
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING 

MARCH 2 1, 1996 

Opening Remarks Rear Admiral Robert. S. Cole 
Commander, Naval Base, Norfolk 

Defense Environmental Restoration 
Account (DERA) Funding Dave Forsythe - LANTDN 

7:30 Questions 

Break 

Relative Risk Ranking 

Questions 

National Priorities List 
(NPL) Update 

Questions 

Administrative Issues 

General Questions/Comments 

Dave Forsythe - LANTDIV 

Dianne Bailey -Navy Co-chair 

Dianne Bailey -Navy Co-chair 
Jack Ruffin - Community Co-chair 



NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST 
W L )  

STATUS 

NPL STATUS 
What is ''NPL," ? 

+ EPA's list of industrial sites (federal & 
couuuexcial) which are considered to be of 
national environmental concern 

Anticipate NBN being "proposed" in 
SprinslSummu 1996 

NPL STATUS 
Who "proposes" sites? 

+ EPA determines who gets listed using the 
Hazard Ranking System m.5) 

+ Sites scoring greater than 28.5 are 
considered for listing 

+ States have to concur 



NPL STATUS 
What does HRS score? 

+ HRS scores: 
- Air amhmktian 
-Wac% cammmmb 

. . 
M 

- L d  m ~ o n  
- Poteaial for human hulth risk 

+ Score is cumulative for all sites at Federal 
Facilities 

NPL STATUS 

What happens next? 

+ "'Propod" sites appear in Federal Register 

+ 45-day public comment period 

+ Become a "Listed" site 

+ NavyIEPNState negotiate Federal Facility 
merit P A )  

NPL STATUS 
What is a FFA? 

+ Agreement between Navy, EPA and State 
- Sets lime mmminb for repah d cleaoups 
- EPA ovarser &up actioos 

- EPA signs Recards of Decision (RODS) 
- FFA imludcs IR sites and Sdid Waste 

Muugoncnt Unih (SWMUs) 



NPL STATUS 
What is a SWMU? 
+ SWMUs are: 

- Haurdous Waste Accumulation Ares 
- Areas of put spills 
- Oil staagc Areas 
- %ckgmm3 Storage Tanks 

+Most SWMUs are still in use 

NPL STATUS 
How were SWMUs identified? 

+ 1991 study by EPA contractor 

+ SWMUs are not 1R sites 
- IR rites identified under CERCLA; ppst actions 
- SWMUs identified under RCRA, c u m t  actions 

+ SWMUs are added to FFA for cleanup under 
DERA program 

NPL STATUS 
How many SWMUs are there? 

+ Study identified 140 S W s  needed 
further action, sampling or documentation 

+ Three types of S W s  
- Sia Screening Areas 
- Areas of  Concern 
- Sites identified in an llerial phomgnphy rhldy 



NPL STATUS 
Will the Base have to clean 140 sites? 

Most SWMUs will be visited by EPA 
officials to determine those d i n g  cleanup 

+Navy can negotiate with EPA on sites 
requiring cleanup 

+ Anticipate 50 SWMUs being added to FFA 

NPL STATUS 
What are pros/cons of NPL? 

Pros 
- EPA adhexes to 

review schedule 
- Dedicated 

reswrcesat 
EPAlState 

- Cleaaups occur 
faJta 

NPL STATUS 

Cons 
- Potential negative 

publicity 
- EPA oversees all 

clmups 
- EPA s i p  Record 

of Decision 

S-;uy 

NBN to be "Proposed" in SpringlSummer 

50 SUTMUs added to list of sites needing 
cleanup 

Being on NPL will p~ovide quicker cleanup 
of sites 



RELATIVE RISK SITE EVALUATION 
WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF 

DEFENSE 

Naval Base, Norfolk Virginia 
Restoration Advisory Board Briefing 

21 March 96 



What is 
Relative Risk Evaluation? I 

LJeiTWm The grouping of sites in me Defense Environmental Restoration Program into 
High. Medim and Low based on an evaluation of site information 
using m w  factors: me contaminant hazard, me migram pamway, and me 
recaptom 

A common memcddcgy fM arslunting Ihe relagw, risk posed by a site 

A54eeningtcd 
AneMlutionaryinslnmem 
A framework for dia~ogue wih stakeholders 

/t isn't A way to avdd our legal agreements 
A means of reducing our @andal oMigatJons 
An atdication of our deenq, responsibilities 
An absolute assessment of risk 
A substitute f u a  heallh merit 

Site Evaluation Framework is a Method for 
Placing Sites into Relative Risk Categories 

n wamas source, pamay, end wwndwater (hunun mdpolnt) 
mc@orrelath&ips in: Surface waWr (human and acologlcal endpoints) 

S.dlnunt (human and ecologlcn1 ondpolnrp) 
sum= soils (human mdpolm) 

Besed on: Contaminant Hazard FKmr (CHF) 
How high afuconmmInant wncenbsblons reIs11w 
to om*? 

Mlgratlon -way Factor (YPF) 
k Um connminatbn mowing ar Ukely to mow? 

R w r  Factor (RF) 
Are Urn humana orsenslth anvlronmants 
afkid o r p o t e n ~ t g a f k i d  by the 
CO~P~MI /M&#~? 



Benefits 

me hamework pmvidm a anmoo appmach among DOD 
mnponenta for ca*goridng siles by rdatiw mk 
The most urgent sites are idenMied so thet resources can be 
ioarsed an higher relalive risk prqects first 

The rating serves as a baris for dialogue wilh stakahdders on 
sequendng work al imtallationa 
Periodic ratings senre as an indicator of progress in redwing relative 
rislc 

Site Evaluation Factor 
Information for Groundwater 



Structure of Relative Risk 
Evaluation Framework 

Risk-Based Site Evaluation 
Framework: Decision Flowchart 



Relationship Between Relative Risk Site 
Evaluations and Other Risk Management / - 

Considerations 

DERP Planning, Programming, 
Budgeting, and Execution 0 

I 



Outline 

Relative Risk Site Evaluation 
within the Department of 

Defense Cleanup Program 

Origin of Relative Risk 
within DoD 

DoDissUBdnew 
Management Guidance for 
DERP on 14 April 1994 
Two new major policies 

-. .. I - l%asommMlyBoards 
(RAW - Relative Risk Slls Evsluatbn 
'==la 

Work Group Products 7 

Work Group Participants 7 

Relative Risk Site Evaluation 
Concept Summary 



Relative Risk Site 
Evaluation Matrix 
--.I 

Relative Risk 
Evaluation Example 

Measure of Merit #1: DERA Site 
Relative Risk Categorization 0 

How is 
Relative Risk Evaluated? 

Requirements from Defense 
Planning Guidance , / 

Measure of Merit #2: DERA Site 
Phase Categorization 



Measure of Merit #3: Relative Risk 
Reduction and Remedy in Place. / 

Results of Relative Risk 
Evaluations in DoD 0 

Relative Risk Data Reports to Help / Relative Risk Data Reports to Help / Manage Cleanup Program Manage Cleanup Rogram (Concluded) ,. 

Contaminant Hazard Factor (CHF) Standards for CHF Calculation 

Comparison of maximum project 
contaminant concentrations in each 
medium to Relative Risk amcanbatlon 
standards 

CHF = 2; corrnb.aon of A1 
8 6 n d . t d a r A  

Three tiers 
-Sipnilicant = CHF s 1 m  
-Mcdemm=CHFot2-lM 
-Minimal - CHF c 2 . 

Human health 
- C a ~ = c o n C m m f i o n m a t p r s s n t . a l  in 

l Q 0 0 0 ~ o t ~ ~ i n c i d ~  
-NMcaninogans = the rs(snnce doss (aWw!un to 

H m l d ~ d  1) 

Ecological 
--I Wata QaEhl Cwria (Am) or EPA 

Lowea Obssived Efkas Lmk in the absence ot 
A m  

- % d l W  m n n g  C R s M  h b&tiaul OC-E 
and *tmosphanc A&?NSlnfion (NOM) 



Appendix B- 1 : Concentration Appendix B-2: Concentration 
Standards (For Human Endpoints) Standards (Ecological Endpoint) . wetytovmwandloilmema . Uaedhmnivrtianwinootanfi.loraclualhunu, Apply to surface water medium 

R.diaudld. -~(YudwaW am 1.~a horn 
EPA's Slgah.ld Chsmral Dam Ua(rix (SCOW 
m r n P i n d a s ~ d L h o H ~ ~ ~ a n o t m m  

Appendix B-3: Concentdon 
Standards (Ecological Endpoint) 

- 

Apply to sediment medium 
Used in conjunction with potenaial or 
actual ecdgical exposures 
Based on NOAA Sediment Screening 
values 
Val- used represent &ations 
that produced response eifects in less 
than 5% of the observations 

Mechanics of the CHF 
Calculation-Example* 

Used in conjunction with potential 
or actual ecologii exposums 

a Based on Aquatic Water Quality 
Criteria or the Lowest Observed 
Eftects Level 
Fresh water and marine (use 
appropriate column) 

Mechanics of the CHF 
Calculation 

Mechanics of the CHF Calculation for Substances with 
both Cafcinonenic and NobCarcinacenic Effects 



Mechanics of the CHF 
calculation-Exam~le 2* 

Migration Pathway Factor (MPF) 

Each media pathway evaluated 
(groundwater. surface waterlsediment, soil) 
Three tiers 

- C O L * d ~ f o r r r r m n M n q n a ~ r a u a 1 l C M d  
a * m m a M I . . o r e n r a c m e &  

Opporhrnity for input from regulators and 
community . 

Site Evaluation Factor Information for 
Surface WaterISediment 

Mechanics of Surface 
WaterlSediment Evaluation 

Summary of Relative Risk Evaluation 
possibiiities 

Evaluate separately; take highest rating 

Receptor Factor 

Receptors (human or sensitive e c o k g i  
s!Mciedenvironmentsl evaluated for each ~ ~~~ 

niedia 
Three tien - - R q a ~ a r n a o r ~ w m - a p m a h  
-#"a. 

Opportunity for input from regulators and 
m u n i t y  - 

Site Evaluation Factor 
Information for Soils 















BUDGET PROCESS 
-Risk Results in DOD 

Relative Risk No. ot Sites 

High 3,301 
Medium 1,571 6,456 
Low 1.584 
Not Evaluated 

1 
3.757 - 

Total 10.21 3 

" 



Defense Budget Process 
Glossary of Terms 

Acmnvm FuU Name 

LANTDIV 
EPA 
W E Q  
DOD 
RRR 
DPG 
RRSE 
CTC 

MOMS 
MAPS 
DSERTS 
IPRS 

Atlantic Divison of the Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Environmental Protection Agency of the United States 
Virginia Department of Enviroumental Quality 
Department of Defense 
Relative Risk Ranking 
Defense Planning Guidance (To be used to develop budget) 
Relative Risk Site Evaluation 
Cost to Complete (Cost Estimate to Investigation and Cleanup) 

Measure of Merits (Special Individual Programs) 
Management Action Plans (Programs across several bases) 
Defense Site Environmental Tracking System (System for tracking cleanup progress) 
In-Progress Reviews 

Budget Execution Summary 



This page contains sensitive information which is protected by the Privacy Act of 
1974,5 U.S.C. 552a. To see the page, please contact 

Public Affairs Office 
NAVFAC Atlantic 
6506 Hampton Blvd. 
Norfolk, VA 23508-1 278 

757-322-8005 
NFECL PAO@navy.mil 


