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Finance and Insurance Considerations for Long-Term Stewardship

Executive Summary

The U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) Ohio Field Office (DOE-Ohio) is presently engaged in
the trandfer of its Miamisburg Mound Ste to a private sector entity called the Miamisburg
Mound Community Improvement Corporation (MMCIC), a process that will have important
goplications to land transfer and long-term stewardship issues for DOE facilitiesin the future.
DOE istransferring remediated parcels of property, caled release blocks, to MMCIC for the
development of atechnology and indugtria park, the Mound Advanced Technology Center
(MATC). MMCIC would like to eventudly sdll or lease the park to a private entity that will
probably require financing and insurance. This report investigates the needs and assurances
required by the insurance industry and financid indtitutions with regard to brownfield

redevel opment and long-term stewardship of DOE properties.

Finance and insurance points of contact were gathered through contacts provided by DOE,
Internet search results, and interviews with interested parties encountered during the course of
research. The main criteriafor the indtitutiona sdection processincluded choosing companies
that had brownfield finance or insurance experience and were located in the Midwest, as
MMCIC would mogt likely have to dedl with entities from that region.

This research investigated three types of technica issues that could impact the financing or
insuring of afuture MATC sde—cleanup technol ogy, information requirements, and land use
controls. Highlights of the research include the following findings.

Banks rely on regulators to gpprove appropriate remediation technologies and for the
most part do not have saff trained to review remediation dternatives. The banks primary
concern isthat they not be held liable under CERCLA to perform cleanup. Insurance
companies have trained staff, but are only concerned with the effectiveness of

remediation dternatives when they are guaranteeing the capability of a particular
remediation activity, either by providing insurance to cap remediation costs, or insurance
in case the activity further degrades the environment during cleanup.

Banks and insurance companies rely on available information to assess the risk to their
investment. The Environmental Summary that DOE presents to MMCIC and its
regulators gppears to fulfill the environmenta and property information requirements of
both banks and insurance companies. The Environmental Summary surpasses the
minimum requirements of a Phase | Environmenta Site Assessment, or Smilar
documentation, required by most banks and insurance companies.

Insurers are concerned about uncertainties related to the enforcement or failure of land
use controls snce this may trigger a payment under their policies. Technology and
technica solutions, such as monitoring and survelllance syssems, may increase
confidence in land use controls and therefore lower uncertainties. A lower level of
uncertainty is often reflected in lower insurance premiums.

The research aso investigated non-technica barriers to future financing and insurance.
Traditiond debt financing is not considered a viable option; however, an dternative is that
MMCIC enter into long-term leases for the properties. If MMCIC did not want to have an
amortized cash flow, the leases could be sold to another entity. Ability to obtain insurance is not
an issue, though DOE may wish to darify itsligbility in the event of aland use control failure.
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Claifying the liahility limitswould aid MMCIC and its potentid commercid partner(s) to
determine how much and what type of insurance is needed.

The report identifies no maor issues or areas of concern for DOE-Ohio and the current
transfer/redevel opment process. However, there are some minor needs DOE-Ohio could address:

identifying and developing technologies that will improve the performance and
predictability of land use controls;

educating sdlect financid and insurance companies about radiologica contamination and
darifying federd liability; and

exploring possible land use control failure scenarios to determine the limits of DOE
ligbility and to dlarify the role of private insurance.

While financing will have to be creative, and insurance better defined, there seemsto be no
magor financing or insurance barriers to the future transfer of MMCIC.
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Introduction

Nationdly, the Department of Energy (DOE) isin the process of transferring some of its
properties from their original defense-related purposes into new, more commercia uses. Part of
the land transfer equation involves leaving known resdua contamination on Ste as part of the
selected remedy or technical solution. The DOE Ohio Fidd Office (DOE-Ohio) is at the
forefront of thisissue due to its efforts to transfer the DOE-Miamisburg Environmental
Management Project (Mound)* site in Miamisburg, Ohio, to the Miamisburg Mound Community
Improvement Corporation (MMCIC). This report investigates the needs and assurances required
by the insurance industry and financia ingtitutions with regard to brownfield redevelopment and
long-term stewardship of DOE properties.

DOE initiated this research in support of its Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the
MMCIC. MMCIC is a not-for-profit, community improvement corporation chartered by the City
of Miamisburg to assst the community in adjusting to the changes resulting from the closure of

the Mound facility. MMCIC is developing the former DOE facility into an industrid park called
the Mound Advanced Technology Center (MATC). At some point, MMCIC plansto lease or sl
the MATC to private indudtrid parties thet likely will require private financing and insurance.

The research in this report will so be used in part to support the development of technology
needs for the DOE-Ohio Post Closure Stewardship project.

Specificdly, this report attempts to answer two key questions:

Are there technica issues (e.g., favored remediation or characterization technologies,
contaminated property data or land use control aternatives) on the part of the
redevelopment participants that represent technology needs DOE-Ohio can support
through its Post Closure Stewardship project?

Are there activities DOE-Ohio can pursue that will help the Mound redevel opment
process proceed smoothly?

The findings of this report are intended specificaly to gpply to the Mound land transfer process,
dthough it is expected that the conclusons may have broader application to other DOE sites
addressng amilar land trandfer and long-term stewardship issues.

! DOE-Mound, an Area office within DOE-Ohio, manages the DOE Miamisburg Environmental Management
Project (MEMP). During operation the facility was, and is still, commonly referred to as the Mound facility. This
report refersto the facility as Mound.
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Background

DOE-Mound developed aland-transfer process in coordination with the U.S. Environmenta
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), Ohio Environmenta Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) and
MMCIC. The DOE-Mound Land Transfer Process report (DOE 1999) provides a detailed
description of Mound' s property transfer process. This summary is not intended to fully
represent the intricacies of the process, but to provide a broad overview of the details that are
relevant to thefinancia and insurance indudtry.

In January 1998, DOE sold the Mound Facility to MMCIC to support economic redevel opment
in the city of Miamisburg, Ohio. The sdes price was $10.00, with the land transfer to be
performed in release blocks subject to approva by DOE-Mound, U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA.

The sdles contract establishes that DOE will transfer each parcel through a quitclaim deed (i.e, a
deed that transfers the owner's interest to a buyer but does not guarantee that there are no other
claims againgt the property). The deed does not contain awarranty, therefore MMCIC takes the
land “asis” DOE retains the ligbility associated with cleaning up any past practice
contamination that is discovered in the future. DOE is remediating the facility to an industrid use
standard, and the deed requires that MM CIC devel op the property in amanner consistent with
the indudtriad use stlandard. The deed aso imposes land use controls on MMCIC including
redrictions on land use, use of groundwater, and the remova of oil. In addition, the deed
requires that DOE and its agents continue to have access to the property.

To drengthen the working relationship between the two transferring parties, DOE and MMCIC
sgned a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to assure that each party supports the other party’s
misson. MMCIC will work with DOE to minimize costs associated with the cleanup of the Ste
while remaining protective of the public hedth. DOE is tasked with supporting an economic
redevelopment initiative that integrates DOE’ s Exit Plan — a strategy for DOE to reduce or
eiminate its ownership of the ste —with MMCIC's Comprehensive Reuse Plan, which
establishes a reasonably anticipated future land use based on indudtrial standards. DOE has a'so
agreed to provide MM CIC with documentation, such as the draft Record of Decision (ROD), at
the sametimeit is digtributed to U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA, even though DOE is under no legd
obligation to provide these documents until after the regulatory review.

Sdection of remediaion dternatives will follow atraditiona Comprehensve Environmenta
Response, Compensation, and Liabilities Act (CERCLA) process with the exception that instead
of designating “Operable Units” which normaly include severd Potentid Release Sites (PRSS),
the process addresses individual PRSs. DOE will develop aROD and provide it to the regulators
for review and revison. After the ROD isfindized, an Environmenta Summary will be prepared
thet fulfills requirements set forth in CERCLA and the land transfer process. DOE will revise the
Summary based on comments from U.S. EPA, Ohio EPA, and the public, including MMCIC.

After issuing the gpproved ROD and Environmental Summary, DOE will submit aletter to U.S.
EPA requesting approval to transfer the land. Upon U.S. EPA approva, DOE can transfer the
land by executing the quitclaim deed with MM CIC. MMCIC has the ability to defer the transfer,
though deferras cannot extend beyond DOE’ s exit date of 2006.
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Approach

There are anumber of financid inditutions and insurance companies that are activein
brownfield financing and environmenta insurance. The following is adiscusson of the selection
process for the financia ingtitutions and insurance companies that were interviewed for this
study. Other interview resources are also identified.

Financial Ingitutions

Financid indtitutions that provide brownfield financing were identified through Internet research.
Finance sources for this study were selected based upon two criteriac experience with brownfield
financing and geographic proximity. Because of the Community Reinvestment Act (1977, 12
U.S.C. 2901), banks are given credit for investing in their local communities; therefore, banks
with branches in Miamisburg may be more likely to finance redevel opment efforts such as
MATC. Early investigations indicated that severd ingtitutions had discontinued brownfield
financing while others had just begun new programs. As a cavedt, it should be noted that these
programs are trandtory in nature and reflect changing market conditions; the financid

indtitutions noted is this report may change their loan criteria or selection process in the future.

Bank of Americawas selected because it isthe largest commercid financier of brownfiedsin
the nation. Bank of America has also published severd reports on issues associated with private
brownfied financing.

Key Bank, Bank One and Fifth Third were selected because they have branches in Miamisburg
and exigting brownfield financing programs. The Financing Initiative for Environmentd
Restoration (FIER) was sdlected as an dternative-financing pathway. FIER, created by an
entrepreneurid nonprofit called the Development Fund, was established to develop innovative
finanaing in order to access investments for cleanup and redevelopment of contaminated landsin
urban and disadvantaged aress.

Insurance Industry

Prior to 1996, only three companies provided environmenta insurance: AlG, Zurich, and
Reliance. The market broadened somewhat in 1996 with the addition of Kemper and United
Capitol (Neuman 1998). Now, there are many providers and most insurance companies provide
some form of environmenta insurance. Pacific Rim used insurance companies with the longest
history in the environmental insurance industry. Thislist dso closely coincided with contacts
provided by DOE.

AIlG and Zurich were sdlected based on thelr higtory in the industry and familiarity with DOE
and its contamination problems. United Capitol was sel ected because its environmenta divison
islocated in Ohio. Kemper was chosen because its Internet site provided alarge amount of
detailed information. Severa sources indicated that Marsh Insurance Services would so be a
good source of information.

Others

Several other interested parties were interviewed as part of this report, including: Mike
Grauwelman, President of MMCIC; Joe Dufficy, Brownfield Director EPA Region 5; Claire
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Sink, DOE Headquarters, Office of Science and Technology; and Susan Hollinghead, Managing
Director for Greenfidd International. These individuas provided sources of brownfidd
information, additiona information relevant to DOE sites, points of contact, and specific
information on Miamisburg.

While the interviews were not inclusive of the hundreds of firms, entities and organizations that
provide insurance, financing, policy development, regulations, or consulting for brownfield
redevelopment and the transfer of federa facilities, the report does capture the responses of
recognized leadersin the fidd, such as Bank of Americaand AlG insurance. This research was
limited and did not investigate restrictions from DOE' s own transfer policy; it was assumed that
DOE-Ohio has dready consdered any barriers to future activities in the development of the
Mound transfer process (US DOE 1999). Also, banks and insurance companies normdly limit
their time horizons to approximately 20 years or less, though redl estate equity transactions can
last aslong as 30 years. Thislimited time horizon is much different than the time horizon for the
ligbility that DOE faces, in some cases measured in thousands of years. This differencein time
horizons limits the use of private sector principles to address some DOE |long-term stewardship
problems.

Appendices to the report provide a point of contact list, references, and a general glossary.
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Technical Issues

Pacific Rim investigated three types of technica issues where technology could play arolein
supporting the financing or insuring of MATC:  deanup technology, information requirements,
and land use controls.

Cleanup Technology

Higtoricaly, most DOE technology needs have focused on needs related to cleanup, primarily
characterization and remediaion. Interviews with the insurance companies and financid
inditutions revealed that there were no unique requirements for the use of particular
technologies. Their primary requirement was that sdected technologies be approved by the
relevant regulatory agencies a Mound — Ohio EPA and U.S. EPA. If the regulators approve the
technologies, then the banks and insurers will most likely accept the technologies. Technology
sdection is driven through the development, review, and approva of the ROD.

Insurers are only concerned about the sdection of remediation technology if they are providing
insurance instruments such as Remediation Stop Loss or Environmenta Impairment Liability. In
these cases, the insurer will want a higher degree of comfort with the remediation dternative.
DOE uses other mechanisms by which to dlocate risk of cost escalation or risk of further
damage to the environment and does not rely on private insurance. It appears that there are no
unique characterization or remediation technology needs driven by the concerns of financia or
insurance companies relevant to the remediation and transfer of the Mound facility.

I nformation

The lack of information about contaminated property can increase the cost of both financing and
insurance. Pacific Rim investigated information needs for the financid and insurance industries

in comparison to the Environmental Summary that is delivered to MMCIC as part of the DOE-
Mound Land Transfer Process.

In private practice, many brownfield redevel opment projects occur with only a Phase |
Environmenta Site Assessment. More thorough information through a Phase Il Environmentd
Site Assessment is normally not available because the cost is often prohibitive when compared to
the vadue of the land (Henry 1997). Private companies may dso cdl for an“ASTM E1527
Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase 1 Environmenta Site Assessment
Process,” or an “ASTM E1528 Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments.
Transaction Screen Process.” Both are intended to define good commercid and customary
practice for the assessment of commercid red estate, but neither goes beyond a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment.

The Environmental Summary fulfills requirements under both CERCLA and the DOE-Mound
Land Transfer Process and includes a property description, summary of historical uses,
environmenta findings, summary of other factors (a DOE check list to support land transfer),
Finding of Suitability to Transfer (which includes a description of deed redtrictions), the Fina
ROD, and natifications of wetlands, flood plains, and cultura resources. The ROD is detailed
and includes information on Ste characteristics such as geologic and hydrogeologic setting,
contaminant data, exposure and toxicity assessment, remediation dternative, and risk
characterization (US DOE 1999).
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Kemper Insurance was the only company that provided alist of their typical requirements, which
include afina remediation report, data on what was |eft on Site, action of cleanup levd, future
gte uses (including potentid future sdes and leases), copy of the purchase saes agreement,
baance of lidhilities, liging of indtitutiona controls, and deed restrictions (Ayers 2000). Thelist
is more detailed than what would normaly be expected from aPhase | or Phase Il Site
Assessment but less stringent than the information assembled in the Environmental Summary,
with the exception of specific information on the borrower.

According to the companiesinterviewed, the Environmental Summeary should meet dl the
information requirements for insurance and financing purposes, though no company performed a
forma review of the information. Furthermore, the Finding of Suitability to Transfer (approved

by the U.S. EPA) and the ROD (approved by U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA) would seem to provide
ligbility protection to any future purchaser, smilar to Covenants Not to Sue and No Further
Action Letters, which are sandard in many brownfield financing projects. Severa companies
were interested in conducting additiona reviews of the information to determine potentia
financing and insurance avenues. Pacific Rim believes that further detailed work with specific
banks and insurance companies should be in response to a specific proposa and led by MMCIC
and their potentiad commercia partner(s).

Land Use Controls
The EPA provides the following definition of land use controls (EPA 1998):

Theterm * Land Use Control” or “LUC” inregard to red property on federd
facilities should be broadly interpreted to mean any redtriction or control, arising
from the need to protect human hedlth and the environment, that limits use of
and/or exposure to any portion of that property, including water resources. This
term encompasses "inditutiona controls” such asthoseinvolving red estate
interests, governmenta permitting, zoning, public advisories, deed notices, and
other "legd" regtrictions. The term may aso include restrictions on access,
whether achieved by means of engineered barriers such as afence or concrete
pad, or by "human" means, such as the presence of security guards. Additionaly,
the term may involve both affirmative measures to achieve the desired redtriction
(eg., night lighting of an area) and prohibitive directives (no drilling of drinking
water wells). Congdered atogether, the "LUCS' for afacility, in conjunction with
the base master plan, will provide a blueprint for how its property should be used
in order to maintain the leve of protectiveness which one or more
remedia/corrective actions were designed to achieve (underline added).

Insurers are particularly concerned about the applicability, acceptability, enforceahility, and
workability of LUCs because insurers may be exposed to liability through the failure of aLUC
(Petton 2000). Technology obvioudy plays arole in ensuring that physica restrictions, such as
fences and surface barriers, are working to keep people out and contamination in. However, there
isaso aneed to look for technica or technology solutions that enforce ingtitutiona contrals,

such as computerized systems that ook for physica activity or that review building permit
requests in order to prevent well drilling, unapproved access, or other forms of unacceptable use.
Technicd solutions will help take the uncertainty out of LUCs, reducing insurance and financing
costs. DOE-Ohio may wish to broadly define environmenta remediation needs to include
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technologies useful for enforcement of LUCs, such as seismic sensors to detect digging and well
drilling, automated response triggers that review local activity (i.e. zoning changes or
construction permits) for potentia conflicts with LUCS, or even devices that can detect when
certain soils or materids are being taken off site.
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Access to Financing and Insurance

During interviews, severd issues arose that may not require particular action by DOE-Ohio, but
will impact aMATC purchaser in ther ability to obtain financing or insurance as well asthe cost
of financing and insurance. The companies that raised issues often provided potentia solutions,
and these are presented below.

I nsurance

Kemper Environmenta foresaw no unique problems with MMCIC or a commercid partner
obtaining any form of environmenta liability insurance (Ayers 2000). AlG Environmenta noted
they would have to take out Sandard exclusionary language for radiologica contamination
issues, but they did not view the Mound facility as different than any other indudtrid site (Joy
2000). Both representatives from Kemper and AIG were familiar with DOE, its operations, and
its cleanup challenges.

Zurich US Specidties remarked thet, by law, DOE isrequired to maintain ligbility for nuclear
waste and waste by- products created during energy and weapons production. Since DOE would
be retaining ligbility in these areas and because of statutory indemnification provided to private
parties associated with these types of activities, the scope of coverage to be provided by
insurance companies would be limited. Severd insurance dterndives include Environmentd
Impairment Liability, which coversthird party injury and property damage for non pre-exiding
conditions. Insurance companies could aso provide Responsibility to Sue coverage, which
coverstheinsured if the indemnifier defaults on its responghility. With thistype of coverage the
insurance company pays the insured and then sues the indemnifier for damages. While thistype
of policy is possble, it is uncommon and is rarely offered. Insurance companies do not relish the
idea of suing the federal government to collect damages (Patton 2000).

Oneissue that DOE may wish to address is determining liability in the event of aland use
control failure. There are severd scenarios where specific liability may comeinto question. If a
tenant breaks a deed restriction that |eads to the spread of historica contamination, an insurer
would consider this a new condition and therefore part of their exposure. However, the Site
regulators may seethisasafalure of the inditutiona control and reopen the ROD aswell as
require DOE to clean up the spread of contamination. If the contaminant isradiologicd, then this
ligbility scenario becomes even more complex with the incluson of DOE' s liahility under the
Atomic Energy Act. Thereisno reason for MMCIC or its commercid partnersto obtain
coverage for aliability that remains with DOE. Resolving these liability issueswill ad MMCIC
in trangtioning the MATC to the private sector by specifying what and how much coverageis
needed based on what remains the responsibility of DOE.

Financing

Key Bank and Bank of America provided the most detailed and responsive answers during
interviews. Other banks and indtitutions interviewed were either a such an early stage of
program development that they were not directly helpful (FIER), or the banks community
development departments were unrespongive (Bank One and Fifth Third).

Key Bank readily admitted the dominance of Bank of America as the premier financer of
brownfield redevelopment. Key Bank is positioning itself to become the brownfield financing
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leader in the Midwest, or in their words, “the Midwest Bank of America” Dueto Mound's
geographic proximity to Key Bank’ s Miamisburg branch, MMCIC and potentid commercid
partners may be more likely to dedl with Key Bank as a potentid commercid lender. Key Bank
has just started their brownfield-finandng program and they are currently developing their
underwriting criteria. They noted requirements for cleanup certification and insurer certification,
for which they recommended AIG. Key Bank encouraged greater communication between its
inditution and MMCIC and their potentia commercid partner. They gave the impression that
they are eager to fund brownfield projects (Staneff 2000).

Bank of Americawas more wary about financing redevelopment of aformer DOE facility than
Key Bank. Theindtitution has agreeat ded of experience in brownfield financing and was more
apprehensive about the radiologica contamination than any other entity interviewed. They felt
that it would be virtudly impaossible to find any sort of traditiona debt financing.

Bank of Americabdievesthereisashort list of banks with the requisite technica expertise to
lend on properties that dlow “traditiond” contamination to remain in place as aresult of aRisk
Based Corrective Action (RBCA). Traditional contaminants include petroleum, chlorinated
solvents, and heavy metals. Over the years, these banks have had enough experience working on
stes with these contaminants to decrease their uncertainty — and therefore their perception of the
risks — to an acceptable level. However, Bank of Americafdt that radiologica contamination did
not fal into the category of “traditiona.” Therefore, ared estate secure loan would be unlikely,
since no bank can reasonably estimate the vauation impact of the contamination, and this
reduces the collateral vaue to a point that makes the amount available under the loan nearly
meaningless. Even if dternate forms of collaterd were subgtituted, third party hedth and sefety
issues and the potential impacts to cash flows that might arise out of any litigation would likely
sgnificantly decrease the opportunity to use ared estate secure loan financing route (Muller
2000).

Asapotentid solution, Bank of Americarecommended that MMCIC enter into long-term leases
for the properties as opposed to sdlling them. If interest rates continue to rise, many prospective
tenants may actudly prefer alease over buy option. If MMCIC did not want an amortized cash
flow, but preferred an immediate pay out, they could sl the leases. Under this option, MMCIC
would have to consider specific liability transfer mechanisms to cascade the DOE liahility to
successors and assignees when drafting the leases (Muller 2000). Bank of America dso felt that
informa discussions should take place between DOE and severd financing and insurance

entities to determine ways to move radioactive contamination into the “traditiona” category.

DOE sretention of liability for historical contamination is not well understood and provides little
vauein increasing banks comfort with radioactive contamination. Bank of Americafet that
banks were, in generd, not recognizing federd indemnification a either DOE or Department of
Defensefadilities. The lack of recognition isin part due to the complex ways in which federd
ligbility can be triggered and the extent of that ligbility. Also, banks have not made an effort to
understand the federal system because of the less challenging and more profitable underwriting
opportunities in other areas of the real estate market (Muller 2000). There may aso be some
terminology issues; the word “indemnification” may have different connotations in the DOE
realm then it doesin the financid redm.

Bank of Americafedstha discussons of federd indemnification could ad in financing and
insuring former federd facilities, both for DOE and the Department of Defense, which isaso
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involved in federd fadility re-use transfer activities. While thismay not be classified asa* need,”
DOE Headquarters or another organization such as U.S. EPA’ s Federd Facilities Restoration and
Reuse Office may wish to addressiit.

Other Sources of Aid

During Pecific Rim'sinitid interview, MMCIC was just beginning to look &t financing and
insurance that may be required for them to divest themselves from the industrid park. MMCIC
was concerned that lending and insurance companies are very conservative in the Midwest and
would not eagerly invest in the site (Grauwelman 2000). MMCIC may benefit from expert
assistance specifically crafted for brownfield redevelopment. Groups such as Greenfidd
Internationd (see Appendix B, contact list) provide comprehensive assistance for brownfield
redevelopment and specidize in asssting municipdities in redeveloping contaminated lands.
They can help MMCIC identify potential redevelopment partners, identify and assess financing,
and help them review information provided by DOE.
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Conclusion

Pacific Rim identified no mgor technology- or information-related i ssues associated with the
trandfer of the DOE-Mound facility to MMCIC that would prevent future insuring or financing.
Thefollowing are opportunities that DOE-Ohio, as part of its Long-Term Stewardship Pilot
Study, may wish to address that will assst in the future transfer of the Mound facility to the
private sector. These opportunities include:

| dentification or development of technology and technica solutions that will increase the
performance and predictability of Land Use Controls, both physica and ingtitutional.

Initiation of a didogue with sdlect financid inditutions and insurance companies to

reduce the private sector’ s uncertainty in degling with radioactive contaminated lands and
facilities. The discussion would include education about radiologica contamination and
definition and darification of DOE liability and indemnification.

Exploration of Land Use Control failure scenarios to determine the limits of the DOE
liability and to darify the role of private insurance.

Overdl, private industry is more concerned about the financid viability of MATC than the
environmentd risk of redeveloping the Mound property. It seems that while the trangtion of
Mound from afederd facility to a privately owned industrid park may be chdlenging, itisa
redigtic god.
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Appendix B: Contact List

Finance

Randy Muller

VP Environmentd Services
Bank of America

(404) 607-4173
randy.muller@bankamerica.com

Bill Hinga

Community Development Corporation
Bank One

(614) 248-5765

william_hinga@mail .bankone.com

Greg Schroek

Commercia Red Edtate
Ffth Third

(513) 579-5378
gregory.schroeck@53.com

Alex Staneff

Ohio/Michigan Manager Community
Deveopment

Key Bank

(216) 828-9091

dexander_staneff @keybank.com

Jennifer Burke

Program Manager, The Development Fund
Financing Initiaive for Environmental
Restoration (FIER)

(415) 981-1070

tafsf @aol.com

| nfor mation

Clare Sink

Worked with insurance industry on other
DOE projects

DOE, Office of Science & Technology
(301) 903-7928
clairesnk@em.doe.gov

Joe Dufficy
Brownfidd Director
EPA Region 5
(312) 886-1960

Dufficy.Joseph@epamail .epa.gov
Final 08/29/00

Susan Hollinghead
Managing Director
Greenfidd Internationd
(925) 952-9000
susanh@greenfidd-intl.com
www.greengart-intl.com

Mike Grauwe man
Presdent

MMCIC

(937) 865-4462
mmcic@mound.com

I nsurance

Tom Owen

Vice Presdent Environmentd
United Capitol

(770) 677-3339
towen@ftr.com

Lindene Petton

Risk Management Executive, DOE and
DOE Markets

Zurich

(212) 676-4105
lindene.patton@zurichus.com

Ted Joy

AIG Insurance Agent, formerly with
Southern States Energy Board

AlIG

(770) 671-2308
Ted.Joy@AIG.com

Ken Ayers

Custom Environmental Solution
Kemper

(609) 936-3011
kenneth.ayers@kemperinsurance.com

Mark O'Brian

Oversaw DOD land trandfer at Port of
Oakland

Marsh Insurance Services

(415) 734-8629
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Appendix C: Glossary

Brownfield—Abandoned, idled, or under-used industrid and commercid facilities where
expangon or redevelopment is complicated by red or perceived environmenta contamination.

Community Reinvestment Act (CRA)—The Community Reinvestment Act is intended to
encourage depository inditutions to help meet the credit needs of the communitiesin which they
operate, including low- and moderate-income neighborhoods, consistent with safe and sound
banking operations. It was enacted by the Congressin 1977 (12 U.S.C. 2901) and is
implemented by Regulation 12 CFR parts 25, 228, 345, and 563e. The Regulation was revised in
May 1995.

CERCLA (Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liabilities Act,
also known as* Superfund”)—The U.S. EPA-administered federd law that guides remediation
of ggnificantly contaminated lands on the Nationa Priority Ligt.

Covenants Not To Sue—Provided by state and/or U.S. EPA regulators who agree not to sue the

purchasers of contaminated property to remediate known or unknown historical contamination.

Environmental Impairment Liability—Insurance insrument designed to limit the cost of
damages if remediation dternativesfail or cause damage to the environment.

Environmental Summary—A document that DOE-Mound deve ops to fulfill reporting
requirements of CERCLA and Red Edtate disclosure requirements.

I ndemnification—To secure againgt hurt, loss or damage.
Memorandum of Agreement—A record of agood faith agreement.

Operable Units—A portion of aste undergoing CERCLA action based on contaminated media,
geographical separation or some other defining characterigtic.

No Further Action L etters—Provided by U.S. EPA and state regulators, these letters indicate
that no further remediation action is necessary at a contaminated Site, though the letters normally
include language which dlows the regulators to readdress the Site if previoudy unknown

historica contamination is discovered.

Potential Release Sites—A unique location where a contaminant release occurred or is
suspected to have occurred.

Price Ander son Provisions of the Atomic Ener gy Act—The Price Anderson Act was
origindly enacted in 1957 as an amendment to the Atomic Energy Act to establish a system of
financid protection for persons who may be liable for a nuclear accident or incident and for
persons who may be injured. Initidly, the Act covered only commercid nuclear power plants
and related facilities and activities operated under license to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. In 1988, the Act was re-authorized with amendments that brought nuclear activities
of the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and DOE contractors under the liability coverage
provided by Price Anderson.
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Quitclaim Deed—A deed that transfers the owner's interest to a buyer but does not guarantee
that there are no other claims againgt the property.

Record of Decision (ROD)—Required by CERCLA, the ROD documents the remedy for a
particular portion of a contaminated site, in the case of Mound a “release block.”

Remediation Stop L oss—Thisinsurance instrument limits cost uncertainties by capping the cost
of cleanup to the redeveloper (or sdller of the Site). It generdly involves avery sgnificant
underwriting cost or base policy fee.

Risk Based Corrective Action (RBCA [pronounced “ Rebecca” | )—A sreamlined agpproach in
which exposure and risk assessment practices are integrated with traditional components of the
corrective action process to ensure that appropriate and cost-effective remedies are selected, and
that limited resources are properly alocated.
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