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US EPA is currently working on a set of best practices, including an exportable platform for state-developed, compatible tracking network standards.  US EPA is eager to exchange this system in return for data sharing.  New Jersey and Missouri have modified their systems to use the USEPA/ECOS IC Data Standard.

The group discussed the existence of a Colorado state MOU that has resulted in an effective LUCIP for LUC coordination between state and local governments.

PROVIDING INCENTIVES FOR LUC MANAGEMENT
The group discussed the need for incentives to develop LUC management, including the development in exchange for reduced oversight.  The group decided that this warranted continued discussion. 

ACTIVITY USE LIMITATION CONTROL
The group discussed that how a national LUC management system could be developed and implemented from the Federal to the local level.  A phased approach to tracking and registry development in the model of NPDES was viewed to be an effective option.

COSTING AND FUNDING RESPONSIBILITIES
The group discussed the necessity of developing a costing mechanism for ongoing LUC management.  The Arizona costing mechanism and fee schedule for short and long-term LUCIPs was discussed, but the cost ($5,000) was viewed by some as insufficient.  The group thought that a closer look at the program would be valuable.  Work by the Air Force with California on costing was also discussed.  US EPA is currently seeking examples for a costing guidance, and the group thought that it would be valuable to find additional examples.

WORKGROUP GOALS AND ACTION ITEMS
The group decided on the following action items:

· Action:  ECOS Members should look to determine if IC remedies are defined as facilities under existing statutes for purposes of integrating LUCs into state “one-call” systems. 

· Action:  Advocate the use of the USEPA/ECOS IC Data Standard. 

· Action:  Inform members that funding is available for IC tracking processes from EPA’s Office of Environmental Information and the Office of Brownfields. 

· Action:  Review of the MOU between state of Colorado and city/county of Denver, embodying a LUCIP that may be a model coordinating and implementing LUCS.  

· Action: Identify the opportunities for providing incentives.

· Action: Encourage the development of a phased approach to tracking and registry development in the model of the NPDES permit system.

· Action: Inform members that EPA seeks examples to build a costing library for ultimate development into a costing guidance for long-term remedies. 

In addition ,the group decided to begin work on two draft resolutions, and created two drafting committees.  The drafts are anticipated by early March for distribution to the LUCs taskgroup members.  The drafts would then be presented at the April ECOS meeting.
· Statement supporting the adoption of UECA

· Statement to help ensure long-term viability of LUCs
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INFORMATIONAL PRESENTATIONS: VISUALIZING THE LUCs LANDSCAPE


Prior to their meeting, members of the workgroup heard 10 presentations offering a number of perspectives on LUCs management:





Institutional/Land Use Controls - The Long and Winding Road from Joe Schilling with the Metropolitan Institute at Virginia Tech 


Land Use Controls: Local Government Management of LUCs from Michael Sowinski of DPRA Incorporated 


Institutional Control Standard and IC Tracking Update from Mike Bellot US EPA 


Land Use Control Information System (LUCIS) from Paul Yaroschak of the US Navy 


Environmental Law Issues in Real Property Disposal Transactions from B.K. Schafer with GSA 


Classification Exception Areas (CEAs) from Bob Soboleski from the State of New Jersey DEP


One Call for Brownfields: Making Institutional Controls Work  from Donald Gardner with the Portland Office of Transportation 


Land Use and Commitment Monitoring for Redevelopment and Environmental Protection from Bob Wenzlau of Terradex 


Visualizing the Landscape of LUC Management from Bruce Reshen of the MGP Group


Uniform Environmental Covenants Act from Amy Edwards of Holland & Knight 





Visual presentations are available online at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ecos.org/section/lucs_task_group/" ��http://www.ecos.org/section/lucs_task_group/�





The presentations were followed by questions and a round table discussion. 





ELEVATION OF UECA TO THE ECOS COMMISSIONERS


After discussing covenants, already existing state laws, and other mechanisms for assuring that land use controls move with the property, the group discussed the benefits of adopting the Uniform Environmental Covenants Act (UECA) nationally.  The first step in this process is to inform/educate states about UECA.  The group agreed to begin the process of developing a resolution urging the consideration and adoption of UECA by  states, with the goal of presenting to the commissioners at the April Meeting and proposing the resolution at the Fall meeting.  





DEVELOPING A UNIFIED SET OF BEST PRACTICES


The group discussed the need for continued pilots concerning the integration of LUC information into “one-call” systems.  While US EPA has been running pilots, the group thought it would be value to continue to pilot, using a variety of sites to get the perspective of more PRPs.  Wisconsin, California, and Oregon have, or are in the process of completing pilots.  Pilots have been proposed in Virginia, New York, and Delaware.  The group also discussed state laws that may prevent integration of LUCs into one-call systems.  States should look to determine if Institutional Control (IC) remedies are defined as facilities under existing statutes.  Pennsylvania and California are working on state statutes to overcome this problem.  The group agreed that it is important to monitor the pilots as they continue, and that it would be valuable to monitoring federal legislation that may move this issue forward.
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