment, investigation, feasibility or corrective measures study), project location, historical costs, and degree of uncertainties involved.  A suggestion as to the contingency value can be gained from the degree of accuracy ranges discussed in the Stages of Environmental Estimates – Phases & Estimate Types section.

The Project Manager must document the contingency factor applied to the estimates and any justification for the percentage contingency used.  If extraordinary conditions exist that call for higher or lower contingencies the rational for the contingency will be documented and entered in the Long Description field of the SAM Work Order page.  

Annual Review – Keeping Estimates Current

The FRMM at 7.E.3 requires cleanup estimates to be “…revised periodically to reflect material changes due to inflation or deflation and changes to regulations, places and/or technology.  New cost estimates shall be developed if there is evidence that material changes have occurred; otherwise estimates may be revised through indexing.”  

Project estimates stated in today’s dollars are valid if completed today.  To maintain an accurate current estimate of the Coast Guard’s environmental liabilities, Project Mangers must review and re-evaluate every project at least annually for “material change” (greater than 10%, up or down, of the previous year’s ELE).  Reasons for changes may include changes to the project scope, regulations or legal action, technologies, natural disaster, adverse weather, inflation and account for work completed.  If a material change is found, it must be fully documented and the ELE revised and the new estimate entered into SAM.  If no material changes have occurred since the last ELE, the ELE may be revised by applying an index factor and the new estimate enter in SAM.  

If an index factor is to be applied, the Project Manager will use the Nominal Discount Rate from OMB Circular A-94, Appendix C.  This rate represents the future purchasing power of the dollar in that it reflects expected inflation.  The rate is updated each January and can be found at http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a094/a094.html.  The index rate that is available at the time of the annual review will be used.  
The Project Manager shall ensure that the annual reviews, updates or application of an index factor is completed annually and these actions are documented within the Long Description field of the Work Order page in SAM.  

Audit Trail

The FRMM at 7.E.3 requires that “Documentation shall be maintained by the appropriation manager, which explains the cleanup plan and the related methodology used in computing the cleanup liability.  This information shall be retained for six years after the close of the reported year.”

Irrespective of which estimation methodology is used, each Project Manager is required to maintain relevant, sufficient, and reliable documentation of the underlying factors and assumptions that support the ELE for each project.  The Coast Guard’s annual financial statement and in turn, all the underlying ELE’s are subject to audit.  The CFO emphasizes that financial records, to include ELE’s, must have audit trails to allow transactions to be traced from the point of initiation to the final report.  A fundamental requirement of a good audit trail is that all transactions must be adequately supported with pertinent documents and source records.  The documentation must provide for an effective audit trail, one that allows each project component to be tracked from the aggregate estimate back through the project and vice versa.  The documentation shall include a narrative providing sufficient explanation for the basis of the estimate, the date prepared, the preparer's name, and evidence of supervisory review and approval.  Original estimates and changes in the estimates shall be documented and available for review.  Documentation must exist and be available at the time of an audit. 

Project Folders

Rather than require each Project Manager to send a copy of the required cleanup plan estimation information to headquarters, CG-4 has delegated the documentation and retention responsibility to unit Project Managers.  Project Managers will ensure that project documentation is properly maintained and controlled.  Project Managers will establish and maintain project folders with readily available documentation to support project justification, assumptions, calculations, the estimate date, site conditions and fiscal year dollars presented.

At a minimum the project folder will contain completed and up-to-date:

· Estimate Work Sheets

· Annual Shore Facility Environmental Liability Estimation Sheet

· ELE Checklist/Summary

The use of these standard forms will aid in fulfilling the ELE documentation requirements.  

The folders and their documents may be stored electronically.  If stored electronically, dates will be included in document name so that various versions of the document can be discerned.

The Program Manager may audit the project folders as part of the annual ELE review process to ensure project documentation is properly maintained and controlled.  Any deficiencies from these audits will be corrected immediately by the Project Manager.

Internal and Annual Reviews

Project Managers shall develop a system of internal reviews that provides reasonable assurance that all cost estimates meet applicable standards.  The planning, guidance, and results of the reviews must also be maintained as part of the audit trail.  The documentation should include review guidelines, site reviews, and resolution of deficiencies found.  These internal reviews should be performed by independent personnel outside the estimator’s chain of command to ensure objective and unbiased review.  The review of a selection of estimates should test and determine if estimates are meeting estimating and accounting standards and evaluate documentation, audit trail, qualifications of estimators, and evidence of supervisory review.
An annual review of ELE’s will be conducted by the Program Manager at the end of the second quarter of the fiscal year (March).  The review will include the 10 projects with the highest remaining ELE plus a 10% sample of the remaining projects with an outstanding ELE.  The review will include a comparison of all estimates against descriptive project information in the SAM database and project folder documentation provided by the Project Manager.  If the information does not support the estimate or estimates seem to be especially high or low, the Project Manager will be contacted for additional documentation, clarification and/or requested to adjust the estimate.  
These reviews will provide a test of ELE system and help prepare for the annual Coast Guard-wide CFO audit.

Training

Each unit must establish specific personnel qualifications for staff engaged in the development of ELE estimates or preparation of environmental liability disclosure documents.  At a minimum, staff engaged in the development of ELE estimates documents must have experience and training in:

· The environmental program related to the type of estimate being developed (i.e., personnel must have experience in the environmental restoration field in order to develop cost estimates for environmental restoration activities).

· Project planning and management.

· Generally accepted practices used in preparing cost estimates.

· Use of any cost estimating technique used (i.e., estimates prepared using a computer model.)
· Applicable accounting and auditing policies and regulations.

Project Managers are to develop and implement training programs (e.g., introductory training, recurring "refresher" training) for staff engaged in the development of an ELE.  They are encouraged to make use of online or commercial computer based training, locally available training and OJT opportunities.  Documentation that staff received this training shall be maintained as a part of the audit trail.  CG-443 will provide training opportunities on the use and management of environmental liability estimation.
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