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1 INTRODUCTION

After generations of munitions-related activities required to maintain our military's
readiness, unexploded ordnance (UXO), discarded military munitions (DMM),
and munitions constituents (MC) may be present to some degree at many active
and former military installations.

Prior to the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) of Fiscal Year (FY) 2002,
Congress had informally requested the Department of Defense (DoD) to begin to
develop better visibility of the costs associated with UXO. In the FY 2002 NDAA,
which modified the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP),
Congress directed the DoD to take several actions with regard to UXO, DMM,
and MC. These actions included the following: (1) developing and maintaining an
inventory of all defense sites known or suspected to contain UXO, DMM or MC;
(2) developing a new protocol to prioritize the inventoried sites; and (3)
establishing a new program element within the environmental restoration account
to track the remediation of UXO, DMM and MC. For many years, the DoD has
been responding to properties that were known or suspected to contain UXO or
DMM. The DoD established formal Military Munitions Response Program
(MMRP) policy in September 2001 to attain a better understanding of MMRP
response requirements and gain better visibility of total potential costs.

The DERP, including the MMRP, follows the process outlined in the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP). As appropriate, a site investigation is conducted to
analyze and determine suitable response alternatives. This guidance
complements and expands existing Remedial Investigation (RI) / Feasibility
Study (FS) guidance, providing focus on the unique nature of sites containing
UXO, DMM, and MC (see Appendix A references).

1.1 Purpose

The purpose of this guidance is to provide Remedial Project Managers (RPMs)
(which include assigned government and contractor project managers providing
oversight and execution of an RI/FS) with the process and tools to successfully
plan and execute an RI/FS at munitions response sites (MRSs) located on active
installations, installations undergoing Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC),
Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS), and other transferred properties. This
guidance applies to locations within the United States and does not apply to
military munitions resulting from combat operations (10 United States Code
[U.S.C.] 82710 [d]). This guidance relies on the RPM’s knowledge and
understanding of DERP and the definitions specific to an RI/FS conducted as
part of a munitions response under the MMRP and CERCLA, as provided in
Section 1.2.
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This guidance document uses examples and call-out boxes to highlight key
concepts in managing and executing an RI/FS for an MRS addressed under the
MMRP. Where appropriate, program-specific guidance documents are
referenced for users to obtain additional detailed information relating to a
particular aspect of the MMRP process when applied to an MRS.

1.2 Definitions

The MMRP uses specialized terminology to categorize and discuss munitions
response actions. Terminology and associated definitions used by the MMRP
and in this RI/FS guidance are as follows:

Defense site — Any location that is or was owned by, leased to, or otherwise
possessed or used by the DoD. The term does not include any operational
range, operating storage or manufacturing facility, or facility that is used or
was permitted for the treatment or disposal of military munitions. (10 U.S.C.
§2710(e)(1))

Discarded military munitions (DMM) — Military munitions that have been
abandoned without proper disposal or removed from storage in a military
magazine or other storage area for the purpose of disposal. The term does
not include UXO, military munitions that are being held for future use or
planned disposal, or military munitions that have been properly disposed of
consistent with applicable environmental laws and regulations. (10 U.S.C.
§2710(e)(2))

Explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) — The detection, identification, on-site
evaluation, rendering safe, recovery, and final disposal of UXO and of other
munitions that have become an imposing danger, for example, by damage or
deterioration.

Explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) personnel — Military personnel who
have graduated from the Naval School, Explosive Ordnance Disposal; are
assigned to a military unit with a service-defined EOD mission; and meet
service and assigned unit requirements to perform EOD duties. EOD
personnel have received specialized training to address explosive and certain
chemical agent hazards during both peacetime and wartime. EOD personnel
are trained and equipped to perform render safe procedures (RSPs) on
nuclear, biological, chemical, and conventional munitions and on improvised
explosive devices.

Explosive ordnance disposal (EOD) unit — A military organization
constituted by proper authority; manned with EOD personnel; outfitted with
equipment required to perform EOD functions; and assigned an EOD mission.

Military Munitions — All ammunition products and components produced for
or used by the armed forces for national defense and security, including
ammunition products or components under the control of the DoD, the United
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States (U.S.) Coast Guard, the Department of Energy, and the National
Guard. The term includes confined gaseous, liquid, and solid propellants;
explosives; pyrotechnics; chemical and riot control agents, smokes, and
incendiaries, including bulk explosives and chemical warfare agents; chemical
munitions; rockets; guided and ballistic missiles; bombs; warheads; mortar
rounds; artillery ammunition; small arms ammunition; grenades; mines;
torpedoes; depth charges; cluster munitions and dispensers; demolition
charges; and devices and components thereof. The term does not include
wholly inert items, improvised explosive devices, nuclear weapons, or nuclear
devices that are managed under the nuclear weapons program of the
Department of Energy after all required sanitization operations under the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), as amended, have been
completed. (10 U.S.C. 10 (e)(4)(A) through (C))

Munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) — Specific categories of
military munitions that may pose unique explosives safety risks and means
UXO, as defined in 10 U.S.C. 101(e)(5); DMM, as defined in 10 U.S.C.
2710(e)(2); or MC (e.g., explosives), as defined in 10 U.S.C. 2710(e)(3),
present in high enough concentrations to pose an explosive hazard. (U.S.
Army, 2005)

Munitions constituents (MC) — Any material originating from UXO, DMM, or
other military munitions, including explosive and nonexplosive materials, and
emission, degradation, or breakdown elements of such ordnance or
munitions. (10 U.S.C 2710(e)(3))

Munitions debris — Remnants of military munitions (e.g., fragments,
penetrators, projectiles, shell casings, links, fins) remaining after munitions
use, demilitarization, or disposal.

Munitions response — Response actions, including investigation, removal
actions, and remedial actions to address the explosives safety, human health,
or environmental risks presented by UXO, DMM, or MC, or to support a
determination that no removal or remedial action is required.

Munitions response area (MRA) — Any area on a defense site that is known
or suspected to contain UXO, DMM, or MC. Examples include former ranges
and munitions burial areas. An MRA is composed of one or more MRSs (U.S.
Army, 2005).

Munitions response site (MRS) — A discrete location within an MRA that is
known to require a munitions response.

Other debris — Debris found on operational ranges or MRSs, which may be
removed to facilitate a range clearance or munitions response that is not
related to munitions or range operations. Such debris includes, but is not
limited to, rebar, household items (refrigerators, washing machines, etc.),
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automobile parts and automobiles that were not associated with range
targets, fence posts, and fence wire.

Range-related debris — Debris, other than munitions debris, collected from
operational ranges or from former ranges (e.g., targets, target debris, military
munitions packaging and crating material).

Small arms ammunition — Ammunition, without projectiles that contain
explosives (other than tracers), that is .50-caliber or smaller or for shotguns.

Unexploded ordnance (UXO) — Military munitions that have been primed,
fuzed, armed, or otherwise prepared for action; have been fired, dropped,
launched, projected, or placed in such a manner as to constitute a hazard to
operations, installations, personnel, or material; and remain unexploded either
by malfunction, design, or any other cause. (10 U.S.C. 101(e)(5)(A) through

(©)

Additional definitions and acronyms related to conducting an MMRP RI/FS are
provided in Appendix B.

1.3 Military Munitions Response Program

The U.S. Army completed an initial inventory of MRSs (formerly referred to as
closed, transferred, and transferring military ranges) eligible for munitions
responses under the MMRP. Under the MMRP, the Army may conduct munitions
response activities at active and BRAC installations and FUDS in accordance
with the following funding eligibility criteria for:

e MMRP sites at active installations, if:
o The release is at a site that is not an operational range, an active
munitions demilitarization facility, or an active waste military munitions
treatment or disposal unit.

e BRAC MMRP sites, if:
o The release is at a site that is not an operational range, an active
munitions demilitarization facility, or an active waste military munitions
treatment or disposal unit.

e FUDS MMRP sites, if:
o The release occurred prior to 17 October 1986; and
o The property was transferred from DoD control prior to 17 October
1986; and
o The MRS meets other FUDS eligibility criteria as specified in U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Engineer Regulation (ER) 200-3-1
Environmental Quality — FUDS Program Policy.
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Funds appropriated to conduct MMRP actions cannot be used for:

locations outside of the United States or territories;

the presence of military munitions resulting from combat operations;
operational ranges (previously defined as active or inactive ranges); or

a facility that is used or was permitted for the treatment or disposal of military
munitions at permitted open burn (OB) / open detonation (OD) sites.

1.3.1 Understanding Munitions Response Sites

UXO, DMM, and MC may be present as a result of munitions-related activities
(e.g., live-fire training and testing, munitions manufacturing or maintenance,
munitions demilitarization). For example, UXO will most likely be present on
impact areas as a result of munitions use; and DMM may be present on such
area as a result of the historical practice of burying excess, obsolete, or
unserviceable military munitions. MC may be generated from munitions-related
activities, including, but not limited to, use, production, or demilitarization. Table
1-1 provides common types of MRSs.

Table 1-1: MRS Types

Possible
MRS Type Typical Munitions Used UXO/DMM/MC
Small arms range Small arms ammunition DMM and MC

Grenade range

Hand and rifle grenades

UXO, DMM, and MC

Artillery range

Medium and large caliber projectiles (Some
ranges may contain submunitions from the
use of improved conventional munitions
[ICMs])

UXO, DMM, and MC

Bombing range

Bombs (Some ranges may contain
submunitions from the use of ICMs.)

UXO, DMM, and MC

Air-to-air range

Small arms ammunition

MC

Air-to-ground range

Small arms ammunition, medium and large
caliber projectiles, rockets, and guided
missiles

UXO, DMM, and MC

Ground-to-air range

Small arms ammunition, projectiles, rockets,
and guided missiles

UXO, DMM, and MC

Ground-to-ground
range

Rockets and guided missiles

UXO, DMM, and MC

Multiple use range

Small arms ammunition, medium and large
caliber projectiles, grenades, rockets, and
bombs

UXO, DMM, and MC

Training/maneuver
area

Small arms ammunition, signals, trip flares,
and other training devices

UXO, DMM, and MC

OB/OD area

Various military munitions (If permitted, the
OB/OD area would not be eligible for the
MMRP.)

UXO, DMM, and MC

Military munitions Explosives residues, soils at concentrations MC
manufacturing facility high enough to pose an explosive hazard

Storage area transfer Various unused military munitions DMM and MC
point

Firing point Various military munitions DMM and MC
Burial pit Various unused military munitions DMM and MC

Adapted from EM 1110-1-1200 (USACE, 2003k)
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Munitions response alternatives to address UXO, DMM or MC under the MMRP,
which may be used individually or in combination, are identified below.

Typical Alternatives for a Munitions Response to MEC:

e No Action Alternative (NAA)

e Land Use Controls (LUCSs) including Explosives Safety Education (3Rs--
recognize, retreat, report)

Surface removal plus LUCs

Subsurface removal plus LUCs

Long-Term Management (LTM)

5-Year reviews

Typical Alternatives for a Munitions Response to MC:

NAA

Containment actions
Excavation and off-site disposal
Treatment actions

LTM

5-Year reviews

Further discussion of the specific alternatives available and the development and
analysis of alternatives is provided in Section 7.

1.3.2 Land Use Considerations

Key to all decisions made when designing a munitions response under the
MMRP is understanding the munitions-related activities that may have occurred
on the property, the property's ownership, and its current, determined, or
reasonably anticipated future use. Active and BRAC installations have varying
degrees of control over the use of the MRS that they are addressing. The amount
of control is less certain for property transferred outside DoD control (e.g.,
FUDS). Although the active, FUDS, and BRAC programs seek to reduce the
hazard from exposure to UXO, DMM, and MC, certain limitations exist among
various programs.

By DoD policy, the Army seeks to focus efforts on addressing the MRS posing
the highest relative risk before addressing ones of lower relative risk. Generally,
these are MRSs where access cannot be controlled and MEC are known or
suspected to be present on the surface.

The following land use considerations guide the Army’s MMRP:

e Does the DoD control the property?
o If an MRS is located on an active Army installation, the Army can control
the future use of the site.
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The Army does not control the land use for an MRS that is not under DoD
control (e.g., transferred from an active installation or FUDS) and may
have limited control of an MRS that is being transferred from DoD control
(e.g., BRAC).

e Will the existing land use change in the future? Is there a reasonably
anticipated future land use?

o

At an active Army MRS within installation boundaries, the RPM and the
installation planning department work together to identify current and
reasonably anticipated future land uses.

The reuse plan established by the controlling authorities delineates
reasonably anticipated land use at installations being closed under BRAC,
and installations must be understood by the RPM.

FUDS policy generally requires that established land-use restrictions in
place at the time of transfer be reflected in the remedy selection. (See ER
200-3-1 for further discussion.)

e Can the existing or reasonably anticipated future land use be changed
to protect against potential explosives, chemical warfare material, or
human health hazards?

o

For an MRS within an active Army installation’s boundary, the RPM may
be able to recommend changes in land use that allow for the property's
safe use, given any hazards present and any response performed.

At BRAC installations, the RPM and the reuse planners can work together
to identify areas where the presence of UXO, DMM, or MC influences
redevelopment and to identify uses that would allow the property's safe
use, given any hazards present and any response performed.

Although FUDS policy generally requires that only established land use be
considered, the FUDS RPM may, in collaboration with state and federal
regulators and the property owner, identify any concerns with current or
reasonably anticipated future land use.

e Can LUCs be established to protect against potential hazards
associated with the known or suspected presence of UXO, DMM, or MC?

[0}

Final

Land uses of an MRS on an active installation can be controlled to reduce
the potential impact of any hazards present.

BRAC installations must ensure that protective measures are in place to
address any potential hazard known or suspected to be present before the
property is transferred. See Army Regulation (AR) 200-1 (U.S. Army,
2007a) and the BRAC Realignment and Redevelopment Manual (DoD,
January 2006a) for more information.

On FUDs projects, the Army cannot unilaterally impose LUCs. At all
FUDS projects where a use restriction is part of environmental restoration
activities, the LUC must be clearly defined, established in coordination
with current landowner, regulatory agencies, and appropriate local
authorities, and enforceable. Implementation of LUCs for FUDS s
discussed in ER 200-3-1.
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1.3.3 Explosives Safety
By their nature, MEC encounters are potentially hazardous. Protective measures

and risk management are used to
minimize potential hazards during @Iosive Safety: \
munitions responses that involve or . .
potentially involve MEC. Judgment, Explosives safety is the paramount
common sense, and, above all, priority during a munitions response
compliance with established explosives to MEC.
safety procedures, including the use of The golden rule of explosives safety
qualiﬁed personnel and Compliance with is to "limit the exposure to a
established procedures help ensure the e minimum number of
safety of munitions response activities. persons,
EOD/UXO-_quallfled personnel are_?he e for a minimum time,
most experienced and the only qualified e tothe minimum amount of
persons to perform or oversee military munitions consistent
munitions  response  activities that with safe and efficient
potentially involve encounters with operations.”
MEC.

This principle applies during MMRP
Explosives safety is paramount during a responses. /

munitions response to MEC. Per DoD
6055.09-Standard (STD) DoD Ammunition and Explosives Safety Standards
(Department of Defense Explosives Safety Board [DDESB], 2008) and
Department of the Army (DA) Pamphlet (PAM) 385-64 (2009a), it is DoD and
Army policy to provide the maximum possible protection to people and property
from the potential damaging effects of DoD military munitions and to minimize
exposures consistent with safe and efficient operations (i.e., expose the minimum
number of people for the minimum time to the minimum amount of explosives or
chemical agents). These policies apply equally to DoD personnel and DoD
contractors performing munitions responses and members of the public
potentially exposed to munitions response activities. The safety and health of
on-site personnel and members of the public is of paramount importance
throughout all munitions response activities that involve or potentially involve
MEC. All actions taken during a munitions response to MEC are planned to
provide for the safety and health of on-site workers and the public.

During munitions response activities that involve or potentially involve MEC, it is
important that everyone involved, including the regulators and stakeholders,
understands the potential explosive hazards inherent with MEC. Familiarity with
the Army’s UXO Safety Education Program and adherence to the 3 Rs of UXO
Safety are required of all personnel involved with munitions responses to MEC.
For additional information on UXO safety education and the 3 Rs of UXO Safety,
visit the DoD UXO  Safety Education Program Web  site
(https:/www.denix.osd.mil/lUXOSafety).
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1.4 CERCLA Process Overview

The MMRP, which is implemented under the DERP, follows the processes
outlined in CERCLA and the NCP. The CERCLA process uses distinct phases to
evaluate potential releases or environmental damage caused by UXO, DMM, and
MC. Figure 1-1 illustrates the major phases of the CERCLA process for
munitions response.

HR'S Scoring and
Polentially NPL Listing
——

Prefiminary
Agsessment

Remedial Investigation
Feasibility Study

Proposed

Site Discovery a Blan

—> Site Inspection B

Y

Femedy In Place Remedial Design &

Response Complete Remedial Acion ||  Tecord of Decision

S-year Review —

Note: An MRS may be closed (NAA) after the Preliminary Assessment or Site Inspection phase, prior to the
RI/FS. Removal actions can occur at any step within the process up until the decision document is signed. If
a removal action is conducted, the project must transition to the most logical point in the remedial process.
HRS = Hazard Ranking System. More information about the HRS is included below.

NPL = National Priorities List

Figure 1-1: CERCLA process

By following the CERCLA process,

Munitions Response Project Teams (MR Explosive Hazard:
Project Teams) obtain the data required At this time, CERCLA has no
for an MRS to determine if, and to what special provisions for dealing with
extent, a munitions response action Is explosive hazards. The potential for
necessary. Informed decisions are then contact with MEC and the potential
made  regarding  the  appropriate effects of those encounters need to
response. be evaluated differently than the

) ) processes developed for chemical
CERCLA Section 105 requires that the contaminants, including MC that do
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

oo ) not pose an explosive hazard.
(EPA) develop a prioritized list of the

nation's "worst" hazardous waste sites.
This list, the National Priorities List (NPL), includes both federal and non-federal
sites. The EPA uses the revised Hazard Ranking System (HRS; as amended 14
December 1991) to identify sites for inclusion on the NPL. The HRS scoring is a
numerically based screening system using information from the Preliminary
Assessment (PA) and the Site Inspection (SI) to assess the potential of a site to
pose a threat to human health or the environment. HRS scoring was developed
for chemical constituents and does not directly address MEC. The EPA, not the
DoD, conducts HRS scoring.

Executive Order (EO) 12580 delegates authority and responsibility to the DoD for
CERCLA responses at DoD facilities. The EPA has oversight of NPL sites. At
NPL sites, the Army and the EPA select the remedial action. If unable to reach
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agreement, the EPA has the authority select the remedy. State regulatory
authorities normally have oversight responsibility for non-NPL sites.

The RI/FS process has been applied for many years at NPL sites. The standard
approach for investigating sites must, to a certain degree, be adapted to address
MEC, patrticularly UXO and DMM. This guidance focuses on the evaluation of
MEC, but includes discussion of the unique aspects of an evaluation of MC as
when compared to an evaluation of other environmental contaminants at an
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) site.

1.4.1 Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study Introduction

Following the identification and the initial evaluation of an MRS (PA/SI), if
additional investigation is required, the RI/FS is used to provide detailed analysis
of remedial alternatives based on site characterization. The purposes of the
RI/FS are to analyze the data necessary to conduct site characterization, develop
a baseline risk assessment, and to identify and screen alternatives for long term
remedial actions (EPA, 1988). The baseline risk assessment includes evaluation
of any explosive safety hazard posed by MEC, and any human health or
ecological safety risks posed by MC. It provides a means to proceed from a
position of limited information about a site to one of sufficient information such
that an assessment of potential risk, and, if necessary, selection of a cost
effective and efficient method to reduce risk can be achieved.

It is critical for the RPM to engage the
regulators and stakeholders continuously
and effectively throughout the RI/FS
process (Please see Sections 1.6, 1.7,
and 4.5 for more detailed information
regarding regulator and stakeholder :
involvement). The Army recommends the LGS Eirt sFakehoIders ',S i
Technical Project Planning (TPP) process key to RI/FS project success!

as the site management method to /
conduct an RI/FS. Additional RI/FS site

management processes include the EPA Systematic Planning Process, the EPA
Triad Process, and the U.S. Army Environmental Command’'s (USAEC'S)
Principles of Environmental Restoration.

RI/FS Consensus Building: \
Regardless of the RI/FS site
management process selected,
"consensus building" among the

Intuitively, it may seem that the RI/FS process would be conducted in a linear
manner; however, as discussed in the EPA’s Guidance for Conducting Remedial
Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA (1988), a well-done RI/FS
is fully integrated with the Rl and the FS conducted in an overlapping series of
steps establishing the two studies as essentially concurrent and interactive. Data
collected during the RI influence the development of remedial alternatives in the
FS, which in turn affects the data needs and scope of treatability studies and
additional field investigations.
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During an RI/FS, sufficient information must be collected to be able to select and
implement a munitions response alternative that is protective given current,
determined or reasonably anticipated land-use of the MRS being addressed.
Information collected / analysis conducted should include:

present;

determining MRS boundaries;
characterizing MRS conditions;
determining the type and density/concentration of UXO, DMM, and/or MC

assessing risk and safety concerns to human health and the environment;
assessing available technologies and their associated costs; and
identifying and evaluating munitions response alternatives.

Early in the RI/FS process, it is important to discuss the current, determined or
reasonably anticipated use of all MRSs being addressed, as different uses may
require different degrees of munitions responses and levels of data collection

during the RI/FS.

The RI/FS process consists of three phases, as shown in Figure 1-2: scoping,
site characterization, and development and analysis of alternatives.

Fram:
PALSI,
TCRA, NTCRA
Interim Remedial Action

A

Scoping of the RIIFS:

= Conduct systematic planning or TPP process

§ Collect and analyze existing data

§ Identify land use, likely response scenarios, and remedial actions
§ Initiate Federal/State ARAR identification

§ Refine initial DQ0s and CS

§ Prepare project plans and objectives

= Azsess GPO options

RI

Aremoval
action can
ococur
whenever
necessaryl

Site Characterization:

= Conduct field investigation

* Charactetize UX0, DM, and MC

* Initial identification of ARARS

* Conduct MC risk assessment and
MEC hazard assessment based
on KO, DWW, or MC known or

Treatibility Studies:
=Perform as necessary

sugpected to be presant

T

t 4

FS

Development and Screening of
Alternatives

= [dentify potential technologies

= Screen technologies

= Assemble technologies into alternatives

= Screen alternatives to reduce number
subject to detailed analysis

* Preserve an appropriate range of options

Detailed Analysis of Alternatives
=Further refine alternatives as necessary

=Analyze individual alternatives against the
nine MNCP criteria

=Corpare alternatives against each other

b

Ta:

= Proposed Plan
-ROD/OD <
= Remedial Design
= Remedial Action

Notes:

ARAR = applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement

CSM = conceptual site model
DD = decision document
DQO = data quality objective

Final

GPO = geophysical prove-out

NTCRA = non-time-critical removal action
ROD = record of decision

TCRA = time-critical removal action

Figure 1-2: RI/FS Process
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Scoping is the initial planning phase of the RI/FS process, and many of the
planning steps begun here are continued and refined in later phases of the
RI/FS. Existing site data, including data from previous investigations, are
evaluated to determine the need for and develop initial approaches for further
site characterization and the evaluation of response alternatives. The RI/FS
scoping process is discussed further in Section 4.

Site characterization includes performing any necessary field investigation,
developing an MC risk assessment, developing a risk/hazard assessment
including use of the Munitions and Explosives of Concern Hazard Assessment
(MEC HA), and conducting treatability studies as needed. The processes and
tools used for characterizing an MRS are discussed further in Section 5.
Treatability studies are discussed in Section 6.

Development and detailed analysis of alternatives usually begins during
scoping, when likely cleanup scenarios are first identified. Using the information
gathered during the site characterization, the alternatives are evaluated based on
nine criteria established in the NCP. Further discussion of the specific
alternatives available and the development and analysis of alternatives is
provided in Section 7.

1.5 RCRA Overview

While the DoD prefers to conduct the MMRP under CERCLA, the Army
recognizes that some installations may be required to address an MRS under the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective Action process. It
should be noted that RCRA-permitted sites are normally ineligible for the MMRP
and will continue to be addressed under RCRA programs.

Both CERCLA responses and RCRA Corrective Action responses are executed
through comparable processes that include an initial site evaluation, a detailed Sl
and assessment, and ultimately, the design and implementation of the chosen
remedy. The comparison of the processes used for each of these programs is
shown in Figure 1-3.
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[ GoAL | [ cercLA | [ RCRA
Identify Releases Preliminary RCRA
Needing Further Assessment & Site Facility Assessment
Investigation Inspection Y
Characterize Site, Remedial RCRA Facility
Risk Assessment Investigation Investigation
2 L2 L2
Evaluate Alternatives a__— n
& Identify Preferred Feéatsulzlllty Correctg/teuglleasures
Remedy y y
Draft Permit
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emedy an (Decision Document)
Public Participation Public Comment Public Comment
Authorize Selected Record of Decision / Permit / Statement
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Design & Implement Remedial Design & Corrective Measures
Chosen Remedy Remedial Action Implementation

Figure 1-3: CERCLA and RCRA Corrective Action comparison

Both programs also allow for short-
term remedial actions referred to as
removal actions under CERCLA or
interim remedial actions and interim
response measures under RCRA
Corrective Action. Decisions substantively affect the outcome of the
regarding short-term removal actions RI/FS munitions response action.

are developed using an Engineering /
Evaluation / Cost Analysis for

CERCLA programs. Removal actions have their place in the cleanup process,
but they are not mechanisms used to achieve a site's final decision. Following a
removal action, the site must reenter the remedial process, either CERCLA or
RCRA Corrective Action.

CERCLA and RCRA RI/FS Process:\
The RPM should realize that any
procedural differences between

CERCLA and RCRA should not

Although CERCLA and RCRA are separate statutory authorities, each remedial
cleanup program should operate consistently with the other and should yield
similar environmental solutions when presented with similar circumstances. Any
procedural differences between CERCLA and RCRA should not substantively
affect the outcome of the RI/FS at an MRS.
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1.6 Regulatory Interface

The Army recognizes that the EPA, American Indians and Alaska Natives,
federal land managers, and states may rely on different authorities or have a
different perspective on how to implement a munitions response; however, the
organizations share a common goal of protecting public health and the
environment. Problem solving through a process that seeks to achieve
consensus provides parties involved in the design, execution, or oversight of
munitions responses a means of resolving differences without denying the
parties an opportunity to exercise their respective authorities should the process
fail to achieve mutual agreement. To provide the Army's consensus approach the
greatest possibility of success, organizations responsible for munitions
responses should work in a collaborative manner with environmental regulators
and safety officials to attempt to achieve mutual agreement (consensus)
throughout the response process, but particularly at critical decision points.
Simply put, the Army approach to munitions responses should seek to establish
a cooperative working relationship with environmental regulators and safety
officials, encouraging respect for other views and efforts to achieve Army goals.
Army organizations responsible for the conduct of munitions responses should
attempt to arrive at mutually acceptable solutions that incorporate the following
principles:

e Establishing a collaborative (cooperative) working relationship with
environmental regulators and safety officials to achieve mutual agreement
(consensus) throughout the response process, but particularly at critical
decision points;

e Raising, when mutual agreement cannot be achieved at one level, the matter
to the next level of authority to attempt resolution using the collaborative
decision-making process; and

e Acknowledging, when issues of authority arise, the differing opinions and
seeking to focus on areas related to the substantive aspects of the munitions
response, rather than addressing the authorities issue through a formal
exchange of legal opinions.

1.7 Stakeholder Involvement

The Army recognizes the benefit and importance of stakeholder involvement in
the munitions response process as early as possible and throughout the process.
Stakeholder involvement is an effective way to identify and address stakeholder
concerns about environmental and safety issues related to an MRS. For
stakeholder involvement to be successful, effective two-way communication is
necessary. The Army believes that a proactive stakeholder involvement program
facilitates the munitions response process and helps ensure the protection of
human health and the environment.
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2 PROGRAMMATIC OVERVIEW

This section includes a brief overview of current Army DERP and MMRP policies,
the DoD and Army environmental organizational structures, and the roles and
responsibilities including interaction and partnership with applicable regulatory
agencies.

2.1 DERP and the MMRP

The DERP was formally established by Congress in 1986 and is codified at 10
U.S.C. §2701-2710. The program provides for the cleanup of DoD hazardous
waste sites consistent with the provisions of CERCLA as amended by the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) Section 211; the NCP
(40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 8300); and EO 12580, Superfund
Implementation.

The DoD Management Guidance for the Defense Environmental Restoration
Program addresses active installations, installations undergoing BRAC, and
FUDS. This guidance contains three program categories: the IRP, the MMRP,
and the Building Demolition / Debris Removal Program (DoD, 2001a). It should
be noted that the 29 December 2008 Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)
Memorandum titled Interim Policy for DERP Eligibility, supersedes Section 3,
Applicability and Scope, and Section 7, Funding Eligibility, of the DoD
Management Guidance for the DERP. This interim policy rescinds the previously
established release cutoff dates (DoD, 2008).

Under 10 U.S.C. 82701(a)(2), remedial actions taken under the DERP to address
releases of hazardous substances and pollutants and contaminants (as defined
by CERCLA, as amended) must be conducted under CERCLA, as amended, and
the NCP (DoD, 2001a). As a matter of DoD policy, munitions responses are
conducted per CERCLA, as amended, and the NCP.

The NDAA for FY 2002 (Public Law 107-107) formally amended the DERP by
establishing the MMRP as a new program element for the cleanup of property
known or suspected to contain UXO, DMM, or MC.

DERP and MMRP policy states that the Army:

e exercises its authority, expertise, and responsibility to protect DoD
personnel, the public, and the environment from explosive safety risks
presented by UXO, DMM, or MC;

e conducts munitions responses per CERCLA, the NCP, and applicable
federal and state laws;

e conducts environmental restoration responses in a manner that does not
compromise explosives safety;
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e integrates, to the extent practicable, munitions responses with other
environmental responses;

e considers reasonably anticipated future land use in the design and
implementation of a munitions response action;

e bases munitions response activities on site-specific data and uses best
available and appropriate technologies and methods;

e provides, to the fullest extent practicable, the opportunity for meaningful
involvement of other federal agencies; state, tribal, and local governments;
and members of the public in the munitions response process; and

e establishes and maintains an inventory of MRSs and a process for
assigning a relative priority for munitions response actions.

Detailed objectives, targets, success indicators, reporting mechanisms, and
management review processes applicable to the MMRP are included in the Army
Environmental Cleanup Strategic Plan (U.S. Army, 2009), which is updated every
two years.

2.1.1 Army Policy for Active Installations

The Army’'s MMRP integrates, to the extent practicable, munitions responses
with other environmental responses and conducts such responses in a manner
that does not compromise explosives safety. It does so while sustaining its ability
to preserve the installation infrastructure needed to maintain a trained and ready
Army. For active installations, the Army Defense Environmental Restoration
Program Management Guidance for Active Installations provides background
information, outlines roles and responsibilities, and provides guidance on the
management and execution of the Army IRP and MMRP (U.S. Army, 2004a).

2.1.2 Army Policy for Formerly Used Defense Sites

The USACE ER 200-3-1 Environmental Quality—Formerly Used Defense Sites
(FUDS) Program Policy provides USACE Districts the framework for the
implementation of DoD and Army policy governing the FUDS program. Currently,
FUDS policy applies to real property that was under the jurisdiction of the
Secretary and owned by, leased by, or otherwise possessed by the United States
(including governmental entities that are the legal predecessors of the DoD or the
components) and those real properties where accountability rested with the DoD
but where the activities at the property were conducted by contractors (i.e.,
government-owned, contractor-operated properties) that were transferred from
DoD control prior to 17 October 1986. The Army is the Executive Agent for the
FUDS program. USACE executes and provides day-to-day management of the
program for the Army.
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2.1.3 Army Policy for Base Realignment and Closure

The Army established its BRAC program to meet the requirements of the Base
Closure and Realignment Act of 1988 and the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990, as amended. The BRAC program is charged with
closing and realigning military installations. The Base Redevelopment and
Realignment Manual (DoD, 2006a) and the Army Defense Environmental
Restoration Program Management Guidance for BRAC Installations (U.S. Army,
2004b) provide background information, outline roles and responsibilities, and
provide guidance on the management and execution of the Army BRAC
Environmental Restoration Program, including the MMRP. The goals of the Army
BRAC Environmental Restoration Program are to reduce risk to protect human
health and the environment and to comply with legally enforceable agreements,
orders, and laws through implementation of cost-effective remedial actions, while
concurrently effecting timely property transfer (U.S. Army, 2004b).

2.2 Roles and Responsibilities

2.2.1 Department of Defense

The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Installations and Environment
(DUSD(I&E)) establishes DERP policy and program goals and provides program
management oversight.

The Department of Defense Explosives Safety Board (DDESB) establishes
explosives safety standards (DoD 6055.09-STD [2008]; DDESB, 2008), policy,
and guidance applicable to the life cycle (i.e., research, development, and
testing; hazard classification; production; transportation; handling; storage;
inspection; maintenance; use; and disposition) of DoD military munitions. It also
establishes such standards for the conduct of munitions and other environmental
response at real property known or suspected to contain MEC, including
chemical munitions and chemical agent in other than munitions configurations.

The services’ Explosive Safety Technical Centers (for the Army, the U.S. Army
Technical Center for Explosives Safety [USATCES]) and the DDESB help ensure
explosives safety throughout the conduct of a munitions response to MEC by
ensuring the adequacy of protective measures and compliance with DoD
6055.09-STD (DDESB, 2008). The USATCES formally reviews, evaluates, and
provides Army approval of measures to protect Army employees and the public
from the potential hazards associated with munitions responses to MEC.
USATCES also ensures that the design of a munitions response to MEC
addresses any residual explosive hazards potentially present at an MRS after
completion of such responses.

The DDESB staff performs a technical review of required submissions and
recommends approval or disapproval, as appropriate, by the Chair, DDESB, on
behalf of the DDESB. Although the DDESB requires other safety submissions,
for explosives safety for remedial investigation purposes, the submission
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normally used for a munitions response to MEC is the munitions response
Explosive Site Plan (ESP). For a munitions response that may involve chemical
warfare material (CWM) (i.e., chemical munitions and chemical agents in other
than munitions configurations; referred to as CWM responses), a munitions
response Chemical Site Plan (CSP) is required. When the work is to be
performed for the remedial or removal action, a Munitions Response Explosive
Safety Submission (MRESS) is required for a munitions response to MEC. A
Munitions Response Chemical Safety Submission (MRCSS) is required for
munitions response that involves CWM. The MRESS/MRCSS needs to be
considered during the RI/FS phase in order to assure proper data are gathered.
Procedures for improved chemical munitions are described in Section 4.2.6.

These munitions response safety submissions address explosives safety
requirements for munitions response activities (e.g., field activities) that involve
the intentional physical contact with MEC or the conduct of ground-disturbing or
other intrusive activities in areas known or suspected to contain MEC. A
munitions response MRESS/MRCSS fulfills this function for CWM responses.

DDESB Technical Paper (TP) Number 18, Minimum Qualifications for
Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) Technicians and Personnel, provides minimum
gualification standards for UXO-qualified personnel who perform UXO-related
operations (e.g., munitions responses to MEC, range clearance activities) in
support of the DoD. TP 18 does not address the qualifications for DoD EOD
personnel (DDESB, 2004b).

The DDESB also approves the explosives safety provisions of any plans to
transfer real property known or suspected to contain MEC from DoD control.

2.2.2 U.S. Army

The Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations and Environment) (ASA (I&E)),
through the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Environment, Safety, and
Occupational Health (DASA-ESOH), provides overall policy concerning all Army
environmental programs, including the MMRP and is DOD's Executive Agent for
FUDS. DASA-ESOH is also responsible for providing explosives safety policy
and guidance for munitions response to MEC, including for CWM responses.
Figure 2-1 shows the organizational structure of the Army’s Environmental
Program.

2.2.2.1 Installation Management Command and the Assistant Chief of Staff
for Installation Management
The Installation Management Command (IMCOM) is a direct reporting unit
(DRU). IMCOM oversees Army-wide installation management, except for BRAC
closing and special installations and Army National Guard (ARNG) installations.
Headquarters, IMCOM monitors installation cleanup programs, to include the
MMRP. IMCOM regions monitor responses within their regions and coordinate
with installations on issues of regional, regulatory, and public concern (U.S.
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Army, 2004b). The IMCOM commander is dual-hatted as the Assistant Chief of
Staff for Installation Management (ACSIM).

The Installation Services Directorate, Environmental Division (ISE) and the
BRAC Division (BRACD) support the ACSIM. ISE, the Army Staff proponent for
Army environmental programs, provides environmental implementing guidance,
execution authority, and program management on all matters relating to
management and resourcing of Army installations. BRACD is the program
manager for the BRAC cleanup program, develops Army BRAC-related policy,
and is responsible for the MMRP on BRAC installations.

Army Envirenmental
Organizational Structure

© —
. ASA (I&E) DASA (ESOH)
I—!—l

sl

Secretary
ofthe Army

Chief of Staff
of the Army

| Army Staff
S } ‘ DRUs Installation Services Directorate Operations Directorate
Environmental Division BRACD

: : ‘ [|
| ARNG ] ACOMs/ASCCs I MEDCOI\ﬁ USACE
|
Notes:
ACOM/ASCCs = Army Commands / Army Service Component USACHPPM + United States Army Center for Health

Commands Promotion and Preventive Medicine

AEPI = Army Environmental Policy Institute REO = Regional Environmental Offices

ARE = Chief, NGB Environmental Programs Division USACHPPM = United States Army Center for Health
MEDCOM = U.S. Army Medical Command Promotion and Preventive Medicine

NDCEE = National Defense Center for Energy and Environment

Figure 2-1: Army environmental organization

2.2.2.2 Chief, National Guard Bureau and the Army National Guard

The National Guard Bureau (NGB) is a joint bureau of the DA and the
Department of the Air Force and is the channel of communications on all matters
pertaining to the National Guard and the ARNG of the United States between the
DA and the several States. Pertinent to the environmental programs, the Chief,
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NGB is responsible for developing and administering policies and programs
affecting the ARNG. The Director, ARNG is responsible for assisting in carrying
out the following functions of the NGB as they relate to the ARNG environmental
programs:

e Participating with the Army Staff in the formulation, development, and
coordination of all environmental programs, policies, principles, concepts,
and plans pertaining to or affecting the ARNG.

e Developing and administering such detailed environmental programs as
are required to operate the ARNG based on approved programs, policies,
and guidance from ASA (I&E) and ACSIM.

e Planning and administering the budgets for the ARNG.

e Supervising the accountability of the States for Federal property issued to
the ARNG.

As part of the ARNG directorate, the Chief, NGB ARNG Environmental Division
is responsible for establishing the ARNG’s program priorities and coordinating
the execution of the ARNG’s DERP within the 54 States and Territories with the
USAEC.

2.2.2.3 U.S. Army Environmental Command

USAEC is a subordinate command of IMCOM and is the current program
execution manager at active installations. Through assigned Environmental
Restoration Managers (ERMs), the USAEC Cleanup Division is responsible for
establishing implementing processes, procedures, or guidelines with the
installations, Army Commands for special installations, the National Guard
Bureau, and the BRAC Division for non-BRAC excess installations (U.S. Army,
2004a). Figure 2-2 shows USAEC's organizational structure.
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Figure 2-2: USAEC organizational structure

2.2.2.4 U.S. Army Technical Center for Explosives Safety

USATCES, on behalf of the Army Safety Office and DASA-ESOH, develops draft
Army guidance, procedures, and regulations to ensure compliance with DoD
6055.09-STD, DoD Ammunition and Explosives Safety Standards (DDESB,
2008). USATCES also recommends explosives safety policy for the management
and cleanup of real property known or suspected to contain MEC. It also
provides explosives safety technical assistance and advises on munitions
responses to MEC and other explosives safety—-related matters to installation
garrison commanders and others. In addition, USATCES reviews and provides
Army approval of DDESB-required safety submissions.

Through its review of explosives safety submissions, USATCES also reviews and
provides Army approval for the explosives safety provisions, such as LUC and
UXO Safety Education that are selected via the decision document that follows
the RI/FS. USATCES also reviews and forwards to DDESB for review and
concurrence Finding Of Suitability to Transfer (FOST), Finding of Suitability for
Lease (FOSL), and Finding Of Suitability for Early Transfer (FOSET) (DDESB,
2008).

2.2.2.5 U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine

The U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventative Medicine
(USACHPPM) provides medical- and health-related oversight of restoration
activities. For the MMRP, USACHPPM focuses on the human health and
environmental effects of MC. These activities include the preparation of public
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health assessments, health consultations, health studies, responses to citizens’
petitions, and health education activities. USACHPPM reviews and concurs on
human health and ecological risk assessments during the RI/FS for the Army
Surgeon General.

2.2.2.6 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Environmental and Munitions
Center of Expertise

USACE executes the FUDS program for DASA-ESOH, who is DoD's Executive

Agent for the program. USACE also routinely serves as the project manager for

munitions responses to MEC that are conducted at MRSs located on BRAC and

active Army installations.

The Headquarters, USACE (HQUSACE) DoD Environmental Support Team is
responsible for budgeting, programming, and developing USACE guidance for
the FUDS program. The Regional Business Center and Project Management
District is responsible for FUDS project management and execution. Support for
MMRP remedial investigations and remedial action contracting is provided by the
five military design centers. Four of these design centers are military munitions
design centers located in the Baltimore and Omaha Districts, Huntsville Center,
and in the South Pacific Division Range Support Center. The fifth, the CWM
Design Center in Huntsville, Alabama, is the only design center authorized to
perform CWM response. Execution or assistance on MR remediation is
performed by one of USACE’s 10 munitions remedial action districts: Baltimore,
Omaha, Fort Worth, Honolulu, Louisville, Savannah, Mobile, Los Angeles,
Sacramento, and Huntsville. A USACE district commander serves as installation
commander for each FUDS. In this capacity, district commanders execute
environmental restoration projects and fulfill associated responsibilities. The
Environmental and Munitions Center of Expertise (EM CX) provides technical
support to HQUSACE and design centers.

2.2.3 Installations

Army, Army Reserve, special installations, and the NGB are responsible for
execution of the MMRP. The garrison commander (GC) for Army, Army Reserve
and special installations are responsible for executing the environmental
programs for installations under their control. The Chief, NGB-ARE, is
responsible for execution of environmental programs on behalf of the ARNG in
the 54 States and Territories.

The GC is responsible for tasking the installation’s DERP Executors, reporting to
their USAEC ERM, coordinating regulatory and community involvement, and
ensuring compliance with applicable DoD and Army policies and federal and
state laws and regulations (U.S. Army, 2004b). As such, installations have the
following responsibilities.

e MRS Project Management (Management of a Munitions Response) — The

Army uses the TPP process to plan the CERCLA response process, including
the RI/FS for an MRS. The TPP process, furt