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1. INTRODUCTION 

l.lBACKGROUND 

Implementing Laws and Regulations. The Installation Restoration Program (IRP) is a 
Department of Defense (DoD) Program, similar to the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA's) 
Superfund Program. The program is designed to identify, investigate, and clean up past (prior to 
1984) waste disposal/release sites that are causing or are expected to cause environmental 
contamination. The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 
1980 (CERCLA) established the Superfund program. CERCLA was amended by the Superfund 
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) in 1986. SARA Section 211 established the 
Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) and the Defense Environmental Restoration 
Account (DERA). The objectives of the DERP are as follows: 

"(1) The identification, investigation, research and development, and cleanup of 
contamination from hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants. 

(2) Correction of other environmental damage (such as detection and disposal of 
unexploded ordnance) which creates an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to the public health or welfare or to the environment. 

(3) Demolition and removal of unsafe buildings and structures, including 
buildings and structures of the Department of Defense at sites formerly used 
by or under the jurisdiction of the Secretary." 

The National Contingency Plan (NCP) is the regulation that outlines the terminology and 
framework for implementing the Superfund program and the IRP in accordance with 
CERCLA/SARA. 

Scope. The IRP encompasses objectives (1) and (2) of the DERP. The DERA provides funds to 
implement the IRP. The IRP parallels EPA Superfund guidelines, rules, regulations and criteria in 
accordance with CERCLA Section 120. However, the IRP has a larger scope than the CERCLA 
Superfund program. 

• First, the IRP addresses response actions at all sites regardless of whether or not they 
are on the National Priority List (NPL) (a list of sites scoring greater than 28.5 by the 
revised Hazard Ranking System (rHRS), a scoring system used by the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) to rank the worst uncontrolled hazardous waste sites). The 
Superfund program only addresses sites on the NPL. 
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• Second, the IRP addresses past contamination by petroleum, oils, and lubricants 

(POL). CERCLA excludes petroleum contamination from Superfund investigation 

and cleanup. 

• Third, the IRP addresses DERA-eligible Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) 

under the Corrective Action Program of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Actl 

Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (RCRA/HSWA). The Superfund program 

only addresses sites on the NPL. 

Historv. The DoD initiated the IRP In the early 1980s, prior to the DERP. Although the 

objectives of this initial program were essentially the same as CERCLA/SARA, the terminology 

and framework were different. In the early 1980s, under this initial program, many Air Force 

Commands initiated the Phase I Records Search (analogous to the Preliminary Assessment (PA)). 

Because the DERP was not established until 1986 (including the requirement that the framework 

and terminology parallel the Superfund program), it is common to find historic IRP documents that 

use the former terminology and framework (Phase I, II, III, IV). 

Responsibility. The installation manages the IRP with assistance from the Air Combat 

Command Environmental Programs Division (ACC/CEV) and the ACC Civil Engineering 

Squadron, Environmental Flight (ACC CES/ESV). Each installation must appoint a Remedial 

Project Manager (RPM) to serve as the on-scene coordinator and single point-of-contact for IRP 

issues at the installation. The RPM is essentially the coordinator of an IRP team, which includes: 

• ACC program managers, 

• Service centers-and contractors, 

• Civil Engineering staff, 

• Staff Judge Advocate, 

• Bioenvironmental Engineer, 

• Public Affairs, 

• Regulatory agencies, and 

• Community representatives. 

The RPM's primary responsibility is the efficient cleanup and closeout of contaminated sites, 

reducing risk to human health and the environment. The RPM should ensure the cleanup is 

conducted: 

• With responsible expenditure of government funds, 

• In compliance with environmental laws and regulations, and 

• In cooperation with the regulatory agencies and the community. 
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1.2 PURPOSE OF THIS GUIDE 

The purpose of this Remedial Project Manager's Guide is to assist the RPM with IRP project 

management and execution at the installation. This guide was developed to specifically address the 

responsibilities of the RPM, including coordination with the IRP team. Although this document is 

intended to be a comprehensive guide that addresses typical duties and situations, it is not an 

exhaustive mandate. RPMs are encouraged to develop, implement and share their own 

management techniques to improve the cleanup process and communication among the Air Force 

team members, community and regulatory agencies. 

1.3 HOW TO USE THIS GUIDE 

This guide is designed for use by new and experienced RPMs. New RPMs should review the first 

four chapters to learn more about the background of the IRP, program execution, the 

responsibilities of the IRP team members, and pertinent IRP policies and initiatives. Experienced 

RPMs can find their topic of interest by consulting the table of contents or the index. 

This document is a guide rather than an all-inclusive manual. Therefore, where appropriate, the 

guide highlights appropriate references to consult for additional information. Appendix A lists all 

supporting guidance and references. 
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2. OVERVIEW OF THE IRP 

2.1 THE IRP AT ACC 

Overview o(Responsible Organizations. The Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for 
Environment, Safety and Occupational Health (SAF/MIQ) has overall responsibility for the 
execution ofthe Air Force IRP. The Directorate of Environmental Quality (HQ USAF/CEV), 
Restoration Division (HQ USAF/CEVR) has been delegated the responsibilities of managing the 
Air Force DERA and establishing Air Force policy. The ACC Civil Engineer (HQ ACC/CE), 
through the Environmental Program Division (HQ ACC/CEV) and the ACC Civil Engineer 
Squadron (ACC CES/ES), Environmental Flight (ACC CES/ESV) has been delegated the 
responsibility for executing the IRP at all installations within the command. Finally, the RPM, a 
component of the installation environmental office (CEV or EM), has been delegated the 

responsibility for executing the IRP at the installation. 

Overview o(Funding and Management The IRP is a dynamic, multi-disciplinary program, 

funded on a single fiscal year basis. DERA is the IRP funding source. RPMs project IRP site 

funding requirements through site closeout, however RPMs program and receive funds for IRP 
requirements by single fiscal year. HQ USAF/CEVR allocates the Air Force share of the funds to 

the major commands based on the fair share of validated, prioritized requirements. Because 
requirements exceed available funds, project prioritization is an important aspect of program 
management. 

JIQ USAF/CEVR issues a fiscal year funding allocation to the major commands. (Although HQ 

USAF /CEVR may not issue the actual funding allocation until December, the major commands, 

operating on Continuing Resolution Authority, may start to distribute funds on 1 October.) Major 

commands obligate funds throughout the year as contracts are awarded. Due to the dynamic 
nature of the program (project uncertainties), the funding line changes throughout the year. Having 

projects ready to award ("on the shelf') as funds become available is the key to best use of limited, 

single-fiscal-year funding resources. 

The IRP is a multi-disciplinary program, requiring expertise in chemistry, biology, geology, 

engineering, contracting, law, and public relations. ACC has traditionally used service centers for 

contracting and technical review of individual project requirements. With service centers, ACC 

can draw on the expertise of the many scientific, engineering and contracting specialties necessary 
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to execute the multi-disciplinary program. Using service centers for acquisition leaves the RPM 
free to manage the other aspects of the installation IRP: 

• Project management Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) 
• Long-term planning 
• Program development 
• Regulatory compliance 
• Administrative Record and Information Repository file management 
• Community involvement 
• Training and networking 
• Reporting 

ACC IRP management is decentralized. Installation RPMs have the overall responsibility of 
managing the base IRP by coordinating the activities of the IRP team. However, the ACC 
program manager retains approval authority for any changes in project scope, cost, or schedule. 

2.2 IRP GOALS 

2.2.1 General 

Annual goals, established at every level of IRP management, keep IRP execution on track and 
insure progress toward cleanup. Refer to DUSD(ES), HQ USAF/CEVR and ACC CES/ESV 
memoranda to learn of specific goals. The following is a description of common performance 
measures: 

2-2 

• Site closeout-- Cleaning up and closing out sites is the ultimate goal of the IRP. (See 
Section 4.1.8) 

• - Risk reduction-- Focus resources and site cleanups on reducing risk to human health 
and the environment. (See Section 4.3.2) 

• Study vs. cleanup funds -- Move toward site closeout and risk reduction by 
expending more funds toward cleanup than studies. (See Section 7.2.2) 

• Obligation of funds -- Obligate funds responsibly throughout the fiscal year to insure 
that all allocated funds are used toward required environmental restoration. (See Table 
2.1) 

• Manpower and Management -- Manage the program efficiently to maximize the 
funding amount available for environmental restoration projects. (See Section 7.2.2) 

• Initiatives and Innovative Technologies -- Develop methods of achieving 
environmental restoration that are more efficient, more effective and less costly. (See 
Section 4.2) 



2.2.2 Description of Specific Goals 

Table 2.1 provides an overview of the annual ACC IRP goals. 

Table 2.1 ACC IRP Goals 

ACC IRP GOALS 
CATEGORY MEASUREMENT SECTION GOAL 

SITES Risk Reduction 4.3.1 Remediate high risk sites to 
low risk. 

Completion: I Finish/Closeout 4.1.8 Complete I 0% of sites 
annually. 

EXECUTION Quarterly Obligation Rate 1st I 2nd I 3rd I 4th 

35% I 65% I 9o% I 1oo% 

Funds Expensed Toward 7.2.2 Obligate 60% of funds 
Cleanup toward Removal Action, 

IRA, RD, RDIRA, RA, 
L TM and L TO projects. 

Funds Expensed Toward 7.2.2 Keep funds expensed toward 
Manpower/Management manpower/management at 

I 0% of funded program. 

Management Update 7.4.1 • Submit MAP updates 
Action 15 Apr and 15 Oct 
Plan (MAP) • Submit MAP table 

updates monthlv. 

Restoration Functional 4.1.1.3 Quarterly RAB meetings at 
Advisory all installations. Active 
Board (RAB) RABparticipation. 

For nwreinfonnation, consult the following references. 
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2.3 MAJOR ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND 
REGULATIONS GOVERNING THE IRP 

CERCLA, SARA and the NCP are the main statutes that govern the IRP. CERCLA, SARA and 

the NCP address the multi-media (soil, ground water, surface water and air) and multi-pollutant 

(hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants) nature of contaminated sites but do not 

prescribe cleanup standards. Instead, this legislation acts as an "umbrella," requiring cleanup to 

comply with other existing environmental laws and regulations. The following provides a citation 

and brief explanation of CERCLNSARA; the NCP; RCRAIHSW A and the Corrective Action 

Rule; and NEP A. Appendix B lists other potentially applicable environmental laws and 

regulations. The Bureau of National Affairs, Environment Reporter lists the full text of each law 

or regulation. Page numbers follow each citation (e.g., BNA page 71:2001). 

• Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 

(CERCLA), commonly known as "Superfund" as amended by the Superfund 

Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), 42 U.S.C. 9601 (BNA page 

71:0701) 
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CERCLA establishes the programs to respond to releases (past, present and threatened) of 

hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants that pose a threat to human health and 

the environment. 

SARA reauthorized Superfund and amended CERCLA, adding several new provisions. 

Of particular interest to the IRP is Section 120 (response actions at Federal Facilities) and 

Section 211 (establishes the DERP). 

CERCLA Sections 1 04(b )(2) and 107 discuss natural resources. If a CERCLA site 

impacts or may impact a natural resource, the lead agency must notify and coordinate with 

natural resource trustees and restore the impacted natural resource. 

CERCLA Section 105 requires the development of regulations to provide a framework for 

hazardous substance notification and response activities. The regulation developed to meet 

this provision is commonly known as the National Contingency Plan (NCP). 

Superfund Reauthorization. Attempts to reauthorize Superfund, as the proposed 

Superfund Reform Act of 1994, failed in the 1 03rd Congress. The following describes the 

major provisions (that apply to the IRP) of this proposed act. 

• Public Participation: The proposed act increases opportunities for public 

involvement in the cleanup process by providing for: 

=> More public meetings during site investigation, remedy selection and remedial 

action implementation, 

=> Public comments on reasonable current and future land use and proposed 

institutional controls, 



~ Community working groups and statewide citizen information offices, and 

~ Consideration of environmental justice issues and concerns. 

• Remedy Selection: The proposed act allows more flexibility with remedy selection 

by: 
~ Establishing national risk goals -- single numerical acceptable risk levels for 

carcinogens and non-carcinogens. 

~ Developing a National Risk Protocol to: 

• Establish protective concentrations for 100 of the most common 

contaminants. 
• Develop standard, reasonable formulae and methodologies for site­

specific risk assessment. 

~ Considering reasonable current and future land use in risk assessment and 

remedy selection. 
~ Balancing consideration of: 

• Effectiveness of the remedy, 

• Long-term reliability of the remedy, 

• Short-term risk posed by implementation of the remedy, 

• Acceptability of the remedy to the community, and 

• Reasonableness of the cost of the remedy. 

~ Allowing selection of containment remedy ( vs. preference for treatment). 

~ Sanctioning and authorizing the Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model 

(SACM) presumptive remedies and early treatment of high risk "hot spots." 

~ Requiring states to demonstrate that laws and standards they wish to impose 

are applied consistently at cleanups throughout the state and established 

properly (with public notice, opportunity for public comment, and opportunity 

for judicial review). 

The future of Superfund reauthorization is uncertain. To learn of the latest issues being 

debated and the status of reauthorization efforts, refer to the Bureau ofNational Affairs, 

Environment Reporter, Current Developments. 

• Environmental Protection Agency National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution 

Contingency Plan under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 

and Liability Act of 1980, commonly known as the National Contingency Plan (NCP), 

40 CFR Part 300 (BNA page I 0 I: I 00 1) 

This regulation deals with spill response provisions of the Clean Water Act and hazardous 

substance response provisions of CERCLA. The NCP was initially promulgated in 

November, 1985 and revised 8 March 1990 to meet the requirements of SARA. The 

preamble ofthe revised NCP, published in the 8 March 1990 Federal Register, provides 

valuable background information on the rulemaking thought processes and responses to 

comments on the proposed regulation. 
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The NCP, its preamble, subparts and appendices are recommended reading for RPMs. 
This text will help RPMs understand the IRP process, the intent of the regulation and the 

flexibility offered by the regulation. 

The following provides a description ofthe pertinent subparts and appendices of the NCP. 

• Subparts E, G and I guide the execution of the IRP: 

~ Subpart E (Hazardous Substance Response) 

~ Subpart G (Trustees for Natural Resources) 
~ Subpart I (Administrative Record for Selection of Response Action) 

• Subpart K (Federal Facilities) is a reserved section in the revised 8 March 1990 

NCP. 

• Appendix A provides instructions for scoring sites under the Hazard Ranking 
System (HRS). The most recent amendment to this Appendix was on 14 Dec 
1990 (the revised (rHRS) scoring system). 

• Appendix B is the National Priority List. 

• Appendix D - Appropriate Actions and Methods of Remedying Releases, added in 
the 8 Mar 1990 NCP amendment, provides a listing of cleanup technologies. 

• Executive Order 12580 of January 23, 1987 Superfund Implementation, 52 FR 2923 
Jan 29,1987 (BNA page 71:0341) 

This order delegates the authorities and responsibilities for implementing CERCLA/SARA 

to appropriate federal agencies. Hazardous substance response authority is delegated to 

Department of Defense (DoD) for DoD installations not on the_ NPL. 

• Resource Conservation an_d Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) as amended by the 

Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984 (HSWA), 42 U.S.C. 6901 (BNA 

pages 71:3101 and 161:2020) 
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These laws deal with "cradle-to-grave" (from generation to disposal) operational 
management and treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous waste (through a permitting 
and inspection process), management of underground storage tanks, and management of 

solid waste. RCRA may impact IRP sites via the HSW A Corrective Action program, 

underground storage tank regulations, as a source of Applicable and Relevant or 
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), or whenever hazardous waste (as defined by RCRA) 

is removed from the site. CERCLA allows a RCRA permit exemption for waste treated 

entirely on-site (areas proximate to the contamination that are necessary to implement the 
response action). 

I I 



HSW A Corrective Action impacts the IRP at RCRA-permitted and interim status 
facilities. The Corrective Action Program, similar but not identical to the CERCLA 
remedial action program, was established to clean up hazardous waste release sites (Solid 
Waste Management Units-- SWMUs), most of which either can be or are classified as 
IRP sites. HSW A requires the facility owner and operator to take financial responsibility 
for the cleanup of SWMUs, thereby avoiding the lengthy and expensive legal mechanisms 
required by CERCLA to determine private party financial responsibility for cleanup of 
hazardous waste sites. 

Federal facilities are unique because they are required by CERCLA/SARA Section 120 to 
implement the provisions ofCERCLA regardless ofNPL status, and they may also be 
subject to the provisions ofHSWA (RCRA-permitted or interim status facilities). 
Therefore, two separate authorities may exist for cleanup of the same IRP sites/SWMUs. 
This dilemma is called RCRA-CERCLA overlap, and the attempt to merge the authorities 
and clean up a site in compliance with both laws is called RCRA-CERCLA integration. 
This issue is not new, but neither regulatory agencies nor federal facility components have 
developed a comprehensive policy to resolve the dilemma. Although no policy exists, 
cleanups must still comply with RCRA and CERCLA. 

In order to ensure compliance with both laws without duplicating efforts, the 
Environmental Compliance and Restoration staffs at the installation and ACC must work 
together with the RCRA and CERCLA regulatory staffs at EPA and state regulatory 
agencies to determine and implement the best strategy to ensure compliance and optimize 
the cleanup. Determining and coordinating the optimum regulatory strategy early on in the 
IRP process will save time and money in the investigation, review and cleanup process. 
Document the strategy in the installation Management Action Plan (MAP). Section 4.1.2 
discusses RCRA-CERCLA integration in greater detail. 

HSWA also established a program to regulate underground storage tanks (USTs) 
containing petroleum products and CERCLA hazardous substances. The authority to 
regulate USTs and develop corrective action requirements for releases may be delegated to 
the states. 

• Environmental Protection Agency Proposed Corrective Action Rule for Solid Waste 
Management Units, 55 FR 30798 27 Jul1990 (Environment Reporter, Volume 21, 
Number 14, p. 666, 3 Aug 1990) 

This proposed rule is intended to amend the Environmental Protection Agency 

Regulations for Owners and Operators of Permitted Hazardous Waste Facilities, 
Subpart F- Releases from Solid Waste Management Units under RCRA, 40 CFR 
Part 264 (BNA page 161:2000). The rule specifies the requirements for investigation and 
cleanup of SWMUs at RCRA-permitted and interim status facilities. The rule also 
provides for administration of Corrective Action by the states. The preamble, of particular 
interest in this proposed rule, recognizes RCRA-CERCLA overlap and the previous work 
conducted by DoD in the IRP. 
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• National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. 4341 (BNA page 71:0101) 
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NEP A applies to federal actions that impact the quality of the enviromnent. NEP A 

requires the consideration of enviromnental impacts of a proposed action, keeping the 

public informed, and giving the public the opportunity to comment. The HQ USAF/CEV, 

16 Sep 1994 Memorandum, Subject: 1995 Defense Enviromnental Restoration Program 

Management Guidance, section 9.1, provides direction on integrating NEP A into the IRP 

process. Refer to section 4 .1.3 of this guide for additional information on NEP A 

implementation. 



3. THE IRP TEAM: RESPONSIBILITIES, 
COORDINATION AND COMMUNICATION 

Individuals with assorted backgrounds comprise the IRP team. Each individual's responsibilities as 

well as their ability to work as a team are important to the successful execution of the program. 

The organizational framework ofthe IRP team (Figure 3.1) illustrates the vertical and horizontal 

management structure and the importance of maintaining good communication among the team 

members. The following sections describe the roles and responsibilities of the members of the IRP 

team. 

3.1 DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR 
ENVIRONMENTAL SECURITY (DUSD(ES)) 

Responsibilities. The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Environmental Security 

(DUSD(ES)) is responsible for DoD-wide implementation of the DERP and management of the 

DERA. DUSD(ES): 

• Develops and defends the budget based on input from the services, 

• Forms a committee with service representatives to address development and 

implementation of program policy and guidance, such as: 

~ Program categories, 
~ Eligibility criteria, 
~ Prioritization criteria, and 

~ Goals, objectives and performance measures, 

• Conducts In Progress Reviews to monitor DERP execution by the services, 

• Serves as liaison to other federal agencies, states and Congress, 

• Submits Annual Report to Congress, and 

• Signs Defense and State Memoranda of Agreement (DSMOAs). 

Communication and Coordination. DUSD(ES) communicates policy and guidelines with 

service components via letters and memoranda. Service component headquarters report program 

status and budgets to DUSD(ES). DUSD(ES) must review and coordinate Federal Facility and 

Interagency Agreements. 
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DoD Regional Environmental Coordinators. DoD established Regional Environmental 

Coordinators (RECs) in 1994 to: 

• Identify and elevate issues (through the appropriate service agent) requiring DoD action, 

policy, or guidance. 
• Promote consistency between the services regarding environmental regulations and 

initiatives. 

REC assignments are divided between the services, by EPA Region: 

• Regions IV, V, VII and VIII 
• Regions I, III, and IX 
• Regions II, VI and X 

Army 
Navy 
Air Force 

3.2 DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR 
FORCE FOR ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND 
OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH (SAF/MIQ) 

Responsibilities. The Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Environment, Safety and 

Occupational Health (SAF/MIQ) represents the Air Force IRP to DUSD(ES), regulatory agencies, 

and Congress. SAF/MIQ is responsible for developing Air Force IRP policy guidelines and 

ensuring that Air Force policy is consistent with DoD policy. Additionally, SAF/MIQ may serve 

as the senior Air Force representative in dispute resolution. 

The Air Force Office of General Counsel for Installations and Environment (SAF/GNC) provides 

legal counsel, and the Air Force Office of Public Affairs (SAF/PA) provides support and guidance 

for community and media relations to SAF/MIQ. · 

Communication and Coordination. SAF/MIQ issues policy and guidance to 

HQ USAF via letters and memoranda. SAF/MIQ also serves as the final level in dispute 

resolution. Major commands must seek approval from SAF/MIQ prior to entering into 

Federal Facility or Interagency Agreements. 
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3.3 AIR FORCE CIVIL ENGINEER (HQ USAF/CE), 

DIRECTORATE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

(HQ USAF/CEV), ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 

DIVISION (HQ USAF/CEVR) 

Responsibilities. The Air Force Civil Engineer (HQ USAF/CE) has overall execution 

responsibility for the Air Force IRP. Under the Directorate of Environmental Quality 

(HQ USAF/CEV), the Environmental Restoration Division (HQ USAF/CEVR) is the Office of 

Primary Responsibility (OPR) for day-to-day management of the Air Force IRP. 

HQ USAF/CEVR is responsible for: 

• Developing and transmitting Air Force IRP policy and guidance to the major 

commands, 
• Developing cleanup goals and program metrics, 

• Monitoring major command program execution and ensuring that the IRP is conducted 

in accordance with current laws and regulations, 

• Representing the Air Force at DUSD(ES) In Progress Reviews, and 

• Managing Air Force IRP budgets, including: 

=> Budget guidance, 

=> Budget submittal, 

=> Budget defense, 

=> Allocation of funds to the major commands, and 

=> Reporting obligation/expense status. 

HQ USAF/CEVR coordinates policy and program execution matters with the Judge Advocate and 

Environmental Law and Litigation Office (AFLSA/JACE) and the Surgeon General's Office of 

Bioenvironmental Engineering (AFMOA/SGPA). In addition, HQ USAF/CEVR coordinates 

policy with HQ EPA as necessary. 

Communication and Coordination. HQ USAF /CEVR transmits guidance and policy to the 

major commands. HQ USAF/CEVR also distributes funding to the major commands. Major 

commands submit quarterly Commitment to Progress reports, manpower reports, and obligation 

and expense reports to HQ USAF /CEVR. Major commands also coordinate the Annual Report to 

Congress, Federal Facility Agreements (FF As) and Interagency Agreements (lAGs) through 

HQ USAF/CEVR. 
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3.3.1 Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE), 
Regional Compliance Offices (RCOs) 

Responsibilities. The three Regional Compliance Offices (RCOs) divide responsibilities along 
EPA regional boundaries (See Table 3.1 ). Each RCO is staffed with environmental and legal 
personnel. The RCO's major responsibility is to manage the IRP at Third Party Sites (NPL sites 
where the Air Force never had property interests but is alleged to have contributed to 
contamination). RCOs are also responsible for tracking the status of regulatory compliance issues 
(Notices of Violation, etc.) at installations within their region. RCO staff, as Air Force liaisons, 
meet regularly with representatives of state and federal regulatory agencies. RCOs are a valuable 
source of information on regional regulatory issues due to their contacts with regulatory agencies 
and Air Force installations 

Communication and Coordination. RPMs must report the status of regulatory compliance 
issues to the major command (program manager and compliance manager) and appropriate RCO 
program manager. ACC program managers and RPMs communicate with RCO program 
managers to cross-feed information on technologies, program management and regulatory issues. 

Table 3.1. Regional Compliance Offices 

AFCEE/CCR-A AFCEE/CCR-D AFCEE/CCR-S 

• Eastern Region • Central Region • Western Region 

• Atlanta, GA • Dallas, TX • San Francisco. CA 

• "EPA Regions I, II, III, • *EPA Regions V, VI, VII, • *EPA Regions IX and X 
and IV and VIII 

* See Figure 3.2 for boundaries of EPA Regions. 

3.4 ACC 

3.4.1 Environmental Leadership Council (ELC) and Environmental 
Leadership Board (ELB) 

ACC Deputy Chiefs of Staff comprise the Environmental Leadership Council (ELC), which is 
chaired by the ACC Vice Commander. ACC Directors comprise the ELB, which is chaired by the 
ACC Assistant Civil Engineer (ACE). The ELB directs cross-functional working groups for each 
environmental program. These working groups develop comprehensive coordinated proposals for 
transmitting policy and resolving problems. The ELC is briefed on overall environmental program 
status and Environmental Leadership Board (ELB) proposals requiring ELC decision. The ELC 
structure involves the senior leadership, in all functional areas of the command, in environmental 
status, policy, and decision-making. 
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3.4.2 ACC Environmental Programs Division ( HQ ACC/CEV) 

HQ ACC/CEV has overall responsibility for the ACC IRP. Specific duties include: 

• Coordination and integration of all ACC environmental programs (compliance, cleanup 

and conservation). 

• Validation ofiRP projects between $4 million and $8 million. 

• First level Air Force representative for formal dispute resolution (in accordance with 

Federal Facility Agreements (FFAs) and Interagency Agreements (lAGs). 

3.4.3 ACC Civil Engineering Squadron, Environmental Flight 

(ACC CES/ESV) 

HQ ACC/CEV has delegated IRP management and execution duties to ACC CES/ESV. 

Organization. ACC CES/ESV is organized into three elements: 

• ESVE --Restoration Element (East) (Program Managers) 

• ESVW --Restoration Element (West) (Program Managers) 

• ESVR --Resources Element (Program Analysts) 

The IRP management workload for ACC installations is equitably distributed between the East and 

West Restoration elements; there are no geographic boundaries for these elements. 

The Restoration elements are comprised of program managers that interface directly with RPMs to 

assist and guide them in managing their IRP. The Resources element is comprised of program 

analysts who work directly with and provide support to RPMs, ACC program managers and 

HQ USAF/CEVR in the areas of data management, DERA funds management, cost reporting, 

project status tracking and program analysis. 

Responsibilities. The following provides an overview of responsibilities within ACC 

CES/ESV. 

• Policy and guidance. ACC CES/ESV is responsible for interpreting and transmitting 

HQ USAF policy, guidance, goals and metrics; and providing supplemental ACC policy, 

guidance, goals and metrics to the installations as required. ACC CES/ESV is also 

responsible for ensuring that the IRP is conducted in accordance with applicable policy, 

guidance, laws and regulations. 

3-6 

=> ESVE, ESVW and ESVR program managers and program analysts research, 

develop, review, coordinate and transmit: 

• Policy and guidance and 



• A compilation of goals and metrics to measure progress toward 
cleanup. 

==:> ESVE, ESVW and ESVR program managers participate in cross-feed and 
transmit "lessons learned" to the installations, as required. 

• Initiatives. ACC CES/ESV, with the assistance of program managers, program analysts 
and RPMs, is responsible for developing and implementing initiatives to improve and 
streamline the IRP cleanup process. 

==:> ESVE, ESVW and ESVR program managers and program analysts research, 
develop, review, manage, coordinate and transmit initiatives, as assigned. 

• Project Validation. ACC CES/ESV is responsible for validating and prioritizing 
installation IRP projects up to $4 million. 

==:> ESVE, ESVW and ESVR program managers and program analysts review 
program documents and recommend validation. 

==> ESVE, ESVW and ESVR program managers and program analysts enter and 
update project requirements in the Work Information Management System­
Environmental Subsystem (WIMS-ES) (See Section 7.3.1 for information on 
WIMS-ES). 

-
• Program Execution. ACC CES/ESV is responsible for managing the ACC DERA funds 

allocation consistent with HQ USAF policy and guidance. ACC CES/ESV must approve 
changes in scope and cost of IRP project requirements. ACC CES/ESV must also track 
and report ACC DERA funds status (obligation and expense rates of all requirements) to 
HQ USAF/CEVR. 

==> ESVR program analysts update funding information in WIMS-ES. 
==:> ESVR program analysts generate funding and analysis reports (obligation and 

expense rates for project requirements and sites, TDY, training, manpower 
and computers). 

==:> ESVE and ESVW program managers track changes in project requirements 
(scope, cost and schedule). 

• Dispute resolution. ACC CES/ESV participates in informal dispute resolution and 
provides consultation to HQ ACC/CEV on issues raised for formal dispute resolution. 

==:> ESVE and ESVW program managers may participate in informal dispute 
resolution. 
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=> If issues are raised for formal dispute resolution, ESVE and ESVW program 

managers coordinate with all functional areas affected by the dispute to 

develop recommendations for ACC CES/ESV to present to HQ ACC/CEV. 

• Measuring progress toward cleanup. ACC CES/ESV is responsible for reporting ACC 

progress toward cleanup and ensuring that ACC meets DoD and HQ USAF cleanup goals, 

objectives and program metrics. 

=> ESVE, ESVW and ESVR program managers and program analysts are 

responsible for compiling "Commitment to Progress" submissions and other 

performance measures (metrics) based on input from RPMs and WIMS-ES. 

• Communication and Coordination. ACC program managers serve as the RPM's 

advocate. RPMs must maintain open and regular communication with assigned program 

managers, and address installation IRP issues to either the program manager or the Chief 

of the Restoration Element, if the program manager is absent. The program manager will 

communicate and coordinate with ACC CES/ESV, HQ ACC/CEV (and associated 

branches), program analysts, service centers and HQ USAF/CEVR as necessary to resolve 

installation IRP issues. 

3.4.4 Office of the Staff Judge Advocate, Environmental Law Division 

(HQ ACC/JA V) 

Responsibilities. HQ ACC/JAV is responsible for advising HQ ACC/CEV and ACC CES/ESV 

and installation JAson IRP legal matters. The following are examples of IRP legal matters: 

• FF A and lAG negotiation with regulatory agencies, 

• Administrative Record and document review, 

• Interpretation of environmental laws and regulations, 

• Evaluation of policy and guidance, 

• Assistance with obtaining off-base property access, 

• Stipulated penalties, and 

• Dispute resolution. 

Communication and Coordination. RPMs should coordinate IRP legal issues with their ACC 

program managers and the installation JA. ACC program mangers and installation JAs will in tum 

communicate and coordinate with HQ ACC/JA V to resolve IRP legal issues. 
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3.4.5 Public Affairs Office (HQ ACC/P A) 

Responsibilities. HQ ACC/P A is responsible for assisting ACC CES/ESV and installation PAs 
with IRP public affairs matters. The following are examples of IRP public affairs matters: 

• Community Relations Plans (CRPs), 
• Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs), 
• Public notification, news letters and other community relations activities, and 
• Public inquiries. 

Communication and Coordination. RPMs should coordinate IRP public affairs issues with 
their ACC program managers and the installation PA office. ACC program managers and 
installation PAs will in tum coordinate with HQ ACC/PA to resolve IRP public affairs issues. 

3.4.6 Bioenvironmental Engineer's Office (HQ ACC/SGPB) 

Responsibilities. HQ ACC/SGPB is responsible for assisting ACC CES/ESV and installation 
Bioenvironmental Engineers (BEEs) with IRP technical matters related to Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry (A TSDR) Health Assessments. 

Communication and Coordination. RPMs should coordinate IRP ATSDR Health 
Assessment issues with their ACC program managers and the installation BEE. ACC program 
managers and installation BEEs will, in tum, coordinate with HQ ACC/SGPB to resolve IRP 
Issues. 

3.5 INSTALLATION 

3.5.1 Installation Commander 

The Installation Commander is responsible for the environmental compliance of the installation. 
The Installation Commander is a signatory on decision documents, FF As and lAGs. The 
Installation Commander relies on the installation staff to execute the IRP in compliance with laws 
and regulations and Air Force policy and guidance. 
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3.5.2 Environmental Protection Committee (EPC) 

EPC Membership. Senior leaders of base organizations comprise the EPC. The EPC is a 

forum for coordinating IRP activities and other environmental programs with overall base 

operation. 

EPC Involvement in the IRP. The EPC is briefed regularly on the status of the installation 

IRP and provided with proposals on issues requiring decision or resolution. The EPC IRP working 

group meets as required to develop proposals and assist with IRP execution. The EPC working 

group may: 

• Review and refine program documents and projects to maximize the installation's 

allocation of funds, 

• Present the EPC with aRAB charter, 

• Make nominations to the RAB that represent diverse community interests, 

• Review and recommend documents for placement in the Administrative Record and 

Information Repository. 

3.5.3 Base Civil Engineer (BCE) and Civil Engineering Branches 

The BCE (lnstallation/CE) is usually a member of the EPC. The BCE is responsible for providing 

environmental program information to the Installation Commander. The RPM should keep the 

BCE up-to-date on IRP status via the Environmental Flight Chief. 

The RPM should coordinate IRP matters with the appropriate branches within Civil Engineering, 

as follows: 
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• The RPM should coordinate scopes of work with the various Civil Engineering 

branches to ensure that the installation can support the government-provided services 

listed in the scopes of work. 

• The RPM should coordinate field work with the appropriate Civil Engineering 

branches to avoid interference with underground and aboveground utilities and any 

ongoing or proposed construction or maintenance activities. 

• The RPM should coordinate the Management Action Plan (MAP) with all Civil 

Engineering branches. 

• The RPM should coordinate with community planners on issues related to the Base 

Comprehensive Plan (BCP). 

• The RPM should coordinate natural and cultural resource issues with natural and 

cultural resource specialists. 

• The RPM should coordinate NEPA issues with environmental analysis specialists. 



• The RPM should coordinate environmental compliance issues with environmental 

compliance program personnel. 

• The RPM should coordinate with Civil Engineering programmers and designers for 

assistance in reviewing not only IRP, but all forms of military program documents and 

design specifications, to prevent scope and cost problems associated with construction 

work on IRP sites. 

3.5.4 Installation Environmental Office (CEV or EM) 

Remedial Project Manager (RPM) Appointment and Charter. The installation 

Environmental Office is the focal point for IRP project management. Within the Environmental 

Office, the designated manager of the installation IRP is the Remedial Project Manager (RPM). 

The Environmental Flight Chief and Restoration Chief must appoint an RPM at the installation and 

provide written notification of the appointment to ACC CES/ESV. The RPM is responsible for the 

execution of the IRP at the installation, on behalf of the Installation Commander. 

The RPM's charter is to manage all activities associated with the investigation and cleanup ofiRP 

sites at the installation in accordance with Air Force policy and environmental laws and 

regulations. This may sound like an insurmountable task, but the RPM does not function alone. 

The RPM's resources include several installation organizations (Civil Engineering, ELB, EPC, JA, 

PA and SGPB), ACC program managers and program analysts, the service center, the RCO, the 

appropriate regulatory agencies and community representatives. 

RPM Responsibilities. The following provides a more detailed description of the RPM's 

responsibilities: 

• Planning. The RPM must plan strategies, requirements and resources necessary to 

achieve IRP site restoration. The following is a description of the two major planning 

tasks: 

~ Update Management Action Plan. The RPM must maintain and update the 

base-wide Management Action Plan (MAP) as a coordinated road map to the 

execution ofthe installation IRP. First, the RPM must assemble and lead a 

project team consisting of representatives from the service center, A-E or 

construction contractor, and the regulatory agencies. Then, the project team 

must conduct a program review of ongoing IRP activities and compile a list of 

recommendations for streamlining and improving the installation IRP. 

Finally, the project team must update the MAP, documenting the status of the 

program and incorporating the list of recommendations, maps, schedules, and 

cost to close out each site. The MAP should be a working document, formally 

updated biannually (15 Apr and 15 Oct). Refer to Section 7.4.1 for additional 

information on the MAP. 
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=> Develop Program. Using the strategies and recommendations developed in 
the MAP, the RPM must determine fiscal year IRP project, manpower, TDY 
and training requirements for the base. Then the RPM must prioritize and 
program the requirements. Timely, accurate and comprehensive program 
documents that "sell" the requirements are the key to project validation. The 
RPM should consult with the ACC program manager, Civil Engineering 
programmers, the ELB and the service center (if applicable) to maximize the 
quality of the program documents. The RPM must also revise the program 
documents whenever there are significant adjustments in scope, cost and 
schedule (for ACC CES/ESV approval) to ensure that additional funds are 

available when required. 

• Execution. The RPM must execute project requirements to achieve IRP site restoration. 

3-12 

The following is a description of the five major execution tasks: 

=> Contract Management. The RPM must conduct the following contract 

management tasks: 

• Determine acquisition strategy in coordination with the ACC program 
manager and service center project manager. 

• Review the scopes of work drafted in partnership with the service 
center to ensure consistency with the requirement and to ensure that 
the installation can support the government-provided materials and 
services listed (providing water, electricity, disposal of waste, etc.). 

• Award projects to meet ACC obligation goals and direct projects to be 
ready to award to take advantage of fall-out funding. 

• Participate in the Architect-Engineer (A-E) selection and negotiation 
process, if desired. 

• Assist the A-E with site access and information and coordinate A-E 
field activities with appropriate organizations on the base (Civil 
Engineering, Flightline Operations, etc.). 

• Review document submittals to ensure that they meet project 
requirements, data quality needs, and are responsive to regulatory 
concerns. 

=> Communication and Coordination. The RPM must regularly communicate and 

coordinate with the IRP team to execute project requirements in a timely, cost­

effective manner. RPMs must provide information to and request assistance from 
ACC program managers, base organizations (CE, JA, PA, BEE), the service 
center, the Architect-Engineer (A-E), regulatory agencies, the RAB and the 
community. 



The following provides basic guidelines for communicating and coordinating with 

the IRP team members: 

• Keep appropriate team members informed and up-to-date on actions, meeting 

and deliverable dates. 
• Give appropriate team members early warning of potential problems 

(compliance violations, funding needs, etc.). 

• Coordinate your file documents (letters, reports, etc.) with appropriate team 

members. 

=> Compliance. The RPM must coordinate IRP activities with regulatory agencies 

and ensure that projects nieet regulatory requirements. The RPM is responsible 

for meeting regulatory deadlines, and if delays occur, making timely requests for 

extensions. 

=> Documentation. The RPM must maintain the Information Repository, the 

Administrative Record, and accurate project files. 

=> Community Involvement. The RPM, with the assistance of P A, must arrange 

community involvement activities such as the RAB, newsletters and fact sheets, 

public notification, and public meetings. 

3.5.5 Staff Judge Advocate Office (Installation/JA) 

The base Staff Judge Advocate office (JA) provides the RPM with legal assistance and information 

-on state and local environmental laws and regulations. The RPM should consult JA with any 

questions about regulatory compliance and the implications of regulatory correspondence. The JA 

office also provides legal representation in negotiations with regulatory agencies and reviews 

certain key documents and files (decision documents, the ARAR section of Remedial Investigation/ 

Feasibility Study (RIIFS) reports, and the Administrative Record). 

3.5.6 Public Affairs Office (Installation!P A) 

The base Public Affairs (PA) office provides support for community involvement activities. The 

P A office has experience with various community information forums, including public notices, 

public meetings, fact sheets, news letters and press conferences. RCRA, CERCLA/SARA and the 

NCP all emphasize public participation during the cleanup process. Therefore, RPMs must 

consult with P A to ensure regulatory compliance with these laws and regulations. Request the PA 

office take an active role in developing a CRP for the base and participating in the Restoration 
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Advisory Board (RAB). Additionally, designate PA as the point of contact for all public inquiries 

and inputs. 

3.5. 7 Bioenvironmental Engineer (Installation!SGB or BEE) 

The base Bioenvironmental Engineer (SGB or BEE) can provide support for technical issues 

related to ATSDR Health Assessments and radioactive sites. BEEs have experience with sampling 

and analysis, human health impacts, and health and safety. Consult with the BEE to assist with 

coordination of any actions involving radioactive sites. The BEE is responsible for coordinating 

ATSDR Health Assessments. 

3.6 SERVICE CENTERS 

Overview. Because of the multi-disciplinary nature of the IRP investigation and cleanup process, 

it is often necessary to utilize established service centers' expertise in environmental engineering, 

geology, chemistry, industrial hygiene, as well as contract acquisition and management. There are 

several established service centers to choose from, each with their own specialties and management 

styles. 

Additionally, the installation may wish to act as their own service center (through the Base 

Contracting office) or make arrangements with a non-traditional service center (another contractor, 

an academic or research institute, etc.). RPMs desiring this type of arrangement must ensure the 

expertise in contract and technical management (to meet the project requirements) is available at 

the installation or non-traditional service center. When using non-DoD service centers, the RPM 

must proactively comply with Economy Act provisions (Refer to Section 4.1.9) in order to prevent 

program delays. 

Service center selection is the responsibility of the RPM and ACC program manager. When 

choosing a service center, consider the service center's experience and capabilities, past record, 

work load and manpower, locations, contracting mechanisms, management (contracting and 

technical) style and philosophy and supervision and administration costs. Also consider the 

existence of a MOU, potential for uniform execution over multiple fiscal years and continuity with 

current work. Once the service center is selected, it is important for RPMs to clearly communicate 

their expectations and requirements for executing the IRP and conduct periodic quality control 

checks so that the service center can effectively meet their needs. 

ACC program managers and program analysts must provide the service center with program 

information and transfer funds for project requirements. Service centers are then responsible for 

the "nuts and bolts" technical project management and procurement support of the IRP. However, 

the Air Force is ultimately responsible for any decisions related to the execution and compliance of 

the IRP. Therefore, the service centers (including project managers, A-Es and construction 
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contractors) must not alter the prescribed project requirement nor contact the regulatory agencies 
without the permission and coordination of the installation RPM. 

One mechanism to improve coordination and communication of the IRP team with the service 
center is to hold a partnering meeting. Attendees at a partnering meeting should include at a 
minimum: the RPM, the ACC program manager, service center personnel (project management, 
technical, and contract management), and the regulatory agencies. The purpose of a partnering 
meeting is to: 

• Introduce the key players in the IRP process. 
• Identify each party's role in the IRP process. 
• Describe each party's method of doing business. 
• Identify each party's expectations for communication and coordination. 
• Identify how communication and coordination among the parties can be improved to 

contribute to an effective working relationship among the parties and improved efficiency 
in the IRP process. 

Responsibilities. The following provides a description of the responsibilities of the service 
center. 

• Contract Acquisition and Technical Support. One of the major responsibilities of the 
service center is contract acquisition. The service centers usually have a staff of 
contracting specialists experienced in the A-E acquisition process and construction 
contract procurement. They have access to several acquisition strategies and will help the 
RPM to determine the best strategy for the requirement in accordance with the long-term 
goals of the MAP. The service center develops the scope of work or bid specifications, 
awards the contract, monitors the contract (scope, cost and schedule), and modifies the 
contract as necessary with the review and approval of the RPM and the ACC program 
manager. The service center project manager is the Contracting Officer's technical 
representative. Therefore, all A-E taskings must go through the service center project 
manager for action by the Contracting Officer. 

Although the Air Force has the ultimate responsibility for the quality and compliance of all 
work conducted under the IRP, the service center is responsible for: 

~ Technical review of all work conducted under the contract (ensuring Quality 
Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) of all field work, chemical analyses, and 
document submittals), 

~ Regulatory review of all work conducted under contract (ensuring that work is 
conducted in accordance with applicable environmental, health and safety 
laws and regulations), and 

~ Providing technical support to the RPM as needed, including attendance at 
meetings with regulatory agencies or the RAB. 
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• Coordination and Communication. The service center project manager should interface 

with the RPM and ACC program manager on a regular basis through the life of a project. 

Good communication is essential. The following are recommendations for maintaining 

communication: 

~ A weekly phone call between the service center project manager and the RPM 

to review the status of projects, action items and open issues, 

~ A biweekly phone call between the service center project manager, the ACC 

program manager and the RPM to review project scope, cost and schedule. 

~ Formal written correspondence between parties. 

• Reference the Air Force project number, and 

• Provide information copies to all affected parties. 

The RPM must discuss, coordinate and notify the service center project manager of any 

binding schedules. The service center project manager must realize the RPM's 

responsibility for compliance With regulations and policy and not alter scope, cost or 

schedule without approval from the RPM and the ACC program manager. Should there 

be a potential change in scope, cost or schedule, the RPM and the service center project 

manager must request approval from the ACC program manager prior to any alterations. 

The service center should submit a monthly report to the ACC program manager and the 

RPM with the following information for each project: 

~ Site number, 
~ Percent of project complete, 

~ Current status and actions taken, 

~ Amount of contamination removed, if applicable, and 

~ Future requirements. 

3.7 ARCHITECT-ENGINEER (A-E) AND THE 
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTOR 

The A-E is responsible for conducting the investigation and design phases of the IRP and the 

construction contractor is responsible for conducting the cleanup actions (except for "tum-key" 

type projects where the design and construction is done by one firm). The A-E and the 

construction contractor are required to perform quality work on-time, within budget and in 

accordance with all applicable environmental legislation. The RPM should maintain good 

communication with the A-E and the construction contractor and assist them as required with 

gathering information and conducting field work. The RPM should utilize the expertise of the A-E 

at meetings with regulators and the RAB to present and interpret the investigation results. The PM 
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should not directly task the A-E or construction contractor to perform work, however, the RPM, in 
coordination with the ACC program manager, may direct the service center to task the 
A-E or construction contractor. 

3.8 REGULATORY AGENCIES 

3.8.1 State and Local Regulatory Agencies 

All states have at least one regulatory agency that enforces state environmental laws and 
regulations. Each state or locality has its own environmental laws and regulations that cover 
everything from environmental resources (water, air) to hazardous waste and underground storage 
tanks. Most states do not have laws and regulations that parallel CERCLA/SARA and the NCP. 
However, state and local environmental laws and regulations may qualify as ARARs under 
CERCLA/SARA and serve as a source of cleanup standards and guidelines, or they_ may qualify as 
stand-alone cleanup policies, procedures and standards (i.e., hydrocarbon spills or leaks). In 
addition, EPA has delegated RCRA Corrective Action authority to some states. To ensure 
regulatory compliance, the IRP team must determine the current legal requirements as soon as 
possible and incorporate them into the MAP. To accomplish this, consult with JA and the state 
and local regulatory agencies. 

The RPM should work closely with the regulatory agency or agencies toward the mutual goal of 
cleaning up the environment in the most efficient manner. Because of support from the Defense 
and State Memoranda of Agreement (DSMOA), a grant mechanism to reimburse states for their 
IRP oversight activities, many states have the resources to participate in the IRP process. For 
additional information on the DSMOA, refer to Section 4.3.2: 

3.8.2 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

The EPA is divided into ten geographic regions, as shown in Figure 3.2. The EPA enforces 
CERCLA/SARA for installations on the NPL. Although EPA may not have the personnel to 
participate in the IRP at non-NPL installations, it is important to maintain communication with the 
regional EPA Federal Facility Coordinator, as follows: 

• Forward copies of IRP documents (including decision documents). 
• Forward copies of community involvement materials (fact sheets, newsletters, etc.). 
• Extend an invitation to participate in the RAB. 
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3.9 THE COMMUNITY 

As stakeholders in the installation environmental cleanup effort, the community should be 
encouraged to participate in the IRP. The following mechanisms provide opportunities for 

community involvement: 

• The Community Relations Plan (CRP) determines and documents the strategy for 
involving the community in the IRP. 

• An accessible, up-to-date Information Repository and Administrative Record provide 
the community with the opportunity to review IRP information. 

• Media advertisements provide the community with updates on IRP actions and 
notification of opportunities to review and comment on IRP documents and participate 
in public meetings. 

• The Restoration Advisory Board represents the diverse interests of the community and 
offers the community the opportunity to provide their inputs to IRP decision-makers. 

The community, as a stakeholder, is responsible for taking advantage of opportunities to review 

and comment on IRP documents and activities by providing timely and meaningful comments, 

voicing concerns, and participating in public meetings. The community members should focus 

comments on the environmental restoration effort and not use the IRP community involvement 

forum to address other unrelated issues. RAB members should represent the diverse interests of 

the community and partner with the Air Force and regulatory agencies to achieve cost-effective, 
protective environmental restoration. 
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4. IRP POLICY AND INITIATIVES 

4.1 IRP POLICY 

4.1.1 Community Involvement 

Community involvement is an important part of the IRP process, whether CERCLA, RCRA or 
NEPA guidelines are followed for investigation and cleanup. Each law has minimum, specific 
requirements for public participation, but they all share the goal of involving the public in the 
cleanup decision-making process. Each installation is different-- environmental contamination 
problems vary from base to base as do the concerns of the on-base and surrounding community. 
For this reason, each installation must develop a site-specific community involvement program that 
addresses the legal requirements of CERCLA, RCRA, and NEP A and encourages diverse 
community participation in the cleanup decision-making process. The community involvement 
program must be a cooperative effort between the RPM and the Public Affairs Officer (PAO), 
clearly dividing the responsibilities between each office. Address the following issues when 
developing your community involvement program: 

• Identify stakeholders (community members or groups potentially affected by cleanup 
activities). 

• Open lines of communication with community representatives. 
• Encourage community involvement in the cleanup process by 

=:> Publicity, 
=:> Making draft reports available for review, and 
=:> Showing consideration for community inputs into the cleanup decision-making 

process. 
• Develop or update a base Community Relations Plan (CRP) as a road map for 

community involvement activities. 
• Establish Restoration Advisory Boards. 

The following sections describe community involvement activities required by CERCLA. Consult 
HSW A and your Part B permit to determine community involvement activities required by RCRA. 
Incorporate the required and suggested community involvement activities into your community 
involvement program. 
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4.1.1.1 Community Involvement Activities Required by CERCLA and DUSD(ES) 

14 Apr 1994 Memo Section XII 

This section provides a general description of required community involvement activities. Refer to 

Chapter 6 for specific community involvement activities during each phase of the IRP. 

Develop and Update a Community Relations Plan. The Community Relations Plan (CRP): 

• Provides an analysis of community interest at the site, 

• Documents the history of community involvement, and 

• Develops a plan and schedule for conducting community involvement activities. 

The CRP is a living document -- the RPM should update or supplement it if there are changes in 

IRP actions (e.g., removal actions) or changes in the needs of the community. The Public Affairs 

Officer must play an active role in developing the CRP, since this individual will be conducting or 

assisting with many of the community involvement activities. The following outlines the steps for 

developing and updating the CRP: 
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• Conduct Communitv Interviews. Interview representatives of the affected 

community to determine their knowledge and perceptions of IRP issues at the 

installation, their level and area of interest in IRP issues, and the best means for 

disseminating information to them and members of their group. Include 

representatives of minority and underrepresented groups in the interview process. If a 

major change has occurred at the installation (e.g., base closure, NPL nomination), it 

may be necessary to conduct additional interviews. Community interviews may also 

provide the installation with an opportunity to solicit nominees for the Restoration 

Advisory Board (RAB) and develop an IRP mailing list. 

• Determine Communitv Involvement Activities. Use the information from 

community interviews to determine which community involvement activities will best 

meet the needs of the community for disseminating information and encouraging 

participation. Determine the community involvement activities required by statute 

(CERCLA, RCRA and NEPA). 

• Draft CRP. Develop the CRP in full coordination with PA. Include the following in 

the CRP: 

~ A history of the IRP efforts at the base, 

~ Current status of IRP efforts and future IRP plans, 

~ A summary of the community interviews, 

~ Points of contact in the community and the media, 

~ A mailing list, 

~ A schedule of planned community involvement activities, and 

~ A description of the responsibilities of members of the IRP team in 

implementing the community involvement activities. 



Designate a Point of Contact for Cleanup Information. HQ USAF guidance recommends 
designating the installation Public Affairs Officer as the point of contact for responding to 
community concerns and providing cleanup information. The RPM may be designated as a 
secondary point of contact. In addition, designate the ACC program manager as a point of contact 
for the community to notify if they have difficulty obtaining cleanup information. It is at the 
installation's discretion to designate a point of contact for cleanup information. 

Ensure Administrative Record and In(ormation Repository are Available (or Review. 
In order for the community to participate in the clea,nup decision-making process, up-to-date 
Administrative Record and Information Repository files must be available for review in a location 
accessible to the public. Place all draft documents related to cleanup activities in the Information 
Repository at the same time they are provided to the regulatory agencies. Refer to section 7 .1.2 for 
more information on the Administrative Record and the Information Repository. 

Notify Public ofAvailabilitv ofDocuments (or Review. At certain points in the IRP 
process, CERCLA requires the installation to formally notify the public of the availability of IRP 
documents and the Administrative Record for review and comment (after the RifFS, after the 
ROD, during a non-time-critical removal action, etc.). The installation must publish a notification 
in local newspapers with wide circulation -- in advertising space rather than as a legal notice in the 
classified section. The installation should also use other methods, such as fact sheets, press 
releases, and newsletters, to notify the public that IRP documents are available for review. 
DUSD(ES) 14 Apr 1994 memorandum recommends offering the public an opportunity to review 
all draft documents related to cleanup activities, not just those required by CERCLA. Refer to 
Chapter 6 for more information on specific public notification requirements during each phase of 
the IRP. 

Solicit and Consider Public Comments Prior to Document Finalization. Usc the 
notification techniques listed in the paragraph above to solicit public comments. Consider public 
comments in the decision-making process, and provide responses to comments. These measures 
will assure the public that their inputs are valuable to the cleanup decision-making process. 

Offer the Opportunity (or a Public Meeting. When the RifFS and Proposed Plan are released 
for the 30-day public comment period, the installation must offer the public an opportunity for a 
public meeting and record a formal transcript ofthis meeting. 

Develop a Responsiveness Summary. A responsiveness summary summarizes comments on 
the RifFS and Proposed Plan and provides responses to these comments. Include the 
Responsiveness Summary in the Record of Decision. 

Form a Restoration Advisory Board SARA Section 211 requires DoD facilities, where 
practical and possible, to form a Technical Review Committee (TRC) consisting of 
representatives of federal, state and local regulatory agencies, state and/or local governing 
authorities, and optionally, a member of the community-at-large to participate in the planning and 
selection of cleanup actions. The Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), a DoD initiative to 
encourage the involvement of stakeholders in the cleanup decision-making process, is an extension 
of a TRC and fulfills the requirements of a TRC. The RAB includes all the members of the TRC 
and actively extends membership to stakeholder representatives in the community. A community 
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representative co-chairs the RAB with the installation representative. RAB meetings are open to 

the public. Refer to Section 4.1.1.3 for additional information on the RAB. 

Ensure Administrative Record Reflects Communitv Involvement Activities. Since the 

Administrative Record serves as a legal record of the cleanup decision-making process, it must 

document community involvement activities, especially those required by law. 

4.1.1.2 Suggested Community Involvement Activities 

Depending on the community's level of interest in the IRP, some of the following community 

involvement activities may be appropriate for the installation. 

Fact sheets. Fact sheets are one-page summaries of the status ofiRP activities or descriptions of 

pending actions, written in non-technical terms. Fact sheets may be produced at any time during 

the IRP process, to inform the public of IRP actions. Fact sheets may be: 

• Published in newsletters, 

• Distributed to the RAB, 

• Included in the Information Repository, 

• Distributed at public meetings, 

• Used or distributed to help answer public inquiries. 

Newsleners. The installation may publish a newsletter periodically (on a monthly or quarterly 

basis), to provide information and updates on the progress ofiRP activities. The installation 

should distribute the newsletter to interested persons on the CRP mailing list. 

Open House. The installation may hold an open house and a site visit to exhibit the installation's 

environmental program and IRP progress. An open house may encourage community involvement 

and trust. 

Press Release. The installation may issue press releases as necessary to announce IRP progress, 

notify the public of document availability, and encourage public participation. Press releases 

should not, however, replace formal public notification requirements under CERCLA, as noted 

above. 

Clipping File. The installation should keep a clipping file with all media items related to the IRP. 

A clipping file, however, should not replace the record of community involvement activities in the 

Administrative Record. 

4.1.1.3 Restoration Advisory Board 

Overview. The Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) is a group of representatives from the 

community, installation and regulatory agencies whose charter is to provide advice to 

environmental restoration decision-makers. The RAB fulfills the requirements of the Technical 

Review Committee (TRC) required under SARA 211, but encourages increased community 
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involvement in the IRP. DoD and EPA jointly developed detailed guidelines for setting up and 
running aRAB. The document, Restoration Advisory Board Implementation Guidelines, May 
1994, Draft Version 2.4, presents these guidelines. In addition, a guidebook was provided at RAB 
workshops held during the summer of 1994. This joint DoD and EPA guidebook, Restoration 
Advisory Board Workshop Guidebook, contains a section (2.5) on Air Force guidance for 
implementing RABs. HQ ACC/CEV also released a guidance document, Reference Number 93-
022, Effective Date: 5 Feb 94. The following sections provide highlights ofRAB guidelines. 

RAB Purpose. The RAB serves as a regular forum of communication, discussion and cross-feed 
for all groups involved in (installation, regulatory agencies) and impacted by (community 
organizations) the IRP. The RAB is not a decision-making body, nor does it replace community 
involvement activities required by CERCLA. Rather, it serves as an exchange of information, 
concerns and recommendations; complementing other community involvement activities. 

RABBasics. 

• The RAB should consist of 10-20 members representing the installation, the regulatory 
agencies and the diverse interests of the community. 

• All RAB members have equal status. The RAB is co-chaired by the installation representative 
and a community representative. 

=> EPC/ELC Chair or designate is RAB Co-chair. 
=> Community representatives may either appoint a permanent RAB Co-chair or rotate 

co-chairmanship among themselves. 
• The RAB should develop and sign a charter (See Section 3.3 of USAF RAB Guidance) 

outlining the mission or purpose; the membership; and the structure and operating procedures 
of the RAB (See Appendix 1 of ACC RAB Guidance for an example charter). 

• The RAB should hold meetings on a regular basis (at least quarterly) at a time and location 
acceptable to all members. The RAB administrator must: 

=> Publish an announcement in widely circulated newspaper, giving the time and location 
of the RAB meeting. Formulate and disseminate a press release about the RAB 
meeting. 

=> Establish agenda (See Section 4.1 of USAF RAB Guidance). Distribute to members 
14 days before meeting date. Solicit agenda items from board members and general 
attendees. 

=> Record a transcript of the meeting; generate and distribute minutes to RAB members 
and persons on the community involvement mailing list within ten working days of the 
RAB meeting. 

=> Include meeting transcript and minutes in the Administrative Record. Include minutes 
in the Information Repository. 
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RAB Administration. The EPC Chair serves as the RAB co-chair, and will most likely appoint 

the RPM as RAB administrator. The RPM should request assistance from the P AO to carry out 

administrative responsibilities. The following is a list ofRAB administrator responsibilities: 

• Solicit RAB Nominations. Together with the PAO, lay the ground work for 

soliciting and receiving RAB nominations, using the following techniques: 

=> Community interviews 

=> Correspondence (local government officials, public organizations, mailing 

lists) 
=> Newspaper notice 

=> Press releases 

• Develop Charter. Draft aRAB charter (outlining the RAB mission and operating 

procedures) for discussion, coordination and signature ofRAB members. Coordinate 

RAB charter with JA. 

• Meeting. Arrange the meeting location. 

• Together with the PAO, advertise the time and location of the RAB meeting and 

announce that it is open to the public. 

• Arrange administrative, technical and legal support for the RAB meeting. 

=> Set up personnel and equipment to record a transcript of the meeting 

=> Request service center personnel and A-E personnel to attend meeting to field 

questions and make pertinent presentations 

=> Request JA and BEE attend meeting. 

• Agenda. Prepare and distribute a RAB meeting agenda for coordination and input 

among the RAB members, 14 days prior to the RAB meeting. 

• Minutes. During the RAB meeting, list attendees' comments and recommendations 

and develop them into an action item list. 

• Develop abridged RAB meeting minutes based on the transcript and the action item 

list. Include written responses to action items in the meeting minutes. Distribute the 

abridged minutes within ten working days of the meeting to: 

=> RAB members 

=> Mailing list 

=> Administrative Record 

=> Information Repository 

• Prepare a brief to present responses to and status of action items at the next RAB 

meeting. 

RAB Training. RAB members may require some type of IRP training or orientation in order to 

fully participate in the group. Orientation to the installation IRP may take the form of: 

• Informal presentations; 

• Fact sheets and maps; 

• Site tours. 

Training sessions or workshops may also be conducted by the installation, the regulatory agencies, 

or a RAB contractor. 
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RAB Issues. The following is a list of issues to present to the RAB members for discussion and 
advice: 

• Using DUSD(ES) Relative Risk Evaluation to prioritize sites 

• The status and progress of IRP projects. 
• Future direction of installation IRP 
• Project scopes of work. 
• Impacts of the IRP on socioeconomic issues and natural and cultural resources. 

HQ ACC/CEV 5 Feb 1994 Guidancel>oeu:ment, subject: ACC Guidance on Restoration 
Advisory Boards, Reference Number 9J..022. 

U.S. Air Force, December 1993, U.S. Air Force Installation Restoration Program Remedial 

Project Mam¥ger's Handbook,. Chapter 7. 

U.S. Air Force, May 1992~ · . United Statt!SAir Force Environmental Restoration Program, 
Management Action Plan (MAP) Guidebook, Sec:tion 2.4.6. 

U.S. EPA,. 

4.1.2 RCRA/CERCLA Integration 

Explanation. Section 120 of CERCLA requires federal facilities to clean up past contamination 

in accordance with the Superfund procedures (in the NCP), regardless ofNPL status. RCRA, 

amended by HSW A in 1984, established a program (Corrective Action) to require RCRA­
permitted or interim status treatment, storage or disposal (TSD) facilities to clean up past 
hazardous waste releases (Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs)) in accordance with HSW A 

procedures (The Proposed Corrective Action Rule). Consequently, many IRP sites are also 
classified as SWMUs; so the same site may be subject to two different cleanup rules. EPA does 
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not enforce CERCLA/SARA actions at non-NPL installations. However, at RCRA-permitted or 

interim status facilities, EPA or the authorized state regulatory agency enforce cleanup 

requirements via a Corrective Action Order or as conditions to the Part B permit. If the conditions 

of the Part B permit are not met, the permit can be revoked, thus affecting base operations. 

Department of Defense facilities are unique in that they conduct the IRP in accordance with 

CERCLA at permitted or interim status RCRA facilities that may or may not be on the NPL. 

Federal facilities subject to Corrective Action are not deferred from the NPL, and federal facilities 

that are on the NPL are not deferred from Corrective Action requirements. Therefore, federal 

facilities are subject to RCRA and CERCLA simultaneously at sites classified as both IRP sites 

and SWMUs. Table 4.1 shows a comparison of the two cleanup programs. 

Table 4.1 CERCLA-RCRA Comparison 

CERCLA RCRA 

Law CERCLA/SARA RCRAIHSWA 

Regulation and NCP Proposed Corrective Action 

Framework Rule 
-

Contaminated Site IRP site SWMU 

Enforcement Document FFA Part B Permit Conditions 

Phases PA/SI RCRA Facility Assessment 

RI RCRA Facility Investigation 

FS Corrective Measures Study 

RD/RA Corrective Measures 
Implementation 

The proposed Corrective Action Rule under HSW A describes a remediation process similar to the 

NCP. The Corrective Action process includes the development of work plans, community 

involvement activities, exposure assessments, interim measures, and the determination of action 

levels, just like the NCP. However, the proposed Corrective Action Rule has not been finalized, 

and regulatory agencies have little experience implementing the rule. 

Policv. When a RCRA-CERCLA overlap occurs, assemble the MAP project team to determine 

the best regulatory strategy for achieving cleanup (i.e., CERCLA or RCRA but not both). Work 

with the regulatory agencies to implement the strategy. In most cases, site cleanup is eligible for 

DERA funds under the CERCLA IRP process and the RCRA Corrective Action process. So from 

a funding standpoint it doesn't matter which rule is followed. Consider the following when 

determining the best regulatory strategy: 
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• Find out how other DoD installations in the state or region are handling RCRA­

CERCLA integration. Other installations may have set precedents. 



• The Air Force is the lead agency for CERCLA cleanups and has the authority to 
conduct Removal Actions. 

• EPA or the EPA-authorized state regulatory body is the lead agency for RCRA 
Corrective Action cleanups. 

• The preamble to the EPA Proposed Corrective Action Rule for Solid Waste 
Management Units published in the July 27, 1991 Federal Register recognizes 
DoD's IRP and recommends that investigations and cleanups under the IRP be 
considered toward meeting cleanup requirements under the proposed Corrective Action 
Rule. 

• The proposed Corrective Action Rule is not yet finalized. Learn the provisions of the 
rule and determine how they may affect the sites on the installation. 

• When negotiating conditions to the Part B permit or provisions of the Corrective 
Action order, analyze the impacts of the conditions or provisions on achieving 
efficient, cost-effective cleanups. Propose changes that are in line with Air Force site 
restoration and risk reduction goals. 

Eligibility (or Funding. HQ USAF /CEVR 16 Sep 1994 memorandum states that the 
investigation and cleanup ofSWMUs under 3004(u), 3004(v) and 3008(h) ofRCRA are 
eligible for DERA funds, at the discretion of the Major Command. However, they offer 
the following guidelines: 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

RCRA Facility Assessments (RF As) are not eligible for DERA funds . 
Closure or Corrective Action at a regulated TSD unit is DERA-eligible only if 
the unit was identified as a site prior to 30 Sep 1990. 
New construction or improvements required to meet RCRA operating 
standards at TSD units are not DERA-eligible. 
DERA funds are intended for cleanup of "past" contamination (prior to 
January 1984). 
Manpower to manage DERA-eligible RCRA Corrective Action projects is 
DERA eligible. 
Non-DERA-eligible RCRA Corrective Action projects and associated 
manpower must be funded by Environmental Compliance Program accounts. 

...... . ... ........ .... . . ....... . .. 

F:or mofi! infofmt-ttion, consult the following references. • ·. · • · · · · 

HQ USAF/CEV l~ S~p 1~4 ft.lemorand'Q~ $uljject: ... 1995 Defense Environmental 
~storati~rfProg~~ A<fanag~((j~i~llt« ~~tion$.8• ··.··· · .· ······ · · · ·. · 

••1J.S •••• Air··~orce,••••·December•••i993, ... ~i .•• ~~··~orce·fnstalfation··~estor~ion··~ogr~m •lleliiediaf•.·••••••••-• 
Pi(iJect.M4n4gettsll"~tik~k~ S~imb1.3~~r < ·.·· · · · · · ·. · ·. · .·.·. · · · · · · · .·.·.·.·. · · 

~~¢6Qrit (q~J~) ~~·gll)itiij- 11114 })i9gr~#ti~ij §~i~~i < > ••• • •• 
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4.1.3 NEP A Implementation 

The Department of Justice (DOJ) has determined that NEPA does not apply to CERCLA actions. 

However, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) maintains that IRP cleanups are 

considered federal actions and subject to the requirements ofNEPA and associated regulations. 

The CEQ has stated that the goals and process of implementing CERCLA/SARA and NEP A are 

not in conflict and can be integrated to build public confidence in federal facility cleanups. 

Therefore, until DOJ Office of Legal Counsel settles the dispute between CEQ and DOJ on the 

applicability ofNEPA to CERCLA, it is Air Force position that NEPA be considered in the IRP 

process. 

To avoid duplication of effort, it is recommended that the public participation and environmental 

analysis requirements ofNEPA and CERCLA/SARA be combined. The difference in the two laws 

is in their scopes and public participation requirements. CERCLA considers site-specific 

environmental impacts while NEP A considers the entire affected environment and the ecological, 

economic, cultural and health impacts. Public participation in NEPA occurs during the scoping 

process, allowing public comment on the range of actions, alternatives and impacts while public 

participation and comment in CERCLA occurs only on the preferred alternative in the proposed 

remedial plan. 

HQ USAF/CEV DERP Management guidance recommends integrating CERCLA and NEPA 

documentation, using the community involvement aspects of CERCLA to incorporate NEP A 

requirements and working with natural resources organizations and trustees to evaluate potential 

impacts of remedial actions. HQ ACC/CEV A can offer assistance as required. Meeting NEPA 

requirements should not slow down cleanup. 

NEPA integration can work with operable units. First conduct an Environmental Assessment 

(EA). lfthe EA results in a Finding ofNo Significant Impact, the NEPA process is over. If not, 

the installation must conduct a full EIS, with Notice of Intent (NO I), scoping and a Record of 

Decision (ROD). 

4-10 



A categorical exclusion (CATEX) from environmental analysis may be considered for the 
following activities: 

• Analysis and assessment of the natural environment without altering it. 
• Investigation and monitoring activities (soil sampling, monitoring wells) to support 

environmental restoration. 
• Studies (pilot studies, treatability studies), conducted in accordance with state and/or 

federal interagency agreements, administrative orders, or approved work plans, that 
support the determination of cleanup actions. 

• Emergency response actions for releases of oil or hazardous materials. 

However, if the following situations either apply or are present, further environmental analysis may 
be necessary: 

• Potential for environmental degradation from the activity. 
• Use of an unproven technology. 
• Presence of protected resources (threatened or endangered species, archaeological 

sites, historical sites). 
• Potential for the activity to cause adverse impacts to areas of critical environmental 

concern (prime or unique agricultural lands, wetlands, coastal zones, wilderness areas, 
floodplains, or wild and scenic river areas). 

. .... ... 'Fflr more in.ft/rmtltiiln~ tollsulttltefollowing references. 

HQ USAF/CEV16 Sep ·1994 MemorBild~SIJ~ject: .1995 Defense Environmental 
Restoration PrQgram··Manage~n~~t 9~~chlnC~t••&f#lon·.9.l. 

·.·.·· ... · ·. ··.·.::->.··:-·.··.··.:·.:-··.<·.·.······· ..... . 

U.S. Air Forte, Dewnber 1993, lJ:S • .4ir Ftf~~.lnst9"lltztion Restoration Program .Rt!medial 
Project Manager~s Handbook~Section 3.3~~~··· ···· · · 

U.S. Air Force, May 1992. UnitedSuues.Air Force Elil'ironmental Restorlltion Program, 
Management Action Plan (MAP)Guidebook,. Section l.l. 

SAF/MIQ 26 Mar 1992 Memorand~ ~ubjed! .Appli~bili~ of NEPA·tothe IRP-
ACTIONMEMORANDUM. . . . . . 

Air•·•Force •• Instruction .• (AFI)••32-7~1·,··~~~;~111eltt~·t······ ····a~Anatystt.P,(JCess.· ··· ····· · · 
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4.1.4 Natural Resources Trustee Coordination 

Overview. When an IRP site or work at an IRP site impacts or may impact a natural resource, 
CERCLA Sections 104(b)(2) and 107, Executive Order 12580 and the NCP, Subpart G require 
notification of and coordination with natural resource trustees and restoration of impacted natural 
resources. Subpart G of the NCP designates natural resource trustees to act on behalf of the 
public to protect natural resources. Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7064, Integrated Natural 
Resource Management provides Air Force guidance on managing natural resources in accordance 
with federal, state and local standards, coordinating natural resource management with federal, 
state and local agency natural resource co-trustees, and integrating natural resource management 
with other Air Force programs. 

Designated natural resource co-trustees are: 

• Department of Commerce (for natural resources managed or protected by the 
department or those found in coastal areas), 

• Department of the Interior (for natural resources managed or protected by the 
department), 

• Department of Defense (for natural resources on, over, or under land managed by the 
department), 

• State agency (for natural resources under state control), 
• Indian tribes (for resources under tribal control) and 
• Other federal agency (for resources managed or protected by that agency). 

Natural resources that the IRP may impact include: 

• Marine and freshwater fisheries, 
• Migratory birds, 
• Endangered species, 
• Wildlife habitat 
• Wetlands, 
• Rare ecosystems (e.g., Riparian), 
• Land use (grazing and cropland leases, outdoor recreation, hunting, fishing), and 
• Ground or surface water. 

Natural resource trustee responsibilities may overlap if other agencies also manage installation 
natural resources. The co-trustees are expected to coordinate and cooperate in protecting and 
restoring natural resources. 

Responsibilities. 

I. The RPM, with the assistance of installation natural resource specialists, should determine 
which natural resources may potentially be impacted by IRP activities and which agencies 
serve as co-trustees of these particular natural resources. Sources of information on natural 
resources include: 
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• The installation Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan. This plan is a road 
map for natural resources management. The plan identifies, classifies and maps 



installation natural resources management units. This is a living document, so RPMs 
must coordinate with natural resource specialists to obtain the latest information. 

• The Base Comprehensive Plan. 
• Ecological risk assessment documents (natural resource co-trustees should be given an 

opportunity to provide inputs to these documents). 
• Installation NEPA documents. 

2. The RPM must involve the installation natural resources manager in all decisions and activities 
affecting natural resources on or associated with the installation. The RPM must also involve 
the installation natural resources manager in any dealings with natural resource management 
agencies (natural resource co-trustees). 

3. The RPM should work with the installation natural resources manager to notify natural 
resource co-trustees if a release from an IRP site or work at an IRP site impacts or is expected 
to impact natural resources under their jurisdiction. 

4. As lead agency representative in the cleanup process, the RPM should work with the 
installation natural resources manager to coordinate and solicit inputs from the co-trustees 
when scoping and conducting assessments, investigations and cleanups. Co-trustee 
involvement will ensure proper assessment and restoration of natural resource damage. AFI 
32-7064 attachments 3- 5 provide wetlands, coastal and marine resources, and endangered 
species coordination flow charts. These flow charts are applicable to IRP projects. 

5. If natural resources are impacted by an IRP site or work at an IRP site, the RPM should work 
with the installation natural resources manager to take steps to restore the natural resource or 
mitigate the impacts in coordination with all natural resource trustees. 

6. If natural resources are potentially impacted by an IRP site or work at an IRP site, the RPM 
should work with the natural resources manager to take the necessary steps (including 
obtaining necessary permits, specifying construction standards, obtaining approvals) in 
coordination with natural resource trustees, to minimize harm to natural resources. 

6. The RPM should address questions concerning manpower support and cost reimbursement for 
co-trustees to HQ USAF/CEVR, as there are currently no DoD MOUs. 

7. The RPM must work with ACC CES/ESV, installation natural resource specialists and HQ 
ACC/CEV A to implement specific natural resource protection and trustee coordination 
requirements, to avoid costly backtracking. 

·:~%!~!~c~~!l!\!~~~~dtllw~t••~0~jsct:•••••••••·~~~j··~r~~···~vjro~rent~····•·••·••••• 
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4.1.5 Cultural Resource Consideration 

Overview. When work at an IRP site may impact an eligible cultural resource (defined as 

property eligible for or included on the National Register of Historic Places), federal law requires 

the installation, as lead agency, to offer the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) 

and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) the opportunity to comment on the action. If 

IRP actions may have an adverse impact on eligible cultural resources, the installation is required 

to examine alternative actions or develop a plan to minimize or mitigate the impacts. The 

following paragraphs provide a road map for considering cultural resources during the IRP 

process. 

Legal Basis. Cultural resource consideration is governed by the National Historic Preservation 

Act (NHP A) Sections I 06 and II 0 and Section 2 of Executive Order 11593 "Protection and 

Enhancement ofthe Cultural Environment." The implementing regulation is 36 CFR Part 800. 

National Register o(Historic Places - Criteria (or Eligibility. The installation must 

consider the impacts of IRP actions on cultural resources eligible for listing or listed on the 

National Register of Historic Places ("National Register"). The NHPA implementing regulation 

(36 CFR section 60.4) provides criteria for evaluating whether cultural resources should be 

included on the National Register. At installations, the criteria applies to archeological sites, 

buildings, or structures (includes aircraft). To be included on the National Register, a cultural 

resource must: 

• Be significant in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering or culture; 

• Posses integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and 

association; and 

~ Be associated with significant events or people in history; or 

~ Portray distinctive characteristics of a type, period or method of construction; 

or 
~ Represent work of high artistic value or the work of master craftsmen, or 

~ Have yielded or be likely to yield important historic or prehistoric information. 

Cultural Resource Survey. To avoid delays or unexpected alterations to IRP cleanup projects, 

the installation must consider cultural resources early on and throughout the IRP study and remedy 
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selection process, in consultation with the SHPO. Similar to the IRP study process, the cultural 
resource survey (CRS) process is a phased approach: 

• Phase 1: Initial reconnaissance (literature search, limited field investigation) to identify 
cultural resources requiring additional evaluation, 

• Phase II: Detailed evaluation of sites identified as significant in Phase I to determine: 
=> For archeological sites: site boundaries, depth, integrity, and eligibility for 

listing on the National Register; 
=> For buildings: features which do or do not contribute to its historic 

significance and eligibility for listing on the National Register. 
• Phase III: Development of plan to mitigate adverse effects from IRP projects, such as: 

=> Avoidance, 
=> Data recovery (archeological sites), 
=> Site protection, or 
=> Reduction of direct impact. 

Cultural Resource Consideration in the IRP Process. The following section describes 
how cultural resource consideration can be implemented in conjunction with the IRP cleanup 
process. The RPM should work closely with the cultural resource manager at the installation 
or major command and the SHPO to implement and coordinate the cultural resQurce survey. 
In addition, the RPM should use the Environmental Data Management and Decision Support 
(EDMDS) (See Section 4.2.3) approach as a tool for coordinating the results of the cultural 
resource survey with the area of potential effect (APE) of remediation. 

• RI/FS Scoping: Cultural resource consideration should start as early as the planning phases 
of the RIIFS. The RPM should start by: 

=> Involving the cultural resource manager in the RIIFS scoping process. 

=> Reviewing the most recent base-wide cultural resource survey. 

=> Identifying preliminary APEs represented by eacl1 IRP site. The APE may change as 
additional data is gathered and analyzed during the RIIFS and remedy selection 
process. 

=> Identifying cultural resources within and adjacent to the preliminary APEs. 
=> Identifying Phase I or Phase II cultural resource survey requirements. 

• RI/FS Field Work: During the RIIFS, the cultural resource survey and evaluation should 
occur on a parallel track with the RI field work and FS evaluation of remedial alternatives. 
The goals are as follows: 

=> To have sufficient information to determine (in coordination with the SHPO) whether 
or not a resource is eligible for the National Register. 

=> To have sufficient information to evaluate the effect of remedial activities on cultural 
resources eligible for or listed on the National Register. 

• RI/FS Report, Proposed Plan and ROD: The RIIFS report should include: 

=> Cultural resource survey results. 
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=> Cultural resource impact evaluation and a determination of: 

• No effect 
• No adverse effect--

=> The effect does not meet any of the "Criteria of Adverse Effect" or 

=> The nature of the impact is limited and appropriate data recovery 

actions are implemented. 

• Adverse effect -- An adverse effect may be expected when the remedy meets 

any of the "Criteria of Adverse Effect," defined as an effect on a cultural 

resource eligible for or listed on the National Register which may diminish the 

integrity of the resource's: 

=> Location, 

=> Design, 

=> Setting, 

=> Materials, 

=> Workmanship, 

=> Feeling, or 

=> Association. 

The evaluation of alternatives should consider the NHP A as an ARAR. The Proposed Plan 

and ROD should identify the mitigation measures, if any, required to avoid or minimize 

cultural resource impacts and comply with the NHP A. 

• Remedial Design: During the Remedial Design process, if necessary (if there is an adverse 

effect), the RPM should ensure the development of a detailed cultural resource mitigation plan. 

The installation should coordinate the plan with the SHPO and the ACHP and develop a 

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). 

• Remedial Action: During the Remedial Action, the RPM should ensure the implementation of 

the mitigation plan prior to or simultaneous with remedial construction activities. 
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4.1.6 Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) 
Public Health Assessments (PHAs) 

Overview. CERCLA 104 requires that ATSDR Public Health Assessments (PHAs) be performed 
at all NPL sites. The Air Force is considering conducting PHAs at all installations in the United 
States. The purpose of the ATSDR PHA is four-fold: 

• To determine whether a hazardous waste site has a past, present or potential future 
impact on public health, 

• To assist the parties in determining whether immediate or short-term actions should be 
taken to limit human exposure to hazardous substances at the site, 

• To determine whether additional human exposure and health risk information is 
required (toxicological profiles, epidemiological studies, disease registries, data gap 
identification and sampling, health surveillance) and 

• To determine whether the installation requires additional health-related services 
(emergency response, health consultations, health education, health advisories). 

The PHA evaluation is implemented by: 

• Conducting a site visit, 
• Reviewing IRP data to determine contaminants of concern and human exposure 

pathways, 
• Using health outcome data to compare local public health with national public health, 

and 
• Soliciting community health concerns to determine if a site impacts health or quality of 

life. 

ATSDR and DoD signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on 4 Oct 1989. Pursuant to 
this agreement, on 6 Jul 1990, the U.S. Air Force entered into an Interagency Agreement with 
ATSDR to conduct PHAs and other health-related activities at all Air Force installations. On 26 
May 1994, HQ ACC/SGB released ACC ATSDR Program Management and Policy Guidance. 
This guidance specifies the plan and organizational framework for conducting ATSDR PHAs. 

To prepare for the PHA, HQ ACC has initiated Data Gap Sampling and Analysis Plan (DGSAP) 
contracts for NPL installations. Because the Air Force is considering conducting PHAs at all 
installations, HQ ACC has expanded the DGSAP to non-NPL installations. Each installation EPC 
must also establish an ATSDR Working Group, to be chaired by the Bioenvironmental Engineer 
(BEE or SGPB) and consisting of the installation Military Public Health officer (SGPM), the 
installation Aerospace Medicine officer (SGP), the installation JA, the installation PA, and the 
RPM. 
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PHA Team. A PHA requires the cooperation and coordination of a multi-disciplinary team. 

Members of the PHA team include: the ACC ELC, HQ ACC/SGB, the installation EPC or ELC, 

and the installation Medical Group. The following outlines the responsibilities of each of the team 

members within ACC, with emphasis on team members at the installation. 

HQ ACC Environmental Leadership Council 

• Chairman signs comments on ATSDR PHA documents. 

• Establishes a Working Group (WG) consisting of representatives from 

Bioenvironmental Engineering, Aerospace Medicine, Military Public Health, Civil 

Engineering, Public Affairs and the Judge Advocate. The ATSDR WG: 

=> Reports on status of ATSDR activities, 

=> Reviews documents and 

=> Develops solutions to any problems. 

HQ ACC/SGB (Bioenvironmental Engineering) 

• OPR for ACC ATSDR Activities 

• Chair of A TSDR WG 

Installation Environmental Protection Committee (EPC) 

• Chairman signs installation comments on A TSDR PHAs 

• Establishes a WG 

• Approves PHA Action Plan 

Installation Medical Group 

The Medical Group is responsible for coordinating ATSDR activities, through the offices of 

Bioenvironmental Engineering (SGPB), Military Public Health (SGPM) and Aerospace Medicine 

(SGP). SGPB serves as the OPR for ATSDR health assessments at the base. SGPM and SGP 

serve as consultants and reviewers in the areas of epidemiological and toxicological pathways, 

biota and exposure pathways, and health and medical effects. To support the ATSDR health 

assessment, SGPB consults with Armstrong Laboratory (AL/OEMH) for technical support, 

assists the ATSDR health assessor with data collection, staffs the review of the PHA, and prepares 

a PHA Action Plan to implement recommendations of the PHA. SGPB's responsibilities are 

outlined below. 

Bioenvironmental Engineering (SGPB) 

=> Installation OPR for A TSDR activities 

• Chairs installation A TSDR WG 

• POC for ATSDR health assessors 

• Provides DERA budget and programming inputs to RPM 

• Participates in public meetings 

• Ensures members of A TSDR WG have received training 

• Prepares PHA Action Plan 
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RPM 

Although the RPM is not the OPR for ATSDR activities, the RPM is, nevertheless, an important 

member of the PHA Team for the following reasons: 

• Most of the data used in developing the PHA is derived from IRP reports and 
analyses. 

• ATSDR activities are DERA-funded. 
• The results of the PHA may have impacts on IRP plans. 

Therefore, the RPM must work closely with SGPB to: 

• Access ATSDR health assessment training, 

• Provide accurate up-to-date data and information about the IRP, 

• Plan, budget and program ATSDR requirements, 
• Incorporate ATSDR data requirements into new projects to improve investigative 

efficiency and avoid future data gaps, 
• Closely review PHA documents for accuracy, noting any recommendations that impact 

the IRP at the installation and taking a proactive approach to planning and negotiation, 

• Participate in ATSDR WG, 
• Participate in public forums, 
• Inform installation CE, PA and JA and ACCIESV of any potentially contentious 

issues or issues that may cause adverse publicity, 
• Ensure the SAP and CRP are updated to reflect A TSDR PHA requirements, and 

• Update the MAP to include requirements and issues related to ATSDR health 
assessments. 

Installation Public Affairs (PA) and Installation Judge Advocate (JA) 

As members ofthe PHA team, the base PA and JA assist SGPB as required. Representatives from 

these offices should : 

• Access ATSDR training, 
• Review PHA documents, 
• Respond to requests for information from the public (PA), and 

• Participate in public meetings. 
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4.1. 7 Range Policy 

Cleanup of active Air Force Ranges is a complex issue due to the type of waste (unexploded 

ordnance), the ongoing operations, and the expense. Detecting and clearing DoD-owned and 

abandoned ordnance and explosive wastes that present a hazard to human safety falls under the 

DERP program category "Ordnance and Explosive Waste" (OEW). DUSD(ES) limits funding of 

requirements in this category to Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS) unless otherwise approved. 

Ordnance clearing at active Air Force Ranges is not DERA-eligible. However, facility-related IRP 

projects on active ranges, that otherwise meet DERA-eligibility criteria, are eligible for DERA 

funds. Address any special issues related to range cleanups and DERA-eligibility to your ACC 

program manager. 

DUSD(ES) 14 Apr 1994 Memorandw:n~Subject:. Management Guidanee for Execution of the 

FY94/95 and Development of the FY96 Defense EnVironmental Restoration Program • 

. ·· .. · ·.·· ·.· ..... ·.· .. ·· ... · ... ·· .. · ... ·. 

HQ USAF/CEVR 17 Jun ·t992 Lettet\S1lbject: Cteanllp ofAF Ranges. 

4.1.8 No Further Response Action is Planned (NFRAP) Policy 

Overview. The HQ USAF NFRAP Guide, Summer 1994 provides guidance and definitive criteria 

for making "No Further Response Action is Planned" (NFRAP) decisions at each IRP phase. The 

NFRAP decision should indicate that the site or AOC poses no significant risk to human health and 

the environment and complies with applicable laws and regulations. 

The categories of and documentation for NFRAP decisions are as follows: 
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• Category I 
=> Based on results of P A or equivalent. 

=> No hazardous substances, petroleum products or their derivatives stored, 

released or disposed of at the site or AOC. 



~ If, in addition, no hazardous substances, petroleum products or their 
derivatives migrated to the site or AOC from an adjacent location, the area 
can be classified as an area of no suspected contamination (ANSC). 

~ Documented in a Decision Document (DD) or technical report (i.e., PA 
report). 

• Category II 
~ Based on results of P A/SI or equivalent. 
~ Hazardous substances, petroleum products or their derivatives released, 

disposed of or migrated to the site or AOC, but concentrations are below risk 
screening levels (i.e., cumulative cancer risk less than 1 OE-6 and hazard index 
(HI) less than one). 

~ Classified as an area below action levels (ABAL). 
~ Documented in a DD, technical report (i.e., P A/SI report), or regulatory 

agreement (i.e., FF A, RCRA permit). 

• Category III 
~ Based on results of RI, RIIFS or equivalent 
~ Hazardous substances, petroleum products or their derivatives released, 

disposed of or migrated to the site, but response action not required based on 
compliance with ARARs and results of the quantitative baseline risk 
assessment (i.e., cumulative cancer risk less than 1 OE-4 and hazard index (HI) 
less than one). 

~ FS conducted and the ''No Action" alternative selected. 

-~ Classified as an ABAL. 
~ Documented in aDD, ROD or regulatory agreement. 

When reporting NFRAP Category I, Category II and Category III decisions for 
metrics and "Commitment to Progress" submissions, use the following 
classifications: 

• Response Complete-- Air Force certification of NFRAP decision. 

• Site Closeout -- Regulatory concurrence with NFRAP decision. 

• Category IV 
~ After final site removal or remedial action is constructed, operational, and 

functional. 
~ After final site removal or remedial action is complete: 

• Remediation goals in ROD, DD or Action Memorandum have been 
met. 

• L TO no longer required 

• Contamination remaining on site does not pose a significant threat to 
human health and the environment. 

~ Documented in aDD or a Final Closeout Report. 
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When reporting NFRAP Category IV decision for metrics and "Commitment to 

Progress" submissions. use the following classifications: 

• Remedial Actions in Place (RAIP)-- Construction complete; remedy 

operational and functional. 

• Response Complete -- Air Force certification of NFRAP decision. 

• Site Closeout - Regulatory concurrence with NFRAP decision. 

RPM Responsibilities. The following is a list of RPM responsibilities in making NFRAP 

decisions: 

• Pre-NFRAP Guidance DDs 

=> Review DDs prepared prior to issuance ofNFRAP guidance to ensure they meet the 

requirements ofNFRAP decisions. Refer to Section 3 of the NFRAP Guide for 

evaluation criteria and scoring guide. 

=> If the DDs are not acceptable, develop and program projects to gather additional 

infonnation as necessary and revise the DDs. 

=> Prioritize projects to revise unacceptable DDs according to the priority setting factors 

(including site relative risk) outlined in Sections 4.3.1 and 5.3. 

=> Even if projects to revise unacceptable DDs are low priority (2 or 3), unlikely to be 

eligible for funding, include them in the installation program to ensure accountability 

of sites and to provide an indication of funding needs for the future. 

• Investigation Activities 

=> Use the NFRAP decision checklists when reviewing statements of work, to ensure that 

they include the necessary tasks to support an NFRAP decision. 

=> Monitor investigative activities to ensure the minimum level and quality of information 

(as outlined in the NFRAP Guide) is gathered, as required, to support the NFRAP 

decision. 

• NFRAP DD Review 

=> Refer to Section 3 of the NFRAP Guide for review criteria. 

=> Disseminate the NFRAP DD to the entire IRP team for review. 

=> Coordinate the NFRAP DD with the regulatory agencies for informal review and 

comment. 

=> Release the NFRAP DD for public review and comment. 

• NFRAP DD finalization and signature 
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=> Prepare a responsiveness summary and ensure the Administrative Record is complete. 

=> Determine requirements for regulatory review, approval and signature. Depending on 

the type of site or AOC and the type of regulatory agreement(s) governing the site or 

AOC, regulatory approval and signature may not be necessary. However, RPMs 



should still keep the regulatory agencies informed ofNFRAP decisions and provide 

supporting documentation. 
~ Staff the NFRAP DD to the Installation Commander for signature. 

~ Implement requirements for regulatory review, approval and signature or send copy of 

signed NFRAP DD to the regulatory agencies. 

~ Distribute the signed NFRAP DD to ACC CES/ESV, HQ USAF/CEVR, 

AFLSA/JACE and SAF organizations (See Section 4.1.1.3). 

~ Update metrics and "Commitment to Progress Submissions" with new site 

classification. 
~ Incorporate NFRAP DD or technical report summary into MAP NFRAP appendix. 

4.1.9 Air Force Economy Act Purchases 

The Economy Act permits the Air Force to order supplies and services from other non-DoD 

federal agencies under certain situations. ACC and ACC installations may choose to request a 

non-DoD servicing agency to procure or provide environmental restoration-related services under 

the following condition of AFFARS 5317.5 --INTERAGENCY ACQUISITIONS UNDER THE 

ECONOMY ACT: 

"(2) The servicing agency is better qualified to enter into or 

administer the contract for such goods or services (or is producing 

the good or service in-house) because they possess capabilities or 

expertise not available within the Air Force;" 

Recent changes in the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) the DoD supplement (DFARS) and 

the Air Force supplement (AFF ARS) require the requesting agency to develop and secure approval 

of Determination and Findings (D&F) before funds are released to the servicing agency. The 

D&F must be reviewed by a contracting officer and approved by an SES/General Officer or 

Commanding Officer at the requesting agency. Some of the important provisions of the D&F 

include: 

• Ensuring that the administration fees of the servicing agency do not exceed the 

agency's actual or estimated costs (no profit for the servicing agency). 

• Ensuring contract administration procedures comply with Air Force and DoD 

regulations and policies. 

• Ensuring the services requested are within the scope of services that the servicing 

agency usually supplies or contracts for itself. 
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• The servicing agency has a unique expertise not found within DoD. 

To request services from a non-DoD servicing agency, the Air Force must: 

• Specify contract administration requirements and audit responsibilities. 

• Provide supporting information required to prepare contract documents. 

• Attach contract terms and requirements to use of Air Force funds (funds tracking and 

reporting). 

• Enter into interagency agreements for long-term servicing relationships. Agreements 

should include: 
=> Management controls to review agreement periodically (at least every five 

years) to determine if it is still required and relevant. 

=> Scope of work which specifies required reports and deliverables. 

=> A term limit. 

·~·· 
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4.1.1 0 Peer Reviews 

Overview. Peer reviews are conducted as an independent check of costly and long-term IRP 

projects-- a second opinion to ensure the Air Force is conducting IRP activities in the most up-to­

date, efficient and cost-effective manner. Peer reviews are required at the following phases in the 

IRP process: 
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• RifFS with programmed cost exceeding $1 million 

=> Conduct at draft SI phase 

• RDorRA 
=> Conduct at draft FS phase 

• IRA or Removal Action 

=> Conduct at draft SI or EE/CA phase 

• The following remedies are exempted from peer reviews: 

=> Tank removals 

=> Natural attenuation 

=> Bioventing 

=> Presumptive remedies 



Peer reviews are performed by an agency or A-E with significant practical experience conducting 

environmental investigation and cleanup projects using conventional and innovative technologies. 

Peer reviewers should review the cost-effectiveness and the technical-effectiveness of each project 

using IRP reports (P A/SI, RIIFS, EE/CA), program documents, MAPs, and statements of work. 

Pertinent review items include: 

• Regulatory requirements 
=> Compliance requirements 
=> Permit or notification requirements 

• Risk assessment 
=> Data correct 
=> Assumptions reasonable and conservative 

• Cleanup levels 
=> Established for all affected media (soil, water, air) 

=> Meet regulatory requirements 
=> Protective of human health and the environment 

=> Technologically feasible of achieving 

• Site characterization requirements 
=> Datagaps 
=> Level of effort (data quantity and quality) 
=> Methods of characterization (on-site screening vs. lab analysis; innovative 

techniques) 
=> Characterization to support remedy selection, including treatability testing 

• Cleanup technology 
=> Thorough evaluation of alternatives, including innovative technologies or 

presumptive remedies 
=> Preferred remedy type, in order 

• Natural attenuation 

• In-situ 
• On-base treatment 
• - Off-base treatment -

• Off-base landfill 
=> Applicability of project phasing to significantly reduce site relative risk at a 

minimal cost 
=> Technical implementability of proposed remedy and ability to meet cleanup 

levels based on past experience. 

=> Treatability testing requirements 

=> Consideration of O&M requirements 

• Costs associated with investigation and cleanup tasks 

Responsibilities. RPMs are responsible for notifying ACC program managers of upcoming peer 

review requirements and ensuring that the ACC program manager has a copy of the most up-to­

date MAP. ACC program managers are responsible for activating the peer review contract and 

forwarding the necessary documents to the contractor. The RPM and the ACC program manager 

should both attend the peer review meeting. Following the meeting, the RPM and ACC program 
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manager should analyze the peer review summary report and work to institute the agreed-upon 

recommendations. 

4.1.11 Radioactive Sites Policy 

In accordance with guidelines established by AFI 40-20 l, Managing Radioactive Materials in the 

USAF, low level radioactive waste burial sites must be fenced, marked and inspected yearly by the 

Radiation Safety Officer (RSO). If the installation decides to investigate or exhume these sites, the RPM 

must take the following actions: 

• Perform an exhaustive records search on past uses of radioactive materials on the 

installation and the use of the burial site in coordination with the RSO. 

• Ensure that intrusive investigations or exhumations are performed by an agency with a 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) or Agreement State radioactive materials license 

and site decommissioning experience. 

• Coordinate the Statement ofWork, site specific work plans, and safety and health plans 

with the RSO and appropriate ACC organizations. 

• Obtain AFMOA/SGPR approval for the Statement of Work, site specific work plans, and 

safety and health plans. 

• Ensure a commercial disposal site exists to take wastes, on schedule, from intrusive 

investigations or exhumations. 

The following references also list policy letters relating to radioactive sites. 
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4.1.12 Access to Private Property 

Occasionally, RPMs may need to obtain access to off-base property or gather information about 
that property in order to investigate or clean up a contaminated site. CERCLA 104(e) provides the 
authority to request (upon reasonable notice) information and documents that relate to hazardous 
substances, pollutants or contaminants at the adjacent site, specifically: 

• The type, nature and quantity of materials and 
• The nature and extent of any releases. 

CERCLA 104(e) also provides a legal mechanism (issuance of an Administrative Order) to obtain 
property access for specific activities related to investigation and cleanup. However, the 
Administrative Order should be the last resort for obtaining property access because the order 
requires the concurrence of the Department of Justice (DOJ). The preferable method of obtaining 
property access is to request the consent of the landowner using the standard right-of-entry forms. 
The landowner may orally agree to allow access, but the consent should be documented in a letter. 
If the property will be used on a long-term basis (i.e., installing and sampling monitoring wells). 
then the installation may seek a real estate interest in the property (license or easement) to 
compensate the owner for the inconvenience. If the property is contaminated. the installation 
should acquire the property rights (lease, license or easement). If necessary. the installation can 
usc a condemnation proceeding to acquire the property from an unwilling lando\\ncr The RPM 
must work closely ,,;th the legal and real estate offices to obtain the ncccssa~ propcrt~ access 
Scrv1ce centers may also assist \\ith property access, upon request. 

In accordance with AFI 32-7066 Envzronmental Base/me .s·urveys m Rea/J~statc Transactwns. an 
Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) is usually required prior to property acquis1t1on to 1dcnti~ 
any potential contamination liabilities associated with a transaction . However. the EBS 
requirement may be waived if certain conditions. as outlined in Section 1.5 of AFI 32-7006. arc 
met. The waiver may be granted by the installation EPC or ELC chairperson. 

Gaming property access can be a lengthy process. To avoid significant delays in obtaimng 
construction casements. RPMs should allow a sufficient planning period (6-10 months) pnor to 
RD!RA or RA award. 

Additionally, FF As for NPL installations should include provisions for securing EPA assistance in 
gaining property access or information (since EPA does not require DOJ concurrence for 
Administrative Orders). FF As should also include provisions allowing schedule adjustment due to 
delays from property access procedures. 
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4.1.13 Remedial Action Permit Exemptions 

CERCLA Sections 12l(d) and (e) allow an exemption from obtaining permits for Remedial and 

Removal Actions conducted "on-site" (areas proximate to the contamination that are necessary to 

implement the response action). The exemption is intended to streamline the cleanup process by 

avoiding the iterative permit review process. However, permit conditions are considered ARARs, 

so the cleanup must meet the standards that would typically be imposed by the permit (i.e., air 

quality standards for air stripper effluent). The permit exemption does not apply to any waste 

removed from the site. 

For more information, consult the following reference. 

CERCLA Sections 121(d) and (e). 

4.1.14 Military Construction (MILCON) and the IRP 

Construction projects should not be sited on or ncar IRP sites or contaminated SWMUs. However. 

if the site is the only possible location for the proposed construction, the installation must request a 

waiver from HQ ACC/CEV prior to proceeding v.ith the MILCON process. In order to request a 

waiver. the following criteria must be met: 
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• The construction must not impact cleanup options or schedules. 

• The construction must not impact migration of contaminants from the site. 

• The site must be adequately characterized (type, quantity, limits or contamination; 

direction and rate of contaminant plume migration) prior to determining that the 

proposed construction will not impact cleanup options or contaminant migration. 



In addition, the following steps must be taken: 

• Notify regulatory agencies of the proposed construction. 
• Notify service center and construction contractor of site contamination. 

Finally, the source of funding for addressing site contamination needs to be identified and 
programmed through the appropriate budgetary channels. DERA funds cannot be used to support 
MILCON projects. Therefore, remediation required due to construction activities is not eligible for 
DERA funds (e.g., if natural attenuation is selected as the remedial alternative for a site, DERA 
funds would not be eligible to pay for excavation and disposal of contaminated soil resulting from 
construction activities). If necessary, increase the programmed amount of funding for MILCON 
projects to cover costs of addressing contamination at the site. 

Prior to requesting a waiver, the construction manager must be aware of the following potential 
pitfalls that may impact a construction project: 

• Funding and Schedules. 
=> Changes in DoD and HQ USAF DERP policies, DERA funding priorities, 

level of funding available and ACC funding requirements may cause IRP 
cleanup project priorities and schedules to slip. 

=> Delays caused by regulatory review and input or community review and input 
may cause IRP cleanup project schedules to slip. 

• Project Modifications. Modifications caused by regulatory review and input, 
community review and input, and development of new technologies, may cause IRP 
cleanup projects to be canceled or modified. 

• Unknown Subsurface Conditions. Site characterization is an inexact science. 
Significant potential exists for unknO\m and unplanned subsurface contamination at an 
IRP site, even at sites fully characterized according to industry standards. 

To request a waiver for construction. the installation should submit a written Request for Waiver 
to HQ ACC/CEV. \\ith a copy to ACC CES/ESP. The waiver request should include the 
following: 

• Describe the proposed construction. the IRP site and the impact of the construction on 
the IRP site. 

• Indicate whether or not the regulatory agencies and the RAB have been notified. in 
writing. regarding the proposed construction. 

• Provide plans for disposition of soil or ground water removed from the site. 
• Describe potential conflicts between the construction activities and any ongoing or 

proposed IRP projects. 
• Identify any alternative sites for the construction. 
• Indicate plan of action if unexpected contamination is encountered during construction. 
• Include schedules and points of contact for implementing NEP A environmental 

analysis requirements to prevent MILCON design/construction delays (the waiver 
request does not substitute for environmental analysis requirements under NEPA). 

The waiver request is staffed and reviewed by ACC CES/ESV and either approved, returned for 
additional information, or disapproved (with explanation) by HQ ACC/CEV. After an approved 
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Waiver to Construct has been received, the installation must monitor construction activities to 

ensure compliance with waiver requirements. 

4.2 ACC INITIATIVES 

4.2.1 Accelerated Cleanup Program (ACP) 

The ACC Accelerated Cleanup Prograp1 (ACP), similar to EPA's Superfund Accelerated Cleanup 

Model (SACM), promotes the use of Removal Actions and Interim Remedial Actions (including 

Presumptive Remedies) to reduce site risk as quickly and efficiently as possible. Although tlie 

intent of the ACP is to reduce site risk quickly, the ACP Removal Action or IRA may, in fact, be 

the final action in site restoration. The ACP process allows a bias for early action and risk 

reduction because: 

• Total site characterization is not required and 

• The remedy selection process_is streamlined, 

• Documentation requirements are streamlined. 

~ EE/CA or draft RifFS vs. final RifFS 

~ Action Memorandum or IRA ROD vs. final ROD 

ACC"s ACP encourages the installation IRP team to: 

• Make decisions. reduce review times and accelerate the follow-on project planning 

process. 
• Establish partnering relationships Y.ith the regulatory agencies. 

• Usc PREECA to streamline remedy selection and document development. 

• Usc RNSI (risk-based. land-use-based) cleanup levels. and 

• Usc the Total Environmental Restoration Contract (a single contractor performs all 

IRP investigations and cleanups on the installation) to promote continuity of effort. 

For more information,• consult•thefolfowing reference. 

I Air Combat Command, May 1995, ManqgementAetion Plan. 
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4.2.2 Information Management Action Plan (IMAP) 

Large amounts of technical data (field data, chemistry data, and spacial data) are generated while 

conducting environmental investigations and selecting remedies for IRP sites and AOCs. Members 

of the IRP team need to use the technical data in support of one or more of the following: 

• Site characterization, 
• Remedy evaluation and selection, 
• Compliance with environmental laws and regulations, 

• Presentations to the regulatory agencies and the community, 

• Management Action Plan development, 

• IRP project planning and budgeting, 

• Cleanup status reporting, and 
• Policy development to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of environmental 

restoration efforts. 

The Installation Restoration Program Information Management System (IRPIMS) (See Section 

7.3.2) is the Air Force-wide system for collecting and archiving electronic IRP (field and 

chemistry) data. All IRP contracts require submission of technical data in this electronic format. 

In order to provide the IRP team with access to IRPIMS and other IRP data, ACC tasked the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District (CEMRO), with developing an ACC IRPIMS Satellite 

Service Centerffechnicallnformation System (ISSfflS). The ACC ISSffiS receives, stores and 

distributes: 

• IRPIMS data. 
• Spacial data, 
• Graphical data, and 
• Supplemental project management data. 

The ACC ISSffiS also includes GIS. modeling. simulation. visualization and other interpretive 

software to promote optimum usc of the IRPIMS and IRP data. The ACC ISSffiS allows IRP 

technical data to be distributed to installations in a format that can be used in conjunction with the 

Environmental Data Management and Decision Support (EDMDS) application for dccJsion­

makmg. reporting. MAP development. project planning. and presentations to the major command. 

regulatory agenc1cs and the community. 

To provide the IRP team (both data generators and data users) with an efficient mechanism of 

managing and utilizing the technical data, ACC developed an information management strategy 

based on electronic data and automated data analyses. The Information Management Action Plan 

(IMAP) outlines the information management strategy, the responsibilities of the IRP team with 

respect to information management, and operating policies for supporting the information 

management strategy. RPMs should become familiar with the IMAP to learn about and take 

advantage of the capabilities of electronic data transfer and analysis, to determine IRP team 

information management responsibilities, and to ensure IRP contractor compliance with the 

policies outlined in the plan. 
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4.2.3 Environmental Data Management and Decision Support (EDMDS) 

Overview. The Environmental Data Management and Decision Support (EDMDS) application is 
a powerful PC-based tool that allows RPMs to collect the vast quantities of historical and current 
technical and spacial data into one product so the data may be used for: 

• Identifying environmental conditions that may impact future property transfer or land 
use, 

• Decision-making, 
• Presenting status reports to the major command, community and regulatory agencies, 
• Planning future IRP project requirements, and 
• Coordinating IRP activities with other environmental programs. 

Determination o(Em•ironmental Condition o(Property. The EDMDS application allows 
RPMs to overlay various types of environmental data interactively on one map in order to easily 
and confidently make determinations of environmental condition of property on the installation. 
Category designations of environmental conditions are defined for areas where the following has 
occurred: 
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• Category 1: No storage, release, disposal or migration (from adjacent areas) of 
hazardous substances or petroleum products. 

• Category 2: Storage of hazardous substances or petroleum products; no release, 
disposal or migration (from adjacent areas). 

• Category 3: Storage and release. disposal and/or migration (from adjacent areas) of 
hazardous substances or petroleum products; concentrations do not require removal or 
remedial action. 

• Category 4: Storage and release, disposal and/or migration (from adjacent areas) of 
hazardous substances or petroleum products; all remedial actions have been taken to 
protect human health and the environment. 

• Category 5: Storage and release, disposal and/or migration (from adjacent areas) of 
hazardous substances or petroleum products; remedial or removal actions are 
underway but are not complete. 

• Category 6: Storage and release, disposal and/or migration (from adjacent areas) of 
hazardous substances or petroleum products; remedial or removal actions not yet 
implemented. 



• Category 7: No evaluation or additional evaluation required to make a determination. 

To determine environmental condition of property, the EDMDS application uses the following 
comprehensive data sources: 

• Air Photos (using the Photo Interpretation/Geographic Information System (PI/GIS) to 
view, store and interpret historic and current air photos from various sources). 

• CAD Maps (to determine base industrial infrastructure and base map representation). 
• Management Action Plan (references base industrial operations, operable units, land 

use plans, IRP site location, extent, and conceptual contaminant models, IRP reports 
containing environmental information and data). 

• Off-base environmental records. 
• IRPIMS chemistry and field data. 

The analysis of each of these data sources is overlaid to derive a composite environmental 
condition of property map, with each area color-coded according to category. This composite map, 
using all known environmental data for the installation, provides a great deal of confidence in the 
designation of environmental condition of property. Environmental condition of property is 
important to the installation because it drives property disposition, land use planning, and the 
future direction and focus of IRP investigations and cleanups. 

Applications to Other Environmental Requirements and Programs. The EDMDS has 
applications to other environmental requirements and programs within the IRP. The ability to 
derive a comprehensive, composite map of environmental conditions will assist RPMs in 
determining areas or sites: 

• Eligible for NFRAP or 
• Requiring additional investigation (the composite map \\ill help target sampling 

activities). 

The ability to overlay spacial and technical data from other environmental programs (compliance, 
conservation) will assist RPMs "ith: 

• Environmental compliance, 
• NEPA implementation. 
• Natural resource trustee coordination, and 
• Cultural resource consideration. 

iti=\· ;:,·~!' For more info1'f'n0tion, consult the following references. 

ACCt 1995, Environmental Dat4 Management and J)e'~n .$uppott (EDMDS) Report 
(installation .. speeific). 
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4.2.4 Presumptive Remedy Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis 
(PREE/CA) 

Presumptive remedies are proven technologies, presumed to be most appropriate for remediating 
certain common types of sites. EPA developed these remedies by reviewing and comparing 
selection criteria and performance data for previously selected technologies. Presumptive remedies 
streamline the remedy selection process by focusing site characterization on data needed to support 
the remedy and eliminating the duplication of effort in the identification and screening of remedial 
alternatives. 

ACC has an Air Force initiative to: 
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• Review cost and performance of existing/ongoing ACC Remedial Action technologies. 
=> Type of remedial action 
=> Time in operation 
=> Success in meeting remedial goals 
=> Cost 

•- Screen high risk sites (sites with contaminant levels significantly higher than RNSI 
target levels; sites classified as .. high risk" under DoD's risk characterization scheme) 
to determine ifthe follov.ing non-time-critical removal action presumptive remedies 
arc appropriate to meet risk-based or technology-based standards: 

=> In-situ bioventing, 
=> Soil vapor extraction (SVE), 
=> Ground water pump and treat for containment. or 
=> Capping. 

• Develop a generic "'plug-in" remedy selection justification document to streamline the 
remedy selection documentation process for the chosen sites. 

• Provide complete instructions for implementing presumptive remedy removal actions. 
• Provide technical protocols for each presumptive remedy, including: 

=> Detailed technology criteria, 
=> Conceptual design, 
=> Relative costs, and 
=> O&M requirements. 

• Develop site-specific action memoranda for eligible sites. 



RPM's Role. RPMs should use the PREE/CA document: 

• In conjunction with the program review team to identify and program candidate sites 
for presumptive remedy removal actions or Interim Remedial Actions (IRAs). 

• When developing EE/CAs and removal action/IRA designs. 

liws. ~irJt9~~ ~ •1 ·~~~)tit fi~r~~.l?lii#PII~~'~!~4.v~iill~eri~&'l?~~~uat£?'fl€t1# " 
Analyst$. / > < ~ < 

ACc··cESJESlr •• l.May···i9~··~:..or~~lllll,••~~~j~t: •·••~r~u~p~\'e •• Re~edy·••[gi~ring .• 
EvaluationJCost ~sis (PREECt\.). ..·.· .. ·. 

Air Combat Command, Mayl995, Management Action Plan. 

ACC CES/ESV 3 Jan 1995 Memorandum, Subject: Presumptive Remedy MAJCOM 
EE/CA (PREE/CA) Initiative. 

4.2.5 Rational National Standards Initiative 

Purpose. ACCs Rational National Standards Initiative (RNSI) 1s intended to answer the 
question: How clean is clean? First. the initiative focuses on developmg rat1onal nsk-based 
cleanup standards for sites using site-specific data - the chemicals of concern and projected future 

land usc as documented in the base planning document, the Base Comprehensive Plan (BCP). 

Next. the initiative focuses on evaluating and estimating the cost of cleanup technologies that 
achieve these cleanup standards. Finally, the initiative incorporates the results of the analysis in 

the MAP to assist with decision-making and cleanup strategies. RNSl focuses efforts toward 

cleanup rather than study by proposing achievable and protective cleanup standards for sites early 

on tn the process RPMs can use RNSI results as a risk-management and decision-making tool -

to focus mvc.:sugation and evaluation efforts on achieving cleanup. 

lh•erview. ACC initiated a RNSI prototype at Ellsworth and Shaw AFBs, then implemented 
RNSI at the remaining ACC bases. RNSI shows a conservation of effort by accounting for the 

similarities between common Air Force base sites, but RNSI also factors site-specific parameters 

into the calculations. RNSI does not invent any new evaluation techniques nor does it collect new 

data, but rather uses existing techniques and data to develop cleanup standards and strategies. 
RNSI uses the following tools and data sources in its evaluation: 

• Base Comprehensive Plan (BCP) provides information on projected future land use 
scenarios (industrial, commercial, residential, open space) 
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• MAP, DPM scoring package and RIIFS reports provide information on conceptual 
site models (contaminants of concern, contaminant source, exposure pathways, human 
and environmental receptors) 

• EPA, 1989, Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund Volume I, Human Health 
Evaluation Manual (Part B} (RAGS) provides the guidelines for deriving risk-based 
cleanup standards. 

• DoD and EPA, 1994, Remediation Technologies Screening Matrix and Reference 
Guide provides an evaluation of state-of -the-science remedial technologies. 

• Remedial Action Cost Engineering and Requirements System (RACER) software 
provides cost estimates for cleanup technologies. 

RNSI takes the following steps to estimate risk-based cleanup standards and cost of remediation: 

• Develop a conceptual site model showing potential contaminant sources, exposure 

pathways and human and/or environmental receptors. 

• Develop exposure factors based on current and future land and ground water use as 
documented in the BCP. 

• Calculate screening/cleanup levels for each chemical of potential concern for each land 

use scenano. 
• Screen and evaluate potential remedial technologies for each land use scenario based 

on the Remediation Technologies Screening Matrix. 

• Calculate costs for each remedial alternative using RACER. 

The RNSI analysis produces a set of site-specific, risk-based cleanup standards that are protective 

of human health and the environment for four different land use scenarios (industrial, commercial. 

residential. open space). The RNSI analysis produces a list of applicable remedial technologies 
and the associated cost of each technology. The folloY.ing reports present the results of the RNSI 
analySIS: 
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• A Pathways. Parameters and Equations (PPE) Report that includes the conceptual site 

models, assumptions. default values and site-specific data used in calculations, and 

equations and methodologies used in the risk assessment. 

• An update to MAP Chapter 4 ''ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 

STRATEGY." The update includes an explanation of the RNSI analysis for risk­
based cleanup. 

• Updates to MAP Chapter 6 "TECHNICAL AND OTHER ISSUES TO BE 
RESOLVED·· sections on "Risk Assessment" and "Cleanup Standards." Updates 
include an explanation of the assumptions used in calculations. an explanation of how 

the BCP is used in determining current and future land use, and the approach used to 

determine the cleanup standards. This chapter also includes a chart presenting the 
cleanup standards for each site. 

• An update to MAP Appendix A. The update includes a table showing remedial 
alternatives and costs for each site. 

• Updates to MAP Appendix F. The update includes a conceptual model and site­
specific risk assumptions for each site. 



RPM's Role. The RNSI analysis is expected to be a valuable cleanup decision-making tool for 

the RPM. The RPM must provide information and status updates on the RNSI analysis to the 

regulatory agencies and the RAB to ensure these entities have input into the decision-making 

process. RPMs should use the RNSI analysis as follows: 

• Review RNSI reports to ensure that conceptual site models, data, assumptions and 
equations are accurate. 

• Develop a clear understanding of the RNSI process-- the parameters (default and site­
specific), the assumptions and the calculations-- in order to use the analysis in 
remedial decision-making. 

• Present the RNSI concept to regulatory agencies and the RAB and provide updates as 

necessary. 
• Use the RNSI analysis in cleanup decision-making and planning. 

Air Combat Command, Apnl- May 1995, (lnstalJation-speciflc) Rational National Standards 
Initiative Pathways, Parameters, and Equations Report. 

Air Combat Command, May 1995, Management ActWn Plan. 

Warren, T., Wang, V. and Ross, J., "Rational National Standards Initiative for the 
Installation Restoration Program." 

4.3 DOD INITIATIVES 

4.3.1 Risk Management and Relative Risk Evaluation 

O••erview. DUSD(ES) 14 April 1994 memorandum states that .. The objective ofthe IR Program 

is to reduce in a cost effective manner. the risk to human health and the environment from 
contamination resulting from past DoD activities.·· To achieve this objective. DoD has developed a 
nsk management framework. This framework consists of: 

• A procedure to evaluate relative risk of AOCs or sites, categorizing them as .. high.·· 
"medium,·· or ''low'' risk. 

• A prioritization scheme based on relative site risk and regulatory enforcement to 
ensure that funding is directed toward sites posing the greatest risk to human health 

and the environment. 
• Designated milestones for site cleanup based on reducing relative site risk to "low" or 

''no further action necessary" by a certain year, considering budgetary and program 

constraints. 
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When developing the FY96 -2000 program, RPMs must consider mechanisms to reduce site risk 

and prioritize requirements accordingly. The following paragraphs provide a brief description of 

the risk management framework. 

Relative Risk Evaluation. Relative risk evaluation is a qualitative assessment of the conditions 

at an AOC or site to determine the relative risk (high, medium or low) of the AOC or site to human 

health and the environment. The evaluation uses existing data about an AOC or site (when 

available) to determine the relative risk. The evaluation should be conducted with inputs from the 

RAB and the regulatory agencies. 

The evaluation is based on a matrix of three factors: contaminant hazard factor (CHF), migration 

pathway factor (MPF) and receptor factor (RF). The following is a brief description of these 

factors. 

• Contaminant Hazard Factor: comparison of contaminant concentrations at an AOC 

or site to: 
=> Established risk-based standards 

=> Preliminary Remediation Goals 
=> Health/Ecological risk-based criteria 

• Migration Pathway Factor: potential for contaminants to reach a receptor by 
migrating through: 

=> Ground water 

=> Surface water 
=> Air 
=> Soil 

• Receptor Factor: potential for human or ecological receptors to be present at a site 
currently or m the fUture. 

First. for each AOC or site, rate each factor (CHF, MPF and RF) for the following media: ground 

water. surface water/sediment. and surface soil. Next, refer to the relative risk matrices. using the 

factor ratings. to determine the relative risk category (high, medium or low). 

Refer to DUSD (ES) 14 Apr 1994 Memorandum. Attachment 3, "Hazardous and Petroleum Waste 

Sites Relative Risk Evaluation" or Risk-Based Site Evaluation Primer. Summer, 1994 (DRAIT 2) 

for a complete discussion of how to evaluate the relative risk factors and use the relative risk 
matrix. 
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Table 4.2 describes each risk category (DUSD(ES), 14 Apr 1994). 

Table 4.2. Description of DUSD(ES) Relative Risk Categories 

High Medium Low 

• Contamination is • Contamination is • Contamination is 

present. present. present. 

• Migration pathway • Migration pathway and either 

completed to human, completed to human, • Contaminant hazard is 

ecological or sensitive ecological or sensitive low 
species receptors. species receptors. and/or 

• Migration pathway to 
receptors not complete 

and/or 

• No human, ecological 
or sensitive species 

-
receptors present. 

• Present or near future • Health or environmental • No current or potential 

(< 5 years) health or threat to receptors not future health or 

environmental threat to expected to occur for 5- environmental threat to 

receptors. 10 years. receptors. 

RPMs should remember the following points when evaluating relative risk: 

-
• Be conservative in evaluating relative risk. Assume highest risk factor if data is 

insufficient. 

• Evaluate specific media affected (ground water, surface water/sediment and surface 

soil) for each site. Assign site relative risk category based on the media with the 

highest relative risk. _ _ 

• Update site relative risk as new data becomes available or cleanup actions are taken. 

• Coordinate relative risk evaluation with the RAB and regulatory agencies. 

Risk Management Concept for Prioritizing Requirements. Usc the risk management 

concept to pnonttzc IRP projects for the FY96 -2000 DERA program. For hazardous and 

petroleum waste sites. the risk management concept requires the consideration of relative site risk 

and the existence of a regulatory agreement/order when assigning project priority codes (Sec Table 

4.3). The highest priority is assigned to high relative risk sites v.ith regulatory agreements/orders or 

sites where the contaminant migration pathway is complete. 
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PRIORITY 
lA• 
lB 

Table 4.3. DUSD(ES) Priority Coding 

RELATIVE RISK 
lllGH 
lllGH 

REGULATORY 

AGREEMENT/ORDER? 

YES 
NO 

Priorities lA and 2A may also include sites without legal 
agreements if contaminant migration pathway is complete. 

For ordnance and explosive waste (OEW) projects, the risk management concept requires 
consideration of human safety risks when assigning project priorities. The highest priority is 
assigned to sites that are imminent threats to human safety. Figure 4.1 provides a listing of factors 
that RPMs should consider when ranking and prioritizing requirements for the installation IRP. 

Risk Reduction Milestones. The DoD IRP objective is to lower site risk or have a remedial 
system in place for all sites within the following time frames: 

• High Risk Sites: The end of FY2002 for currently identified sites or within three 
years for newly identified sites. 

• Medium Risk Sites: The end ofFY2008. 
• Low Risk Sites: The end ofFY2015. 

Program Implications. The risk management concept changes the IRP objective from site 
restoration to site risk reduction. The concept requires RPMs to evaluate the current program and 
develop requirements that support the new IRP objective. DoD developed new groupings and 
prioritization criteria based on the risk management concept. 

The new groupings arc: 
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• IRP Group A- Program Management and Support 
• IRP Group B- Hazardous and Petroleum Waste Projects (prioritized by relative risk 

and existence of regulatory order/agreement) 
• IRP Group C- Ordnance and Explosive Waste Projects (prioritized by threat to 

human safety) 
• IRP Group D- Demonstration and Validation Projects (FY96 only) 



Relative Risk: Priority Setting Factors 

Relative Risk 
~ 

Contaminant Factor 
~ Evaluation 1- Migration Pathway 

Receptors ---
r---

Public Involvement 
Regulators 
PresenceNisibility 

Stakeholder Political 
1--

Input 1- Environmental Justice 
Cultural/Social 
Ownership 

Priority Setting 
~ 

~ission Impacts 

Factors 
r---

Program 
Technology Feasibility 

1-- 1- Consistency with Program Goals 

Influences Continuity 
~pact of Delayed Action 

.....--
Responsibility 
Risk/Benefit Ratio 

Economic Property Values 
......__ 

Concerns 
1- Economic Development 

Geographic Equity/Balance 
Potential for Cost Recovery 
Resource Competition 

Figure 4.1 Relative Risk: Priority Setting Factors 
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The RPM should do the following to implement the risk management concept: 

• Evaluate the relative risk of each IRP site. 

• Consider the IRP objective of risk reduction when reviewing and updating the MAP. 

• Develop project requirements that support risk reduction. 

• Include relative risk code (high, medium or low) on program documents. 

• Include IRP priority code on program documents. 
• Prioritize and rank requirements according to the relative risk priority setting factors. 

• Address risk management strategy in new or renegotiated regulatory agreements 

(lAGs) and schedules. 
• Coordinate with and accept input from the RAB on relative risk evaluation and 

program development. 

HQ USAF/CEV 16 Sep 1994 Memorandum, Subje:¢ 1995 Defense Environmental 

Restoration Program Management Guidante(Sedion 6.8). 

DUSD(ES)/CL 13 Sep 1994 Memorandum, Subject: Relative Risk Evaluation Primer 

(Summer 1994- Interim Edition). 

DUSD(ES) 14 Apr 1994 Memorandum, Subject: Management Guidante for Execution of 

the FY94195 and Development of the FY96 Defense Environmental Restoration Program (IX 

Priorities and Attachment 3). 

4.3.2 Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement (DSMOA) 

Oven•iew. DoD initiated the Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement 

(DSMOA)/Cooperative Agreement (CA) program in 1989 as a mechanism to cooperatively involve 

states m the DERA cleanup process and reimburse them for their services. The intent of the 

DSMOA is to improve state regulatory agency responsiveness on IRP document submittals. 

support partictpauon in other IRP activities and improve relations between DoD components and 

states. resulting in greater cleanup efficiency. A DSMOA covers the follo\\ing issues for all DoD 

installations \\ithin a state: 
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• Establishes the terms and conditions of state reimbursement for past, present and 

future IRP support activities. States may receive reimbursement for costs incurred 

after 17 Oct 1986. Reimbursement may not exceed one percent of total D ERA 

expenditures over the lifetime of the cleanup (1.5% of Base Realignment and Closure 

expenditures). This provision of the DSMOA replaces state reimbursement 

provisions in an lAG for an NPL installation. 

• Establishes reporting requirements. States must submit a quarterly summary of IRP 

support activities. 
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• Establishes a dispute resolution process (between the installation and the state) for 
non-NPL installations, third party installations, and NPL installations without lAGs. 

The CA serves as the vehicle for state reimbursement. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), as administrator ofthe DSMONCA program: 

• Negotiates and recommends approval ofDSMOAs. 
• Processes and approves CA applications. 
• Distributes money to the states. 
• Receives and distributes state-prepared quarterly reports (to the Air Force Regional 

Compliance Office). 
• Conducts state/installation evaluations to determine if the program is meeting the 

objective of more efficient cleanup. 

Dispute Resolution Process. One ofthe DSMOA provisions outlines the process of dispute 
resolution -- a mechanism of elevating a contentious issue to higher management levels for 
resolution. The purpose of dispute resolution is to avoid deadlocks in the cleanup process caused 
by disagreements among the parties. The RPM should first attempt to resolve disputes at the local 
level by involving the ACC program manager, the installation commander and the appropriate state 
regulatory counterpart. If the project managers cannot resolve the issue informally, they should 
elevate the issue to ACC CES/ESV and the appropriate state regulatory counterpart. If ACC 
CES/ESV and the state counterpart cannot resolve the issue within the specified time frame, they 
must elevate the issue to SAF/MIQ and the appropriate state regulatory counterpart. 

To facilitate the dispute resolution process, when a dispute arises. the RPM should immediately 
prepare an information package containing the following: 

• Overview of the base IRP using maps, tables, charts and brief narratives (pertinent 
information from the MAP), 

• Concise discussion of the dispute, stating each party's position, 
• Chronology of events leading to the dispute, 
• Impacts of the dispute on the cleanup process, 
• T echnieal and legal information and references supporting each party· s position. 
• Recommended resolution and/or compromise among parties. and 
• Proposed milestones and schedules. 

When preparing this information package, the RPM should keep in mind that dispute resolution 
representatives may not be intimately familiar Y.ith the dispute itself, and will need to come up to 
speed quickly. The information package should persuasively advocate the installation's position. 
FolloY.ing dispute resolution, the RPM is responsible for writing a summary of the issues disputed 
and the terms of resolution. 

RPM Role. In December, 1989, major commands provided DoD and the state agencies with an 
estimate of DERA site costs through site closeout, a narrative of planned IRP activities for the 
coming fiscal years and the points of contact for dispute resolution. DoD and the states used this 
information to negotiate the DSMOA, prepare theCA, and determine the level of effort and 
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funding required to support IRP activities. Many states are currently participating in the 

DSMOA/CA program. Refer to Appendix E of the U.S. Air Force Installation Restoration 

Program Remedial Project Manager's Handbook or contact your Regional Compliance Office to 

determine which states are participating. To continue support for the DSMOA/CA program, the 

RPM must: 

• Provide an annual update of total installation DERA costs through site closeout, at 

the beginning of the fiscal year, 

• Review CA applications, state technical services work plans and state-prepared 

installation narratives. 

• Update DSMOA points of contact list biannually (end of first and third quarters). 

• Update DSMOA dispute resolution points of contact list as necessary. 

• Use dispute resolution when necessary to resolve issues that are impacting cleanup. 

• Maintain file copies of DSMOA and CA. (Request copies from ACC program 

manager) 
• Request copies of state quarterly reports from the Regional Compliance Office. 

• Cooperate with USACE program evaluations . 

..... ········ .. . .. .. .. . . ...... ... . . ... . . ..... 

· For more iiJforltUltilJII,; co#~lllt tlt.t!following references. 

HQ USAF/CEV 16 Sep 1994 Memorandum, Subject: 1995 Defense Environmental 

Restoration Program Management Guidance. 

DUSD(ES) 14 Apr 1994 Memorandum, Subject: Management Guidance for Execution of the 

FY 94/95 and development of the FY96 Defense Environmental Restoration Program. 

U. S. Air_Force, December 1993, U. S. Air Force Installation Restoration Program Rememal 

Project Manager's Handbook, Appendix E. 

HQ USAFILEEV 22 Nov 19891etter, subject: DoD and State Memoranda of Agreement. 
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5. PLANNING A PROGRAM 

RPMs have many tools at their disposal to assist them in determining and budgeting IRP 
requirements. Throughout the planning process, the RPM should keep in mind, the ultimate goal 

of cost-effective environmental restoration and site risk reduction. The following sections discuss 
the tools available to the RPM to assist with developing requirements and the process of developing 
requirements into justifiable budgeting documents. 

5.1 RPM TOOLS 

The following tools are available to RPMs to assist them in managing the installations program: 

• 5 .1.1 Desktop resources (a list of manuals and guidance documents containing IRP 
information) 

• 5.1.2 Deliverable chart (a chart showing dates of report submittals, meetings, inspections, 
etc.) 

The following tools are available to RPMs, to assist them in developing IRP requirements: 

• 5 .1.3 The Management Action Plan (MAP)(a long range environmental program planning and 
direction document), 

• 5.1.4 The Base Comprehensive Plan (BCP)(a long-range installation planning document), 

• 5.1.5 Remediation Technologies Screening Matrix (a matrix for screening remediation 
technologies based on site parameters), and 

• 5.1.6 The Remedial Action Cost Engineering and Requirements System (RACER)(a PC-based 

IRP requirements cost estimating system). 

• 5.1.7 Presumptive Remedy Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (PREE/CA) (a method of 

streamlining remedy selection and implementation) 

• 5 .1. 8 Environmental Data Management and Decision Support (EDMDS) (a PC -based 

environmental Geographic Information System (GIS)) 

The follo\\ing sections provide a brief overview of each of these tools and how they arc used in the 
planning process. 
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5.1.1 Desktop Resources 

RPMs should have, at a minimum, the following manuals and guidance documents readily 

available to use as references in managing the program: 

DoD References 

• DUSD(ES), 14 Apr 1994 Memorandum, Subject: Management Guidance for 

Execution of the FY94/95 and Development of the FY96 Defense 

Environmental Restoration Program (or most recent DERP guidance 

memorandum) 

• DoD and U.S. EPA, Summer 1994, Restoration Advisory Board Workshop 

Guidebook. 

HQ USAF References 

• HQ USAF/CEV, 16 Sep 1994 Memorandum, Subject: 1995 Defense 

Environmental Restoration Program Management Guidance (or most recent 

DERP guidance). 

• U.S. Air Force, Summer 1994, NFRAP Guide, A Resource for Making, 

Documenting and Evaluating No Further Response Action Planned 

Decisions. 

• U.S. Air Force, March 1994, Draft Guidance on Restoration Adv1sory 

Boards (RABs). 

• U.S. Air Force, December 1993, U.S. Air Force Installation Restoration 

Program Remedial ProJect Manager ·s Handbook. 

• U.S. Air Force, May 1992, United States Air Force Environmental 

Restoration Program. Management Action Plan (MAP) Guidebook. 

ACC References 

• HQ ACC/CEV 5 Feb 1995 Guidance Document. Subject: ACC Guidance on 

Restoration Advisory Boards, Reference Number 93-022. 

• Air Combat Command, May 1995, ACC IRP RPM Guide. 

• U.S. Air Force, 5 May 1995, Presumptive Remedy Engineering 

Evaluation/Cost Analysis Document 

• Air Combat Command, April - May 1995, (Jnstallation-specific) Rational 

National Standards Initiatives Pathway, Parameters, and Equations Report. 

• Air Combat Command, 1995, Environmental Data Management and 

Decision Support (EDMDS) Report (installation-specific). 

Appendix A provides a more comprehensive list of references by category and by subject. In 

addition, references are provided after each major section of this guide. 
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5.1.2 RPM Deliverable Chart 

Table 5.1 shows due dates for typical deliverables, tasks, meetings and inspections throughout the 
fiscal year. RPMs should use this chart for planning purposes. For more information on a 
particular deliverable, task, meeting or inspection, refer to the section listed on the table. 

5.1.3 Management Action Plan (MAP) 

The Management Action Plan (MAP) is a long-range planning document covering all aspects of 
environmental restoration. Section 7.4.1 provides details on the MAP. The MAP accounts for the 
environmental condition of all property on the base; past, present and future status of IRP 
requirements; regulatory compliance; and community involvement. The MAP is a living document 
-- RPMs are required to formally update it at least twice per year (15 Apr and 15 Oct) to refine the 
program. 

RPMs should use MAP update sessions as program planning sessions by developing strategies and 
requirements to meet program goals. An up-to-date MAP is useful during program document 
preparation. 

In addition to the semiannual MAP update, the following MAP tables must be updated every 
month: 

• Table 3-1, IRP Site Summary 
• Table Al-l, Estimated Annual Cost Summary (By Site- from site identification 

through site completion) 
• Table Al-2, Estimated Annual Cost Summary (By PNSI. Rl!FS. etc.) 

5.1.4 Base Comprehensive Plan (BCP) 

The Base Comprehensive Plan (BCP) presents current and future land-usc and facilities' 
development plans for the installation. The BCP accounts for all the factors considered in 
developing the long-range community plan: constraints of physical or environmental features. 
safety restrictions in airfield. range or industrial areas, and compatibility \\ith surrounding 
development. 

Base planners and RPMs should initiate a two-way flow of information. RPMs should include 
IRP site location, site status, and affected area in the BCP as a consideration for base planners. 
Base planners should coordinate facility development plans with the RPM at the earliest planning 
stages to determine whether an IRP site will affect or be affected by the proposed development. If 
the RPM determines that an IRP site is incompatible with future development plans, the RPM 
should take the following steps: 

• Provide notification in writing that a potential problem exists. 
• Develop a plan of action for addressing the site, if possible. Document the plan in the 

MAP with a proposed time line. 
• Program the action. Cite specific mission impacts. 
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Table 5. 1 RPM Deliverable Chart 
~ 
~~T-a-sk--------------------------~---S-e-ct-io-n~.--~--~----~--~--~---

-~--~--~--~----~--~--~--~ 

Administrative Record File Update 7.1.2.1 
AFIRM Conference 5.2.2.1 -
Annual Report to Congress (NPL) 8.7 --
Commitment to Progress 7.2.2 --
OSMOA POC List 4.3.2 --
ECAMP Inspection, External 7.4.2 --
ECAMP Inspection, Internal c 7.4.2 --
IRP FY Program, Initial Submission 5.2.1 -
IRP FY Program, Final Submission 5.2.1 

5.2.2.2110 
7.4.1 16 

Manpower Quarterly Report 

MAP Review and Update 

MAP Submittal to HQ USAF 

MAP Table Update 

NOVIOEA Status Report 

Peer Review 8.2.2, 8.2.3, 8.2.4 

RAB meeting • .4.1.1.3 
TOY/Training Completion Report 5.2.2.11 10 

TOY/Training Request 5.2.2.1 

a Refer to guide section listed for more Information on topic. 

b Update required quarterly. Shading only provided as reference point 

c External and internal ECAMP lnpections alternate, every other year Shading 

provided only as a reference point 

d Conduct peer reviews as required in accordance with Section 4.1.1 0. 

e Hold RAB meetings on a quarterly basis, at a minimum. Shading 

provi~ed only as a reference point. 



Since the BCP is a long-range community plan, it provides reliable information on future 
installation land use. Land use exposure scenarios are paramount in establishing protective and 
cost-effective cleanup level goals under ACC's Rational National Standards Initiative (RNSI). 
Since the BCP is electronically linked with a GIS system, RPMs can display environmental 
condition of property data and sampling data in relation to base facilities and land use designations. 
This link will allow RPMs to: 

• Consider the base mission and future development when determining IRP 
requirements. 

• Consider future land use in remedial and removal action selection. 

5.1.5 Remediation Technologies Screening Matrix 

The Environmental Technology Transfer Committee and the Federal Remediation Technology 
Roundtable developed the Remediation Technologies Screening Matrix and Reference Guide 
("Matrix Guide") to assist RPMs in selecting workable remedial actions by a streamlined and 
systematic method. The guide authors compiled information on the performance of innovative and 
commonly used technologies (i.e., presumptive remedies) and developed a matrix for screening and 
evaluating the applicability of certain technologies to specific sites. 

RPMs can use the Matrix Guide as a planning tool to: 

• Focus RifFS efforts on gathering data to support remedy selection. 
• Streamline the-evaluation of remedial alternatives to allow faster completion of the -

RifFS. 
• Develop a more realistic out)·ear program. 
• Review the RifFS report. 

Section 2 of the Matrix Guide provides information on five contaminant groups (volatile and 
semivolatile organic compounds, fuels, inorganics and explosives)- their physical properties and 
their behavior in soil, water and air. This section also discusses the most common treatments and 
presumptive remedies for these contaminants. The RPM should consult this section when 
programming and scoping the RifFS; this section describes site characterization data requirements 
based on past site activities and the behavior of contaminants in the physical media (soil, water, 
air). The RPM should also consult this section when programming follow-on actions, to develop a 
list of reasonable future remedial actions. 

Section 3 of the Matrix Guide provides information on treatment process groups. This section 
includes a screening matrix for use as the first step in identifying potentially applicable treatment 
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technologies. This section also includes a text description of treatment processes, the factors that 

affect the success of the process group, and other considerations that may impact remedy selection 

(e.g., cost, residuals, cleanup time, etc.). This section also contains information and references on 

completed projects. The RPM should refer to this section when programming and scoping the 

RifFS, to determine data requirements for site physical parameters. Some technologies are limited 

by site-specific parameters (e.g., soil type). Therefore, it is wise to collect site physical parameter 

data early in the RifFS process to allow early screening of remedial technologies. Also consult the 

information in Section 3 of the Matrix Guide during the FS evaluation of alternatives. 

Section 4 of the Matrix Guide provides detailed information and references on individual treatment 

technologies. This section provides details on the applicability, limitations, data needs, 

performance and cost of each technology. Again, consult this section when programming and 

scoping the RifFS, conducting the FS and planning and programming follow-on activities. 

The Remediation Technology Screening Matrix and Reference Guide is a valuable tool for the 

RPM. Not only does the guide assist RPMs in developing realistic program requirements, but the 

guide also assists RPMs in evaluating statements of work, reports and designs. Because new 

technologies are being developed and tested, the RPM should look for updates of this guide and 

consult the other listed remedial technology information sources. 

For more. information,· consult thefoUowing reference. 

DoD Environmental Technology Trander Committee, October 1994, Remediation 

Technologies Screening Matrix and Reference Guide, Second Edition. 

5.1.6 Remedial Action Cost Engineering and Requirements (RACER) 

System 

The Remedial Action Cost Engineering and Requirements system (RACER) is a PC-bascd 

environmental cost-estimating tool. RACER estimates costs for the RifFS (or RFI/CMS). RD. and 

RA (including LTO. site work and utilities) based on generic engineering solutions and site-specific 

proJect data. RPMs should usc RACER to: 

• Develop and evaluate scopes of work for Rl!FS and Rfl/CMS. 

• Develop project budgets for programming purposes, 

• Develop and evaluate project proposals and bid documents, and 

• Develop and evaluate modifications or change orders. 

RPMs should remember that RACER is a cost-estimating tool-- the quality and quantity of data 

has a direct impact on the confidence-level of the cost estimate. To obtain the best possible cost 

estimate, the RPM should use the best available data and override default parameters with site­

specific information. 
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5.1. 7 Presumptive Remedy Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis 
(PREE/CA) 

Presumptive remedies are proven technologies, presumed to be most appropriate for remediating 
certain common types of sites. EPA developed these remedies by reviewing and comparing 
selection criteria and performance data for previously selected technologies. Presumptive remedies 
streamline the remedy selection process by focusing site characterization on data needed to support 
the remedy and eliminating the duplication of effort in the identification and screening of remedial 
alternatives. 

ACCs Presumptive Remedy Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (PREE/CA) initiative (See 
Section 4.2.4) provides the following tools for selecting and implementing non-time-critical 
removal actions: 

• Criteria for screening the contamination profile at high risk sites (sites with 
contaminant levels significantly higher than RNSI target levels: sites classified as 
.. htgh risk'" under DoD's risk characterization scheme) to determine if the following 
non-ttmc-critical removal action presumptive remedies arc appropriate to meet risk­
based or technology-based standards: 

===> In-situ biovcnting. 
===> Soil vapor extraction (SVE), 

===> Ground water pump and treat for containment. or 

===> Capping. 
• A generic .. plug-in·· remedy selection justification document to streamline the remedy 

sclcctton documentation process for the chosen sites. 
• Complete instructions for implementing presumptive remedy removal actions 

• Technical protocols for each presumptive remedy. includmg: 

===> Detailed technology cntcria. 
===> Conceptual design, 
:::::> Relative costs, and 

=> O&M requirements. 

RPMs should use the information contained in the ACC PREE/CA documents to: 

• Screen sites to determine potential presumptive remedy candidates, 

• Focus sampling and analysis efforts, and 
• Develop project requirements in conjunction with the program review team. 
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5.1.8 Environmental Data Management and Decision Support (EDMDS) 

The Environmental Data Management and Decision Support (EDMDS) application is a powerful 

PC-based tool that allows RPMs to collect the vast quantities of historical and current technical 

and spacial data into one product so the data may be used for: 

• Identifying environmental conditions that may impact future property transfer or land 

usc, 
• Decision-making, 

• Presenting status reports to the major command, community and regulatory agencies, 

• Planning future IRP project requirements, and 

• Coordinating IRP activities ·with other environmental programs. 

The EDMDS application uses the following comprehensive data sources: 
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• Air Photos (using the Photo Interpretation/Geographic Information System (PI/GIS) to 

view. store and interpret historic and current air photos from various sources). 

• CAD Maps (to determine base industrial infrastructure and base map representation). 

• Base Comprehensive Plan (to determine land use planning issues). 

• Management Action Plan (references base industrial operations, operable units, land 

use plans, IRP site location, extent, and conceptual contaminant models, IRP reports 

containing environmental information and data). 

• Off-base environmental records. 

• IRPIMS chemistry and field data. 

• Information from other environmental programs (analysis, compliance, conservation). 



The RPM can overlay information from any of these data sources to derive a composite map 
showing information necessary for decision-making, planning or presentation. The ability to derive 
a comprehensive, composite map of environmental conditions will assist RPMs in determining: 

• Areas or sites eligible for NFRAP, 
• Areas or sites requiring additional investigation (the composite map will help target 

sampling activities), 
• Environmental condition of property for real estate disposition or land use planning, 
• Environmental compliance requirements, 
• NEP A implementation requirements, 
• Natural resource trustee coordination requirements, and 
• Cultural resource consideration requirements. 

For additional information, refer to section 4.2.3. 

Air Combat Command, 1995, Environmental Data Management and Decision Support 
(EDMDS) Report (installation-specific). 

Haecker, M., Edwards, S., Moore, B. and Zarub~ B., 1995, "Exploiting Desk-Top GIS for 
Effective Environmental Information Presentation and Communication at U.S. Air Force 
Bases," Proceedings, Air and Waste Management Association Annual Meeting, San Antonio, 
TX. 

Edwards, S., Yonkers, T., Moore, B., Briesmaster, B., Dappen, P., Haecker, M., and Cuttino, 
S., 11 March 1994, ~Meeting the Environmental Information Management Challenge at US 
Air Force Bases," Proceeamgs of the 20th Environmental Symposium&: Exhibition: 
"Department of Defense Environmental Security- Strategies for the 21st Century," March 
14-17, San Antonio, TX. · 

5.2 DETERMINE REQUIREMENTS AND DEVELOP 
PROGRAM DOCUMENTS 

One of the most important RPM duties is programming IRP requirements. The RPM must 
determine and budget the requirements and resources necessary to execute the program. These 
requirements and resources include not only the studies and cleanups, but manpower, TOY, 
training and computer needs. 

The IRP is a large program, with many projects competing for funding. RPMs must develop 
detailed and well-justified program documents to support funding of their requirements, because 
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these documents are the only means of presenting projects to ACC CES/ESV for validation. 

Program documents must "tell the story" of the project and "sell" the requirement as a cost­

effective means of achieving cleanup and reducing site risk. 

The following sections provide guidelines for developing the different types of program documents, 

and examples of each. After completing the program documents, use the checklist in Appendix C 

to ensure each document meets the validation criteria. 

5.2.1 Investigation, Design and Construction Projects 

5.2.1.1 Overview 

RPMs should use the MAP review and update sessions to plan IRP investigation, design and 

construction projects for the next and future fiscal years. After generating the line-item project 

requirement lists, the RPM should develop program documents for next-fiscal-year projects. Use 

the tools and information provided by the MAP, WIMS-ES, RACER, Remediation Technologies 

Screening Matrix, and corresponding IRP reports to develop program documents. 

Two formats are used for program documents, depending on the type of requirement. The 

following lists the two types of formats and the corresponding requirements: 

Narrative DD Form 1391 

• PAIS I • RD/RA 

• RifFS • RA 

• EEICA • IRA 

• RD • Removal Action .. LTMandLTO 

• Manpower 

• TOY rr raining/ Administration 

The foiJO\\ing attachments should accompany each program document: 
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• Base map shO\\ing site location (8 112"" x II'') 

• Stte map shO\\ing 

=> Contaminant outline or profile 

=> Pertinent existing and proposed monitoring wells, soil borings, etc. 

• Gantt chart 

• RACER cost estimate (entire data package) or comparable cost estimate (FS report, 

service center government estimate, etc.) that breaks out specific costs of work 

elements (do not use "lump sum"). 



Use the following site identifier codes to designate site types: 

Site Identifier 

ST 
ss 
LF 
DP 
WP 
RW 
FT 
SD 

Site Type 

Underground Tanks, Tanks, POL Lines 
Spills, Storage Areas 
Landfills 
Disposal Pits 
Waste Pits, Sumps, Lagoons, Waste Treatment, Evaporation Pits 

Radioactive Waste Sites 
Fire Training Areas 
Surface Runoffs, Wash Racks, Ditches, Oil/Water Separators 

The following section provides general guidance on developing investigation, design and 

construction program documents for each format (Narrative and DD Form 1391). 

5.2.1.2 General Guidance for Narrative Program Documents 

The following section shows the narrative program document format and explains the information 

required for each part. Refer to Figure 5.1 for an example of the narrative format. 

{A} Heading 

1. INSTALLATION 

Line 1 Specify the fiscal year for which the requirement is 

programmed. 
Line 2 Specify the installation-assigned project number (Four-digit 

installation code. fiscal year and four-digit number tn the 

7000 series (MFP07) I ABCD970031). The goal tn assagnmg 

project numbers, is to be able to track a proJect through the 

phases of investigation and cleanup. To do thas. RPMs 

should assign project numbers as follows 

Project ABCD967003, rolled over to next fiscal year. 

• ·with no funds obligated: ABCD967003 

• Y.ith partial funds obligated (due to lack of 
funding) ABCD967003-/ 

Rl/FS project ABCD967004 rcquinng RD tn FY97. 

ABCD9n004 

and requiring RA in FY98, 
ABCD987004 

Line 3 Specify a concise project title: the type of requirement 

followed bv the site code-site number or site name. 

Line 1 Specify completion date of the document. 

Line 2 Specify date and number of revision. 

Installation name (spell out official installation name), state (two­

letter abbreviation) and Major Command (ACC). 
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2. TYPE OF STUDY • Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (P A/SI), 

• Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RIIFS), 

• Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA), 

• Remedial Design (RD), 

• Long Term Operation (LTO) or 

• Long Term Monitoring (LTM) . 
Note: IRP narratives must use CERCLA names for "1YPE OF 

STUDY." 

Purpose • Provide site-specific statement of purpose for the requirement. 

• Give details of proposed activities . 

Items Mark the applicable IRP activities. 

3. BACKGROUND Detailed background of the requirement: 

• What led to the decision to program the requirement? 

• How and when was the site identified? 

• Why is the requirement considered DERA-eligible? 

• Conceptual site model: 

=> Source, nature and extent of contamination. 

=> Potential pathways and receptors. 

• Detailed results of previous studies and/or cleanup actions 

(include references and dates). 

• Cleanup level goals . 

• Current site status, including: 

=> Relative risk. 

• High, 

• Medium, or 

• Low 

=> Legal driver. Choose applicable code from the following: 

• A FF A at proposed and final NPL installations 

• I! lAG (2 & 3 party) at non-NPL installations 

• c RCRA permit with Corrective Action requirements 

• D RCRA Corrective Action Order (EPA or state) 

• E Consent Order under state law 

• I Memorandum of Understanding commitment 

• G Memorandum of Agreement commitment (e.g., 

DSMOA) 

• H Notice of Violation requirement 

• ! ATSDR requirement (e.g., response to health 

advisory) 

• J Natural Resource Trustee related requirements claim 

(e.g., damage claims) 

• K Court-ordered requirement (in cases of litigation) 

• ~ Imminent threats 

• M Consent Decrees (e.g., third-party sites) 

• N Unilateral Orders (e.g., third-party sites) 

• 0 Preliminary Assessments for installations listed on 

the docket 
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3. BACKGROUND ::.:> Legal Driver (continued) 
(continued) 

• f L TMIL TO for in-place systems for installations 

without agreements 

• Q State laws and regulations requiring a response 
within a specific period 

• ~ No agreement 

::.:> Milestone. What specific document or action milestone is the 
requirement expected to reach? Choose applicable code from the 

following: 

• ! Statement of Work 

• ~ RIIFS Work Plan/Sampling and Analysis 

• J Community Relations Plan 

• ~ Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis 

• ~ Action Memorandum for a Removal Action 

• 2 RI or RFI Report 

• 1 FS or CMS Report 

• ~ Proposed Plan 

• 2 Record of Decision/Corrective Action Decision 

Document 

• 10 60% Remedial Design 

• !! Final Remedial Design 

• 12 Remedial Action Plan (including O&M Plans and 

Remedial Action Schedules)(also includes LTM and 

LTO) 

• 13 Treatability Studies 

• 14 PA/Sl 

::.:> Milestone date (YYYYMM) When is the above milestone 

required or expected to be complete? Note: milestone date is not 

the same as estimated award date. 

• For proposed or final NPL sites. list: 

==> HR Score 
==> FF A status, related deliverable schedule 

==> ATSDR hazard ranking classification 
EXAMPLES OF List materials that have been detected or are suspected to exist at the 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS sites included in the narrative. 
AT THESE SITES 

Regulatory Basis • State and federal laws and regulations that apply to the project. 

• Enforcement basis, if applicable (i.e., FF A, Corrective Action 

Order, etc.) 

Description of Current • Status of current IRP work at the site and expected completion 

Status dates. 

• Status of the situation at the site (threat to human health and the 

environment, control measures, contaminant migration potential, 

etc.) 
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Cleanup Action Levels, List site contaminants and proposed cleanup levels (with source, i.e., 

If Known ARARs, PRGs, RNSI, etc.) 

Impacts if Not Approved Check the appropriate box (Enforcement, Mission, Health Risk or 

Other) and provide details of the impact(s). 

• Primary (actual work planned) 

• Secondary (deliverables) 

• Tertiary (schedule delays) 

Relative Risk, Legal List the codes, as described in 3. BACKGROUND 

Driver, Milestone Code, 
and Milestone Date 

DPM Score List, if available. 

Decision Document DD or ROD signature date (actual or anticipated) 

Signed 
Estimated Award Date Anticipated contract award date by DD MMM YY for priority lA 

or projects. 

Ready to Award Date Ready to award date by DD MMM YY for all other projects. 

4. SITE INFORMATION 

Site ID Site code(s)-Site number(s) 

Site Descriotion Site nam~ as listed in WIMS-ES 

Site Priority Site priority as defined in current HQ USAF DERA Eligibility qnd 

Pro~ramming or Management Guidance 

Site Cost Requirement costs attributed to each site 

5. ESTIMATED COST Total cost of the requirement (Sum of SITE COSTS should equal 

Current Working Estimate). Include a break out of costs associated 

with each work element. Add 12% for Supervision and Review 

(S&R). 

6. MULTI YEAR For past. present and future project requirements. related to all 

FUNDING PROFILE project sites. list: 

Fiscal Year Project Title Project Number Project Cost 

-

7. WORK SCHEDULE For the project. list: 

Milestones and Dates For Prionty I A 

Contract Award proJects. list actual 

Deliverables dates. For all other 

Project Finish projects, list time 
periods to reach 
milestones. 

8. CONTRACTING 
AGENT Mark the anticipated contracting agent for the re_guirement. 

9. I have reviewed this requirement certifying and validating that it meets the eligibility 

criteria for use of DERA funds. 
Include this statement for ACC CES/ESV signature. 
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Figure 5.1 Na"ative Program Document Format 

FYXX IRP NARRATIVE 
Project Number: 
Project Title: 

Date:---- ORIGINAL 
REVISION() 

1. INSTALLATION: ___ AFB, _ (ACC) 

2. TYPE OF STUDY: PA PA/SI SI RIIFS FS EEICA 
RD RA LTM LTO MPR MGT TD 

PURPOSE: 

ITEMS: 
Literature Search 

_ Soil Sampling 
_ Soil Gas Survey 
_ Treatability!Pilot Study 

_ Engineering Design 

Administratin Record 
Support 

_ Supervision & 
Administration 

_Technology Development 

_ Work Plan Development 
_ Ground Water Sampling 
_ Geophysical Survey 

Risk Assessment 

_ Bid Specifications 

Periodic Ground Water 
Monitoring 

_Manpower 

Other ________ _ 

_ Report Development 
_ Surface Water Sampling 
_ Aquifer Testing 

Evaluation of Remedial 
Alternatives 

_ Community Relations 
Support 

_ Operations and 
Maintenance 

_ Management 

3. BACKGROUND: ----------------------------------------------

Site__ Relatin Risk ___ , Legal Driver ____ , Milestone. ____ , Milestone Date, ___ _ 

EXAMPLES OF HAZARDOUS MA TERlALS AT THIS SITE 
(List Hazardous Materials Relative to this ~arratiH) 

Acetic Add Cyllllide Methyl t:th~11\:etone (~11':1\:) 
Stripper/Residue DDT Diewl (o'IH'I 

MlnuaJOib Sulfuric Add AI~~:ae!Siinw 
Dimethyl foramide Monomethyl hydrazlne Synthetic Turbbv OU 
Aliphatic naphtha Dry clellllingsolvent ~lotorOU 

Tank (.1elllllng Sludge Anoline Jo:OI!lne OU 
l'liaphthalene Toluene A\'GAS 
Ethylene glycol Paint Thinner Transfonnrr OU 
8aHt'l')' add Gasoline Pam Ueaner 
Transmission Ould Brarings II'HSt' tinting oil 
p~ Trichlororthane (TCA) Bluing Salta 
Hyd raullc oil Prrchlorodhylrne Trichlorodh~imr (Tct:) 
Boiler fftdwatrr llydrochloric add Pestiddrs/( 'ontainen 
Turllinr oil trratmmt lndnrrator ash PhotOJ!raphlc cbemicals 
rwc~ banrrtn Brakrfluld llydrollidr 
\'anol Cadmium solution 1\:rn.mr 
PS-661 aoll·ent \\ astr paintlcontainen JP-4 jrt furl 
Carbon clraner Lacquer Rdrigrration oil 
Xylene Casing and propeUant Lubrication oil 
RJOe bore clelllling solvent Zyglo Emulsion Chromic acid solution 
Mercury Sodium hydrorlde 7808oil 
Qelllling solutions Methanol Spray booth wastewatrr 
Cooling watrr/tower Methylisobutylkrtone Stack scrubbing waste 
treatment 
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Figure 5.1 (cont.) Na"ative Program Document Format 

FYXX IRP NARRATIVE (cont.) 
Project Number: ____ _ 

Project Title: -----

Regulatory Basis: State Law/Regulation: _______ _ 

Federal Law/Regulation:--------
Enforcement Basis: FFA Other: ------------

~riptionof~ntStanu: --------------------------

Cleanup Action Levels, if Known: -:------------:-::,..--:--------=:--:--:--=::-:-:­
Impacts If Not Approved: __ Enforcement Mission Health Risk 

Other __________________ _ 

Legal Driver:----------RebtiveRis~-------­
Mllestone: ------------ Mllestone Date: _______ _ 
DPM Score: _____ ___ 

Decision Document Signed: ---------­
Estimated Award Date: --------------

4. SITE INFORMATION 

Site Description Site Priority 

(Breakout of Work Pbnned) 

5. C'urTmt Woridnl t:atimatf' (CWE): 
Supt'rvision and Rn~ (s&R)(I2°/o): 
Proci"'IIIIIMd Amount: 

6. ~fl'L Tl \'F.AR foT~DI~G PROFILE 

7. WORJ.: SCHEDt'LE: 

(Cost) 

8. CO!II'TRACTI~G AGE!II'T: _ COE,_AFCEE,_ HAZWRAP, _USGS,_ ~AVY,_BASE 

9. I han revi..wed this requirement certifying and validating that It meets the eligibility criteria for use 

ofDERA funds. 



5.2.1.3 General Guidance for DD Form 1391 and 1391c Program Documents 

~e following section shows the DO Form 1391 program document format and explains the 
information required for each part. Refer to Figure 5.2 for an example of the DD Form 1391 
format. 

FY19 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA -
(Fill in program fiscal year) 

Note: Capitalize entries in Blocks 1 - 8 ofDD Form 1391. 
1 COMPONENT AF (ACC) 
FY 19XXMILITARY For XX, list project fiscal year. 
CONSTRUCTION ... 
2 DATE Date document prepared. 
3 INSTALLATION AND Installation name (spell out official name) and state (two-

LOCATION letter abbreviation). 
4 PROJECT TITLE Requirement type (RDIRA, RA, etc.) followed by site code -

site number. 
5 PROGRAM DERA 
6 CATEGORY CODE N/A 
7 PROJECT NUMBER Specify the installation-assigned project number (Four-digit 

installation code, fiscal year and four-digit number in the 
7000 series (MFP07) [ABCD967003]). The goal in assigning 
project numbers, is to be able to track a project through the 
phases of investigation and cleanup. To do this, RPMs 
should assign project numbers as follows: 

Project ABCD967003, rolled over to next fiscal year, 

• \\ith no funds obligated: ABCD961003 

• ·with partial funds obligated (due to lack of 
funding): ABCD967003-/ 

RifFS project ABCD967004 requiring RD in FY97, 
ABCD9n004 

and requiring RA in FY98, 
ABCD987004 

8 PROJECT COST ($000) Total fiscal vear project cost. 
9 COST ESTIMATES 

ITEM • The first entry under ITEM must be the same as block 4 
(PROJECT TITLE). 

• Specify the work to be conducted, by subcategory (i.e., 
Excavation of Contaminated Soil, Disposal of 
Contaminated Soil, Installation of Recovery Wells, etc.). 

• Indent major subcategories three spaces . 

• Include, if applicable: SUPPORTING FACILITIES 

• Subtotal Current Working Estimate (CWE) 

• Add Supervision and Administration (S&A) (8%) 
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ITEM (continued) • Add Supervision and Review (S&R) (3.5%) 

• Add Engineering Design During Construction (EDC) 
(0.5%) 

• Add CWE, S&A, S&R and EDC to derive programmed 

amount. 

U/M Specify unit of measure for each ITEM (i.e., EA- each, LF-

linear feet, CY- cubic yards, or GAL- gallon) 

QUANTITY Specify quantity per unit of measure. 

UNIT COST Specify cost per unit of measure. 

COST ($000) QUANTITY" UNIT COST 

10 DESCRIPTION OF • Include site code(s)-site number(s) . 
PROPOSED • Describe: 
CONSTRUCTION =:> Type and scope of requirement (RDIRA, RA, 

IRA, Removal Action). 

=:> Major work elements. 

PROJECT: • Describe the purpose of the project (treatment, 

containment, removal and disposal, etc.) 

• Identify site source, pathways and receptors . 

• Describe decision-making process that supports this 

requirement. 

REO VIREMENT: • Cite state and federal laws and regulations governing this 

requirement. 

• Cite applicable regulatory enforcement orders or 

agreements. 

• Cite NPL status . 

• Cite Relative Risk . 
=:> High, 
=:> Medium, or 
=:> Low 

• Cite Legal Driver. Choose applicable code from the 

following: 
=:> A FF A at proposed and final NPL installations 
=:> !! lAG (2 & 3 party) at non-NPL installations 

=:> c RCRA permit '\\ith Corrective Action 

requirements 
=:> D RCRA Corrective Action Order (EPA or 

state) 
=:> E Consent Order under state law 

=:> .E Memorandum of Understanding commitment 

=> G Memorandum of Agreement commitment 

(e.g., DSMOA) 

=> H Notice ofViolation requirement 
=:> ! ATSDR requirement (e.g., response to health 

advisory) 
=:> J Natural Resource Trustee related 

requirements claim (e.g., damage claims) 
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REQUIREMENT: • Legal Driver (continued) 
(continued) :::::> K Court-ordered requirement (in cases of 

litigation) 
:::::> ~ Imminent threats 
:::::> M Consent Decrees (e.g., third-party sites) 
:::::> N Unilateral Orders (e.g., third-party sites) 
:::::> 0 Preliminary Assessments for installations 

listed on the Docket 
:::::> ~ L TM/L TO for in-place systems for 

installations without agreements 
:::::> Q State laws and regulations requiring a 

response within a specific period 
:::::> ~ No agreement 

• Cite Milestone. What specific document or action 
milestone is the requirement expected to reach? Choose 
applicable code from the following: 

:::::> ! Statement of Work 
:::::> ~ RifFS Work Plan/Sampling and Analysis 
:::::> J Community Relations Plan 
:::::> ~ Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis 
=> ~ Action Memorandum for a Removal Action 
=> 2 Rl or RFI Report 
=> 1 FS or CMS Report 
=> ~ Proposed Plan 

=> 2 Record of Decision/Corrective Action 
Decision Document 

=> 10 60% Remcctial Des1gn 
:::::> !! Final Remedial Design 
:::::> ll Remcctial Action Plan (including O&M 

Plans and Remcctial Action Schedules) (also 
includes LTM and LTO) 

=> 13 Treatability Studies 

=> 14 PA/SI 

• Cite Milestone Date (YYYYMM) When is the above 
milestone required or expected to be complete'' Note 
milestone date is not the same as estimated award date 
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CURRENT SITUATION: Provide a detailed site background: 

• How and when the site was identified . 

• Source of contamination . 

• Nature and extent of contamination . 

• Results of previous studies . 

• Summarize risk assessment to indicate threat to 
human health and the environment and potential 
for contaminant migration. 

• Cleanup action levels (compare to existing 
contaminant levels) 

• Summarize results of ATSDR health assessment, 
if available. 

IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: List the impacts of not funding or a delay in funding this 

requirement. Be specific and realistic. Address the following: 

• Regulatory deadlines or schedules . 

• Risk assessment findings . 

• Mission-related impacts . 

• Site closeout or risk-reduction goals . 

ADDITIONAL: 
Project Priority: Specify project priority code in accordance with latest HQ 

USAF DERA Eligibility and Programming Guidance. 

Relative Risk1 Le2al Specify relative risk category of site(s) (High, Medium or 

Driver1 Milestone Code1 Low), legal driver (A-Q, Z), milestone code (l-14), and 

Milestone Date: milestone date (YYYYMM) as described in 

REQUIREMENT. 

DPM Score Provide DPM score. if available. 

Decision Document: SpecifY actual or anticipated DD or ROD signature date 

Contractinl! Al!ent: SpecifY service center or contracting organization. 

Estimated Award Date: Specify estimated contract award date by DD MMMM 

or YYYY for priority lA projects. 

Read}: to Award Date: Specify ready to award date by DD MMMM YYYY for all 

other projects. 

6. MULTI YEAR For past, present and future project requirements, related to 

FUNDING PROFILE all project sites. list: 

Fiscal Year Project Title Project Number Project Cost 

I have reviewed this requirement certifying and validating that it meets the eligibility criteria 

for use of DERA funds. 

Include this statement for ACC CES/ESV signature. 
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Figure 5.2 DD Form 1391 Program Document Format 

1 COMPONENT I FY 1997 MILITARY CONSTRUCfiON PROJECf DATA 12 DATE 

3 INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 14 PROJECf TITLE 

5 PROGRAM ELEMENT 16 CATEGORY CODE 17 PROJECf NUMBER 18 PROJECf COST ($000) 

9 COST ESTIMATES 
ITEM UM QUANTITY UNIT COST COST 

($000) 

10 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCfiON: 

PROJECT: 

REOt 'IREME~T: 

Site - : Relati,·e Risk -· Legal Driver_, Milestone_, Milestone Date 

CTRRE:'Io'T SITt'ATIO:"\: 

DDFORM 1391 
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Figure 5.2 DD Form 1391 Program Document Format 

1 COMPONENT I FY 19XX MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 12 DATE 

3 INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

4 PROJECT TITLE 15 PROJECT NUMBER 

CURRENT SITUATION (cont.) 

IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: 

ADDITIONAL: 

Project Priority: 
Relative Risk: Legal Driver: 
Milestone Code: Milestone Date: 
DPM Score: 
Derision Document: 
Contracting Agent: 
Estimated A\\·ard Date: 

!\ll'I.TI \'EAR Fnmi~G PROFILE: 

DD FORM 1391c 
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5.2.1.4 Guidance for Developing PA/SI Narrative Program Documents 

P NSI program documents use the narrative format (Figure 5.1 ). Figure 5.3 is a good example of 
a narrative document for a PNSI. Section 5.2.1.2 provides general guidance for preparing 
narrative program documents and Appendix C provides a detailed review checklist. The following 
provides specific hints for preparation of the P NSI program document. 

Purpose Provide an overview of the anticipated study activities (literature 
and records search, limited sampling, completion of EPA P A 
forms). 

BACKGROUND Provide the information gathered during site identification: 

• Time period that the release/disposal occurred . 

• Process that caused the contamination . 

• Type and quantity of contamination . 

• Area of Concern (AOC) or site location and extent of 
contamination. 

Document any actions taken to date (fencing, sampling, etc.) 
Description of Current - Provide an overview of the current situation at the AOC or site 
Status (contaminants are contained or migrating). 
MULTI YEAR FUNDING List the anticipated funding requirements, by fiscal year, through 
PROFILE AOC or site closeout. 
WORK SCHEDULE At the very least, provide the anticipated start and finish dates for 

the requirement and the dates of major project milestones (work 
plan, field work, PNSI report). 
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Figure 5.3 Example PAIS/ Na"ative Program Document 

FY97 IRPNARRATIVE 
Project Number: ABCD977008 

Project Title: P A/SI AOC 5 

Date: 3 Aprill996 ORIGINAL 
REVISION() 

1. INSTALLATION: Example AFB, AR (ACC) 

2. TYPE OF STUDY: PA _K_PA/SI Sl RI/FS FS EFJCA 

RD RA LTM LTO MPR MGT TD 

PURPOSE: The Preliminary Assessment'Site Inspection (P A/SI) will assess the location and extent of an 

abandoned landfill believed to have received pesticides and other hazardous materials during the 1960's. 

The tasks to be performed include: a geophysical survey to locate the landfill boundaries, trench excavations 

to confirm landfill boundaries, installation of five ground water monitoring wells to determine ground water 

flow direction and ground water quality (15 samples analyzed for VOCs, BNAs and metals), surface water 

sampling (20 samples analyzed for pesticides, BN As and metals), additional literature search to estimate 

types and quantities of wastes disposed, completion of EPA PA form, relative risk evaluation, PREE/CA 

screening, and RifFS scoping. 

ITEMS: 
.JL Literature Search 
_ SoU Sampling 

_ SoU Gas Sunrey 
_ Treatability!PUot Study 

_ Engineering Design 

.JL Administrative Record 
Support 

_ Supenrision & 
Administration 

_ Technoloc Development 

.JL Work Plan Development 

.JL Ground Water Sampling 

.JL Geophysical Sunrey 
Risk Assessment 

_ Bid Specifications 

Periodic Ground Water 
Monitoring 

_Manpower 

Other ________________ __ 

.JL Report Development 
_ Surface Water Sampling 

_ Aquifer Testing 

Evaluation of Remedial 
Alternatives 

_ Community Relations 
Support 

_ Operations and 
Maintenance 

_ Management 

3. BACKGROl'ND: A records and aerial photo search in 1995 showed evidence that waste pestiCides and 

painting materials were disposed of between 1960 and 1967 m a small landfill near the penmeter road west of 

Buildmg 542. The aquifer underlying the landfill provides the base flow for a small stream Just beyond the 

boundaries of the base. 11 is not known at this time if any waste containers are leaking or if an~ contarmnants 

have mtgrated to the aquifer. This requirement is a CERCLA response activity ehgible for DERA funds. 

AOC 5: Relatin Risk~. Leeal Drinr ..Q.., Milestone _ll, MOntone Date 199704 

EXAMPLES OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AT THIS SITE 

DDT 
w;;ie p!intlrontalnen 

Paint Thinner 

~ 

Pesticides!Containen 



Figure 5.3 (cont) Example PAIS/ Na"ative Program Document 

FY97 IRP NARRATIVE (cont) 

Project Nwnber: ABCD977008 
Project Title: P A/SI AOC 5 

Regulatory Basis: State Law/Regulation: Arkansas Environmental Protection Act 
Federal Law/Regulation: CERCLA, CW A 
Enforcement Basis: FFA Other: ---------

Description of Current Status: This site is currently a potential source of contamination to a shallow aquifer 
that provides the base flow for a small stream just outside the base boundaries. It is not known if contaminants 
have migrated to the aquifer. 

Cleanup Action Levels, if Known: N/ A 
Impacts if Not Approved: __ Enforcement __ Mission Health Risk 

___x_ Other: Cannot determine site relative risk. Cannot determine whether site 
poses potential risk to human health and the environment. 

Primary: Will not be able to collect surface and ground water samples. 
Secondary: Will not be able to complete P A/SI report and evaluate relative site risk. 
Tertiary: Will delay RifFS or presumptive remedy and ultimately site closeout. 

Relative Risk: N/A, Legal Driver: 0 
Mllestone Code : 14, Milestone Date: 199704 
DPM Score: N/A Decision Docwnent Signed: N/A 
Estimated Award Date: 15 OCT 96 

4. SITE INFORMATION 

Site Description 

AOC-5 Pesticide/Paint Landfill 
Work Plan Development 
Record Search and Field Recormaissance 
Sampling and Analysis 
Report and Risk Evaluation 

5. Currrnt Worldng Estimate (C'WE): 
Supervision and Review (S&R) (12%): 
Programmed Amount: 

6. MULTI YEAR FUNDING PROFILE 

FY97 
FY98 
FY99 
FY2000 

PAIS! AOC-5 
RIFS AOC-5 
RD!RAAOC-5 
LTM AOC-5 

7. WORK SCHEDt.:LE: 

Award Contract 
PA/SI Work Plan 
PA/SI Field Work 
PA/SI Report 
Project Finish 

15 OCT 96 
15 NOV 96 
15 JAN 97 
15 APR 97 
15 JUN 97 

Site Priority 

18 

ABCD977008 
ABCD987008 
ABCD997008 
ABCD007008 

$178.500 
($20.000) 
($38.000) 
($75.500) 
($45.000) 

$178.500 
$21.500 
$200.000 

200K 
500K 

IOOOK 
lOOK 

8. CONTRACTING AGENT: _1l_ COE, _ AFCEE, _ HAZWRAP, _ USGS,_ NAVY, _BASE 

9. I have reviewed this requirement certifying and validating that it meets the eligibility criteria for use 
ofDERA funds. 
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5.2.1.5 Guidance for Developing Removal Action or IRA Program Documents 

Removal Action or IRA program documents typically use the DD Form 1391 (Figure 5.2). 

However, if the EE/CA (Removal Action Study) is conducted separately, use the narrative 

document format to program the EE/CA requirement. Figure 5.4 is a good example of the DD 

Form 1391 document for a Removal Action. Section 5.2.1.3 provides general guidance for 

preparing program documents, and Appendix C provides a detailed review checklist. The 

following provides specific hints for preparation of the Removal Action or IRA program document. 

COST ESTIMATE List in detail, the construction, engineering and design, and support 

requirements. 

PROJECT Describe how the Removal Action or IRA relates to overall cleanup 

ofthe site. 

REQUIREMENT Provide the background of the decision-making process (EE/CA 

development, Action Memorandum, or RIIFS, Interim Proposed 

Plan and Interim DO/ROD) that led to the requirement to program 

this _project. 

CURRENT SITUATION Provide the project background and the status of current and past 

work at the site (P A/SI or RIIFS), indicate cleanup standards and 

guidelines and the justification for taking a Removal Action or IRA 

(short-term threat to human health and the environment, 

contaminant migration, PREE/CA screening, etc.). 

ADDITIONAL Must include: 

• Relative Risk classification 

• DDIROD status (Action Memorandum. Interim ROD • 
etc.) 

MULTI YEAR List: 
FUNDING PROFILE • Fiscal year 

• Project title 

• Project Number 

• Project Cost 
for all_past. present and future project requirements for the site. 
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Figure 5.4 Example Removal Action Program Document 

1 COMPONENT I FY 1997 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 12 DATE 
AF(ACC) 6 APR 1996 
3 INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 4 PROJECT TITLE 

EXAMPLE AIR FORCE BASE, AR REMOVAL ACTION RW-14 
5 PROGRAM ELEMENT 6 CATEGORY CODE 7 PROJECT NUMBER 8 PROJECT COST ($000) 

DERA N/A ABCD977002 162.4 
9 COST ESTIMATES 

ITEM UM QUANTITY UNIT COST COST 
($000) 

REMOVAL ACTION RW-14 LS 135.0 
EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL 

• 55 GALLON DRUM EA 1 20,000 (20.0) 
• SEALED PIPE EA 1 20,000 (20.0) 

EXCAVATION AND DISPOSAL OF 
CONT AMlNA TED SOIL CY 2 47,500 (95.0) 

SUPPORTING FACILITIES 10.0 
CLEARING LS (5.0) 
GRADING AND SEEDING LS {5.0} 

CURRENT WORKING ESTIMATE (CWE) 145.0 
SUPERVISION AND ADMINISTRATION 

(S&A) (8%) 11.6 
SUPERVISION AND REVIEW (S&R) (3.5%) 5.1 
ENGINEERING DESIGN DURING 

CONSTRUCTION (EDC) (0.5%) 0.7 
PROGRAMMED AMOUNT 162.4 

10 DESCRJPTIOS OF PROPOSED COSSTRl:CTJOS: This requirement includes all labor. material. 
equipment. transportation and support for the Removal Action at Site RW-14. a low-level 
radioactive waste burial site (which includes radium-coated aircraft instrument faces. radioactive 
metabolic tracer material. and cathode anode components from hospital X-ray equipment). The 
wastes will be exhumed. transported and disposed of in an approved low-level radioactive waste 
disposal facility in accordance with AFI40-201. U.S. Air Force Radioactive Isotope Committee. 
and Nuclear Regulatory Commission guidelines. 

PROJEC"f: The purpose of this Removal Action is to exhume and dispose of a 55-gallon drum and 
p1pe containing low-level radioactive waste and the surrounding contaminated soil. 
Rt:onRt::\n:,,.: Example AFB was placed on the NPL 15 Dec 1990. This Removal Action is a 
condition of the Federal Facilit)· Agreement (FFA). signed 20 Aug 1991. between Example AFB. 
EPA and Arkansas Department of Environmental Protection (ADEP). The EE/CA analyzed the 
options for this site: removal and disposal vs. long term maintenance. Removal and disposal 
was the chosen alternative. The EE/CA has been reviewed by the regulatory agencies and the 
community. Anticipated signature date for the Action Memorandum is I Jun 96. 
Site RW-14: Relative Risk Medium, Legal Driver A, Milestone_!l, Milestone Date 199704 
CURRENT SITUATION: Low-level radioactive wastes were buried at the site in the mid-1950's by 
an approved Atomic Energy Commission Contractor. This site is inspected each year for 
radiation releases by the Bioenvironmental Engineer. 
DDFORM 1391 
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Figure 5.4 (cont) Example Removal Action Program Document 

1 COMPONENT 

AF(ACC) I FY 1997 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 

3 INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

EXAMPLE AIR FORCE BASE, AR 
4 PROJECT TITLE 5 PROJECT NUMBER 

REMOVAL ACTION RW-14 ABCD977002 

DATE 

6APR96 

CURRENT SITUATION <cont> Site integrity is maintained by Civil Engineering in accordance with 

AFI 40-20. No surface releases of radioactivity have been detected. Potential for migration of 

radioactive compounds to the soil or ground water is unknown. 
IMPACT IF NOT PROVIDED: Failure to approve this project will result in the requirement for an 

RI/FS to determine the potential for migration of radioactive compounds to soil and ground 

water and the requirement for long-term inspection and maintenance (in accordance with AFI 

40-201) for 75 years (based on the half-life of the radio3ctive materials at the site) (estimated 

total cost: 250K). It is more economical to exhume and dispose of the waste properly in an 

engineered and approved disposal facility. Failure to approve this project this fiscal year will 

result in non-compliance with the conditions of the FF A. 
Primary: Will not be able to exhume and dispose of low-level radioactive waste. 

Secondary: Will need to initiate RI/FS and continue to monitor site. 

Tertiary: Will miss compliance deadline in FF A by eight months. 
ADDITIONAL: 

Pro!ect Priority: 2A 
Relative Risk: Medium, 
MUestone Code: 12 
DPM&ore: 39 

Legal Drinr: A 
Milestone Date: 199704 

Decision Donunent: Anticipated Action Memorandum signature date: 1 Jun 96 

Contrading Agent: COE 
Estimated Award Date: 15 Oct 96 
Mt"LTI YEAR Fl'!liDI!IiG PROFILE: 
FY96 REMOVAL ACTION RW-14 (EE/CA) ABCD%7002 100 K 
F-Y97 REMOVAL ACTION RW-14 ABCD977002 162.4K 

I han rn1ewed this requirement urtifylng IUld vlllidllting that It lllHtl the eligibility criteria for uw of DERA funds. 

DD FORM l391c 
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5.2.1.6 Guidance for Developing RifFS Narrative Program Documents 

RI/FS program documents use the narrative format (Figure 5.1). Figure 5.5 is a good example of 
the narrative document for an RI/FS. Section 5.2 .1.2 provides general guidance for preparing 
program documents, and Appendix C provides a detailed review checklist. The following provides 
specific hints for preparation of the RI/FS program document. 

Purpose • Provide a site-specific description of the anticipated study 
activities and how these activities contribute to overall 
completion of the RI/FS (especially if the requirement is for 
only an RI, only an FS or focused "additional" investigation). 

• Provide an estimate of the numbers of soil borings, monitoring 
wells, samples, etc. 

BACKGROUND • Provide a complete history of the site, listing the information 
gathered during site identification and the findings of the 
PA/SI, Removal Actions, and previous RIIFS activities. 

• Describe the existing levels of contamination and list the 
expected cleanup level goals and the source of these goals 
(e.g., ARARs, risk assessment). 

Description of Current • Give the status of ongoing site activities or studies (e.g., the 
Status P A/SI is 85% complete and estimated completion date is I 

Aug 97). 

• Provide an overview of site contaminant status (source, 
pathwavs and receptors). 

MUL Tl YEAR FUNDING Provide past funding history and future anticipated funding 
PROFILE requirements through site closeout for all sites covered by the 

requirement. 
WORK SCHEDULE List the anticipated dates of project milestones (e.g .. work plans, 

field work, RifFS report, PrC>Qosed Plan. DO or ROD). 

Note: Consider requirements for Administrative Record and Community Relations support. 
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Figure 5.5 Example RIIFS Na"ative Program Document 

FY97 IRP NARRATIVE 
Project Number: ABCD977002 

Project Title: RI!FS SS-16 

Date: 3 April 1996 ORIGINAL 
REVISION() 

1. INSTALLATION: Example AFB, AR (ACC) 

2. TYPE OF STUDY: PA PA/SI SI _x_ RifFS FS EE!CA 

RD RA LTM LTO MPR MGT TD 

PURPOSE: The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RIIFS) will determine the nature and extent of 

trichloroethylene (TCE) contamination in ground water both on and off-base, assess the threat of the TCE 

contamination to human health and the enviromnent, determine cleanup goals and evaluate Remedial 

Action alternatives for the treatment of TCE contamination in ground water at site SS-16, Chevron Area. 

The Proposed Plan will outline the preferred remedial alternative for public review. Following public and 

regulatory review and cormnent, a Record of Decision will be developed to document the chosen remedial 

alternative. Field work will consist of the installation of25 monitoring wells (both on and off base) and the 

collection of three samples from each to be analyzed for TCE. A mobile laboratory will be used to screen 

samples, to determine the optimal location for monitoring wells without demobilizing. Aquifer tests will 

also be performed to determine hydraulic conductivity of the aquifer. The site will also be screened using 

presumptive remedy protocols. 

ITEMS: 
Literature Search 

_ SoU Sampling 
_ SoU Gas Survey 

_ TreatabWtyiPUot Study 

_ Engineering Design 

_K_ Administrativt Record 
Support 

- Supervision " 
Administration 

_ T rchnolo~ Dnelopment 

_K_ Work Plan Development 

_1;_ Ground Water Sampling 
_ Geophysical Survey 

_K_ Risk Assessment 

_ Bid Specifications 

Periodic Ground Water 

Monitoring 
_Manpower 

_K_ Other: Monitoring well installation 

_K_ Report Development 
_ Surface Water Sampling 

._X_Aquifer Testing 
_K_ Evaluation of Remedial 

Alternatives 
_ Community Relations 

Support 
_ Operations and 

Maintenanct 
_ Managemtnt 

J. BAC"I\:GRODiD: Example AFB was place on the ~ational Priority List (~PL) 15 Dec 1993 The HaJ.Md 

Rankmg Svstc:m (IIRS) IICOI"e was 41 and the contanunants of concern were TCE and PCBs. The FF A was 

aagnc:d 20 Aug 1994. Sate SS-16as the source ofTCE ground water contamination that has nugrated off-base 

and llllJ*.~ prwate water wells. In 1994. The Arkansas Department of Health das..'Overed TCE m pnvate 

wdb adja.:crtt to the base The pnvate wells were taken out of service and an alternate water IIOUfi:C was 

pronded to the off-base homes. The PA Sl began in Dec 1994 and the Records Search showed that TCE was 

d!SpO&Cd m a~· well belund Buildmg 675 from 1956to 1%5. Three ground water monitormg wells. installed 

dunng the PASt. confarmed the presence ofTCE contamination on-base at an average con.:cntration of 200 

ug I and venfied thai the ground water flow dtra."laon was toward the pnvate well field. 1000 feet from the ~· 

'"'ell Thas rcqutrementl$ a CERCLA response a.."lmty ehgible for DERA lUnda 

Sitr S..._16: Rrlath-e Rbk..J.!.J.gb. l.epl Dmer _A_. Milestone~. Milestone Datr 199711 

E.XA\IPLF~"'i Ot"IIA7..AR00l"S MATERIALS AT TillS SIH: 

Trichlorotthant ITCAl Trichlorotthyltnt liCE> 



Figure 5.5 (cont) Example RIIFS Program Document 

FY97 IRP NARRATIVE (cont.) 

Project Number: ABCD977002 
Project Title: RifFS SS-16 

Regulatory Basis: State Law/Regulation: Arkansas Environmental Protection Act 
Federal Law/Regulation: CERCLA, NCP 

EnforcementBasis: .1:L_ FFA Other:---------

Description of Current Status: This site is currently a source ofTCE contamination to private off-base 
drinking water wells. The residents have been provided with an alternate water source. Estimated completion 
date ofthe PA/SI is Aug 1996. 

Cleanup Action Levels, If Known: SDW A MCL of 5 ugll TCE in ground water 
Impacts If Not Approved: _K... Enforcement Mission ~ Health Risk 

Other: --------------------~~~~-* Arkansas Department of Health detected TCE above MCLs in off-base 
drinking water wells. 

Primary: Will not be able to drill and sample 25 monitoring wells. 
Secondary: Will not be able to prepare RifFS as planned. 
Tertiary: Will delay meeting FFA RifFS submittal deadline by 10 months. 

Relative Risk: High, Legal Driver: A, 

Milestone: 6, Milestone Date: 199711 
DPM Score: 41 Decision Document Signed: Anticipated ROD signature: 20 FEB 98 

Estimated Award Date: 5 DEC 96 

4. SITE INFORMATION 

Site Description Site Priority 

SS-16 Building675 TCE Dry Well lA 
Work Plan Development 
Sampling and Analysis 
Report 

S. Carrmt Working Estimate: 
Supervision IUld Rn·n (S&R) (12•/e) 

ProfriUilllled Amount 

6. Ml'LTI YEAR Fl'SDISG PROFILE 

FY96 
FY96 
FY97 
FY98 
FY99 
FY2000 

PA/SI SS-16 
REMOVAL SS-16 
Rl/FS SS-16 
RD SS-16 
RA SS-16 
LTOSS-16 

7. WORK SCIIEDI"LE: 

Award Contract 
Rl FS Work Plan 
Rl "FS Field Work 
RIReport 
FS Report 
ROD 
Project Finish 

5 DEC 96 
I FEB 97 

15 APR 97 
15 NO\" 97 
IOJM 98 
20 FEB 98 

I MAR 98 

ABCD%7002 
ABCD967013 
ABCD977002 
ABCD987002 
ABCD997002 
ABCD007002 

$446,000 
( 65,000) 
(300,000) 
( 81.000) 

$446.000 
s 54.000 
$500.000 

20011: 
20011: 
50011: 
50011: 

150011: 
lOOK 

8. CONTRACfiNGAGENT: lCOE,_AFCEE,_HAZWRAP, _USGS,_NAVY,_BASE 

9. I have reviewed this requirement certH)'ing and validating that It meets the eligibility criteria for use 

ofDERA funds. 
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5.2.1.7 Guidance for Developing RD Narrative Program Documents 

RD program documents use the narrative format (Figure 5.1). Figure 5.6 is a good example of a 
narrative document for an RD. Section 5 .2.1.2 provides general guidance for preparing program 
documents, and Appendix C provides a detailed review checklist. The following provides specific 

hints for preparation of the RD program document. 

Purpose • Identify whether the RD is for a final RA or an interim action 
leading to the final RA for the site (i.e., operable unit). 

• Provide an overview of the anticipated design activities 
(engineering design, development of bid specifications, pre-
design pilot study). 

• Describe the design technology (in-situ vapor extraction, pump 
and treat, etc.) 

• Document the decision-making process (in accordance with the 

preferred cleanup alternative as documented in the ROD or 
DD). 

BACKGROUND • Piovide a complete history of the site, listing the information 
gathered during site identification and the findings of th~ 
PA/SI, Removal Actions, and RIIFS activities. 

• Describe the existing levels of contamination and list the 
cleanup level goals in the DD or ROD. 

Description of Current • Give the status of ongoing site activities or studies (i.e., 

Status Proposed Plan is currently under review and expected ROD 
signature date is I Nov 97). 

• Provide an overview of site contaminant status (source, 
_pathwavs and receptors). 

Cleanup Action Levels, If Document the cleanup level goals for the site(s) as listed in the DO 

Known or ROD. 

Relative Risk • Provide DUSD(ES) relative risk evaluation classification . 
and -

Decision Document Signed • Dates required for all RD requirements . 

MUL Tl YEAR FUNDING Provide past funding history and future anticipated requirements 

PROFILE through site closeout, including anv LTO requirements. 

WORK SCHEDULE List the anticipated dates of project milestones (i.e .. 35%, 65%, 
95% and 100% Design Documents: Peer Review). 
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Figure 5. 6 Example RD Na"ative Program Document 

FY97 IRP NARRATIVE 
Project Number: ABCD977005 
Project Title: RD FT-19 

Date: 3 April1996 ORIGINAL 
REVISION() 

1. INSTALLATION: Example AFB, AR (ACC) 

2. TYPE OF STUDY: PA PA/SI SI RI/FS FS EE/CA 
___x_RD RA LTM LTO MPR MGT TD 

PURPOSE: The Remedial Design (RD) will develop a site-specific engineering design and bid 
specification for a soil vapor extraction (SVE) system at site FT-19. The SVE system will extract 
contaminants from the soil surface by vacuum, then treat them thermally. SVE was screened as a 
Presumptive Remedy for the Fire Training Area (Site FT-19) and selected as the preferred alternative in 
the EE/CA Following regulatory and public review and comment, the Action Memorandum decision 
document is expected to be signed in June, 1996. The Base Comprehensive Plan (BCP) designates current 
and future land use as Open Space. Cleanup level goals, as determined by the risk assessment, using open -
space land use parameters, are 500 mg/kg TPH in soil. 

ITEMS: 
Literature Search 

_ SoD Sampling 
_ SoD GBll Survey -
_ Treatabllity!Pllot Study 

_A_ Engineering Design 

Administrative Record 
Support 

_ Supervision & 
Administration 

_ Technology Development 

_ Work Plan Development 
_Ground Water Sampling 
_ Geophysical Survey 

Risk Assessment 

_A_ Bid Specifications 

Periodic Ground Water 
Monitoring 

_Manpower 

_ Report Development 
_ Surface Water Sampling 
__ Aquifer Testing 

Evaluation of Remedial 
Alternatives 

.J:L Community Relations 
Support 

_ Operations and 
Maintenance 

_ Management 

Other:----------

3. BACKGROl'!liD: Stte FT-19 is a fonner fire training area. The PA Sl. conducted m 1989. showed that the 
fire training area was used far frre training (saturating mock-up aircraft with waste fuel. bummg and 
extinguishing with foam) from 1960 to 1975. The RI,FS was initiated in 1994 and the site was screened tor tho: 
SVE Presumptive Remedy in 1995. The EE!CA was initiated in 1995. using Presumptive Remedy protocols. 
Sample results from 20 soil borings showed levels of 5000 - 25.000 mg kg TPH in soil Ground water 
sampling results showed that the contaminants had not yet reached ground water. A pilot study was also 
conducted to determine the site engineering design parameters. The risk assessmenL based on current and future 
land use of Open Space (as designated in the BCP). estimated contarmnants would reach ground water within 
five years and reach down-gradient receptors (driDk.ing water wells) within ten years. Based on this scenario. 
the cleanup level goal was calculated to be 500 rn~Y'kg TPH in soil. An ARAR waiver has been requested for 
the Arkansas Envirorunental Protection Act soil cleanup level of 100 rn~Ykg TPH in soil. This cleanup level is 
based on dtre<."'l contact with soil. This Removal Action. as documented m the A.."'lton Memorandum (anttcipated 
stgnature date. June 1996) IS expe<."'led to be the fmal actton for this site since contarmnants have not reached 
ground water This requm:ment IS a CERCLA response a.."'ttVlly ehgible for DERA funds. 
Sit~ fl ·19: R~lativ~ Risk Medtulll, l~al Drivn ~ MIJtoston~ 11. MDrstonr Datr 199709 

Gasoline 
Engin~Oll 

EXAMPLES OF IIAZARDOt:S MA TERIAI..S AT THIS SITE 

Diesel Fuel 
JP-4 let fuel 

Motor on 
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Figure 5. 6 (cont) Example RD Program Document 

FY97 IRP NARRATIVE (cont) 

Project Number: ABCD957005 
Project Title: RD IT-19 

Regulatory Basis: State Law/Regulation: Arkansas Environmental Protection Act 

Federal Law/Regulation: CERCLA, NCP 

Enforcement Basis: FFA ---.X_ Other: ....,N"-'/ A~-------

Description of Current Status: The EE/CA is complete and the Action Memorandum Decision Document is 

expected to be signed in June, 1996. The site is currently uncontrolled Contaminants (at levels above MCLs) 

are expected to reach the ground water in five years and ground water receptors within ten years if soil 

contamination is not treated. 

Oeanup Action Levels, If Known: 500 mg!kg TPH in soil 

Impacts If Not Approved: __ Enforcement Mission ~ Health Risk 

Other: --~---------~---* Contaminants are expected to reach ground water receptors at levels above 

MCLs within ten years if the soil is not treated. 

Primary: Will not be able to design SVE system. 

Secondary: Will not be able to construct SVE system as planned. 

Tertiary: Will cause a delay of one year in constructing SVE system. 

Relative Risk: Medium, Legal Driver : Z, 

Milestone Code: II, Milestone Date: 199709 

DPM Score: 35, Decision Document Signed: Anticipated Action Memorandum signature: JUN 96 

Estimated Award Date: 5 OCT 96 

4. SITE INFORMATION 

Site Description 

IT-19 Fire Training Area 

Enginecnng Design 
Bad Spc..'ificataon Package 

5. ('urrmt Worldng Estimate: 

Su~rvlslon and IUv._ (s&R) (12•/e ): 

Prognunmed Amolmt: 

6. Ml'LTI YEAR Fl'NDING PROFILE 

FY89 
FY94 
fY95 
fY97 
FY98 
fY99 
FY2000 

PA'SI IT-19 
Rl'fS IT-19 
EE<CAIT-19 
RD FT-19 
REMOVAL FT-19 
LTOFT-19 
LTM FT-19 

7. WORK SC.11EDl'LE: 
Award Contra4."1 

35°o Design 
95°o Design 
Peer Review 
wo•,. Design 
Project finish 

5 OCT 96 
fEB 97 

15 MAY97 
15 JUL 97 
15 SEP 97 

I OCT 97 

Site Priority 

28 

ABCD897004 
ABCD947013 
ABCD957005 
ABCD977005 
ABCD987005 
ABCD997005 
ABCD007005 

$223.000 
($150.000) 
(S 73.000) 

$223.000 
s 27.000 
$250.000 

20011: 
20011: 
20011: 
25011: 

IOOOK 
15011: 
lOOK 

8. CONTRACTING AGENT: _1L COE, _ AFCEE, _ HAZWRAP, _USGS,_ NAVY, _BASE 



5.2.1.8 Guidance for Developing RDIRA Program Documents 

RDIRA or RA program documents use the DD Form 1391 (Figure 5.2). If the RA is conducted as 
a two-step design-build project, use the DD Form 1391 for the RDIRA. Figure 5.7 is a good 
example ofthe DD Form 1391 document for a RDIRA. Section 5.2.1.2 provides general guidance 
for preparing program documents, and Appendix C provides a detailed review checklist. The 
following provides specific hints for preparation of the RDIRA or RA program document. 

COST ESTIMATE Provide details of the construction, engineering and design (for 
RD/RA), and support requirements. 

PROJECT Describe how the RA will contribute to complete site cleanup. 
REQUIREMENT Provide the background of the decision-making process (DD or ROD). 
CURRENT • Provide the complete project background (including the 
SITUATION information gathered during site identification and the findings of 

the P A/SI, Removal Actions, and RI/FS and a S}llopsis of RD 
activities) 

• Provide the status of other work (including projected work) at the 
site (RD or RI/FS). 

• Indicate the current contaminant levels and the cleanup level goals 
of the preferred cleanup alternative (documented in the DD or 
ROD). 

• Describe the potential for migration and threat to human health 
and the environment (derived from the risk assessment). 

• Note whether this is the final RA or interim action leading to the 
final RA (i.e .. operable unit) for the site. 

ADDITIONAL Must include: 

• Relative risk category . 

• DO or ROD signature date . 
Pump and Treat Must include the following information: 
Systems 

• The objectives of the system. Example objectives include 
restoration to ARARs or intermediate cleanup levels. prevention of 
contaminant migration. biorcmediation, etc. 

• The volume of contaminant in the aquifer in gallons . 

• A map of the contaminant plume showing types and concentrations 
of contaminants. using iso-concentrat1on contours. 

• The acquisition strategy used to accomplish RifFS through L TO . 

• The expected reduction in contaminant concentrations. by year, for 
the first ten years of operation. Generate a graph of expected 
concentration vs. time as a visual aid. 

• The total system cost (RA) and operation and maintenance costs 
(L TO) for the first I 0 years of system operation. 

• Documentation of evaluation of other technologies . 

• Justification for not using another technology . 
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Figure 5. 7 Example RDIRA DD Form 1391 

1 COMPONENT I FY 1997 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROJECT DATA 12 DATE 
AF (ACC) 6 APR 1996 
3 INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 4 PROJECT TITLE 

EXAMPLE AIR FORCE BASE, AR RD/RA SD-19 
5 PROGRAM ELEMENT 6 CATEGORY CODE 7 PROJECT NUMBER 8 PROJECT COST ($000) 

DERA N/A ABCD977004 2034.0 
9 COST ESTIMATES 

ITEM UM QUANTITY UNIT COST 

RDIRA SD-19 LS 
EXTRACTION WELLS, DRILL AND LF 

INSTALL 
AIR STRIPPING UNITS AND EA 

SCRUBBERS 
P~S EA 
PIPING LF 
WASTE WATER HOLDING TANKS EA 
ELECTRICAL WIRING EA 
HAZARDOUS WASTE HANDLING EA 
SAMPLING EA 
ENGINEERING DESIGN 
0 & M FOR FIRST YEAR 

CURRENT WORKING ESTIMATE 
SUPERVISION AND ADMINISTRATION 
(S&A) (8%) 
SUPERVISION AND REVIEW (S&R) (3.5%) 
ENGINEERING DESIGN DURING 
CONSTRUCTION (EDC) (0.5%) 
PROGRAMMED AMOUNT 

3000 

6 

24 
8250 

2 
1 

10 
365 

200 

40,000 

3,300 
10 

30,000 
125,000 
22,500 

350 

COST 
($000) 

1816.0 
(600.0) 

(240.0) 

(78.0) 
(83.0) 
(60.0) 

(125.0) 
(225.0) 
(125.0) 
(100.0) 
(180.0) 
1816.0 

145.3 
63.6 

9.1 
2034.0 

10 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION: This requirement includes all labor, material. 
equipment. and support to design and construct the Remedial Action at Site SD-19. a former 
leaking oil-water separator system which caused TCE contamination of ground water. 
Construction will include installation of extraction wells, pwnping systems. piping systems. air 
strippers and scrubbers. waste water holding tanks and sampling points. 
PROJE(J: The purpose of this Remedial Action is to pump and treat ground water contaminated 
by TCE. The treated water will be returned to the aquifer to create a hydraulic head. helping 
move contaminated water toward the extraction wells. The extraction wells will also create a 
contamination barrier. preventing contaminant migration to drinking water wells. 
Rt:Ot'JRJo:!\IE!\1: Example AFB was placed on the NPL 15 Dec 1990. This Remedial Action at 
SD-19 is a condition of the FF A. signed 20 Aug 1991. between Example AFB, EPA and 
Arkansas Department of Environmental Protection (ADEP). This action falls under the 
provisions of CERCLA, the SDW A and the Arkansas Environmental Protection Act. This is the 
preferred remedial alternative in the Proposed Plan reviewed by regulatory agencies and the 
community. The decision will be documented in the Record of Decision with an anticipated 
signature date of 15 Aug 96. 
Site SD-19: Relative Risk High, Legal Driver A, Milestone..ll, Milestone Date 199704 
CURRENT SITUATION: Site SD-19 was discovered in 1983 during maintenance activities. 
Improperly installed, the engine shop vat oil-water separator drain allowed solvents to infiltrate 
the soil. 
DDFORM 1391 
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Figure 5. 7 (cont.) Example RDIRA DD Form 1391 

1 COMPONENT 

AF (ACC) I 
FY 1997 MILITARY CONSTRUCfiON PROJECf DATA 

3 INSTALLATION AND LOCATION 

EXAMPLE AIR FORCE BASE, AR 
4 PROJECf TITLE 5 PROJECf NUMBER 

RD/RA SD-19 ABCD977004 

DATE 

6 APR 96 

CURRENT SITUATION (cont.) The PA/SI, completed in 1991(site cost: 2K), determined that TCE 
leaked into the soils and subsequently to ground water from the time that the oil-water separator 
became operational (1965) to the time that TCE use was discontinued (1982). The RifFS, 
completed in 1994 (site cost (500K), concluded that the ground water contamination covers 17 
acres and is confined to a depth of 32 feet by a continuous clay layer. This clay layer is currently 
protecting the lower aquifer and the base production well from contamination. However, risk 
assessment modeling estimated that production well pumping could cause the TCE to migrate 
through the clay layer and reach the lower aquifer within five years. TCE contaminant levels 
range from 5 ugll to 5000 ug/1. Cleanup level goals established by the RifFS as Alternate 
Concentration Levels (ACLs) are 50 ug/1. No other RA is underway at this site, although 20 
cubic yards ofTCE-contaminated soil were removed in a FY93 removal action. This project is 
expected to be the final RA. 
IMPACf IF NOT PROVIDED: Failure to approve this project will result in potential contamination 
of the lower aquifer and the base production wells, significantly increasing the costs of 
remediation (due to the increased volume of contaminated water, depth of wells, and requirement 
for alternate water supply). Failure to approve this project will also result in non-compliance 
with the FF A conditions. 
Primary: Will not be able to design and construct cleanup system. 
Secondary: Will cause a delay in RA. allowing contaminants to migrate toward lower aquifer. 
Tertiary: Will cause a delay of nine months in meeting FF A schedule. 
ADDITIO~\AL: 

Pro!rct Priority: l A 
Rrlatin Risk: High. 
MUestonr Codr:. II 
DPM &orr: 36 

Contradine Aemt: COE 
1-:stirnatt'd Award Datr: 15 Oct 96 
Ml"LTI YEAR Ft"~DI~G PROI'ILE: 
FY91 PASI Mll.Tl SITES 

Lrgal Drinr: A 
Milestone Datr: 199704 
I>Kislon Donunrnt: Anticipated ROD: 15 Aug 96 

FY93 REMOVAL ACTIO!\; SD-19 
ABCD917013 
ABCD937015 
ABCD947010 
ABCD977004 

21\ 
5001\ 
5001\ 

20341\ 

(SD-19 cost) 

(SD-19 ~'051) 
FY94 Rl FS ~n "I.TI SITES 
FY97 RD RA S0-19 

I have rni-t'd thls requirnnent crrdfying and validating that It mrets thr eUglbllity criteria for liSt' of DERA funds. 

DD FORM 139lc 
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5.2.1.9 Guidance for Developing LTM Narrative Program Documents 

LTM program documents use the narrative format (Figure 5.1). Figure 5.8 is a good example of a 

narrative document for L TM. Section 5 .2.1.2 provides general guidance for preparing program 
documents, and Appendix C provides a detailed checklist. The following provides specific hints 
for preparation of the L TM program document. 

Purpose • Provide an overview of the anticipated monitoring activities 
(number of wells, sampling frequency, sampling duration, and 
contaminants of concern). 

• Provide an overview of the decision-making process (in 
accordance with the preferred alternative as documented in the 
ROD or DD) including the next decision-making point 
(following the monitoring period). 

BACKGROUND Provide a complete history of the site, including the information 
gathered during site identification and the findings ofthe PA/SI, 
Removal Actions, and RI/FS and a synopsis ofRD/RA activities. 

Description of Current • Give the status of ongoing site activities or studies (i.e., 
Status Proposed Plan is currently under review and expected ROD 

signature date is I Nov 97). 

• Provide an overview of site contaminant status (source, 
pathways and receptors). 

Cleanup Action Levels if Document the cleanup level goals determined by the RI/FS and 

Known documented in the DD or ROD 

Relative Risk Required for all LTM requirements. 
and 

Decision Document Signed 
MUL Tl YEAR FUNDING Provide past funding history and future anticipated fundmg 
PROFILE requirements through site closeout, including any multi-fiscal year 

-
L TM requirements. 

WORK SCHEDULE List the frequency and duration of monitoring events. 
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Figure 5.8 Example LTM Na"ative Program Document 

FY97 IRPNARRATIVE 
Project number: ABCD977012 
Project Tide: LTM IT-47 and SS-17 

Date: 3 April 1996 ORIGINAL 
REVISION () 

1. INSTALLATION: Example AFB, AR (ACC) 

2. TYPE OF STUDY: PA P A/SI SI RifFS FS EE/CA 

RD RA LTM _X_ LTO __ MPR MGT TD 

PURPOSE: Natural attenuation of ground water at two sites (IT -47 and SS-17) is the preferred 

remedial alternative in the Decision Document (DD) (anticipated signature date: 15 Jun 96). To ensure 

that natural attenuation performance criteria are met, the long-term monitoring (L TM) requirement will 

involve monthly sampling of five monitoring wells at each site, selectively, for benzene, ethylbenzene, 

toluene, xylene and trichloroethane for a two-year period. Following the two year sampling program the 

data will be evaluated against the levels predicted in the risk assessment model. lf the trend is as predicted 

and contaminant levels decline below cleanup standards, the sites will be closed out. lf contaminant levels 

do not decline, the remedial alternatives will be reevaluated. 

ITEMS: 
Literature Search 

_ SoU SampHng 
_ SoU Gas Survey 
_ Treatability/Pilot Study 

_ Engineering Design 

Administrative Record 
Support 

_ Supervision & 
Administration 

_ T echnoloiJ Development 

_x_ Work Plan Development 
_x_ Ground Water SampHng 
_ Geophysical Survey 

Risk Assessment 

_ Bid Specifications 

_x_ Periodic Ground Water 
Monitoring 

_Manpower 

_x_ Report Development 
_ Surface Water SampHng 
__ Aquifer Testing 

Evaluation of Remedial 
Alternatives 

__ Community Relations 

Support 
_ Operations and 

Maintenance 
_ Management 

J. BACI\:GROl"~D: S1te Ff -47 1s a former SE fli'C trammg area The PA Sl. ~'Oildu~1ed m 191<1<. slll>\\~-d that 

the fire trammg area was used for fire trammg (saturatmg moe!.. -up am.Tafl w1th waste fuel. bummg and 

e,;tmguiShmg w1th foam) from 1950 to 1960. Dunng the 1994 Rl· FS. no s•gmli.:ant levels of ~·omarmnanu. 

were dete4.1ed m the 20 soil bonngs. However. the five momtonng wells showed TPII and low le\el~ of hen!en.: 

and ethylbenzene ( 12 • 31 ug 1) m the ground water. The nsl.. assessment showc:d that there 1s no current nsl.. t•• 

human health and the envuunment and modehng predicted that the oontarmnant levels tn ground water would 

drop bellow MCLs within 1.5 years with no treatment. Site SS-17 IS a f011'11C1' drum storage area The PA Sl. 

~'Oildu~1c:d tn 1990. sill>wc:d that waste oils. solvents and patnts were stored dtre..1ly on the ground bet"'«n 1970 

and 1975 Dunng the 1994 Rl FS. soil samples from 25 soil bonngs showed clevatc:d levels of metals and 

organ•• ~'OI'IlpOUilds m ISOlatc:d hot spots and ground water samples from 5 momtoring wells showed elo:vatc:d 

levels of benz-ene:. toluene. ~·lo:ne and tndlloroc:thane (75 • 250 ugl) To pre.;lude further m•grallon of 

~"0!11MIUrwns to ground water. the coiUarmnated so1l was ex.:avatc:d and treatc:d dunng a Removal ~1100 m 

1995 Uround water samples ~-oll1:4.1c:d followmg the Removal ~11on ll11l showed ekvatc:d levels of 

~-ontJUnmants llowe\·er. m odc:hng pred1~1c:d that there IS no ~.-urrent nsl.. to human hc:ahh and the ennronmcnt. 

and w1th no extstlng soun;e of 1.'011larlllnallon (soil. hot spots were ex.:avatc:d and treated) and nu addiilonal 

treatment. the contarmnant levels m ground water would drop bc:low MCL.s w1thm 3 years The l>D (anll.:lpatc:d 

Signature date 15 Jun%) ls1ts natural attenuation as the: preferrc:d remedial altr:mallvo: 

Sites FT -47 and SS-17, Relative Risk: Low, Legal Drivn: f, Milestone: 12, MUestone Date: 199709 

GasoHne 
Motor Oil 

EXAMPLES OF HAZARDOlJS MATERIALS AT THIS SITE 

Trichloroethane CTCA) 
Engine Oil 

Diesel Fuel 
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Figure 5.8 (cont) Example LTM Program Document 

FY97 IRP NARRATIVE (cont) 
Project number: ABCD9770 12 
Project Title: LTM IT-47 and SS-17 

Regulatory Basis: State Law/Regulation: Arkansas Environmental Protection Act 
Federal Law/Regulation: CERCLA, NCP 
Enforcement Basis: FFA __K._ Other: ...,N""'/ A_._ ______ _ 

Description of Current Status: The Proposed Plan is currently under review by tbe public and regulatory 
agencies. Soil hot spots at SS-17 have been removed and treated. The sites pose no current or potential future 
risk to human health and tbe environment. 

Cleanup Action Levels, if Known: SDW A MCLs 
Impacis if Not Approved: __ Enforcement Mission Health Risk 

_L Other: Delay in site closeout. 

Primary: Will not be able to sample five monitoring wells. 
Secondary: Will not be able to evaluate natural attenuation as a remedial alternative. 
Tertiary: Will cause a delay of one year in closing out tbe site. 

Relative Risk: Low, Legal Driver: P, Milestone Code: 12, Milestone Date: 199709 
DPM Score: 28 Decision Document Signed: Anticipated DD signature: 15 JUN 96 
Estimated Award Date: I OCT 96 

4. SITE INFORMATION 

Site Description 

IT -47 SE Fire Training Area 
SS-17 Fonner Drum Storage Area 

Sampling and Analysis 
Reports 

5. C:urrmt Woridng Estimate (CWE)): 
Su.,.rvision and Revt- (S&R) (12•/e ): 
PI"'Jranuned Amount: 

6. Ml:L Tl YEAR Fl!NDING PROFILE 

FY90 
FY94 
FY95 
FY97 
n·9s 

P A'S I Basewidc 
RI 'FS IT -47. SS-17 
Removal Action SS-17 
LTM IT-47, SS-17 
LTM IT-47, SS-17 

7. WORK SCHEDI:LE: 

Award Contract I OCT % 

Site Priority 

38 
38 

Monthly collection and analysis of ground water samples. 
Project Finish 30 SEP 97 

$65,000 
$60.000 
(100.000) 
( 25,000) 

$125.000 
s 15.000 
$140,000 

ABCD927004 
ABCD947010 
ABCD957012 
ABCD977012 
ABCD987012 

200K 
800K 
300K 
140K 
140K 

8. CONTRACTING AGENT: .JL COE, _ AFCEE, _ HAZWRAP, _USGS,_ NAVY, _BASE 

9. I have reviewed this requirement certifying and validating that it meets the eligibility criteria for use 
of DERA funds. 



5.2.1.10 Guidance for Developing LTO Narrative Program Documents 

L TO program documents use the narrative format (Figure 5.1). Figure 5. 9 is a good example of a 
narrative document for L TO. Section 5.2 .1.2 provides general guidance for preparing program 
documents, and Appendix C provides a detailed review checklist. The following provides specific 
hints for preparation ofthe LTO program document. Note: LTO that follows a Rapid Response 
project must be programmed and awarded separately. 

Purpose • Provide an overview of the cleanup system and the anticipated 
operation and maintenance activities (monthly maintenance of 
pumps and air stripping towers, repair and replacement of 
parts as necessary, monthly sampling of influent and effluent, 
monthly performance reports, etc.). 

• Note whether or not any additional RA activities are in 
progress or planned for the site 

BACKGROUND Provide a complete history of the site, including the information 
gathered during site identification and the findings of the P NSI, 
Removal Actions, and RI/FS and a synopsis ofRD/RA activities. 

Description of Current • Give the status of ongoing site activities (i.e., The cleanup 
Status system has been constructed and the performance period is 

underway). 

• Provide an overview of site contaminant status (source, 
pathways and receptors). 

Cleanup Action Levels if List the cleanup standards and guidelines presented in the DD or 
Known ROD 

Relative Risk Required for all LTO requirements. 
and 

Decision Document Signed 
MUL Tl YEAR FUNDING Provide past funding history and future anticipated funding 
PROFILE requirements through site closeout, including any multiple fiscal 

vear L TO requirements. 

WORK SCHEDULE List the frequency and duration of operation and maintenance 
activities. 

CHART Include a chart sho·wing: 

• Actual type and volume of contamination removed in 
previous fiscal years and the 

• Estimated type and volume of contamination expected to be 
removed in the corning fiscal vear. 
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Figure 5.9 Example LTO Na"ative Program Document 

FY97 IRP NARRATIVE 
Project number: ABCD957010 
Project Title: LTO ST-38 

Date: 3 Aprill996 ORIGINAL 
REVISION() 

1. INSTALLATION: Example AFB, AR (ACC) 

2. TYPE OF STUDY: PA PAJSI SI FUJFS FS EEICA 

RD RA LTM _K_ LTO __ MPR MGT TD 

PURPOSE: Long-term operation and maintenance (LTO) of the fmal Remedial Action (fuel recovery 

and ground water recovery and air stripper treatment system) at site ST -38 will consist of weekly system 

checkout, adjustment, cleaning and recycling of recovered fuel. Influent and effluent air sarnp les will be 

collected monthly and effluent air samples will be collected weekly to monitor system performance Repairs 

and media replacements will be conducted as required. Adjacent monitoring wells will be monitored 

monthly and sampled quarterly to determine cleanup performance. Progress reports, documenting 

maintenance and system performance, will be generated monthly. It is anticipated that L TO will be 

required for I 0 years to meet cleanup level goals specified in the Decision Document (DD). 

ITEMS: 
Literature Search 

- Soil Sampling 
_ Soil Gas Survey 
_ Treatabllity!Pilot Study 

_ Engineering Design 

Administrative Record 
Support 

_ Supervision & 
Administration 

_ Work Plan Development 
_lL -Ground Water Sampling 

_ Geophysical Survey 
Risk Assessment 

_ Bid Specifications 

Periodic Ground Water 
Monitoring 

_Manpower 

_ Technolo1y Dnelopment _A_ Other: Air and water sampling 

_lL Report Development 
_ Surface Water Sampling 
__ Aquifer Testing 

Evaluation of Remedial 
Altenuttives 

__ Community Relations 

Support 
_lL Operations and 

Maintenance 
_ Management 

J. BACKGROl'!liD: Site ST-38. d1scovered during the PAin 1990. was the location of e1ght 25.000 gallon 

fuel l'STs that were taken out of service in the mid-1950's. The tanks and associated contanunated so1l were 

removed m 1991 Twenty-five monitoring wells drilled during the 1995 Rl FS. showed a plume of fuellloatmg 

on the ground water (An estimated 10.000 gallons). A removal act1on was also millated m 1993to remove 

lloatmg fuel from the ground water to prevent further fuel migration during the completion of the: Rl FS. 

Ground water monitoring well samples showed contamination by dissolved fuel constituents (lead. benzene:. 

toluene:. xylene: and ethylbenzcne). The contaminants exceed MCu by three: ordeni of rnagmtudc:. Cleanup 

lc:vc:l goals. do:nved from the risk assessment and ARAR evaluation are Alternate Concentration Levels (ACu) 

that arc: prote.."t1ve of the downgrad1ent drinkmg water source. The preferred dc:anup alternative. developed m 

the FS and scle.."ted in the DD (signed 5 May 1995) 1s recovery and recycling of lloallng fuel \ia phase 

scparat1on and 11multan.:ous m:ove~;o· and treatment of ground water \la a1r stnppmg. Pump and treat was the: 

n:rno:d\ selected for tlus sne to prcdudc: m1grat1on of contammants to downgrad1ent dnnkmg water wells. 

,\i;<,·ordmg to the rul. assc:ssrnent. there as currently no threat to human health and the envuonment However. if 

kit untreated.. or uncontamed.. contammants are expected fot reach downgradlent dnnkmg water wells IA1Uun 

K\'CI'I ~can C01'1SUU<."t1on of the system and mrual performance pcnod IS expected to be complete m Ma~ 1996 

The ongomg remonl a.."llon at tlus site will be incorporated mto the fmal remedial a.."t1on. 

stu ~~ -38. Relative Rblc Medium. Lqal Driver: f, MilatoM: g, Mileston~ Date: 1.221!!2 

EXAMPLES OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AT THIS SITE 

Diesel Fuel 



Figure 5.9 (cont.) Example LTO Program Document 

FY97 IRP NARRATIVE (cont) 

Project number: ABCD957010 
Project Title: LTO ST-38 

Regulatory Basis: State Law/Regulation: Arkansas Environmental Protection Act 

Federal Law/Regulation: CERCLA, NCP 

Enforcement Basis: FFA _K.._ Other: ..:N""'/Ae>..-:--------,....,.-,:-::-:,.....-:: 
Description of Current Status: The treatment system construction was completed 5 Feb 1995. The 

performance period is currently underway and will continue until the end of the fiscal year, when a new LTO 

contract will continue system operation. The site poses no current risk to human health and the environment, 

however, the RI/FS risk assessment predicts a potential future risk to the well field, which provides the 

community of Podunk with drinking water, within seven years if the ground water is not treated. A system 

efficiency and cost-effectiveness evaluation has been prepared. Cleanup level goals are ACLs. 

Oeanup Action Levels, if Known: ACLs based on meeting SDW A MCLs at the Podunk well field point of 

exposure 
Impacts if Not Approved: __ Enforcement Mission ~ Health Risk 

Chher: -~-----~-~~~~---­* Contaminants are expected to reach drinking water source at levels above 
MCLs within seven years if the ground water is not treated. 

Primary: Will not be able to operated pump and treat system to protect downgradient drinking water source. 

Secondary: Will not be able to close out the site on schedule. 
Tertiary: Will cause a delay of one year in operating the SVE sysstem. 

Relative Risk: Medium, Legal Driver: P, Milestone: 12, Milestone Date: 199709 

Decision Document Signed: DD signature: 5 MAY 95 
Estimated Award Date: I OCT 96 

4. SITE INFORMATION 
Site ID Site Description Site Priority 

ST-38 Former Fuel Storage Area 28 
Equipment Replacement 
Inspection and Repairs 
Samphng 
Reports 

5. Currrnt WorldnE Estimate (('WE): 
Supervision and Revit'W (S&R) (12•/e): 

Programmed Amount: 
6. Mt:LTI YEAR Fl'~DI!'iG PROFILE 

FY 90 PAS! Basewide 
FY 91 Removal ST-38 (tanks and soil) 

FY 93 Removal ST-38 (floating fuel) 

FY 94 Rl FS ST-38 
FY 94 LTO ST-38 (Removal AL."t1on) 

FY 95 RD ST-38 
FY 95 l.TO ST-38 (Removal Act1on) 

FY 96 RA ST-38 
FY97 LTOST-38 
FY 98 l.TO ST-38 
FY99 LTO ST-38 
FY2000 L TO ST-38 

7. WORK SCHEDULE: 
Award Contract I OCT 96 
Weekly to monthly operation and maintenance. 

Project Finish 30 SEP 97 

$134.000 
(17.000) 
(25.000) 
(75.000) 
(17.000) 

SD4.000 
s 16.000 
$150.000 

ABCD927004 
ABCD917013 
AHCD937001 
ABCI)947010 
AHCl>947002 
ABCI)957010 
ABCI)957002 
ABC0067010 
ABC00770IO 
A8('[)987010 

ABCD997010 
ABCD007010 

2001-: 
2001-: 
7501-: 
8001-: 
751-: 

2001-.: 
751-: 

ISOOK 
150K 
1501-: 
I 501-: 
1501-: 

8. CONTRACTING AGENT: ..X. COE, _ AFCEE, _ HAZWRAP, _USGS,_ NAVY, _BASE 

9. I have reviewed this requirement certifying and validating that it meets the eligibility criteria for use 

ofDERA funds. 
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5.2.2 TDY, Training, Manpower and Computers 

In addition to IRP project requirements, RPMs must also budget and program for management 
support requirements (TDY, training, manpower and computers). The following sections discuss 
requirements for each management support component. 

5.2.2.1 TDY and Training 

TD Y. RPMs must project TDY and training requirements for the next fiscal year and include 
with their annual program submission. TDY requirements may include: 

• Meetings with regulatory agencies 
• Quality control meetings with service centers or A-Es 
• Peer Review Meetings 
• AFIRM Conference 
• ACC Environmental Symposium 

RPMs should use the MAP schedule to anticipate TDY requirements. 

Training. RPMs require adequate and appropriate training in order to perform their 

duties proficiently and efficiently. Because of the diverse nature of these duties, RPMs 
should seek training that covers the technical, management, contractual, and legal aspects 

ofthe IRP. The ACC CES/ESV 13 Jan 1995 Memorandum, Subject: Environmental 

Restoration Training Guidance provides specific training guidelines and course 
information. ACC CESIESV recommends RPMs participate in two weeks of training per year, 
and provides funding. accordingly. Training may take the form of AFIT Environmental Education 
Center (EEC) courses. environmental short-courses, pertinent conferences, EPA courses, college 
courses. etc. AFIT EEC distributes yearly educational quotas to Major Commands. RPMs 
interested in AFIT training should contact the ACC training point of contact to obtain a quota. If a 
quota is not available, RPMs may request ACC DERA funds to pay for the training. Appendix C 
of the U.5i. A1r Force InstallatiOn RestoratiOn Program Remedial Project Manager's Handbook, 
Dec. 1993 pro\ides additional information on AFIT EEC-funded courses. 

Requirement.'i Submission. The TDY and training requirements submission must include the 
followmg mforrnation• 
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• Number of trips, 
• Number of persons attending, 
• Purpose/destination and 
• Total estimated cost (travel, lodging, per diem, rental car, registration or course fee, 

other). 



Figure 5.10 provides the format for the TDY!fraining requirement submission. 

Figure 5.10. TDY/l'raining Requirement Format 

FYXX DERA TDY JUSTIFICATION 

JnstalltJtiDif, Stille 

No .. of trips Purpose/DestinatUm No. ofPenons Total Cost 

Funds Distribution and Reporting. RPMs must program funds for TOY and training for the 
entire next fiscal year. However, RPMs must request the actual TOY/training funds on a quarterly 
basis during the current fiscal year. TOY/training requests are due 15 Aug, 15 Dec, 15 Mar and 
15 Jun (or next business day). Submit TOY/training requests to the ACC program manager for 
review and approval. 

Provide the following information in your request: 

• Traveler's name(s) 
• TOY or training location 
• Purpose 
• Dates 
• Estimated costs (travel, per diem, lodging, rental car, registration or course fees, other) 

At the beginning of each quarter, ACC CES/ESVR will distribute funds to the installation for 
approved TOY/training requests. For out-of-cycle TOY/training requests, submit a request and 
justification to your ACC program manager for approval. ACC CES/ESVR will distribute funds 
for out-of-cycle requests separately. 

Report completed TOYs and training to ACC CES/ESVR on a quarterly basis. TOY/training 
completion reports are due 10 Jan, 10 Apr, 10 Jul and 10 Oct (or next business day). Figure 5.11 
shows the format for quarterly TOY/training completion reports. 

Figure 5.JJ. TDY/Training Completion Report Format 

l~!!o"TALLATIO!'\, STATE 

TRAVELER'S COURSE r.:AME! DATES AND ITEMIZED 
NAME TOY LOCATION PURPOSE OF TOY ACTIJALCOSTS 

Travel 
Lodgmg 
Per Diem 
Other 
TOTAL 
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5.2.2.2 Manpower 

RPMs must project manpower requirements for the next fiscal year and include with their annual 

program submittal. DERA-funded employees must spend 90 percent or more of their time 

performing DERA-related duties. 

FY Request (or Funding: Validated and Filled DERA Positions. Figure 5.12 provides 
the format of the program narrative for manpower support. 

5-46 

Figure 5.12. Manpower Program Document Format 

FY.Lr I~STALLATIO!': RESTORATIO!': PROGRAM !':ARRATIVE 
AIR FORCE MA."lPOWER Sl 'PPORT 

I!':ST Al..l..A TIO!': · Jnstallallon. Stale 

2 RE<.)l"IREME!\1 Air Force Envtronmental Manpower 

3 B.-\CKGROl ~D lnsta/laliOn requires teduucal manpower ass1~ to manage the Installation Roestorat1on 

Prugram ( IRP) Manpower duiiC5 mdude pnmdmg oVc:Bight for IRP contra..'lors and managmg IRP plannmg. 

eu..-ullnn. do..-umc:ntat1on. n:gulat~ comphano.:e and rommunJty mvol\·cment 
4 tSTIMATEDCOST 

Pos111on <Grade: and Title) Benefits Overtime: (33°o) Total 

TOTAL 

5. CONTRACTING AGENT: Civilian Personnel 

6. I have reviewed this requirement certifYing and validating that it meets the eligibility criteria for usc: 

of DERA funds. 

I I 



Validating, Filling and Funding DERA Positions. Installations finding that they need 

additional out-of-cycle DERA manpower support must submit the following to their ACC program 

manager for validation: 

• Manpower calculations (See HQ ACC/CEVR 8 Mar 1994 memorandum) to justify 

requirements. 

• Position description 
• Request for fill action 

Installations finding that they need to fill a vacant but validated DERA position must submit a 

request for fill action to their ACC program manager. 

ACC CES/ESV will notify the installation by letter of the position validation status and the request 

for fill action approval status. If the position is validated and approved, the letter will certify 

DERA funds availability. Once the installation selects an individual for the position, the RPM 

must submit a request for funds to their ACC program manager and ACC CES/ESVR will provide 

additional civilian pay funding. 

Quarterly Reporting. Each installation must provide quarterly manpower reports to ACC 

CES/ESVR. Figure 5.13 shows the format ofthis report. 

EMPLOYEE 
!liAME 

Figure 5.13. Quarterly Manpower Report 

AlTHORIZED 
GRADE 

Installation. State 

ASSIQl\""ED 
ORADE!STEP rosmo!l: nru 

These quarterly manpower reports are due 10 Jan, 10 Apr, I 0 Jul and 10 Oct (or next business 

day). 

For more information, consult the foUowing references. 

ACC CES/ESV 13 Oct 1994 Memorandum, Subject: FY9S Defense Environmental 

Restoration Account (DERA) Manpower Policy. 

HQ USAF/CEV 16 Sep 1994 Memorandum. Subject: 1995 Defense Environmental 

Restoration Program M~agement Gu.dan~e, ~edion11A~ 
.·. . . 

. ·· .. · ·.·. ·· .. · .. · .. · .. ·.· ... 

HQ ACC/CEVR 8.Marl~4 )femorandum~S~bj~~t "'95J)ef~~se Envi~~nmental 

Restoration Atcouflt.·(DF,);tA>.•~Po'!er~••'J'nY.and .ComPl1tel-.. Equiptrt.~t··aequi.-eJDents 
Call .... ·.. .· .. · ... ··.. . ·.·.·.· .. . . 
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5.2.2.3 Computer Requirements 

In order to program funds toward computer system requirements, RPMs must submit the 
following: 

• A Technical Information System (TIS) Management Plan (See HQ ACC/CEVR 13 Jul 

1993 Letter, Subject: Guidance on Technical Information System Management Plans 

for an example) and 
• A Computer Systems Requirement Document (AF Form 3215) (See Figure 5.14 for 

completed AF Form 3215). 

The TIS Management Plan proposes and justifies DERA expenditures for computer systems. The 

format of the plan is standardized, with much of the data in tables to allow for comparison between 

installations. The TIS Management Plan must provide the following information: 

• An overview ofthe installation IRP (history, site and sampling status, how the IRP is 

managed, and how and by whom the data will be used), 

• Current computer status: 

=:> Total number of computers available at the installation. 

=:> Total number and type of DERA-funded computers at the installation. 

=:> Why redistribution of existing computers is not feasible. 

• Current personnel status: 
=:> Number of persons performing DERA work at the installation. 

=:> Number of DERA-funded positions at the installation. 

• Activities requiring use of computers (RACER, Database management. etc.). 

• Names of persons trained to operate software, 

• System configuration and concept of operation. 

• Purchases. maintenance and staffing requirements to support the system. 

TIS Management Plans proposing and justif)ing DERA expenditures for geotechnical computer 

systems (to be used for Geographic Information Systems (GIS) or site characterization modeling) 

must also include the follo\\ing: 
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• An indication of the complexity of sites on the installation. 

• The reason the installation must have geotechnical computing capabilities, vice the 

A-E. and 

• The software to be used and the person who will use it. 



Figure 5.14 CompletedAF Form 3215 

C4 SYSTEMS REQUIREMENTS DOCUMENT DATE: I cso CONTROL NUMBER: 
3May95 95-3147 

REQUIREMENT TITLE: REQUESTING AGENCY POINT OF 
CONTACT (OrganWUion, Office, 

GIS Hardware and Software for CEVR Name, Grade, Telephone Number) 

123 CES/CEVR 
Mr. Doe, 555-1234 

DATE REQUIRED: I MISSION OR SYSTEM SUPPORTED: 
1 Jun 95 GIS CAD Station 
REQUIREMENT (Generic Terms): 
Total system package to support Geographical Information System (GIS)/CAD requirements for environmental restoration program. 
Specific required for each item are listed below. 
1. Purchase one (I) 100 Mhz Pentium Microprocessor System with 64 MB DRAM, 21" monitor, internal fax modem, 1 GB internal 

hard drive, 3.5" floppy drive, dual CD ROM drives (500 KB/ sec transfer rate), Ethernet card, 16 bit sound card, and graphics 
accelerator card with video memory) 

2. Purchase one ( 1) HP Laser Jet Printer C31 OOA 
3. Purchase one (1) 8 l/2" by 14" Scanner (Epson ES 1200C Pro with interface drivers, Photoshop) 
4. Purchase one (l) Digitizer Tablet (Calcomp Drawing Board III) 
5. Purchase one (1) AutoCAD for Windows, Release 12 or higher 
6. Purchase one (l) ArcCAD GIS software with Arc VIEW version 2.0 for Windows or higher 
7. Purchase one (l) each Q & E and Surfer software packages 
8. Purchase one ( 1) High-speed IGB backup system (Exobyte FSIG 2GB) 
JUSTIFICATION: 
The Restoration Element (CEVR) of the Environmental Flight requires computer hardware and software for a Geographic Information 
System (GIS) Computer-Aided Design (CAD) work station to process and display large quantities of environmental data. The work 
station is required to support three command-wide initiatives: Presumptive Remedy Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (PREEICA). 
Rational National Standards Initiative (RNSI). and Photo Interpretation Geographical Information System (PIG IS). The work station will 
meet mission needs by allowing Restoration Element personnel to utilize contractor-generated environmental data in presentations (spacial 
graphical displays, contaminant plume maps, and land usage maps) to regulatory agencies, the public (Restoration Advisory Board). and 
the major command; analyze the data to determine future restoration requirements; and analyze the data to determine effectiveness of 
restoration svstems. Funding will be provided by HQ ACC DERA 

lNITIAL TECHNICAL SOLlJfiON A."'D COSTL"'G 
CSO'S PROPOSIID SOLlJfiONIALTERNATIVES 

~Rit;F D~SCBJPTIO!' OTY UNIT COST TOT:~. COST 

• 100 Mhz Pentium microprocessor with 64MB DRAM, lOB HD, dual CD ROM, 
Ethernet CMd, 21,. monitor, MS Office, 14.4 KB FAX Modem. 16 bit sound card wt 
IIUppol1lng hardware. I $7400 $7400 

• Dtg1tizer tablet with cordless puck. Calcomp Drawing Board 111, 34120/16c I s 225 s 225 
• Color Scanner. Epson ES 1200C Pro. with interface. drivers, Photoshop I $1209 $1209 
• Backup. Exab)tc FSIG 2.0 GB tape backup with 5-pack of tapes I $949 $949 
• AutoCAD for Windows RJ3 on CD with AutoCAD Data (ADE) RJ2 I $2558 $2558 

• ArcCAD GIS Software with An: View 2.0 for Windows I $1895 $1895 

• Q & E for Windows Software vusion 2.1 I $345 s 345 

• Surfer for Windows Software version 3.0 I $82S $825 

• HP Color Lucrjct Pnotcr. CJIOOA with ndWork card. 8MB memory upgrade. and II x 
I $6300 ~ 17 paper tray 

TOTAL: $21.706 
TECHJ'o1CAL SOLl TIO!': Al THORJT\" 

nus SOLl'TION MUTS ARCHITEC'TURAL AND INTEROPERABIUIT TECHNICAL ll£FERENCES USED: 
ll£QliiREMENTS (NM!r, Ort/tuti:lltiOII, Telephonr Number): 

APPROVAL AUTHORITY 
USERS APPROVAL AUTHORITY (Name. Tllk. OrganWUion):. FUNDS A V AlLABLE 

UNFUNDED 
A' 
DISAPPROVED 

HOST BASE APPROVAL AUTHORITY (Name, Tllk, Organwmon): FUNDED 
APPROVED 
DISAPPROVED 

RECORDS MANAGEMENT APPROVAL AUTHORITY (Name, Tllk, OrganWUion): 
APPROVED 
DISAPPROVED 

AF FORM 3215, AUG 94 (EF- V2) (PerFORM PRO) PREVIOUS EDmONS ARE OBSOLETE 
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5.3 PRIORITIZING REQUIREMENTS 

Prioritizing project requirements is important because the number of project requirements almost 

always exceeds the level of funding available. Prioritization provides an equitable means of 

distributing funds to cover requirements on a "worst first" basis, directing funding toward sites that 

pose the greatest risk to human health and the environment. 

RPMs must assign a priority code (based on relative risk and existence of a regulatory 

agreement/order) to each requirement. Then RPMs must rank the installation's requirements in 

order of priority, based on risk management priority setting factors. Prioritization coding and 

factors are described below. 

DUSDfESI Priority Coding. DUSD(ES). in the 14 Apr 1994 guidance divides IRP 

rcqu1rcments into four groups: 

• Group A 
• Group B 
• Group C 
• Group D 

Program Management and Support 

Hazardous and Petroleum Waste Projects 

Ordnance and Explosive Waste 
Demonstration and Validation 

RPM project requirements \\ill fall chiefly into Groups A and B. Group A requirements include 

manpower. TOY. training. LTO and LTM. Group B requirements include PNSI (Note: Congress 

deleted fundmg for PNSls). RifFS. RDIRA. IRA and Removal Action projects. Priorities arc 

based on site relative risk and the existence of a regulatory agreement or order. Table 5.2 shows 

the prioritization coding in Group B- Hazardous and Petroleum Waste Projects. 
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Table 5.2. DUSD(ES) Priority Coding 

PRIORITY 
IA'" 

IB 

REGULATORY 

RELATIVE RISK AGREEMENT/ORDER? 

IDGH YES 
IDGH NO 

Priorities IA and 2A may also include sites without legal 
agreements if contaminant migration pathway is complete. 

Program documents submitted for validation should include the DoD priority (i.e., lA, 2B, etc.). 
Refer to DUSD(ES) 14 Apr 1994 Memorandum for more information on DUSD(ES) prioritization 
and priority codes. 

Prioritization o(Requirements. Each installation must submit a rank-ordered list of project 
requirements for each fiscal year through the year 2000. The RPM should prioritize the 
installation's list of requirements according to the priority setting factors in Figure 5. 15, and 
present the list to: 

• The Restoration Advisory Board for their input, 
• The EPC for concurrence, and 
• ACC CES/ESV for validation. 

ACC CES/ESV must integrate all_ installation project requirements and generate a prioritized. 
rank-ordered command-\\ide list. ACC CES/ESV also considers the risk management priority 
setting factors in Figure 5.15 when generating the prioritized list. After presenting the prioritized 
list to the ELC for concurrence, ACC CES/ESV submits the integrated program to 
HQ USAF/CEVR for inclusion in the Air Force IRP. 
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Figure 5.15 Relative Risk: Priority Setting Factors 

Relative Risk: Priority Setting Factors 

Relative Risk ~ontaminant Factor 
~ 

Evaluation - Migration Pathway 
Receptors -

r---
Public Involvement 
Regulators 
PresenceNisibility 

Stakeholder Political - Input - Environmental Justice 
Cultural/Social 
Ownership 

Priority Setting 
~ 

Mission Impacts 

Factors 
...._ 

-
Program 

Technology Feasibility 

- - Consistency with Program Goals 

Influences Continuity 
Impact of Delayed Action -· -Responsibility 
Risk/Benefit Ratio 

Economic Property Values 
......__ 

Concerns 
1-- Economic Development 

Geographic Equity/Balance 
Potential for Cost Recovery 
Resource Competition 

For nwre information, consult the following references. 

HQ USAF/CEV 16 Sep 1994 Memorandum, Subject: 1995 Defense Environmental 
Restoration Program Management Guidance, Section 8.6. 

DUSD(ES) 14 Apr 1994 Memorandum, Subject: Management Guidance for Execution of the 
FY94/95 and Development of the FY96 Defense Environmental Restoration Program, Section 
IX. 
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5.4 FUNDING LEVEL ADJUSTMENTS AND OUT-OF­
CYCLE REQUIREMENTS 

Funding level increases and out-of-cycle requirements are inevitable in the IRP due to the 
uncertainty associated with the program. The Funding Line Adjustment Request Form is the 
mechanism for seeking validation of increased funding levels and out-of-cycle requirements. 
Figure 5 .16 provides the format and explanation of this form. 

FYXX 

ACTION 

InstallatiOn. State 
Pro;ect Tille. Phase 
S11e Code(s) 
Project Number 

Figure 5.16 Funding Line Adjustment Request 

CURRENT 
VALIDATION 

FUNDING LINE ADJUSTMENT REQUEST 

DATE: ___ _ 
(FUNDING IN $000) 

REQUESTED 
VALIDATION 

(+!-) 

REQUESTED 
CHANGE REMARKS 

•CO.C!orNP 

JUSTIFICATION: For out-of cycle requzrements (new projects) mclude the followmg: 
• Descnpt1on of the s/luatwn that necessllates out-ofcycle validatiOn: 

:;. Regulatory 1mpilcallons 
=:> Threats to human health and the enVIronment 

• Any cost saVIngs factors 
• Reason why the requirement wasn "t antiCipated dunng regular pr(J1(ram sut>mmal 

For cost mcreases mclude the followrng: 
• Identify and erplam the reason for the cost mcrease 

=:> Change m scope 
:;. UnantiCipated conditions 

• G1ve a bneffundmg h1story of the slle(si 
• Statement of RPM concu"ence wrth the mcrease 

IMPACT: Ide nil!}· the 1mpacts of not fundmg the requirement 

ACCPM 

• Human health and the enVIronment 
• Regulatory penal11es 
• M1ssron 
• Program cost saVInJi!J 

ACC CES/ESVE or W 

( ) Validated 
( ) Disapproved 
( ) Other 

ACCCES/ESV 

• CO: Continuation of prior FY project 
Cl: Cost increase to a current FY project 
NP: New project 

ACC CES/ESVR 
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Funding Line Adjustment Requests for new out-of-cycle requirements or requirements that 

have changed significantly in scope or cost must be accompanied by new or revised 

narratives or DD Form 1391's in order to be considered for validation. Submit 

justification documents to the appropriate ACC program manager for validation and 

funding. 

Handle emergency response requirements as follows: 

• Notify the appropriate ACC program manager by telephone to request funding 

validation. 
• Follow up within three days with the appropriate program documentation. 

HQ ACCICEVR 21 Dec 1993 Letter~Subject: FY95-2000 Defense Environmental 

Restoration Program (DERP) GuidanteNo.·t Non-Closure Bases. 
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6. EXECUTION 

6.1 AREAS OF CONCERN AND REOPENED SITES 

How Areas of Concern are Identified. The Air Force identified many of the existing IRP sites 
during the early 1980s when the Phase I Base-wide Records Search was conducted at each 
installation. Any newly identified areas of potential or suspected contamination are called "Areas 
of Concern" (AOCs). RPMs may identify new IRP AOCs through: 

• Incidental or supplemental records search and aerial photo interpretation, 
• Information on past practices provided by employees or former employees, 
• Construction activities, 
• Discovery of upgradient contamination during investigation at existing IRP site, 
• Environmental Condition of Property Survey, 
• Environmental inspections (i.e., EPA multi-media, Environmental Compliance 

Assessment and Management Program (ECAMP), RCRA Facility Assessment 
(RFA)), and 

• Drinking water sampling. 

Smce contamination has not been verified, AOCs have a .. pre-regulatory'' status and should not be 
entered mto WIMS-ES or included in a regulatory agreement (and subject to stipulated penalties) 
To d.astmguish AOCs, however, they should be given a letter or number for identification (e.g., 
AOC-15 or AOC-G). AOCs may be investigated to determine the appropnate course of act1on 

• NFRAP, 
• Removal Action. 
• Deferral to another regulatory program (state UST program. Clean Water Act. etc). 

or 
• Further investigation (RJ. RFI). 

Potential areas of contamination are designated as AOCs until further investigation is requ1red (RJ 
or RFI). Once an RJ or RFI is required, the AOC is coded as a site and entered into the 
WIMS-ES. 

If EPA suspects contamination, they can issue a CERCLA 104(e) order requesting a disclosure of 
all information about an AOC. If citizens suspect contamination, they can submit a CERCLA 

6-1 



105(C:t petition, requesting that a Preliminary Assessment (PA) be performed. To avoid these 

regulatory orders, the installation should: 

• Acknowledge and research any informal allegations of contamination, 

• Keep the community informed of and involved in IRP issues via the RAB and the 

community relations program. 
• Keep an up-to-date Information Repository, announcing the availability of documents 

for review at the same time they are provided to the IRP team. 

How AOCs are Tracked. AOCs are not currently formally tracked by HQ USAF/CEVR, but in 

the future, they may be formally tracked for the purpose of planning and programming funding 

support. AOCs are tracked informally by the installation and ACC CES/ESV. Include AOC 

information (description, status, and estimated funding requirements) in the MAP and discuss the 

status of each AOC at program review meetings. ACC CES/ESV program managers track AOCs 

in the WIMS-ES by including AOC information in the "Remarks" section of the project entry. 

Like IRP sites, AOCs must also be closed out with a ''No Further Remedial Action Planned" 

(NFRAP) decision document, which may take the form of or be incorporated into a technical report 

(include a summary in the NFRAP appendix of the MAP). 

Reopened Sites. RPMs should review the justification and documentation for selecting "no 

further response action" in previous decision documents using the evaluation guidance and scoring 

aid in Section 3 ofthe U.S. Air Force, Summer 1994, NFRAP Guide. Sites may be reopened if 

they meet any of the following criteria: 

• New information about the site is discovered. 

• New regulatory requirements are enacted, or 

• Available data is insufficient to justify the ''No Further Response Action Planned .. 

(NFRAP) decision in accordance with NFRAP guidance. 

It is in the installation·s best interest to be thorough in identifying AOCs and reopening IRP sites if 

necessary. Early consideration of these AOCs or sites will allow the installation to meet site 

restoration and cleanup goals. 

What to f)o When an AOC is Identified or a Site is Reopened. The follov.ing is a hst of 

steps the RPM should take when an AOC as identified or an old IRP sate is reopened (based on the 

cnteria above). 

• Compile and record the (acts. RPMs should gather as much information as possible 

about the AOC or reopened site and maintain good records. RPMs may gather 

information by conducting interviews with persons having knowledge of the site (citizens, 

current or former government personnel, etc.). Conduct interviews in consultation with JA 

to ensure witnesses are apprised of their legal rights and confidentiality privileges. RPMs 

may also gather information by conducting a records search or aerial photo interpretation. 
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• 

• 

• 

·-

• 

When researching an AOC or reopened site, the RPM should attempt to answer the 
following list of questions: 

1) When did the release/disposal occur and over what period of time? 
2) What was the process that caused the contamination? 
3) What type and quantity of contamination was released/disposed? 
4) Where is the site and what is the expected extent of contamination? 
5) (For reopened site) What is the justification for reopening the site? 

Notifv the Appropriate Agencies. CERCLA 103 requires that a release of a hazardous 

substance equal to or greater than the Reportable Quantities established under CERCLA 

102 and listed in 40 CFR Part 302 (EPA Designation, Reportable Quantities and 

Notification Requirements for Hazardous Substances Under CERCLA) be reported to 
the National Response Center (NRC). The NRC will report this information to EPA for 
inclusion in the EPA Federal Agency Hazardous Waste Compliance Docket (updated 
every 6 months). Listing of a facility on the docket triggers the requirement for a 
Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (P A/SI) within 18 months. Most installations with 
an active IRP have already been listed on the docket and have fulfilled the initial P A/SI 
requirements. Nevertheless, the RPM needs to address the AOC via the IRP process. 

Determine DERA eligibilitv. Refer to the most recent HQ USAF Defense 
Environmental Restoration Program Management Guidance to ensure that the AOC or 
reopened site meet DERA-eligibility criteria. 

El~ate the AOC or reopened site (or approval or validation. Forward a letter to 

ACC CESIESV requesting approval of an AOC or validation of a reopened site. Include 
all pertinent information about the AOC or reopened site. After validation. the ACC 
program manager will update WIMS-ES with the reopened site information. The AOC or 

reopened site should be discussed by the parties (~M. ACC program manager. service 

center project manager, and regulatory agencies) at the quarterly program review meetmg. 

The RPM should also present AOC or reoPened site information to the RAB. 

Update the MAP. After approval or validation of the AOC or reopened site. the RPM 
should update the MAP to include: 

=> Background and information about the AOC or reopened s1te, 

=> The strategy, schedule and costs required to address the AOC or reopened site through 
site closeout. and 

~ The regulatory basis for the site. 

Section 7. 4.1 provides guidance on updating the MAP. 
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• Program Project Requirements. During the MAP update process, the RPM should 

determine the optimum measures for addressing the site or AOC. For instance, a Removal 

Action or Presumptive Remedy (excavation and disposal/treatment, capping, soil venting, 

fencing, etc.) may be appropriate to address an immediate threat or to clean up a common 

type of site or AOC. A P A/SI may be appropriate when little is known about either the 

background of the site or the potential for significant contamination. If the potential for 

significant contamination is high, it may be appropriate to skip the P A/SI and initiate an 

RI/FS or include the site in an ongoing RIIFS (while ensuring that PA and relative risk 

data requirements are considered). 

RPMs should develop program documentation for the initial project requirement. Section 

5.2 provides guidance on developing program documents. The RPM should then 

determine how soon the project is needed and prioritize accordingly (based on factors such 

as threat to human health and the environment, community interest, regulatory pressure, or 

construction schedules). The RPM should then decide, based on site priority, whether to 

request consideration for current fiscal year funding as an out-of-cycle requirement (See 

Section 5.4 for information on programming and prioritizing out-of-cycle requirements) or 

for the next fiscal year cycle of requirements. 

Additionally, the RPM should develop a list of outyear requirements (via the MAP update 

process) and forward to the ACC program manager for inclusion in WIMS-ES (for 

reopened sites). The requirements' list should include the estimated cost and schedule of 

requirements through site or AOC closeout. A PC-based software package, the Remedial 

Action Cost Engineering and Requirements System (RACER) can assist RPMs ·with 

_developing cost estimates. 

HQ USAF/CEV 16 Sep 1994 Memorandum, Subject: 1995 Defense Environmental 

Restoration Program Management GuidaDce. 

U.S. Air Force. Summer 1994, United States Air Fora Envir011mentlll Restoration Program 

NFRAP G11ide. 

U.S. Air Force, December 1993, U.S. Air Fora lnstalllllion Restorlllion Program Remedial 

Project Manager's H1111dbook, Section 5.3.1. 

Defense Environmental Restoration A~eount (DERA), A Module of the Work Information 

Management System, Envi~nmental Subsystem (WIMS.ES). 
·. > 
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6.2 SITE INVESTIGATION AND CLEANUP 

Overview. After ACC CES/ESV validates a site or confirms DERA eligibility of an AOC, the 
RPM can update the MAP and begin the investigation and cleanup phases of the program. The 
traditional IRP process involves conducting an investigation - a Preliminary Assessment/Site 
Inspection (PA/SI) followed by a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RIIFS), choosing a 
cleanup technology, then initiating the cleanup-- performing a Remedial Design/Remedial Action 
(RDIRA) or performing Long Term Monitoring (LTM) of contaminant levels to ensure they 
remain at or attenuate to safe concentrations. If necessary, Long Term Operation (LTO) follows 
the Remedial Action to operate and maintain the cleanup system until restoration is complete. 
However, RPMs are encouraged to streamline the process by skipping the P A/SI (if sufficient 
information is known about the site or AOC) or implementing early cleanups whenever possible via 
the Removal Action, Interim Remedial Action (IRA) or Presumptive Remedy process. 

Execution. The following section lists and describes program execution steps required for each 
phase of the IRP. Sections 6.2.1 - 6.2.5 provide details pertaining to each phase of the IRP. as 
follows: 

• 6.2.1 
• 6.2.2 
• 6.2.3 
• 6.2.4 
• 6.2.5 

PA/SI 
Removal Action, Interim Remedial Action or Presumptive Remedy 
RIIFS 
RDIRA 
LTMILTO 

• Programming the Requirements. PA/SI. RIIFS, RD. LTM and LTO program 
documents use the narrative format (figure 5.1 ). Removal Action. IRA. RDIRA and RA 
program documents use the DO Form 1391 format (Figure 5.2) .. Sectton 5.2.1 provides 
guidelines and examples for preparing program documents for each IRP phase, and 
Appendix C provides a detailed checklist for reviewing program documents. Sections 6.2.1 
- 6.2.5 provide data requirements for program documents for each IRP phase. 

• Acquisition Strategv Considerations. The RPM, ACC program manager, and the 
service center project manager (with input from the contract manager) discuss and decide 
the acquisition strategy for each project requirement. Chapter 6 of the U.S. Air Force 
Installation Restoration Program Remedial Project Manager's Handbook, 1993 
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provides a description of the various contracting strategies and types. The parameters that 

drive the selection of contract type include: 

• Level of uncertainty (in quantifying the scope of the project requirement), 

• Time and schedule, 
• Cost, and 
• Continuity with other site and base project requirements. 

Sections 6.2.1 - 6.2.3 list guidelines for selecting a particular service center Indefinite 

Delivery/Indefinite Quantity (IDIIQ) contract for a particular IRP phase. 

• Scope of Work. The service center should develop a scope of work or scope of services 
and a detailed government cost estimate for each project requirement, as directed and 

based on program information and input from the RPM and ACC program manager. The 

service center should forward the scope and cost estimate to the RPM and ACC program 
manager for review. The RPM may also wish to request inputs on the scope from 

regulatory agencies or the RAB prior to finalizing it. Sections 6.2.1 - 6.2.5 provide 

guidelines for reviewing scopes for each IRP phase. All scopes of work should list the 

requested government-provided materials and services. The RPM should review this list 

carefully to ensure that the installation can provide the necessary support to the A-E or 

construction contractor, then plan for these services accordingly. The service center will 

finalize scopes, and negotiate contracts for all priority lA projects. The service center 

may finalize scopes for all other projects, but must receive notification of funding before 
negotiating contracts. 

• Updating the MAP and Project File. The RPM should include information on the nC\\ 

proJectlcontract in the biannual MAP update. The RPM should update the project file 

\\ith the follo"ing information: 
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• A list of all personnel associated with the project and their specific duties (at 

the installation, ACC, service center, A-E and regulatory agencies). 

• A copy of the narrative or DO Form 1391, 
• A detailed cost and schedule breakdown, 
• Pertinent tustory of the proJect. 

• Specific issues to be resolved (Sections 6.2.1 - 6.2.5 provide examples) and 

• Details on the selected acquisition strategy and rationale for selection. 

In addition, RPMs should update the following MAP tables on a monthly basis, including 

new information as it becomes available: 

• Table 3-1, IRP Site Summary 



• Table Al-l, Estimated Annual Cost Summary (By Site -from site 
identification through site completion) 

• Table A1-2, Estimated Annual Cost Summary (By PA/Sl, RIIFS, etc.) 

• Document Deliverables. Each phase of the IRP has specific document deliverables (work 
plans, reports, designs, etc.). Sections 6.2.1 - 6.2.5 list and describe deliverables for each 
phase of the IRP. 

• Document Review. IRP documents are often the culmination of significant efforts in field 
work, sampling, analysis, research, interpretation and modeling. The IRP team must 
review each document thoroughly. When the installation utilizes a service center, the 
service center is responsible for performing a complete technical review of the documents. 
The RPM is responsible for performing and coordinating the functional review of the 
documents. Sections 6.2.1 - 6.2.5 provide detailed guidelines for reviewers. 

To streamline the review process, the RPM should coordinate concurrent reviews of 
documents with Air Force IRP representatives. The RPM should compile all Air Force 
comments and forward them to the service center within the scheduled review period. The 
RPM and the service center project manager should work to quickly resolve comments by 
telephone calls and meetings as necessary. Finally, the document should not be approved 
for final publication without the concurrence of the RPM, the ACC program manager and 
the service center. 

RPMs should provide IRP documents to the regulatory agencies for review (regardless of 
NPL status), including EPA CERCLA section, EPA RCRA section (if subJect to perm1t 
conditions or Corrective Action Orders) and the appropriate state and local regulator)· 
agencaes. 

When submitting documents to regulator)· agencies for review, RPMs should include a 
cover letter with the following information: 

• Background of the IRP and the site or sites. 
• Purpose of the document 
• Request for review 
• Reasonable review time frame (30- 60 days) 

• Point of contact 

If the RPM has not received the review within the allotted time frame, it may be necessary 
to follow up by letter and by phone, requesting a response within a reasonable time frame 
( 1-2 weeks). If no response is forthcoming, the RPM should draft a letter to the next 
higher management level in the regulatory agency, citing the request for input, the lack of 
response and the intent to move on with the cleanup project. Once all of the regulatory 
reviews and approvals required by law or regulation are complete, the RPM should move 
on with the project. 
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States participating in the DSMOA program (see Section 4.3.2 for additional information) 

should have the resources to devote to the review of documents. However, the EPA 

CERCLA section may not have the resources to review non-NPL submittals, requiring 

RPMs to repeat requests for reviews. 

As part of the community involvement program, the installation should announce the 

availability of draft IRP documents for review. The draft documents should be placed in 

the information repository at the same time that the documents are provided to the other 

members of the IRP team for review. 

• Coordination with IRP Team. Table 6.1 provides an overview of RPM coordination 

with the IRP team throughout an IRP project. 

• Contract and Project Monitoring. After the service center awards a contract for a project 

requirement, the RPM and ACC program manager monitor the contract and project status. 

By staying involved, RPMs and ACC program managers can identify potential problems 

early on and take steps to correct these problems. To adequately monitor the contract and 

project, RPMs and ACC program managers should carry out the following actions: 
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• Hold weekly teleconferences with service center project manager to review project 

status. 

• Review monthly project progress reports, which include the following information: 

=> Project number and site number(s), 

=> Percent complete, 

=> History and background of the project and site(s), 

=> Current status, 

=> Future requirements, 

=> Funds status 

=> Schedule, and. 

• Award and notice to proceed dates, 

• Expected delivery date and actual completion date 

=> If applicable, quantity of contamination removed. 

• Review document deliverables. 

• Promptly address problems \\ith project progress or contractor performance by 

notif)ing service center project manager of concerns. 

• Notify regulatory agencies of potential problems that may impact schedules. 

• Formally and promptly request extensions to FF A deadlines, if necessary. 



Table 6.1. Coordination Wuh the IRP Team. 

Person/Organization Frequency Issues 
Contacted 

Service Center project manager weekly • Project requirements 
ACC program manager • Project status 
A-E or construction contractor as required • Provide information 

• Assist with access to 
records 

• Support field work 
Civil Engineering and other as required • Site information 
organizations on base • Field work and 

construction support 
JA as required • Applicable laws and 

regulations 
-

PA as required • Community 
-

involvement activities 
BEE as required • Health implications of 

site contamination 

• A TSDR health 
assessments 

RAB quarterly • Opportunity for 

- community inputs to the 
IRP process 

• Update on IRP status 
Regulatory agencies as required • Document reviews 

• Inputs to the IRP 

- process 
Community as required • Opportunity to review 

the Administrative 
Record. 

• Opportunity to revte\\ 
draft documents. 

• Opportunity for a 
public meeting after an 
RifFS or IRA. 
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• Communitv Involvement. Community involvement requirements are specific to each 
phase of the IRP. Sections 6.2.1 - 6.2.5 describe these requirements for each phase of the 
IRP. The RAB is a common element for all IRP phases. It provides a forum for 
presentation and discussion of IRP plans and results. Note that all IRP documents should 
be released for public review at the draft stage. Refer to section 4 .1.1 for additional 
infonnation on community involvement issues. 

6.2.1 Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (P A/SI) 

Definition and Purpose. The Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection (P A/SI) is usually the 
first step in the investigation process after identifyipg an AOC or reopening a site. The P A/SI 
consists of a records search and limited field work (sampling and analysis) to confirm or deny the 
existence of contamination and the potential for threat to human health and the environment due to 
contaminant migration. The purpose ofthe PA/SI is to gather sufficient infonnation to allow EPA 
to calculate the HRS score, to make an NFRAP decision (determine that the site or AOC poses no 
threat to human health and the environment), to determine that a Removal Action is warranted, or 
to determine that an RIIFS is warranted. 

Programming the PAIS/ Requirement The PA/SI narrative program document should 
include all of the data gathered during AOC identification or reopened site review (see Section 6.1 

for list). Section 5.2 .1. 4 provides guidance on developing the P A/Sl program document. 

Acquisition Strategv Considerations. If the RPM, ACC program manager and servtcc center 
proJect manager choose an existing service center Indefinite Delivery!lndefirutc Quanti~) (10/IQ) 

contract mechanism. they should consider the following factors ·when choosmg a partacular ID/IQ 
contract: 

• A-E continuity. 
• A-E past perfonnancelresponsiveness. and 
• The capability of modif)ing an existing contract. 

If the Site as likely to require an RIIFS, then the potential for future contmuity and past 
perfonnance/ responsiveness are important factors for selection. If the amount of work required 
appears to be limned. then the ability to modi£)· an existing contract to complete the work quackly 
and efficaently should be a consideration for selection. 

Scope of Work. When reviewing the scope of work for a PA/SI, the RPM should ensure that it 
includes the following tasks: 

• Completing EPA P A form, 

6-10 



• Collecting sufficient infonnation to support NFRAP, Removal Action, or continuing 
with an RifFS (compare scope of work with the Category I and II NFRAP decision 
checklists in the NFRAP Guide), 

• Compiling and fonnatting sampling data for IRPIMS and 

• Developing adequate copies of necessary documents. 
• Providing monthly progress reports to the ACC program manager, the RPM and the 

service center. 

Updating the MAP and Project File. Address the following issues, specific to the P NSI, in 

the biannual MAP update and the project file: 

• Conceptual site model, 
• Data usability, 
• Data management, 
• Datagaps, 
• Regulatory compliance, 
• Community involvement activities, 
• Strategies for achieving site restoration, and 
• Schedules for conducting site restoration activities. 

Documentation- Description and Guidelines (or Review. The following provides a 

description of the document requirements and guidelines for document review. 

• PAIS/ Work Plans - If field work is planned. work plans are required to document 
samplmg and analysis procedures, QNQC procedures, and health and safety requirements. 

Review the P NSI work plans for completeness, ensuring that all the necessary tasks and 

procedures are included and are specific to and consistent with the project data 
requirements. The RPM should coordinate the review of the sampling and analysis 

procedures, QNQC procedures and the health and safety requirements \\ith the BEE. 

Provide the PNSI work plans to the regulatory agencies for review. 

• EPA PA Form- This is a standardized fill-in-the-blank form that EPA requires in order 

to apply the HRS II score. The RPM should request the most recent vcrs1on of th1s form 

from the regional EPA office. 

Review the EPA PA Form for completeness, ensuring that all of the questions are 

answered correctly and that the correct version of the form is being used. 

• PAIS/ Report - This report records and interprets the data collected during the P NSI 

investigation. Place the final P NSI report in the Administrative Record and Infonnation 
Repository. 
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Review the P A/SI report to ensure that: 

• The document is consistent with relevant Air Force and regulatory guidance in format 
and type of information provided. 

• The executive summary is concise and non-technical. 
• The conclusions and recommendations are logical, definitive and well supported by 

information in the text. 
• The information describing the base, the IRP, the site or AOC location and history is 

accurate. 

Coordinate the review ofthe PA/SI report with JA, PA, the BEE, Civil Engineering and other 
organizations on base as appropriate. Provide the P A/SI report to the regulatory agencies and the 
RAB for review. 

Coordination with IRP Team. Section 6.2 and Table 6.1 list standard coordination 
procedures. During the P A/SI, the RPM should provide the PA Form and the P A/SI report to EPA 
for HRS II scoring purposes. 

Community Involvement. Community involvement activities are limited during the P A/SI, 
depending on public interest in the site. At the very least, the installation should: 

• Request inputs on and brief the status of P A/SI activities at the RAB meeting. 
• Issue a public notice to announce the availability of the PA/SI report and the 

Administrative Record for review. 

Planning the Next Step. Depending on the results of the PA/Sl, the next step in the IRP 
process may be: 

• A removal action or presumptive remedy, 

• An RifFS or 
• NFRAP 

It is not necessary to complete the PA/SI before planning the next step in the IRP process. RPMs 
should develop the program document and update the site or AOC strategy and schedule in the 
MAP when the next course of action becomes evident. 

Designating an IRP Site. An AOC may be designated as an IRP site if the Sl shows 
documented evidence of DERA-eligible contamination. The site must be validated, coded, 
numbered and entered into WIMS-ES. ACC CES/ESV must validate the site and enter the 
information in WIMS-ES. The RPM must code and number the site in accordance with 
HQ USAF/CEVR site identifiers, as follows: 
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• Number consecutively, independent of the site identifier. Each site on base must have 
a different number. 



• Use the following site identifier codes to designate site types: 

Site 
Identifier 

ST 
ss 
LF 
DP 
WP 

RW 
FT 
SD 

Site Type 

Underground Tanks, Tanks, POL Lines 
Spills, Storage Areas 
Landfills 
Disposal Pits 
Waste Pits, Sumps, Lagoons, Waste Treatment, 
Evaporation Pits 
Radioactive Waste Sites 
Fire Training Areas 
Surface Runoffs, Wash Racks, Ditches, Oil/Water 
Separators 

NFRAP After PAISL The NFRAP decision after a PA/SI may either be: 

• Category 1: No hazardous substances or petroleum products stored, released or 
disposed of at the location for greater than one year, or 

• Category II: Contaminants are detected but concentrations are below action levels 
(regulatory-approved risk screening levels or ARARs) 

The RPM must ensure that the data gathered during the investigation can support the NFRAP 
decision (see NFRAP Category I and II decision checklists). Document the NFRAP decision in a 
Decision Document (DD) or technical report. The classification of sites for Category I and II 
NFRAP decisions are: 

• Response complete - Air Force certification of and signature on the NFRAP decision. 
• Site cl~eout- Regulatory concurren~ with the NFRAP decision. 

n 
·~ 

For more infonnotion, consilii the following references. 

U.S. Air Force, Summer 1994, NFRAPGuide. 

U.S. Air Force't December 1993, U.S. Air Force lnstaUa&m Restoratilm Program Remedial 
Project M~UU~ger's Handbook, Section 5.3.2. 

UlS. EPA~1992, Guidrmc~j(Jrpj,jormbtg~el.cttoffs "tmtlerCERCLA, EPAI9J45.t..0lA. 
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6.2.2 Removal Action, Interim Remedial Action (IRA), or Presumptive 

Remedy 

Definition and Puroose. A Removal Action or Interim Remedial Action (IRA) is any early 

action taken to mitigate contamination (such as a fence or cap, replacement of a drinking water 

source, a ground water pump and treat system to prevent contaminant migration off-site, 

excavation and disposal of contaminated soil, or in-situ treatment). of contaminated soil. The 

installation may take a Removal Action at any time during the investigation process, and it may or 

may not be the final action. The installation may take an IRA during the RifFS; it is usually not 

the final action. The purpose of the Removal Action or IRA is to address a current or near-future 

threat to human health and the environment or inhibit migration of contaminants and reduce life­

cycle costs of cleanup. 

Presumptive remedies are proven technologies, presumed to be most appropriate for remediating 

cenain common types of AOCs or sites. EPA developed these remedies by reviC\\1ng and 

comparing selection criteria and performance data for previously selected technologies. 

Presumptive remedies streamline the remedy selection process by focusmg site characterization on 

data needed to suppon the remedy and eliminating the duplication of effon in the identification and 

screening of remedial alternatives. Presumptive remedy protocols may be used when conductmg a 

Removal Action. IRA or Remedial Action (RA). As an initiative, ACC is currentl~ screening SiteS 

to identify candidates for Presumptive Remedies and dev~loping •·plug in .. generic EE/CA 

documentation to serve as the basis· for selection a removal action (PREEICA). Current EPA­

approved presumptive remedies include: 
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• For Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) in soil: 

~ Soil vapor extraction (SVE) 

~ Thermal desorption 

~ Incineration 

• For municipal landfills: containment by 

~ Capping 

~ Source area ground water control 

~ Leachate collection and treatment 

~ Landfill gas collection and treatment 

~ Institutional controls (fencing, limiting access) 



• For ground water contamination: pump and treat 

ACC recommends using Removal Actions or IRAs (including presumptive remedies) whenever 
possible. Removal Actions and IRAs differ in the documentation and the approval authority 
required prior to taking the action. The supporting documents for a Removal Action include the 
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) and the Action Memorandum. The supporting 
documents for an IRA include the Interim Proposed Plan (based on existing RifFS information) 
and the Interim Decision Document (DD) or Interim Record of Decision (ROD). For installations 
on the NPL, EPA retains the final approval authority for Remedial Actions (interim or final), 
however, for Removal Actions, the Air Force retains the final approval authority. Since each 
action has the same goals and produces the same end results, choose the most streamlined approach 
to cleanup. 

Programming the Removal Action or IRA Requirement. Include the following data on the DD 
Fonn 1391 program document for a Removal Action or IRA: 

• A history ofthe AOC or site, encompassing all of the available information about the 
AOC or site from previous IRP activities (PA/SI, RifFS), 

• Cleanup level goals, 
• Relative risk category, 
• Action Memorandum, DD or ROD signature date, 
• A detailed description ofthe Removal Action or IRA technology and the requirements 

for conducting the cleanup, 
• The reason for conducting the Removal Action or IRA. 
• How the Removal Action or IRA relates to overall AOC or site cleanup and closeout 

(i.e .• whether it is the only site cleanup action or pan of multiple planned cleanup 
actions). 

Section 5.2.1.5 provides guidance on developing the Removal Action/IRA program document. If 
the action is an out-of-cycle and time-critical requirement, follow the guidelines in Section 5.4 for 
programming and funding the out-of-cycle project requirement. 

Acquisition Strategr Considerations. 

USACE Rapid Respons~ Capabilities. The ID/IQ A-E contracts. typically used by 
tradltJonal servJce centers, cannot be used for construction proJects. However. the USACE 
has several expedited contracting mechanisms available for qualifying proJects. To 
qualify, a project must be under time constraints due to regulatory requirements or threats 
to human health and the environment. After ACC CES/ESV validates and approves 
funding for a project requirement, the RPM should submit a standard project request fonn 
(with all of the pertinent information about the site) to the local USACE district. After 
USACE acceptance and ACC CES!ESV approval to award, project execution can begin. 
To provide a quick response, these projects are usually handled by a two-step design-build 
process, using a type of cost-reimbursement contract that is generally costlier than 
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traditional contracts. The RPM must program and procure any follow-on requirements 

(L TO or L TM) under a separate project number and contract. Rapid Response is intended 

for short-suspense, short-term solutions. 

Scope of Work. The RPM should ensure the scope of work for the Removal Action or IRA 

includes the following tasks: 

• Completing permit applications as required, 
• Developing adequate copies of necessary documents, 
• Measuring and documenting the type and quantity of contamination removed or treated 

by the project. 
• Gathering sufficient information to determine the next step: L TO, L TM, RifFS or 

NFRAP. 
• Providing monthly progress reports to the ACC program manager, the RPM and the 

service center. 

Updating the MAP and Project File. Address the following issues, specific to the Removal 

Action or IRA, in the biannual MAP update and the project file: 

• How the Removal Action or IRA fits into the overall site and installation cleanup 

scheme, 
• Site conceptual model, 
• Data management, 
• Data gaps, 
• Regulatory compliance, 
• Community involvement activities and schedules, and 

• L TO requirements. 

Documentation- Description and Guidelines for Review. The following provides a 

description of the document requirements and guidelines for document review. 

R~mova/ Action Documentation. A Removal Action may require the follov.ing documents. 

dcpendmg on whether it is time critical (less than six month preparation time available) or non-time 

cntacal. 

• Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis CEE/CA)- Non-time critical Removal Actions 

require an EEJCA. It is essentially a very abbreviated RifFS. In addition to the standard 

information required by EPA guidance, the EEJCA should also include an estimate of the 

type and quantity of contamination to be removed or treated. 
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Review the EE/CA to ensure: 

• The document is consistent with relevant Air Force and regulatory guidance in fonnat 
and type of infonnation provided. 

• The executive summary is concise and non-technical. 
• The recommendations derived from the EEICA are logical and well supported by 

infonnation in the text. 
• The infonnation describing the base, the IRP, the site location and history is accurate. 

• An estimate of the type and quantity of contamination to be removed or treated is 
included. 

Coordinate the review of the EEICA with JA (discussion of ARARs) and Civil 
Engineering. Provide the document to the regulatory agencies for review. 

• Action Memorandum -- The Action Memorandum is required for time critical and non­
time critical Removal Actions. This document is essentially a decision document for a 
Removal Action. 

Review the Action Memorandum to ensure that the document is defensible and meets the 
requirements of Air Force policy and guidance and regulatory policy and guidance. 
Coordinate the review of this document with the entire IRP team. The Installation 
Commander is the Action Memorandum signatory. 

• Design and Specifications - The level of design depends on the complexity of the site and 
the complexity of the removal action. Use generic des1gn specifications when available 
(landfill cap, PREEICA), but consider site-specific conditions. 

• Progress Reports - The A·E or construction co~tractor should submit progress repons 
on a regular basis (at least monthly) for the duration of the Removal Action. The progress 
repons should include the follo\\ing: 

• A summary of the work completed (including percentage completed). 
• Problems and corrective actions, 
• Schedule and 
• Quantity and type of contamination removed or treated. 

Review progress repons closely to: 

• Track the status of the project, 
• Review the type and quantity of contamination removed or treated compared to 

estimates in the EE/CA and 
• Detect potential problems. 
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Discuss anomalies immediately with the service center or Contracting Officer (if base 

contracting handled procurement) to avert future problems. 

IRA Documentation. 

• Interim Proposed Plan - This document is developed primarily for the public review 

process. The Interim Proposed Plan summarizes the RIIFS (to the point that the 

investigation is complete) and describes the preferred cleanup alternative in language that 

the general public can understand. The Interim Proposed Plan should also include an 

estimate of the type and quantity of contamination to be removed or treated. The 

installation must notify the public of the availability of the Interim Proposed Plan and 

Adffiinistrative Record, give the public a 30 day review and comment period, and provide 

an opportunity for a public meeting. 

Review the Interim Proposed Plan to ensure: 

• The document is consistent with relevant Air Force and regulatory guidance in format 

and type of information provided (the IRA requirements are not as stringent as ~ 

requirements). 
• The document is written in language that the general public can understand. 

• The preferred alternative is logical, definitive and supported by information from the 

RifFS. 
• The document summarizes and references the ongoing RifFS and provides justification 

for the early action. 

• The document estimates the type and quantity of contamination to be removed or 
treated. 

• The information describing the base, the IRP, the site location and history is accurate. 

Coordmaic the review of this document with JA, PA, the BEE, EMB.and EPC. ACC CESIESV, 

the RAB and regulatory ag~cies. 

• lntrrim Drcision Document (DD)(non-NPL) or Interim Record of Decision (ROD) 

<NPL> -These documents provide a signed fonnal record of the cleanup dec1s1on-making 

process The lntcnm DO should, at the very least include a summary ofthc RifFS (to the 

pomt that the mvestigatJon is complete) and description of and JUSUficauon for the 

preferred IRA altematJVe. A better option is to follow the lntenm ROD format described 

m EPA guidance. An Interim ROD contains the information m the Interim Proposed Plan, 

a Responsiveness Summary (summary of public comments and associated responses) and 

a Declaration (declares consistency of the decision with CERCLA, SARA and the NCP, 

cost effectiveness, and protection of human health and the environment). 
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Review the Interim DD or ROD to ensure: 

• The document is consistent with relevant Air Force and regulatory guidance in format 
and type of information provided (the IRA requirements are not as stringent as RA 
requirements). 

• The document provides a comprehensive summary of the decision-making process (the 
justification for taking an early action), summarizing relevant documents (such as the 
most up-to-date information in the RifFS). 

• The document notes any uncertainties and contingencies and plans to continue the 
RifFS to determine the final Remedial Action. 

• The information describing the base, the IRP, the site location and history is accurate. 

Coordinate the review of this document with JA, PA, the BEE, EMB and EPC, ACC 
CES/ESV, the RAB and regulatory agencies. Signatories for this document are: 

=:> For NPL: ACC Vice Commander (HQ ACC/CV) (See Section 8.6) 
=:> For non-NPL: Installation Commander 

• Design and Specifications- The level of design depends on the complexity of the site and 
the complexity of the removal action. Use generic design specifications when available 
(landfill cap, PREE/CA), but consider site-specific conditions. 

• Progress Reports- The A-E or construction contract should submit progress reports on a 
regular basis (at least monthly) for the duration of the IRA. The progress reports should 
include: 

• A summary of the work completed (including percentage completed). 
• Problems and corrective actions, 
• Schedule. and 
• Quantity and type of contamination removed or treated. 

Review progress reports closely to track the status of the project. review the type and 
quantity of contamination removed or treated compared to the estunates in the Interim 
Proposed Plan and detect potential problems Dascuss anomahes mwedaately \\1th the 
service center or Contracting Officer (if base contractmg handled procurement) to aven 
future problems. 

Coordination with the IRP Team. Section 6.2 and Table 6.1 list the standard coordination 
procedures. 

Communitv Involvement Community involvement activities during a Removal Action depend 
on whether the action is time critical or non-time critical. For time-critical actions, the installation 
may start the Removal Action but must publish a notice of the availability of the Administrative 
Record for review within 60 days after the start of the Removal Action. If the action lasts longer 
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than 120 days or is non-time-critical, the base must develop a new CRP or amend the existing CRP 

to include Removal Action considerations. The base must also offer the public an opportunity to 

review the EE/CA for 30 days. The installation may release fact sheets, depending on public 

interest. If applicable, include Removal action status as an agenda item at the RAB meeting. 

Community involvement activities during an IRA are the same activities required prior to a 

Remedial Action. If the CRP does not address the IRA, amend the CRP to include the IRA 

community involvement activities. The installation must notify the public of the availability of the 

Interim Proposed Plan and Administrative Record, provide a 30 day review and comment period 

and provide the opportunity for a public meeting. The installation must record a formal transcript 

of the public meeting. The Air Force, as lead agency, must develop a Responsiveness Summary (a 

summary of comments and associated responses) to include in the Interim ROD or DD. Finally, 

the installation must notify the public of the availability of the signed ROD or DD. If applicable, 

include IRA status as an agenda item at the RAB meeting. 

Peer Reviews. Peer reviews are required for complex IRAs or Removal Actions (Refer to section 

4.1.1 0 for additional information). Plan for the peer review to occur at the draft Interim Proposed 

Plan or draft EE/CA phase. 

Planning the Next Step. Depending on the purpose and results of the removal action or IRA, 

the next step in the IRP process may be: 

• RD 
• Initiating or continuing the Rl/FS or 
• NFRAP. 

It is not necessary to complete the removal action or IRA before planning the next step in the IRP 

process. RPMs should develop the program document and update the site strategy and schedule in 

the MAP when the next course of action is evident. 

NFRAP Afier Removal Action or IRA. The NFRAP decision after a Removal Action or IRA 

is Category IV: a detemunation that all actions necessary to protect human health and the 

environment have been taken. The classification of sites for the Category IV NFRAP decision are: 
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• Remed!al Action in Place - Removal Action or IRA construction complete and 

system is functional and operational; L TO or L TM may still be necessary to meet 

cleanup levels. 
• Response complete - Removal Action or IRA construction complete~ necessary L TO 

and L TM complete. Site residuals are protective of human health and the 

environment. 
• Site closeout - Regulatory concurrence with the Response Complete NFRAP decision. 



EP ~ 1990,. SuperfultilRemOll.al Procedures: Action Memorandum Guidance, 
EP A/9360.3-01, Sep 1990. This is Volume I of a tcn~volume series of guidance doouments 
entitled Superfund Removal Proci!durea. 

U.S. EPA, 1989, Use ()f RemtJVal Approaches to Speed Up Remedial AciWn Projects, OSWER 
Directive 93S5.0-25A, 7 Jul89.-

U.S. EPA, 1989, Guidance on Prqxulng Superfund Decision Documents: Tire Proposed 
Pllln, the Record of Dt!dsion, Explanation of Significant Differences, The Record of Decision 

lAt.Pfen'llment, EPA/540JG-891007, Jul1989. 

U.~. EPA, 1987, Draft EErC4 GuidiznCI!for Non-Time Cri~iCill Removal Action, 21 Juo 1987. 

CERCLA Section 120 and SARA Section 211-

6.2.3 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RifFS) 

Definition and Purpose. The Remedial Investigation (Rl) includes: 

• A field investigation (with sampling and analyses), 
• Data evaluation to determine nature and extent of contamination, 
• ARAR evaluation (potential cleanup standards and guidelines) and 
• Risk assessment to evaluate the risk of the site to human health and the environment 

(and determine cleanup levels that are protective of human health and the environment 
based on criteria mandated by the NCP). 
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The Feasibility Study (FS) includes: 

• Evaluating cleanup alternatives using the NCP-rnandated nine criteria (protection of 

human health and the environment, compliance with ARARs, long-term effectiveness, 

reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume, short-term effectiveness, implementability, 

cost, and state and community acceptance) and 

• Recommending a preferred cleanup alternative. 

The overall purpose of the RI/FS is to characterize the site, determine cleanup standards, evaluate 

cleanup technologies, and recommend a cleanup alternative. 

Programming the RIIFS Requirement The RI/FS is probably the most complex project 

requirement to program due to the large data requirements and uncertainty. The RI can be done 

separately or concurrent with the FS. However, ACC recommends that the RI and FS be 

programmed and procured together. The RI/FS can encompass one site, or more likely, multiple 

sites with varying levels of contamination. The RI/FS may also extend through several fiscal 

funding years, requiring several iterations of the program document, depending on the complexity 

of the site or sites. The RI/FS may also include treatability studies to determine the viability of 

particular technologies to clean up the site. 

Although the RPM may not initially know the full extent of requirements, the RI/FS programming 

process should begin as early as possible using the best available information. Available tools to 

assist RPMs in detennining the required level of effort include: 

• RACER (See section 5.1.6), 

• EDMDS (See section 4.2.3), or 

• The U.S. A1r Force Handbook to Support the Jnstallallon Restoration Program (JRP) 

Statements of Work. Volume I- Remedtal Jnvesllgatlon /Feasibillty Studtes (Rl FS). 

May 1991. 

-
Remember to consider contract requirements for administrative record support. community 

mvolvernent support, and MAP update support. The intent is to prevent lengthy delays or work 

stoppage for the development and validation of new (vs. revised) program documents. The RPM 

can revtse a vahdatcd program document with updated information m less time and Y.ith less 

ampact on the ACC IRP budget than it takes to develop a new program document for an 

unprogrammed project requirement. In addition, RifFS requirements with program costs exceedmg 

S 1 million require a Peer Review. 

The narrative program document for an RifFS should include the following data: 
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• A history of the site, encompassing all of the available information about the site from 

previous IRP activities (P A/SI, Removal Actions, etc.), 



• A description of the RifFS activities and the reason that the RifFS activities are 

required. 
• Multi-year requirements (past and future), funding history and funding projections 

Section 5.2.1.6 provides guidance on developing the RifFS program documents. 

Acquisition Strategy Considerations. If the RPM, ACC program manager and service center 

project manager select an existing service center ID!IQ contract mechanism, they should consider 

the following factors when choosing a particular ID!IQ contract: 

• A-E continuity (including future availability) and 

• A-E past performance, responsiveness and cost. 

Scope of Work. When reviewing the scope of work for the RifFS, the RPM should ensure that it 

includes the following tasks: 

• Developing all required work plans, 

• Support for community relations activities and Administrative Record updates (ACe-

approved services such as document reproduction and technical support), 

• Compiling and formatting the analytical data for IRPIMs, 

• Collection of sufficient information to support site closeout or FS, 

• Collection of information to evaluate relative site risk and 

• Developing adequate copies of necessary documents. 

• Providing monthly progress reports to the ACC program manager. the RPM and the 

service center. 

Usc the folloY.ing tools when revieYting the RifFS scope of work: 

• RACER (See section 5.1.6) and 

• The U.S Azr Force Handbook to Support the InstallatiOn RestoratiOn Program (IRP) 

Statements of Work. Volume I- Remed1al Investlgallon feasibility Stud1es (Rl F~). 

May 1991. 

Updating the MAP and Project File. Address the folloY.ing issues. specific to the RifFS. in 

the MAP update and proJect file: 

• Data usability, 
• Data management, 

• Data gaps, 
• Regulatory compliance, 

• Community involvement activities and 

• Strategies and schedules for achieving site restoration. 
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Documentation. The following provides a description of the document requirements and 

guidelines for document review. 

• RifFS Plans -- The RifFS plans establish sampling and analysis strategies and 

techniques, QNQC procedures, health and safety procedures and community involvement 

plans and techniques. 

Review the RifFS plans and attachments to ensure: 

• The documents are complete and include all of the necessary tasks and procedures. 

• The RifFS approach is logical. 

• The documents are consistent with relevant Air Force and regulatory guidance in 

format and type of information providoo. 

Coordinate the review of the sampling and analysis strategies and techniques, QNQC 

procedures and health and safety requirements with the BEE, and the review of the 

Community Relations Plan with P A. Provide the RifFS plans to the regulatory agencies 

for review. 

• Analytical Results Report -- This is an interim report that presents the sampling results 

for QNQC purposes and to flag areas of concern. 

The service center reviews the Analytical Results Report for QNQC purposes. However. 

the RPM should review the data in coordination with the BEE to identify any areas of 

concern that may require expedited action. 

• RI/FS Report -The Rl Report compiles and interprets all of the sampling data to 

c.haractenze the site. analyzes the risk to human health and the environment (nsk 

assessment) and evaluates ARARs. The FS Report identifies remedial action obJectives 

(cleanup standards and guidelines based on the risk assessment and ARAR evaluation), 

identifies and screens remedial action alternatives and evaluates viable alternatives in 

accordance with the nine critena mandated by the NCP- protection of human health and 

the environment. comphance \\1th ARARs, long-term effectiveness. reduction of toxicity. 

mobihty and volume. short-term effecttveness, implementabihty. cost. state and commumty 

acceptance. 
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Review the RifFS Report to ensure: 

• The document is consistent with relevant Air Force and regulatory guidance in format 

and type of information provided. 

• The executive summary is concise and non-technical. 

• The conclusions and recommendations are logical, definitive and well supported by 

information in the text. 



• The infonnation describing the base, the IRP, the site location and history is accurate. 

Coordinate the review of the RifFS with JA (ARAR detennination), P A (general 

infonnation), BEE (analytical results, risk assessment) and Civil Engineering (FS). 

Provide the RifFS report to the regulatory agencies and the RAB for review. RifFS 
reports recommending Remedial Action require Peer Reviews. 

• Proposed Plan - This document is developed primarily for the public review process. 
The Proposed Plan summarizes the RifFS and describes the preferred cleanup alternative 

in language that the general public can understand. 

Review the Proposed Plan to ensure the following: 

• The document is consistent with relevant Air Force and regulatory guidance in fonnat 

and type of infonnation provided. 
• The document is written in language that the general public can understand. 

• The preferred alternative is logical, definitive and supported by the RifFS. 

• The infonnation describing the base, the IRP, the site location and history is accurate. 

The draft Proposed Plan must be widely disseminated for review and coordination. 

Coordinate the review of the document at the installation by distributing a draft for 
comments to: 

• JA, 
• PA, 
• EPC or ELC, 
• the regulatory agencies, 

• the RAB, and 
• the ACC CES!ESV program manager who will in tum distribute the document 

to: 
• HQ ACC/JA V and 
• HQACC/PA. 

After finalizing the Proposed Plan. the installauon must notify the pubhc of the availabih~ 
of the Proposed Plan and Administrative Record, provtde a 30 day revte\\ and comment 

period and provide an opportunity for a pubhc meeting. 

The installation must record a transcript of the public meeting and compile all comments, 

written and oral, collected during the comment period and the public meeting. Following 

the close of the comment period, the installation must generate a Responsiveness Summary 

to address and respond to the public comments. The Responsiveness Summary is 
published with the Record of Decision (ROD). 
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• Decision Document (DD)(non-NPLl or Record of Decision (ROD) (NPL) - These 

documents provide a signed formal record of the cleanup decision-making process. In 

general, a DD includes a summary of the RI/FS and a description of and justification for 

the preferred alternative. A better option is to follow the ROD format described in EPA 

guidance. A ROD contains the information in the Proposed Plan, a Responsiveness 

Summary (summary of comments and associated responses) and a Declaration (declares 

consistency of the decision with CERCLA, SARA and the NCP, cost effectiveness, and 

protection of human health and the environment). The ACC Vice Commander 
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(HQ ACC/CV) is the NPL ROD signatory and the Installation Commander is the non­

NPL DD or ROD signatory. 

Review the DD or ROD to ensure: 

• The document is consistent with relevant Air Force and regulatory guidance in format 

and type of information provided. 

• The document contains a comprehensive summary of the decision-making process, 

summarizing and referring to relevant documents rather than providing unnecessary 

details. 
• The document notes any uncertainties and contingencies. 

• The information describing the base, the IRP, the location and history is accurate. 

• Peer review has been conducted. 

The ROD or DD must be widely disseminated for review and coordination prior to 

signature by the ACC Vice Commander or Installation Commander. Review and 

coordanatJon procedures for NPL installations are provided in section 8.6. Review and 

coordanation procedures for non-NPL installations are as follows: 

• Coordinate review of draft ROD or DD \\ith the follo"ing organizations: 

~ Installation JA. 
~ Installation P A 
~ Installation EPC. 
~ The RAB. and 
~ The regulatory agencies. 

• Forward draft ROD or DD to ACC program manager for review. ACC program 

manager \\ill coordmate review of draft ROD or DD "ith: 

~ JAV 
~ PA 
~ ELC 
~ ACC CESIESV 

• Finalize ROD or DD and staff the document to the Installation Commander for 

signature. 
• Announce availability of signed ROD or DD to the public, in accordance with 

standard community involvement procedures, as listed below and in Section 4 .1.1. 



Coordination with the IRP Team. Section 6.2 and Table 6.1 provide the standard 
coordination procedures. 

Community Involvement Community involvement activities increase during the RI/FS. The 
base must develop a Community Relations Plan (CRP) to provide a formal guide to community 
involvement activities during investigation and cleanup. For program cohesiveness and efficiency, 
it is best to develop the CRP for the entire installation IRP. An A-E working closely with the RPM 
and PA, usually drafts the CRP. Community interviews, conducted by the A-E and an Air Force 
representative, are the first step in CRP development. These interviews determine the level of 
interest of the community and the best methods of disseminating information to the public. Using 
the information gathered during these interviews, the A-E drafts the CRP, which includes a 
summary of the installation IRP, a summary of information gathered during interviews and an 
implementation guide for required and recommended community involvement activities. In 
addition, include RI/FS issues as an agenda item at RAB meetings. 

One of the activities designed to provide information to the community during the RifFS and other 
phases of the IRP is the publication of Fact Sheets. These are brief, non-technical summaries of 
site information. Publication and distribution of periodic newsletters is another method of providing 
the community with updates on the status ofiRP activities. 

After completion of the Rl/FS report and Proposed Plan, the installation must notify the public of 
the availability of the Proposed Plan and Administrative Record. provide a 30 day review and 
comment period and an opponuni~· for a public meeting. The anstallatJon must record a formal 
transcript of the public meeting. The Air Force, as lead agency. must develop a Responsiveness 
Summary (a summary of comments and associated responses) to include m the Record of Decision 
or Decision Document. Finally, the installation must notify the pubhc of the availability of the 
signed ROD or DO. -

Peer Rt!l•il!Ws. Peer revieWs are required for RIIFS projects \\ith program costs exceeding $1 
milhon (Sec section 4.1.10). Plan a peer review to occur at the draft PNSI or Sl phase. 
Rcv1ewers should analyze the RIIFS scope of work. 

Planning the Next Step. Depending on the results of the Rl!FS. the next step m the IRP 
process may be: 

• RDIRA 
• IRA 
• LTMor 
• NFRAP. 
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It is not necessary to complete the RIIFS before planning the next step in the IRP process. RPMs 

should develop the program document and update the site strategy and schedule in the MAP when 
the next course of action becomes evident. 

NFRAP After RUFS. A Category ill NFRAP decision may be made after the RI if 
concentrations of contaminants at the site are below risk-based levels (baseline risk assessment) or 
ARARs and the site does not require removal or remedial action. A Category ill NFRAP decision 
may also be made if the RIIFS preferred alternative is the ''No Action" alternative. The 
classification of sites for a Category ill NFRAP decisions are: 

• Response complete - Air Force certification of and signature on the NFRAP decision. 

• Site closeout - Regulatory concurrence with the NFRAP decision . 

. ~· 
U.S. Air Foree, Summer 1994, NFRAP Guide. 

U.S. Air Force, Dec:ember 1993, U.S. 4ir Force Installation Restoration Program RemetBal 

Project Manager's Handbook, Sections 5.3.3 and 5.3.4. 

U.S. Air For~ May 1992, United Stotes Air Force EnvironmDital Restoranon Program 

Management Action Plan (MAP) Guidance, Section 1.4. 

U.S. Air Force. May 1991, U.S. Air Fmce Handbook to Support the Installation Restoration 
Program (lRP) StotetMnts of Work, Volume 1-RemedJa/JnvestigDtion /Feasibility Studies 
(RJIFS). 

. 
U.S. EPA.. 1992, Community Relations in Superfund, A Handbook, Jan 1992. 

U.S. EPA.. Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume 1: Human Hetllth Evaluation 

Mllltua/ (P1111 A){EPA/540/J-89/002, Dec 1989) and Volume ll: Environmemal Evaluation 

M11nua/ (EPA/540/J-89/00J, Mar 1989). 

U.S. EPA.. CERCJ..A Compliance with Other Lows Manual, Ptut I (EPA/540/G-89/006, Aug 
1988) and Part II (EPA/540/G-891009, Aug 1989). 

U.S. EPA, 1989, Guidllltce on Preparing Superfund Decision Documents: The Proposed 
Pllllt, the Record {)f Decision, Explanation ofSj~ij'iptlnt Difl{!relfCI!$, .The Ret:Ofd of Decision 
Amendment, EPAJS461G-891007, Jul1989. ···· · < >/ •··• > •/ · > . . < •.. · ..••.•. · • > > ·.·.·.· ·.· .. ·•······• ·•··· 
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6.2.4 Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RDIRA) 

Definition and Purpose. Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RDIRA) involves the 
development of the engineering design and bid specifications and construction of the cleanup 
system. The purpose ofRDIRA is to design and construct the selected cleanup alternative. 

Programming the RDIRA Requirement The RPM can program the RDIRA as either a single 
project requirement or two individual project requirements, depending on the complexity of the 
action. For instance, if pre-design pilot studies are required, or if the extent of contamination 
requires further definition, then program the RD separately. If the remedial action is not complex 
or if the two-step (design-build) acquisition strategy is planned, then program the RDIRA as a 
single project requirement. 

The narrative program document for an RD or DD Form 1391 for RA or RDIRA should include 
the foliO\.\ing data: 

• A history of the site, encompassing all of the available information about the s1te from 
previous IRP activities (PA/SI, Removal Actions, Rl!FS), 

• Cleanup level goals, 
• Relative risk classification, 
• DD or ROD signature date. 
• A detailed description of the selected cleanup technology and the requirements for 

constructing the cleanup system. 
• Multi-year funding requirements (past and future)- funding h1story and fundmg 

projections (including L TO) 

Sections 5.2 .1. 7 and 5.2 .1. 8 provide guidance on developing the RD and RDIRA program 
documents. respectively. 

Program documents for ground water pump and treat RAs must include the following information 
in the justification: 

1) The objectives ofthe system. Example objectives include restoration to ARARs 
or intermediate cleanup levels (ACLs), prevention of contaminant migration, 
bioremediation, etc. 
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2) The volume of contaminant in the aquifer in gallons. 

3) A map of the contaminant plume showing types and concentrations of 

contaminants, using iso-concentration contours. 

4) The acquisition strategy used to accomplish RifFS through L TO. 

5) The expected reduction of contaminant concentrations by year for the first ten 

years of operation. Generate a graph of expected concentration vs. time as a 

visual aid. 

6) The total system cost (RA) and operation and maintenance costs (LTO) for the 

first I 0 years of system operation. 

7) Documentation of evaluation of other technologies. 

8) Justification for not using another technology. 

Acquisition Strategy Considerations. Acquisition strategy is especially important during 

RDIRA to ensure a quality job at a reasonable cost. The RPM, ACC program manager, and 

service center project manager should evaluate the requirement and the various contracting 

mechanisms to determine whether to award a single contract (two-step or RFP) for RDIRA or 

separate contracts for each phase. A single contract mechanism \\ill most likely save time over 

contractmg the RD and RA separately. However, if the cleanup alternative is complex or the Site 

mforrnauon lunitcd. the single contract mechanism may result in prohibitive costs due to the 

inherent contracting risk associated \\ith this type of project. IMovative technologies can be 
promoted e1ther by usmg the single contract mechanism or including a value engineering clause in 

the separate RD and RA contracts. 

If the RPM. ACC program manager and the service center project manager select an existing 

semce center 10/JQ contract mechanism for the RD, they should consider the follo\\ing factors 

when choosing a particular IDIJQ contract: 

• A-E contmuny (familianty \\ith results of RifFS). 

• A-E familianty \\ith state-of-the-science technology and 

• A-E past performance, responsiveness and cost. 

6-30 



Scope of Work. When reviewing the scope of work or bid specifications for RD/RA, the RPM 

should ensure it is consistent with the DD or ROD and includes the following tasks: 

• Development of all required work plans and permit applications, 

• Support for community relations activities and Administrative Record updates (ACC 
approved services such as document reproduction and technical support, 

• Compiling and formatting any analytical data for IRPIMs, 
• Development of an operations and maintenance manual, 

• A performance period, 
• Development of adequate copies of necessary documents, and 
• Measurement of the type and quantity of contamination removed or treated by the 

action. 
• Providing monthly progress reports to the ACC program manager, the RPM and the 

service center. 

Updating the MAP and Project File. Include the following issues, specific to the RD/RA, in 

the biannual MAP update and project file: 

• Design and construction obstacles, 
• Expected contaminant removal rate, 
• L TO requirements, 
• Data management, 
• Regulatory compliance, 
• Community involvement activities and 

• Strategies and schedules for achieving site restoration. 

Documentation. The folloY.ing provides a description of the document requ1remcnts and 

guidclmes for document review. 

• RDIRA Work Plans- The RDIRA Work Plans establish planning. scheduling and 
reporung requirements, sampling and analysis strateg1es and techniques (if necessary), 

QA/QC procedures. health and safety procedures and community relations plans and 

techruques (as an amendment to the CRP developed durmg the RifFS). 

Review the RDIRA work plans, including attachments. to ensure: 

• All necessary tasks and procedures are included. 

• The approach to the RD/RA is logical and in accordance with the recommendations in 

the RifFS, as documented in the DD or ROD. 

Coordinate the review of any sampling and analysis strategies and techniques, QA/QC 
procedures and health and safety procedures with the BEE. Coordinate the review of CRP 

updates with P A. Additionally, coordinate the review of the planning, scheduling and 
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reporting requirements with other Civil Engineering branches. Provide the RDIRA work 

plans to the regulatory agencies and RAB for review. 

• 35%,65%,95% and 100% Design Submittals --The 35% design submittal is usually 

a conceptual design. The 65% and 95% design submittals are draft design documents for 

review and the 100% design submittal is the final design complete with bid specifications 

and construction drawings. Prior .to initiating the design, the IRP team should determine 

whether or not all four stages of design are required for the project, as skipping 

unnecessary reviews will expedite the cleanup process. 

Review the design documents to ensure the documents are consistent with the RifFS and 

DO/ROD. Coordinate reviews of design documents with the other Civil Engineering 

branches to take advantage of their expertise. Provide the design documents to the 

regulatory agencies and the RAB for review. 

• Progress Reports - The construction contractor usually submits progress reports on a 

regular basis (at least monthly) during the RA. Progress reports should summarize the 

work completed (including percentage completed), problems and corrective actions, 

schedule, quantity and type of contamination removed and efficiency of the installed 

system. 

Review the progress report to ensure it contains the following information: 

• The status of construction activities (scope, cost, schedule). 

• The type and quantity of contamination removed or treated compared to the estimates 

in the Proposed Plan. and 

• Potential problems and corrective actions. 

D1scuss anomalies immediately with the service center or Contracting Officer (if Base 

Contracting handl~ procurement) to avert future probleins. 

• Operations and Maintenance Manual -This manual provides the operation and 

nwntenance requ&rements and mstructions for operating the cleanup system. 

Review the Operations and Maintenance Manual for completeness and clarity. Coordmatc 

the review of this manual with other Civil Engineering branches. 

Coordination with the IRP Team. Section 6.2 and Table 6.1 provide the standard 

coordination procedures. 

Community Involvement Community involvement activities are limited during the RD/RA. 

Amend the CRP to incorporate RD/RA community involvement activities. EPA typically releases 

a fact sheet describing the Remedial Design. The installation may wish to follow suit. In addition, 
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the installation should release a public notice announcing the start of the Remedial Action. There 
are no other fonnal requirements for community involvement activities during RD/RA, however, 
the installation should release periodic fact sheets and newsletters to inform the public of the 
progress of ongoing Remedial Actions. Include RD/RA status as an agenda item at the RAB 
meeting. The need for additional community involvement activities will depend on the interests of 
the surrounding community. 

Peer Reviews. Peer reviews are required for complex RDs (See section 4.1.10). Plan for the 
peer review to occur at the draft FS phase. 

Planning the Next Step. Depending on the type and results of the RD/RA, the next step in the 
IRP process may be: 

• LTO 
• LTM or 
• NFRAP. 

It is not necessary to complete the RD/RA before planning the next step in the IRP process. RPMs 
should develop the program document and update the site strategy and schedule in the MAP when 
the next course of action becomes evident. In fact, RPMs must program L TO and L TM well in 
advance, to avoid lapses in system operation. 

NFRAP After RDIRA. The NFRAP decision after a RD/RA is Category IV: a determination 
that all actions necessary to protect human health and the environment have been taken. The 
classification of sites for the Category IV NFRAP deciston are: 

• Remedial Action in Place - RA construction complete and system is functional and 
operational; LTO or L TM may still be necessary to meet cleanup levels. 

• Response complete - RA construction complete; necessary L TO and L TM complete. 
Stte residuals are protective of human health and the environment. 

• Site closeout - Regulatory concurrence v.ith the Response Complete NFRAP decision. 

For fiiiJre information, consult the following references. 

U.S. Air Force, Summer 1994, NFRAP Guide. 

U.S. Air Force, December 1993, U.S. A.ir Force lltStalhmon RestOI'ation Program RemedUzl 
Project Mll1Ul8er's Handbook, Sections S.S.1 and S.S .. l. 

;.:.·::: .... · .. : :·····:: .:.:·· 

U$. Air Force, May 1992, United States Air Foru Environment;lRestoratlon .Program .. ···· .. 
M~~nagement Action Plan (M4P) Guidance, Seetitlft · ~.4.; ·••.•·•··· · · · · .·. · · · · .· 

6-33 



6.2.5 Long Term Monitoring/Long Term Operation (L TMIL TO) 

Definition and Pumose. The following provides the definition and purpose of Long Tenn 

Monitoring (LTM) and Long Tenn Operation (LTO). 

• LTM. Long Tenn Monitoring refers to periodic ground water monitoring for a determined 

amount of time as a conditional remedial action (documented in aDD or ROD). LTM is 

usually chosen for an IRP site that shows levels of ground water contamination that are 

close to cleanup level goals for which there appears to be no active source of 

contamination (i.e., no soil contamination leaking into the ground water) and natural 

attenuation of contaminants (dispersion and diffusion) is expected to lower the 

contamination levels \\ithout treattnent. 

To arnplernent the L TM, existing or newly installed monitoring wells are sampled 

periodically (monthly, quarterly) and analyzed for target compounds. The mstallauons 

must compile the results for a period oftirne and evaluate them to determine if natural 

attenuation is a valid cleanup option. If the contaminants show a significant do\\nward 

trend in concentration and reach the cleanup level goals, the site can be evaluated and. 

most likely. closed out. If the contaminant levels show a significant increase. the s1te will. 

most llkely, require reevaluation and cleanup. 

• L TO. Long Term Operation refers to all of the required labor and rnatenals for the 

operation and maintenance of a cleanup system (1.e., ground water pump and treat system). 

After the cleanup system construction. L TO goes on until cleanup standards are reached 

L TO may involve operating. rnamtaining and repairing equipment as well as collectmg. 

analyzing and evaluating samples to determine performance. 

DERA Eligibility. DUSD (ES), in the 14 Apr 1994 memorandum, expanded DERA eligibility 

for L TO from the ten year limit to completion of cleanup. 

Reporting Requirements for Pump and Treat Projects. In order for ACC to evaluate the 

cost effectiveness of pump and treat systems, submit the following information (to 
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ACC CES/ESV) for all operating pump and treat systems: 

1) The objectives ofthe system. Example objectives include restoration to 
ARARs or intermediate cleanup levels, prevention of contaminant 
migration, bioremediation, etc. 

2) The volume and types of contaminants in the aquifer in gallons. 

3) A map of the contaminant plume showing types and concentrations of 
contaminants, using iso-concentration contours. 

4) The acquisition strategy used to accomplish RifFS through L TO. 

5) The expected reduction of contaminant concentrations by year for the first 
ten years of operation. Generate a graph of expected concentration vs. 
time as a visual aid. 

6) The total system cost (RA) and operation and maintenance costs (L TO) 
for the system through site closeout. · 

Programming the LTM and LTD Requirements. LTM and LTO program documents use 

the narrative format. In general, the data requirements for programming L TM and L TO include: 

• A history of the site, encompassing all of the available information about the site from 
previous IRP activities (PA/Sl, Removal Actions, RifFS. RDIRA). 

• Cleanup level goals, 
• Relative risk classification, 
• DD or ROD signature date, 

• A justification for the decision to implement L TM or a detailed description of the 

selected RA. 
• A description ·of the labor and material requirements for L TM or L TO. 

• Multi-year funding requirements, including funding history and future funding 

projections for L TM or L TO. 
• An estimate of the amount and type of contamination expected to be removed. by 

volume. by fiscal year. 

Sections 5.2.1.9 and 5.2.1.1 0, respectively, provide guidance on developmg the LTM and LTO 

program documents. 
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Acquisition Strategy Considerations. The RPM, ACC program manager and service center 

project manager should discuss and determine an acquisition strategy for the L TM and L TO. 

Because DERA is a single-year appropriation, L TM and L TO usually require single year service 

contracts. Since L TM and LTO require frequent site visits, contractor location is an important 

consideration in the acquisition process. As a final note, be sure to program and award projects to 

avoid lapses in service due to the break in fiscal years. 

Updating the MAP and Project File. Address the following issues, specific to the L TM or 

LTO, in the MAP update and project file: 

• Data management, 

• Regulatory compliance, 

• Actual and expected contaminant removal rate, 

• Community involvement activities, and 

• Strategies and schedules for achieving site restoration. 

• For L TM, include a decision tree outlining the criteria for deciding the next course of 

action after evaluating monitoring results over the specified time period. 

Documentation. During L TM and LTO, documentation is limited to regular progress reports. 

The monthly to quarterly progress reports should include the following: 

• A record and evaluation of sampling results, 

• A list of operation and maintenance activities, 

• A description of system performance and 

• Notification of any problems followed by the associated corrective actions. 

• For LTO progress reports: the actual quantity and type of contanunants removed by 

volume compared to the expected removal efficiencies recorded in the program 

. document and the "Committnent to Progress" submission.-

Coordination With the IRP Team. Coordination witfi the IRP team is limited during LTM and 

LTO. The RPM may periodically coordinate \\ith the following organizations: 
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• Civil Engineering and Base Contracting to review the status of the service contract and 

resolve any problems, 

• The service contractor to provide site access and ensure availabilit)· of government­

provided materials. 

• The BEE to request assistance with health and safe~)· issues or interpretation of 

sampling results, 

• The regulatory agencies and the RAB to keep them apprised of cleanup progress. 



Community Involvement. There are no fonnal community involvement activities required 

during L TM or LTO, however, the installation should release periodic fact sheets and newsletters 

to inform the public of the progress of monitoring or cleanup operations. Include LTO and LTM 

status as an agenda item at the RAB meeting. Any additional community involvement activities 

are at the discretion of the installation and should depend on community interest in the site. 

NFRAPAfter LTM or LTO. The NFRAP decision after a LTM or LTO is Category IV: a 

determination that all actions necessary to protect human health and the environment have been 

taken. The classification of sites for the Category N NFRAP decision are: 

• Remedial Action in Place - RA construction complete and system is functional and 

operational~ LTO or L TM may still be necessary to meet cleanup levels. 

• Response complete - RA construction complete; necessary L TO and L TM complete. 

Site residuals are protective of human health and the environment. 

• Site closeout - Regulatory concurrence with the Response Complete NFRAP decision. 

For moreinfonntliion, consult the following references. 

U.S. Air Force. Suouner l994,NFRAP6uide. 

DUSD(ES) 14 Apr 1994 Memorandum, Subject: Management Guidance for Execution of the 

F\'94195 and Development of the FY96 Defense Environmental Restoration Program. 

U.S. Air Force, December 1993, U.S. Air Fmce lnstaUadon Restoration Program Rmsedial 

Project Manager'& Handbook, Section 5.5.3. 

U.S. Air Force. May 1992, United Swus Air Force Environmental Restoration Program 

Management Action Plan (MAP) Guidtmce, Section 1.4. 

NCP, Subpart E. 40 CFR 300.435. 

6.3 SITE CLOSEOUT OR RESPONSE COMPLETE 

Definition and Pumose. Site closeout is the process of completing all necessary actions to 

ensure that a site is protective (within acceptable risk levels, as mandated by the NCP) of human 

health and the environment, documenting the decision process and obtaining regulatory approval. If 

an NFRAP decision fulfills all the above criteria except for regulatory approval, the site is 

classified as "response complete." Site closeout or response complete may occur at any point in the 

IRP, as early as the P A/SI, if a thorough investigation confirms that the site poses no threat to 
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human health and the environment. On the other end of the spectrum, it may require years of 
operation of a cleanup system to render a site protective of human health and the environment and 
reach site closeout. Site closeout is the ultimate goal of the IRP. However, to measure progress 
toward cleanup (and not penalize sites that require L TO), HQ USAF tracks an additional site 
classification: "Remedial Action in Place" (RAIP). RAIP is defined as: cleanup system 
constructed, functional and operational and only L TO or L TM is required. 

Goals. All levels ofDERP management have established goals for IRP site closeout, response 
complete and RAIP. The "Commitment to Progress" scorecard lists Air Force and ACC goals for 
site closeout, response complete and RAIP. 

Site Ooseout Decision - Documentation, Review and Signature. The following section 
describes the type of documentation and information required for NFRAP following each phase of 
the program. The following publications provide additional information on NFRAP 
documentation: Air Force Installation Restoration Program Management Guidance, Section 
5.5, page 97, EPA's guidance document, Procedures for Completion and Deletion of National 
Priority List Sites and the HQ USAF DERA Eligibility and Programming Guidance. 

Disseminate NFRAP documents to CE and Civil Engineering branches, JA, PA, the BEE, EMB 
and EPC, ACC CES/ESV, RAB and regulatory agencies for review and coordination. When 
reviewing NFRAP documents, the IRP team should use the checklists and evaluation criteria in the 
NFRAP Guide to ensure that: 

• The information is correct and consistent with previous documents. 
• The document is defensible and meets the requirements of Atr Force pohcy and 

guidance, and 
• The document is consistent Y.ith regulatory policy and guidance. 

The Installation Commander is the authorized signatory for a non,-NPL NFRAP DD. Following 
Installation Commander signature, forward a copy of the NFRAP DD to ACC CES/ESV. HQ 
USAF/CEVR and the regulatory agencies. Although the regulatory agencies may not sign the 
document as there is no regulatory basis for NFRAP DDs at non-NPL installations. the RPM 
should still request Y.ntten concurrence Y.ith the decision. 

NFRAP after PA/SI. There are two criteria for making an NFRAP decision after the PA/SI. The 
first is if no contaminants exist at the site. The second is if the site poses no threat to human health 
and the environment as defined by conservative risk screening criteria (i.e., no potential for direct 
contact with contaminants, no potential for contaminant migration). If either of these criteria are 
met, prepare a Category I or II NFRAP DD to certify "response complete" for the site. Refer to 
the NFRAP Guide for information on preparing the document. 
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NFRAP after Removal Action. An NFRAP decision can be made after a Removal Action 
if the contaminants at the site have been completely removed or treated or if residuals meet 



ARARs and pose no threat to human health and the environment as defined by the NCP 

baseline risk assessment criteria (i.e., no potential for direct contact with contaminants, no 

potential for contaminant migration). If the site meets either of these criteria, prepare a 

Category IV NFRAP DD. Refer to the NFRAP Guide for information on preparing the 

document. 

Site Closeout or "Finish" after RIIFS. An NFRAP decision can be made after the RI if the 

poses no threat to human health and the environment as defined by the N CP baseline risk 

assessment criteria (i.e., no potential for direct contact with contaminants, no potential for 

contaminant migration) and ARARs are not exceeded. An NFRAP decision can also be 

made after the RI/FS if "no action" is the selected remedial alternative (the site is 

protective of human health and the environment, i.e., poses an acceptable risk as defined 

by the NCP baseline risk assessment criteria). The Category III NFRAP DD or ROD (as 

described in Section 6.2.3) is required for documentation of the NFRAP decision. Refer to 

the NFRAP Guide for information on preparing the document. 

NFRAP after RDIRA. An NFRAP decision can be made after the RDIRA, if the site 

meets the cleanup goals ofthe DD or ROD (cleanup system constructed; all LTM and 

L TO requirements completed). Verification sampling will probably be required to make 

this determination. The Category IV NFRAP DD is required for documentation of the 

NFRAP decision. Refer to the NFRAP Guide for information on preparing the document. 

For NPL sites, a Final Closeout Report formally closes out the site. Non-NPL sites may 

be classified as: 

• Remedial Action in Place - RA construction complete and system is 
functlonal and operauonal; L TO or L TM may still be necessary to meet 

cleanup levels. 
• Response complete - RA construction complete; necessary L TO and L TM 

complete. Site residuals are protective of human health and the environment. 

• Site closeout - Regulatory concurrence \\ith the Response Complete NFRAP 

decision. 

NFRAP after L TO. Although a site. by definition. is considered RAJP at the start of 

L TO. a NFRAP report as requared at the completion of L TO to document .. response 

complete .. : the Site meets the cleanup goals of the ROD or DO and all cleanup actions are 

complete. A Categoi')·IV NFRAP DO is required for documentation of the NFRAP 

decision. Refer to the NFRAP GUide for information on prepanng the document. NPL 

installations should follow EPA delisting procedures. 

NFRAP after L TM. A Category IV NFRAP DO should follow the LTM period if no 

further monitoring or Remedial Action is necessary to meet the cleanup goals of the DD or 

ROD and ensure that the site is protective of human health and the environment. Refer to 

the NFRAP Guide for information on preparing the document. 
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Tracking Site Closeout, Response Complete and Remedial Action in Place. Since site cleanup 
goals are the most important milestone of the IRP; all levels of management track this parameter. 
When the NFRAP decision is made, the RPM should drive the process to completion by developing 
the NFRAP DD or ROD, staffing the NFRAP DD for review and signature, and requesting 
regulatory agency concurrence. With regulatory concurrence, the NFRAP site will be tracked as 
"closed." In the absence of regulatory concurrence, the NFRAP site will be tracked as "response 
complete." The RPM should also drive the completion ofthe Remedial Action construction, if 
necessary so that the site can be tracked as RAIP. 

Following completion of this process, notify and provide ACC CES/ESV and HQ USAF/CEVR 
with a final signed NFRAP DD or ROD. Also forward final NFRAP documents to the parties 
listed in section 4.1.1.3). If additional measures are required to meet the criteria of site closeout 
(Final Closeout Report following LTO, regulatory approval, LTO or LTM), program and execute 
these requirements accordingly. 

Commqnity Involvement. For NPL bases, site closeout (referred to as "site delisting" in NCP 
terminology) requires specific notification requirements (i.e., publishing a notification in the 
Federal Register). For non-NPL sites, the installation should notify the public of the NFRAP 
decision. The RPM should work with PA and the regulatory agencies as necessary to detemline 
the appropriate community involvement activities. Also discuss the site closeout decision with the 
RAB. 

Five-Year Review. CERCLA 12l(c) requires sites that have been closed out (with contaminants 
left in place) to be reviewed every five years. The purpose of the five-year review is to ensure that 
the cleanup remains protective of human health and the environment. For additional information, 
refer to EPA's guidance document: Update to the "Procedures for Completion and Deletion of 
National Priorities List Sites" Guidance Document Reeardine the Performance of Five-Year 
Reviews. 

Reooening Sites. Due to evolving environmental regulations, state-of-the-science. discovery of 
new mformatJon about a sire, or determination that insufficient data or justification exists to 
suppon s1te closeout it may be necessary to reopen a site that was closed out in the past (signed 
NFRAP DO). If a site is reopened. document the reason for reopening the site and follow the IRP 
process from site identification to site closeout (Sections 6.1 - 6.3) . 

.,. 
~ <.:!" 

.. :: .. 

. 
For more in.fontUJ.tion, consult the foOowing references. 

U.S. Air Force, December 1993, U.S. Air Force lnsttdlation Restoration Progrt1111 Remedilll 
Project Manager's Htmdbook, Sectien 5.6. · · · · · · · · · 
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7. DOCUMENTATION 

7.1 FILES 

IRP files, Administrative Records and Information Repositories must be well organized, 
maintained and up-to-date for the following reasons: 

• If there is a change in personnel within the IRP team, new team members will not have 
difficulty locating important documents. 

• RPMs will be able to keep track of and locate important documents within the large 
volume of current and historic IRP information. 

• The Administrative Record is the basis for defending any legal challenges to IRP 
efforts. 

• The Administrative Record and Information Repository serve as vehicles of 
community involvement. 

The following sections provide an overview of the installation, Administrative Record and 
Information Repository file plans and a list of RPM tasks for implementing these file plans. 

7.1.1 File Plan 

ACC developed an IRP maintenance and disposition file plan ( .. file plan .. ) for each base m 
accordance Y.ith Air Force file standards and decision logic tables (See Appendix Ill of the 
Aciirumstrauve Suppon Training Manual). The file plan covers all aspects of IRP management 
and provides quick access to necessary documents and forms. RPMs should locate aliiRP files in 
a central file cabinet. except for IRP project and site files and applicable manuals. These files are 
working files and RPMs should keep them at their desk. Keep IRP proJect and site files m six part 
folders and orgaruze as follows: 

Project File 

Program Documents 
Statements of Work 
Correspondence In 
Correspondence Out 
Background Information 
Contract Documents 

Site File 

Sue Summary Status 
Relanve R1sk Evaluation 
Correspondence In 
Correspondence Out 
Background Information 
Decision Documents 
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To maintain a working file system, the RPM should conduct the following tasks: 

• Develop a routing slip for IRP team member review and comment and instructions for 

return of document for filing. 
• Code the document for filing. 

=> Write in pencil, in the upper right-hand comer of document. 
=> Include "File:, "file plan number, and RPM initials. 

• Ensure administrative personnel are properly trained in Air Force filing techniques and 

briefed on and provided with the IRP file plan. 
• Instruct administrative personnel to prepare and file documents in a timely manner. 

=> Locate attachments forwarded with the document. 
=> Remove insignificant internal forms (routing and suspense slips, envelopes, 

etc.). Attach internal forms with significant remarks to the back of the 

document. 
=> Ensure document is dated; mark with receipt date if necessary. 

• Update the file plan to incorporate new sites, projects, manuals, policies and 

directives. 

Fornwre information, consultthe following references. 

Warren, T., Wells, M., and Tungland, L., 1995, Proceedings of the 1995 Air Combat 

Command Environmentol Quality Symposium, ~Administrative Record for the Installation 

Restoration Program." 

Air Combat Command, 1993-1994, (lnstallation-spedfic) Administrative Support Training 

Manual. 

7.1.2 Administrative Record and Information Repository Files 

CERCLA 113 requires that an Administrative Record be established to document the basis for 

response action selection. Subpan I of the NCP provides guidelines for estabhshmg an 

Admmastrauve Record and Information Reposatory. These files are imponant for the followmg 

reasons: 
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• The Administrative Record is the sole instrument for judicial review of a response 

action. 
• Response actions take place over along period of time. The Administrative Record 

serves as a road map to the decision-making process throughout changes in personnel, 

policy, laws and regulations. 

• The Administrative Record and Information Repository serve to encourage community 

involvement by presenting an organized database of IRP activities. 



The following sections provide an overview of Administrative Record and Information Repository 

File requirements. 

7.1.2.1 The Administrative Record File 

The Administrative Record file contains all of the documentation that contributes to the decision to 

choose a Remedial or Removal Action at a site or sites. The Administrative Record is very 

important because it is a legal record, the only record admissible in cases of judicial review. It is 

also a record for public review. The following provides examples of documents that may be placed 

in an Administrative Record: 

• Final reports (P A/SI, RIIFS, EE/CA), 

• Regulatory and public correspondence (letters, comments}, and 

• Documentation of community involvement activities (CRP, public notification, 

transcripts of public meetings, fact sheets). 

Appendix I of the Administrative Support Training Manual provides guidelines for the selection 

of documents for Administrative Records. 

USAF policy requires that installations keep an Administrative Record for all sites, indexed and 

available for public review at or near the installation in a location easily accessible to the 

community. Keep the official Administrative Record in a secure but accessible location on base 

(preferably with the installation JA) and an exact duplicate in an off-base location, for public 

review (included as part of the Installation Repository). 

Because of the large volume of IRP-related documentation for all sites on an mstallation. ACC 

developed a database to organize the Administrative Record file. ACC extracted information from 

each document to create the database. The database allows the RPM to sort and search for 

documents by categories and key words. As new documents are added to the Admimstrattve 

Record, the RPM should complete the following tasks: 

• Coordinate careful review of documents by regulatory agencies, JA, PA and HQ ACC 

program managers. 
• Update the Administrative Record file database quarterly. 

• Update the Administrative Record file Index quarterly. 

• Place duplicate copies of documents i.n the Information Repositol)·. 

7.1.2.2 The Information Repository File 

The Information Repository is also a project file on the Remedial or Removal Action at a site or 

sites. However, the sole purpose of the Information Repository is to provide information to the 

community. The Information Repository should contain a copy of the Administrative Record, draft 

documents for review and appropriate background information. Since the Information Repository 

must be conveniently accessible to the community, it should be kept at an off-base location, at a 
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local, public facility (such as a public library or community center) where similar documents are 
kept for review (municipal budgets, zoning change proposals, etc.). 

The Information Repository may contain draft documents and background information in addition 
to the indexed Administrative Record. RPMs should request JA and PA (concerning community 
relations activities) assistance with compiling, reviewing and indexing these documents. 

I ma111mds an~ tailored to each individualinStalbtion). ·· 

Air .F.orte, December 1993,.,.U. S. Air FOI'ce Installation Restoration Program Remedial 
1-'wl>i~ Manager~s Handbook. -

HQ TACIDEV S Mar 1991 Letter, Subject: Administrative Record~ Technical Review 
Committees and ATSDR Health Assessments for Bases with Federal Fatilities Agreements. 

HQ USAFILEEV 12 Jan 1988 Letter, Subject: Administrative Records for the Installation 
Restoration Program (IRP). 

U.S. EPA. J Dec 1990, Final Guidance on Adndnistrative Records for Selecting CERCLA. 
Response Actions, OSWER Directive 9833.JA-1, a Memorandum from Don R. Clay, EPA 
Assistant Administrator.· Section !VB contains specific information for Federal Facilities. 

CERCLA Section 113. 

National C Plan, I, 40 CFR 300.800. 

7.2 REPORTS 

The RPM must complete several reports throughout the fiscal year in order to track IRP progress. 
The following sections provide an overview of these reports. 
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7.2.1 Quarterly Reports to ACC 

TraveV/'D Y Request RPMs must submit a report to ACC CES/ESVR requesting approval for 

TDY s for the upcoming quarter. ESV program managers will review and approve the requests. 

ESVR will distribute funding quarterly for approved TDYs. The reports are due the 15th of the 

month (or first business day after) prior to the beginning of the quarter: 

• First Quarter 
• Second Quarter 
• Third Quarter 
• Fourth Quarter 

August 15 
December 15 
March 15 
June 15 

TDY requests should include the following information: 

• Traveler's name 

• TDY location 

• Purpose 

• Dates 

• Estimated total cost 

ACC CES/ESV will fund out-of-cycle requests on a case-by-case basis after review and approval 

by the ACC program manager. RPMs should submit written out-of-cycle requests (with the same 

information as above) to the ACC program manager. To expedite review and approval of short­

suspense TDYs, notify your ESV program manager of your pending out-of-cycle TDY 

requirements as soon as possible. ACC CES/ESVR will distribute funds for out-of-cycle requests 

separately. 

TDY Completion Reports. RPMs must submit a report to ACC CES/ESVR each quarter. 

documcntmg TOYs taken during the quarter. Reports for the previous quarter are due on the tenth 

of the first month (or next business day after) of the current quarter: 

• First Quarter 
• Second Quarter 
• Third Quarter 

• Fourth Quarter 

10 January 
10 April 
10 July 
10 October 
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Provide the TDY completion report as shown in Figure 7 .I: 

Figure 7.1 TD Y Completion Report Format 

ITEMIZED ACTUAL 
COSTS: TRAVEL, 
LODGING, PER 

TRAVELER'S 
NAME 

COURSE NAME/ 
TDY LOCATION 

DATES AND DIEM, OTHER, 
PURPOSE OF TDY TOTAL 

ACC CESIESV 13 Oct 1994 Memorandum, Subject: F¥95 Defense Environmental 
Restoration Attount (DERA) TraveVTDY Policy. 

HQ ACC/CEVR 8 Mar 1994 Memorandum, Subject: FY95 Defense Environmental 
Restoration Account (DERA) Manpower, TDY and Computer Equipment Requirements 
Call. 

7.2.2 Commitment to Progress 

.. Commitment to Progress'' submissions provide HQ USAF/CEVR v.ith an indication of the major 
command's progress toward cleanup by measuring sites ••finished" (no funher response action 
planned. site restoration complete or construction of cleanup system complete and only L TO 
required) and decision document status. MaJor command submissions are due quarterly. on the 
15th of January. April. June and October. RPMs must submit the following information by the 
last day of the quarter: 
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• Number of sites .. finished. •• by installation. 
=Total 
= NPL = non-NPL with regulatory agreement 
= non-NPL without regulatory agreement 

• Updated ROD/DO listing 
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With the implementation of DoD's risk management concept, expect the following reporting 

requirements: 

• Number of sites in each phase of the program with: 
~ Studies underway 
~ Cleanup underway 
~ Cleanup complete 
~ Action pending 

• Number of sites that progressed to the next phase, for each phase. 

• Number of sites where relative risk was reduced: 
~ From High to Medium 
~ From Medium to Low 
~ From Low to No Further Action 

• Percentage of budget spent in: 
~ Cleanup 
~ Study 
~ Management 

-
FDI' mbre information, cmtsult thefollbWing references. 

HQ USAF/CEV 16 Sep 1994 Memorandum, Subject: 1995 Defense Environmental 

Restoration Program Management Guidance (Section 8.2). 

DUSD(ES) 14 Apr 1994 Memorandum, Subject: Management Guidance for Execution of the 

FY94195 and Development of the FY96 Defense Environmental Restoration Program. 

7 .2.3 Annual Report to Congress 

SARA Section 211 requires each federal facility on the NPL to subnut an annual Report to 

Congress on the status of IRP activities. DoD develops the format. which is distributed to NPL 

RPMs via ACC CESIESV. This report is a one-page narrattve summary of the status of: 

• lAGs or FF As 
• DERA funds expended 
• Progress toward cleanup 

7.2.4 A-106 

The A-1 06 is an Office of Management and Budget form for reporting environmental-related 

(DERA and Environmental Compliance Program (ECP)) budget requirements. The A-1 06 module 
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is included in WIMS-ES. At the installation's discretion, RPMs may enter the DERA 

requirements in the module. ACC CESIESV and HQ USAF/CEVR do not track this module. 

7.3 DATABASE SYSTEMS 

7.3.1 WIMS-ES 

The DERA module of the Work Information Management System, Environmental Subsystem 

(WIMS-ES) is a comprehensive project/program management tool and project status database 

system. The two component databases in the system are DREQ (Project requirements) and SITE 

(Site information and status). DREQ serves the following purpose: 

• Identifies DERA project requirements. 

• Serves as a vehicle for project validation. 

• Records funds expensed and obligated. 

SITE serves the following purpose: 

• Lists site information. 
• Defines site contaminants. 

• Lists site schedule to closeout. 

• Tracks community involvement milestones. 

• Tracks Decision Documents and RODs. 

RPMs do not need to input IRP information into WIMS-ES until further notice. 

7.3.2 IRPIMS 

The lnstallation Restoration Program Information Management System (IRPIMS) is an automated 

system, developed by AFCEE, to expedite data and contract management and execution of the IRP. 

Three component databases comprise IRPIMS: Technical Information Management System 

(TIMS), Contract Administration Management System (CAMS) and Project Time-Line 

Management System (IRP Track). IRPIMS can QA/QC analytical data, provide trend analyses, 

compare results to Maximum Contaminant Levels (under SDWA) and compile cost accounting 

information. 
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HQ USAF/CEVR identified a need for Air Force-wide implementation ofiRPIMS (AFW­

IRPIMS) to allow Air Force-wide access to IRP data. AFW-IRPIMS implementation is occurring 

in four phases: 

Phase 1: Collecting and organizing AFCEE IRP data, allowing users to retrieve data, 

generate reports, and download data. 

Phase II: Loading data from other IRP sources (other service centers, historic reports, 

etc.) and providing on-line access to HQ USAF /CEVR and selected 

MAJCOMs and installations. 

Phase III: Increasing the system capacity and updating querying and reporting 

capabilities to meet Air Force wide data requirements. 

Phase IV: Implementing Geographical Information System (GIS) capabilities. 

To support AFW-IRPIMS, each installation must review all previous data (for quality) and 

identify the data that needs to be loaded by the service center or A-E into the IRPIMS database. In 

addition, all new IRP contracts must require that data be provided to AFCEE in the IRPIMS 

format, on magnetic media. 

RPMs wishing to use AFW -IRPIMS data may request hard copy reports and information from 

AFCEE. In addition, the U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers, Omaha District, has implemented an 

ACC IRPIMS Satellite Service Center/Technical Information System (ACC ISSC/TIS) which, in 

addition to IRPIMS capabilities, includes GIS capabilities and interpretive software (modeling, 

simulation, visualization). 

AFW-IRPIMS and ACC ISSCffiS will assist RPMs by: 

• Allo·wing access to historical and current data to focus site characterization 

requirements. 

• Allo\\ing access to data for interpretation and presentation 

• Allo"ing access to data from other similar Air Force-\\ide sites so that RPMs may 

seek information on remedy selection, cost, and performance. 

fr:\ •• For more information, consult the followillg references. 

Air Combat Command, 1995, lnstaUation Restol'tltion Program lnfomuztion Managemenr 

Action Pltm and OpD-aung Policy. 

HQ USAF/CEV 15 Apr 1992 Letter, Subject: Defense Environmental Restoration Account 

(DERA) Eligibility and Programming Guidance. 

HQ lJSAFILEEV 14 Dec 1990 Letter~Subjeet: .Defense Environmental Restoration Aceount. 
(AF-wide implementation ofiRPIMS) . . .. 

7-9 



7.4 OTHER 

7.4.1 Management Action Plan 

Overview. The Management Action Plan (MAP) is a document that guides the management of 
the installation IRP. · It is intended to direct, integrate and optimize response actions under multiple 
environmental programs and facilitate coordination and communication between multiple act1vit1es 
and suppon personnel. The MAP is a macro-level management document. \\ith pertment data and 
status compiled in maps, tables and figures. For non-closure bases. the MAP should focus on 
achieving cleanup goals and implementing cleanup initiatives. MAPs should contam. at a 
nuniJ!lum. the follo\\ing information: 
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• Site status, 
=:> Summary table of site information and phase 
= Site map 
= Relative site risk 
= Operable Unit or zone designations 
= Conceptual model 
= Document deliverables cross-referenced by site 

• Peninent historical IRP information, 
=:> History of operations 
= Location of past hazardous substances 
=:> Past restoration schedule 
=> Past requirements and costs by fiscal year 
=> Off-base property and on-base tenant maps and records 

• Environmental condition of property map and contaminant concentration map(s), 
• Base Comprehensive Plan, 



• Status of IRP and compliance actions 
=> Source discovery and assessment 
=> Removal and interim remedial actions, 
=> Restoration schedule to date 
=> Document deliverables by project 
=> Decision Document and ROD summaries 
=> NFRAP summaries 
=> Community involvement 

• Strategies to achieve restoration and community involvement goals, 
• Schedules, requirements and costs to meet restoration and risk reduction goals, 
• A list of specific issues (technical and administrative) to be resolved by the IRP team, 

MAPs are used for the following purposes: 

• The MAP allows the entire project team (RPM, ACC program manager, service 
center, A-E, regulatory agencies, RAB) to focus, track, direct and optimize 
environmental restoration activities in order to meet site cleanup and risk reduction 
goals. 

=> Use the MAP schedules to track deliverables. 
=> Use the "Issues to be Resolved" section to develop agendas for project team 

and RAB meetings. 
=> Use site information, environmental condition of property maps, and 

conceptual models when reviewing SOWs and reports. 
=> Use site information, strategies, projected schedules and costs to develop 

program documents and outyear program requirements. 
=> Use the regulatory strategy section to achieve regulatory compliance. 

• The MAP provides the community with a detailed overview of the installation· s IRP 
and its direction so that they may provide meaningful input to the process. 

• The MAP provides ACC and HQ USAF/CEVR with a detailed overview of the 
installation ·s IRP and its direction so they may track progress. provide assistance and 
develop initiatives. 

• The MAP provides support staff at the installation (PA. JA, BEE, CE) with a detailed 
overview of the installation's IRP and its direction. so that they may provide assistance 
consistent with the environmental cleanup and risk reduction objectives. 

ACC CESIESV also recommends that RPMs supplement MAPs by mcluding details of issues 
specific to each proJect in the proJect file. 

MAP Updates. MAPs have been completed for all ACC installations. However, the MAP is a 
living document and must be updated as necessary with changes in the program, schedule, site 
status or guidance, or with new information, policy or initiatives. At a minimum, ACC requires 
the entire MAP be updated biannually. Overall MAP updates are due 15 April and 15 October. 
By timing the MAP update to correspond with program development, RPMs can be sure that 
project requirements are based on the most current information. In addition, ACC requires the 
following tables to be updated monthly: 

• Table 3-l, IRP Site Summary 
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• Table Al-l, Estimated Annual Cost Summary (By Site- from site identification 
through site completion) 

• Table Al-2, Estimated Annual Cost Summary (By PA/SI, RI/FS, etc.) 

MAP development and updates are conducted by a project team, directed by the RPM and 
consisting of representatives from ACC, the service center, the A-E, and regulatory agencies. The 
USAF MAP Guidebook provides a road map to preparing and updating the MAP. The project 
team must take the following steps to update the MAP: 

• Gather data to review and update status charts, budgets, narrative documentation and 
schedules. 

=> WIMS-ES 
=> Project level plans 
=> IRP Reports 

• Learn about the new DoD, HQ USAF and ACC metrics and initiatives. 
=> Review these initiatives with respect to the installation IRP. 
=> Document current status and develop strategies to meet restoration and risk 

reduction goals using new initiatives. 
=> Document issues that need to be resolved; develop strategies to resolve these 

ISSUeS. 

• Continue to seek and incorporate recommendations for streamlining and improving the 
program. 

MAP Distribution and Coordination. MAPs should be distributed to the following 
organizations: 

Information Only 
HQ USAF/CEVR (30 Dec) 

Information Reposito11· 

Information and Coordination 
ACC CESIESV 
Service Center and A-E 
Regulato11· Agencies 
RAB 
CE Organizations (Design and Construction. Programs, 

Operations and Real Property 
Flights) 

JA 
PA 
BEE 
RCO 

For 111/)l'e iltformtJtion, eonsult the following references. . · •I 

HQ USAF/CEVl6 Sep1994 Memorandum, Subject: Defense EnvircJnmental Restoration ·. ··· ·. 
Program Management Guidaftce. ·. · · 
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HQ USAF, Mayl99l, United StatesAirForce, Environmental Restoration Program, 

Management Action Plan (MAP) Guidebook and MAP Guidebook Update, May, 1993. 

7.4.2 ECAMP Inspection 

The Environmental Compliance Assessment Management Program (ECAMP) inspection is an 
audit of environmental programs and compliance at an installation. IRP ECAMP protocols cover 
the following categories: 

• Management 
• Funding Documentation and WIMS-ES 
• Administrative Record 
• Information Repository and Site Folder 
• Commitment to Progress and Submissions 
• Site Assessment and Corresponding Documentation 
• Community Relations 
• Agreements 
• Decision Documents 
• NPL 
• POL Sites 
• USTs 
• Permits 
• Well Management 
• Training 

RPMs should alternate annually between internal (conducted by RPM. ACC CES/ESV or service 

center) ECAMP inspections and external (conducted by the Air Force ECAMP team) ECAMP 

inspections. ECAMP inspections identify any problems v.ith the i.J1stallation IRP and make 
recommendations for achieving compliance. ECAMP protocols are great checklists for RPMs to 

use to improve IRP management. To prepare for an ECAMP, the RPM should take the following -
steps: 

• Review previous ECAMP reports to ensure findings have been addressed/corrected 

• Have the follov.ing available: 
= Copaes of apphcable laws, regulataons and guidance documents. 

= Compliance agreements and schedules, 
= Locate letter of RPM appointment, 
= Program documents 
= Peer reviews 
=MAP = Commitment to Progress Submissions 
= RAB documentation = Community Relations Plan 
= RI/FS SOWs = NFRAP decision documents 
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=> UST records 
=> Pennits 
=> Ground Water Monitoring Well Management Plan 
=> Training Records 

• Ensure the following are up-to-date: 
=> WIMS-ES site and requirements databases 
=> Administrative Record 
=>MAP 



8. SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR NATIONAL 
PRIORITY LIST (NPL) BASES AND INSTALLATIONS 

WITH INTERAGENCY AGREEMENTS (JAGS) 

8.1 OVERVIEW OF THE NPL PROCESS 

The National Priority List (NPL) registers and ranks what are believed to be the worst uncontrolled 
hazardous waste sites in the nation. Sites are scored and ranked using the Hazard Ranking System 
(HRS) criteria. EPA proposes adding sites with HRS scores greater than 28.5 to the NPL. 
Following a comment period, EPA formally adds sites to the NPL, publishing the final list in the 
Federal Register as Appendix B of the NCP. Federal facilities are grouped separately on the NPL 
since they are not eligible for Superfund monies. 

EPA initially calculated HRS scores for DoD facilities during the 1980's. As a result of this 
scoring, EPA placed several ACC installations on the NPL. The HRS was subsequently revised in 
March 1991 and is now referred to as HRS II or revised HRS (rHRS) (see Appendix A of the 
NCP for additional information on rHRS). If federal facilities were not scored or if they scored 
below 28.5 during the initial HRS scoring period. EPA rescored them using the rHRS cnteria. 

EPA uses cumulative data from all IRP sites on an installation to calculate the HRS score. 
Therefore. EPA prefers to treat the entire installation as a .. site" rather than .. carvmg out .. 
individualiRP sites for regulatory consideration. By definition. however, CERCLA considers a 
site to include only the geographic area representing the contaminant source and its extent of 
migration. This definition supports ''carving out" IRP sites for regulatory consideration. The 
USAF Envzronmental Restoration Program MAP Guidebook recommends renegotiating the FF A 
following the Rlto modify the definition of''site .. in so that it is conststent with the CERCLA 
definition of .. site.•• 

To avoid having to backtrack. the RPM should make every effon to execute the IRP in complete 
compliance w1th CERCLA and the NCP even before the installation as proposed to the NPL. If the 
installation is proposed to the NPL, the RPM should coordinate with the EPA and state project 
managers prior to being finalized on the list. After inclusion on the NPL, an installation must do 
the following: 

• Initiate an RifFS in consultation with EPA and the state regulatory agency(ies). 
• Within 180 days after completion of the RifFS, enter into an Interagency Agreement 

(lAG) with EPA to conduct the RDIRA. 

• Within 15 months of completing the RifFS, the installation must initiate substantial, 
continuous, physical remedial action at the site. 
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Although the Air Force is the lead agency throughout the cleanup process, EPA has the final 

decision authority on the remedy selection. 

8.2 FEDERAL FACILITY AND INTERAGENCY 

AGREEMENTS (FFAS AND lAGS) 

8.2.1 Overview 

Federal Facility Agreements (FFAs)(pre-Rl/FS). also referred to as Interagency Agreements 

(lAGs)(post-Rl/FS). are legal compliance agreements between the installation and one or more 

regulatory agencies. Most ofthe existing agreements (FFAs) cover the RifFS through RDIRA 

phases of the program. Many ofthese FFAs incorporate RCRA Corrective Action requirements 

and stale laws and regulations. Traditionally, FFAs were initiated when an installation was 

proposed to the NPL. FFAs outline the commitments ofthe parties to the cleanup process. The 

FFA's purpose is to: 

• Ensure the investigation and cleanup of environmental impacts from past and present 

actl\1ties at the installation. 

• Estabhsh a procedural framework and schedule for conducung response act1ons at the 

installation, integrating the requirements ofCERCLA. the NCP. NEPA. RCRA and 

applicable stale laws. 

• Facilitate cooperation between the installation and the regulatory agencies 

The FF A is a serious compliance agreement, complete with schedules for completing response 

actions. The regulatory agencies may assess stipulated penalties against an installation for failing 

to meet the tenns and conditions (especially schedules) of the agreement. The FFA also establishes 

a formal dispute resolution process that mandates the timely resolution of disagreements. If an 

FF A is already in place at the installation, the RPM must be familiar with all the provisions. 
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8.2.2 Current FF A/lAG Guidance 

Overview. Although traditionally, installations on the NPL negotiated FF As with EPA and the 
state regulatory agency or agencies prior to the RI/FS, current guidance (SAF /MIQ, 14 Apr 1993 
Memorandum, Subject: Signing of Interagency Agreements for the Environmental Restoration of 
Air Force Installations -ACTION MEMORANDUM) specifies that Air Force installations 
should only enter into lAG negotiations in accordance with CERCLA. CERCLA requires an lAG 
to be in place 180 days after completion of the RIIFS. 

The SAF/MIQ guidance concerning FFAs also specifies that even though an agreement may not be 
in place, the RPM must conduct IRP response actions in accordance with the applicable laws and 
regulations and in consultation with EPA and the state regulatory agency(ies). The RPM must be 
vigilant in conducting the IRP to ensure that post-RI/FS lAG negotiations go smoothly and cleanup 
commences as planned. on schedule. Ifthe RPM participates in FFA or lAG negotiations, the 
RPM must be an informed member of the team. The RPM can best serve the negotiating team by 
having a detailed, up-to-date MAP. 

In the past, some non-NPL installations entered into FF As with EPA and state regulatory agencies 
in order to facilitate and speed up the cleanup process. Currently, non-NPL installations wishing 
to enter into FF As must request approval from SAF /MI Q. 

Development and Coordination o(JA Gs. lAGs should include or reference the following: 

• DoD FF A model language, 
• DSMOA provisions and 
• Anti-deficiency Act limitations for response actions. 

If the lAG language differs significantly from the DoD FF A model language, it must be 
coordmated \\ith DUSD(ES). The RPM must draft a memo highlighting the differences between 
the agreement and the DoD model language and the potential for setting a precedent for DoD. The 
RPM must follow the chain of coordination as follows: 

• ACC CESIESV (in coordination "ith HQ ACC/JA V) 
• AFLSA/JACE (in coordmation with HQ USAF/CEVR) 
• SAF/MIQ and DUSD(ES) 

Once the parties to the lAG are in agreement with the language of the document, the RPM should 
send a copy of the agreement via ACC CESIESV for SAF/MIQ approval and OSD/other Military 
Department 72 hour concurrence. Following approval and concurrence, the parties may sign the 
document and release it for public comment. Following the public comment period, the RPM 
should draft a summary of public comments, noting how they were addressed. Forward this 
summary, along with the signed lAG, to AFLSA/JACE and HQ USAF/CEVR via 
ACC CESIESV. 
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8.2.3 FF A Provisions 

Stipulated Penalties. In accordance with the FF A, regulatory agencies may assess stipulated 
penalties against the installation for violations of terms and conditions of the agreement (especially 
missed deadlines). EPA has demonstrated a capacity to assess these penalties against installations. 
Take these penalties seriously. Unfortunately, paying these penalties is not as easy as "writing a 

check" from DERA or the installation operating budget. Congress must appropriate these funds. 

The adverse visibility to the installation and amount of time required for a Congressional 
justification of the penalty should be reason enough for RPMs to avoid this situation. 

Schedules. The FF A provides a mechanism for developing and committing to schedules. For 

pre-RIIFS FF As, installations negotiated schedules for submitting primary documents (work plans, 
RIIFS reports, Proposed Plans, and RODs) with the regulatory agencies. Upon agreement, the 
schedules were finalized and published with the FF A for public review. FF A provisions allow the 

regulatory agencies to assess stipulated penalties for missed primary document deadlines. 

To avoid stipulated penalties, the RPM must meet scheduled delivery dates for primary documents. 

However, the FF A does provide a mechanism for requesting an extension to a deadline. To request 

an extension, the RPM must submit a timely written request with good cause justification for the 

delay. The RPM must stay on top of deadlines and request an extension when necessary. The 

service center project manager must also realize the importance of deadlines and ensure that A-Es 

produce complete documents on schedule. The service center project manager must notify the 

RPM and the ACC program manager well in advance of any potential delays, providing adequate 
justification for delays. Meeting deadlines avoids stipulated penalties and shows that the 
installation can successfully execute the program and fulfill the role of lead agency in the cleanup 
process. 

Displlte Resolution. FF As provide a formal process for resolving disagreements among the 

parties. This process is called dispute resolution and involves three levels. 
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1. Informal Dispute Resolution. The parties to the agreement attempt to resolve the 

disagreement among the project managers and their immediate supervisors. If the 

project managers cannot reach an agreement. they must raise the issue to the next 
level. 

2. Dispute Resolution Committee CDR C). The DRC is comprised of one representative 

from each party to the agreement. The Air Force DRC representative is ACC 
CES!ES. RPMs must clearly outline the nature of the dispute for their DRC 
representatives. The DRC then has 21 days to resolve the dispute. lfthe DRC cannot 

resolve the dispute within 21 days, they raise the issue to the next level. 

3. Senior Executive Committee (SEC). The SEC is comprised of a senior 

representative from each party to the agreement. The SEC also has 21 days to resolve 

the dispute. If the SEC cannot resolve the dispute, then the EPA Administrator makes 

the final resolution, unless the dispute concerns a Removal Action. For a dispute 



concerning a Removal Action, SAF/MIQ makes the final resolution (because the Air 
Force, as lead agency, retains the authority to conduct Removal Actions). 

Dispute resolution is a great tool for avoiding a stalemate that would inhibit progress toward 
cleanup. However, RPMs should use dispute resolution sparingly. By resolving disputes 
informally, RPMs will save significant time and effort in the long run. 

If an issue is raised for formal dispute resolution, the RPM should develop a position paper 
describing: 

• The nature of the dispute, 
• The positions of all of the parties, and 
• The desired outcome. 

The RPM should also develop a supporting file containing the following information: 

• A chronology of events surrounding the dispute, 
• Copies of applicable correspondence, telephone logs, and maps, 
• Summaries or excerpts of applicable reports, and 
• An up-to-date MAP. 

After an issue is raised and resolved through formal dispute resolution, ACC must provide HQ 
USAF/CEVR with a summary ofthe nature of the dispute and the resolution outcome. 

8.3 THE IMPORTANCE OF COMMUNICATION 

General Good coordination and communication are important when an installation is on the 
NPL. The coordination effort requires phone calls. meetings-and correspondence with regulatory 
agencies and service centers. RPMs must place great emphasis on these mechanisms of 
communication because so much of the decision-making process occurs during these interactions. 

Telephone Conversations. Phone calls (including conference calls) are often a quick way for 
parues to commurucate. However, there is no fonnal record of discussions and agreements made 
during the telephone conversation. The RPM must follow all significant telephone conversations 
\\ith correspondence (conference calls should be followed up with minutes). to ensure 
understanding and agreement among all parties and to serve as a record of that agreement. RPMs 
should maintain a log of all telephone calls relating to IRP activities and keep the telephone logs 
and notes as part of the project file. 

8-5 



Meetings. Meetings allow the parties to meet face-to-face and discuss pertinent issues. Meetings 

require that significant personnel time be dedicated to travel and conference, so plan carefully, well 

in advance. Successful meetings require RPMs to: 

• Establish, transmit and coordinate an agenda (that establishes goals), 

• Invite the appropriate personnel, 

• Hold a pre-meeting if necessary, 

• Manage a productive meeting by: 

::::> Sticking to the agenda, 
::::> Summarizing major decisions, 
::::> Calling on those with expertise to participate in the discussion and 

::::> Establishing and reviewing action items; 

• Record accurate meeting minutes by: 

::::> Designating a recorder who is familiar with the discussions but not directly 

participating and 

::::> Stopping to summarize periodically. 

The RPM should compile and transmit the meeting minutes in a timely manner. This will allow 

the parties to review and comment on the minutes while the meeting is still fresh in their mind. 

After revision and acceptance by the parties, the minutes can stand as a record of the meeting, 

however they are not legally binding. 

Correspondence. Correspondence is an important means of communication that establishes a 

\\nnen record of decisions. Reference the IRP proJect number and s1te number(s) on all 

correspondence and provide copies to all affected parties. The RPM must answer correspondence 

clearly, duectly and promptly. Coordinate any regulator)· correspondence \\ith JA. 

8.4 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

Community involvement is important for all IRP effons. but the additional publicity surrounding a 

NPL site and the NPL stigma may cause the commuruty to become concerned. The RPM should 

address thts concern through community involvement planrung and the Restoration Advisor) Board 

(RAB). In addition. the RPM must coordinate wtth the regulator)· agencies' community relations 

specialists. For a complete discussion of community relations activtties. refer to Sect1on 4.1.1. 

For ltWre information, consult the following references. 

DoD and U.S. EPA, Summer .1994, RestQI'4dt.m AJ1visory BOfl1'd Workshop Guidebook. 
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8.5 AGENCY FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES AND DISEASE 
REGISTRY (ATSDR) PUBLIC HEALTH 
ASSESSMENTS (PHAS) 

CERCLA 104 requires that ATSDR Public Health Assessments (PHAs) be performed at all NPL 
sites. The purpose of the ATSDR PHA is four-fold: 

• To determine whether a hazardous waste site has a past, present or potential future 
impact on public health. . 

• To assist the parties in determining whether to take immediate or short-term actions to 
limit human exposure to hazardous substances at the site, 

• To determine whether additional human exposure and health risk information is 
required (toxicological profiles, epidemiological studies. disease registries, data gap 
identification and sampling. health surveillance) and 

• To determine whether additional health-related services are required (emergency 
response, health consultations, health education. health advisories). 

A TSDR implements the PHA by: 

• Conducting a site visit, 
• Reviewing IRP data to determine contaminants of concern and human exposure 

pathways, 

• Using health outcome data to compare local public health with national public health, 
and 

• Soliciting community health concerns to determine if a site impacts health or quality of 
life. 
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ATSDR and DoD signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on 4 Oct 1989. Pursuant to 

this agreement, on 6 Jul1990, the U.S. Air Force entered into an Interagency Agreement with 

ATSDR to conduct PHAs and other health-related activities at all Air Force installations. On 

26 May 1994, HQ ACC/SGB released ACC ATSDR Program Management and Policy Guidance. 

This guidance specifies the plan and organizational framework for conducting ATSDR PHAs. 

To prepare for the PHA, HQ ACC has initiated Data Gap Sampling and Analysis Plan (DGSAP) 

contracts for NPL installations. Each installation EPC must also establish an ATSDR Working 

Group, to be chaired by the Bioenvironmental Engineer (BEE). 

Because the Air Force is considering conducting PHAs at all installations, HQ ACC is taking a 

proactive approach and preparing all installations for PHAs. Refer to Section 4 .1. 6 of this guide 

for more detailed guidance on ATSDR PHAs. 

• • • • • • .Jr or Jtiore inf1Jrmttfio~ co11'"lt th~:following refuences;. · · 
. ... .. . .. . .... 

HQ ACC/SGB 26 May 94 Memorandum, Subjec:t: AF and ACC Agency for Toxic 

Substanta and Disease Registry (ATSDR) Policy and Guidanee- ACTION 

MEMORANDUM, which transmits: 
HQ USAF/CV lO Apr 94letter (USAF ATSDR Adivities Management Guidance) 

HQ ACC/CV 9 May 94 letter (ACC A.TSDR Activities Management Guidance) 

HQ USAF/SGP 20 Aug 90 Letter, Subject: Interagency Agreement Between the US Air 

Force and the Agency for Toxic SubstanteS and Disease Registry (ATSDR). 

U.S. EPA, 1987, Guidance for Coordinating ATSDR Health Assessmmt Activities with the 

Superfund RemetBal Process, OSWER Directive 9282.4-02, t 1 Mar 1987. 

CERCLA Section 104. 

8.6 RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) SIGNATORY 

The Air Force Chief of Staff delegated his Record of Decision (ROD) signature authority for ACC 

NPL sites to the ACC Commander (HQ ACC/CC). The ACC Commander further delegated his 

signature authority to the ACC Vice Commander (HQ ACC/CV). 

Prior to elevating the ROD or interim ROD for signature, the RPM must ensure the following are 

complete: 
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• A review of the justification, issues and alternatives associated with the remedial 

decision, 
• A review of the content and format of the document to ensure consistency with Air 

Force and regulatory guidance, 
• A peer review of the interim or final remedial design by a contractor or independent 

internal Air Force organization at the command level or higher, 

• A review of the document by regulatory agencies and the RAB, and 

• Approval of the document by the installation EPC. 

To elevate the ROD or interim ROD for HQ ACC/CV signature: 

• The RPM should forward a request to ACC CES/ESV, working closely with the 

appropriate program manager. At the same time, the RPM should staff a copy of the 

ROD and a memo to notify the installation commander of the request for HQ ACC/CV 

ROD signature and the ACC ROD signature staffing process (outlined in the next four 

bullets). 
• ACC CES/ESV will coordinate a cross functional review (HQ ACC/JA, HQ 

ACC/PA, HQ ACC/CE, and any other appropriate offices) 

• HQ ACC/CEV will present the ROD to the ELC for endorsement. 

• ELC recommends HQ ACC/CV signature of the ROD. 

• HQ ACC/CV reviews and signs or declines to sign ROD. 

Following HQ ACC/CV ROD or interim ROD signature, ACC CES/ESV will forward the original 

to the other parties of the FFA or lAG for signature. The RPM. after receivmg a copy of the 

signed ROD or interim ROD, should forward a copy of the document to HQ USAF/CEVR VIa 

ACC CESIESV. 

'Q/. . . . ' 
·"" For ,ore information, consult the following references. 

ACC CESIESV May 1995 Memorandum, Subject: Record of Decision (ROD) Signature 

Policy for National Priority Listed Installations. 

HQ ACC/CC 21 Dec 1994 Letter, Subject: Delegation of Record of Decision (ROD) 

Approval Authority. 

HQ USAF/CC 22 Nov 1994 Letter, Subject: Delegation of Record ofDeeision (ROD) 

Approval Authority. 

HQ ·usAF/CEV 16 ~ 1994 Memonutdnm,Subjett:. 1995-Defense Environmental 

Restoration Program Management GUidance. · 
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8.7 ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS 

SARA Section 211 requires that each federal facility on the NPL submit an annual report to 
Congress on the status of IRP activities. DoD usually develops the fonnat and forwards it to HQ 
USAF/CEVR for distribution to the major commands and NPL installations. NPL RPMs are 
required to complete the report and submit to HQ ACC CES/ESV program managers for review. 
ACC CES/ESV will compile ACC NPL reports and submit to HQ USAF/CEVR for presentation 
to Congress. The report is usually a one-page summary ofthe status of lAGs or FFAs, DERA 
funds expensed and progress toward cleanup. 
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A. BIBLIOGRAPHY OF SUPPORTING 
GUIDANCE AND REFERENCES 

A.l APPLICABLE AIR FORCE GUIDANCE 

Periodically, DUSD (ES), HQ USAF (including HQ USAF/CEV(R) (formerly HQ 

USAFILEEV(R)), HQ USAF/SGP, AFLSA/JACE (formerly HQ USAF/JACE)), and ACC 

CESIESV, transmit guidance and policy to the major commands. The following represents the 

most up-to-date guidance and policy, by subject: 

Administrative Records 

HQ USAF/LEEV 12 Jan 1988 letter, subject: Administrative Records for the 

Installation Restoration Program (IRP) 

This letter establishes the Air Force responsibility for establishing IRP Administrative 

Records. This lener also provides considerations and recommendations for IRP 

Administrative Records. 

Air Combat Command, 1993-1994, (Installation-specific) Administratil·e Support 

Training Manual 

This manual tailored to each installation, provides instructions on scning up and 

maintaining file plans, Admmistrative Record files and Information Repository files. 

Warren; T., Wells M., and Tungland, L., 1995, Proceedings of the /995 Air Combat 

Command Em·ironmental Quality Symposium, "Administrative Record for the 

lnstaJiation Restoration Proeram" 

nus s~mpoSIUm paper provides guldehncs for dcvclopmg and maintammg Adrmmstrati\'C 

Record files. 
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Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (A TSDR) Health Assessments 

HQ USAF/SGP 20 Aug 1990 letter, subject: Interagency Agreement Between the US 

Air Force and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (A TSDR) 

This letter provides a copy of the signed Interagency Agreement between ATSDR and 

SAF/MIQ concerning Health Assessments for NPL installations. This letter also appoints 

the installation BEE as the point of contact to coordinate visits by ATSDR and to provide 

ATSDR with an inventory of data. 

HQ ACC/SGB 26 May 94 memorandum, subject: AF and ACC Agency for Toxic 

Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) Policy and Guidance- ACTION 

MEMORANDUM, which transmits: 

• HQ USAF/CV 20 Apr 941etter (USAF ATSDR Activities Management Guidance) 

• HQ ACC/CV 9 May 94 letter (ACC ATSDR Activities Management Guidance) 

This memorandum provides Air Force and ACC guidance on coordinating A TSDR Public 

Health Assessments. 

Cultural Resource Consideration 

AFI 32-7065, Cultural Resources Management 

The Air Force Instruction governing all aspects of cultural resource management at Air 

Force installations. 

Green, P., 1994, .. Managing a Successful Cultural Resources Program," Proceedings 

of the 199./ Air Combat Command Em·ironmental Quality Symposium, U-18 

February 1994, Langley AFB, VA, pp. 613-622. 
and 

Green, P., 1993, '"Cultural Resources Requirements," Proceedings of the 1993 Air 

Combat Command Em·ironmental Quality Symposium, 1-5 March 1993, Langley Air 

Force Base, VA, pp. 341-352. 

S~mposium an1clcs pcrtaming to cultural resource management. 

Decision Documents 
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HQ USAF/LEEV 19 Jan 19881etter, subject: Installation Restoration Program 

(IRP) Decision Documentation 

This letter reiterates the requirement for Decision Documents (pre-SARA guidance was 

provided in HQ USAFILEEV 25 Sep 1986letter), providing the reasoning and noting the 

appropriate signatory. 



USAF OEHL/TS 22 Mar 1988letter, subject: Technical Document to Support No 
Further Action at Installation Restoration Program (IRP) Sites 

This letter provides a format for preparing technical documents to support the no further 
action decision. 

United States Air Force Environmental Restoration Program NFRAP Guide, Summer 
1994 

This document provides guidance for making, documenting and evaluation No Further 
Response Action Planned Decisions. 

Defense and State Memoranda of Agreement (DSMOA) 

HQ USAF/LEEV 22 Nov 1989letter, subject: DoD and State Memoranda of 
Agreement (DSMOA) 

This letter transmits DSMOA guidance. It is also the initial request for information for the 
DSMOA database, including points of contact and IRP costs (past and projected) for each 
installation. 

U.S. Air Force Installation Restoration Program Remedial Project Manager's 
Handbook, December 1993, Appendix E. 

This appendix provides an information paper on DSMOAs. 

Environmental Data Management and Decision Support (EDMDS) 

ACC, 1995, Environmental Data Management and Decision Support (EDMDS) 
Report (installation-specific). 

This document represents an implementation of a GIS computer system that overlays and 
interprets technical and spacial environmental data to determine environmental condition of 
property. 

Haecker, M., Edwards, S., Moore, B. and Zaruba, B., 1995, "Exploiting Desk-Top 
GIS for Effective Environmental Information Presentation and Communication at 
U.S. Air Force Bases," Proceedings, Air and Waste Management Association Annual 
Meeting, San Antonio, TX. 

and 
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Edwards, S., Yonkers, T., Moore, B., Briesmaster, B., Dappen, P., Haecker, M., and 

Cuttino, S., 11 March 1994, "Meeting the Environmental Information Management 

Challenge at US Air Force Bases," Proceedings of the 20th Environmental 

Symposium & Exhibition: "Department of Defense Environmental Security -

Strategies for the 21st Century," March 14-17, San Antonio, TX. 

These articles describe the GIS system for determining and presenting environmental 

condition of property. 

General Program Management Guidance 

Air Force Installation Restoration Program Management Guidance, 1989. 

A comprehensive Air Force guidance manual on the IRP. Although some ofthe 

infonnation may be outdated (the latest revision to the NCP was not finalized until March 

1990) this is still a useful reference that covers many aspects of the IRP. 

HQ USAF/LEEV 28 Oct 1989 letter, subject: Classification of Installation 

Restoration Program (IRP) Sites 

This letter establishes the standardized two-letter DoD site-type codes and work progress 

database. 

U.S. Air Force Installation Restoration Program Remedial Project Manager's 

Handbook, December 1993. 

This is the Air Force IRP management guide for RPMs. 

HQ USAF/CEV 16 Sep 1994 memorandum, subject: 1995 Defense Environmental 

Restoration Program Management Guidance: 

This is the most recent Air Force DERP policy, eligibility and progranuning guidance. 

Information Management Action Plan (IMAP) 
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ACC CESIESV, 28 March 1995 Memorandum, Subject: ACC Information 

Management Action Plan (I MAP). 

IMAP transmittal letter. 

Air Combat Command, March 1995, Installation Restoration Program Information 

Management Action Plan and Operating Policy. 

This document is a plan for managing electronic data from the IRP. The document also 

describes the responsibility of the IRP team in managing electronic data. 



Installation Restoration Program Information Management System (IRPIMS) 

Installation Restoration Program Information Management System (IRPIMS), Report 
Descriptions, Air Force Human Systems Division, IRP Program Office, May 1990, 
Version 1.0 

This is the IRPIMS user's manual. 

U.S. Air Force Installation Restoration Program Remedial Project Manager's 

Handbook, December 1993, Appendix E. 

This appendix provides technical and contractual guidance on implementing Air Force 

wide IRPIMS. 

Management Action Plan (MAP) 

HQ USAF, May 1992, United States Air Force, Environmental Restoration Program, 
Management Action Plan (MAP) Guidebook and MAP Guidebook Update, May, 1993. 

This document provides guidelines for drafting and updating MAPs. 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

1 Aug 1990 Memorandum from: Dinah Bear, General Counsel, Executive Office of 
the President, Council on Environmental Quality; subject: Applicability of the 
National Environmental Quality Act to Superfund Actions at Federal Facilities 

This memorandum states that NEP A should be implemented in conJunction with 

CERCLA/SARA at federal facilities. 

AFI32-7061, Environmental Impact Analysis Process. 

Tius instruction provides guidance on conducting environmental analyses. 

National Priorities List (NPL) and Interagency Agreements (lAGs) (also referred to 
as Federal Facility Agreements (FF As)) 

HQ USAF/LEE 16 Jan 19861etter, subject: Federal Facility Agreements in the 
Installation Restoration Program 

This letter establishes the policy of entering into Federal Facility Agreements with EPA for 

NPL or proposed NPL sites. 
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HQ USAF/LEEV 28 Feb 1988letter, subject: National Priority List (NPL) Sites­
Pending Actions 

This letter establishes the precedent for negotiating pre-RIIFS Interagency Agreements 
(lAGs) with EPA for NPL or proposed NPL installations. 

HQ USAFILEEV 11 Jul1988letter, subject: Interagency Agreements (lAG) for 
NPL Sites at DoD Installations (AFILEE Ltr, Federal Facility Agreements in the IRP, 
16 Jan 86) 

This letter clarifies the precedent for negotiating pre-RIIFS Interagency Agreements 
(lAGs) to reconcile RCRA-CERCLA and Federal-State regulatory conflicts prior to the 
Record of Decision (ROD). This letter also states that lAGs should cover the entire 
installation rather than specific sites. In addition, this letter strongly recommends 
establishing Technical Review Committees (TRCs). Finally, this letter provides model 
lAG provisions developed by DASD(E) and EPA. 

SAF/MIQ 14 Apr 1993 memorandum, subject: Signing oflnteragency Agreements 
for the Environmental Restoration of Air Force Installations- ACTION 
MEMORANDUM. 

This memo states Air Force policy to enter into FF As and lAGs, only as required by 
statute, after the RifFS. 

Natural Resource Trustee Coordination 
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AFI 32-7064, 8 March 1994,/ntegrated Natural Resources Management. 

This Air Force Instruction explains how to manage natural resources on Air Force 
property. 

AFCEEIESS 24 Jan 1992 letter, subject: Natural Resource Co-Trustee Coordination 
Under CERCLA (Reference: AFCEEIESS Conference Minutes dated 13 January 
1992 for 11 December 1991 Meeting held in San Francisco, CA) 

This letter references a meeting held II Dec 1992 \\ith representatives of AFCEEIESS. 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Department of the Interior 
(DOl) and EPA Region IX concerning natural resource trustee coordination. This letter 
supplements the minutes of this meeting and provides examples of natural resource trustee 
coordination and interaction, the applicable environmental laws and regulations and a draft 
listing of state natural resource trustees. 



Presumptive Remedy Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (PREE/CA) 

U.S. Air Force, 5 May 1995, Air Force Presumptive Remedy Engineering 
Evaluation/Cost Analysis. 

This document describes and applies the PREE/CA initiative. 

ACC CESIESV 3 May 1995 Memorandum, Subject: Presumptive Remedy 
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (PREECA). 
This is the PREE/CA transmittal letter. 

Private Property Access 

HQ USAF/JACE 17 Apr 1990 letter, subject: Access to Private Land for Installation 
Restoration Program (IRP) Activities 

This letter provides legal guidance for obtaining access to private property to perform IRP 
actions in accordance with CERCLA 104(e). 

AFI 32-7066, 25 April1994, Environmental Baseline Surveys in Real Estate 
Transactions. 

This Air Force Instruction provides guidance on environmental baseline survey 
requirements and waivers for real property transactions. 

Radioactive Sites, Management 

HQ USAF/SGPR 9 Aug 19881etter, subject: Maintenance Requirements for 
Radioactive Waste Burial Sites on Air Force Installations 

This letter establishes maintenance requirements and responsibilities for radioactive waste 
burial sites. 

HQ USAF/SGPR 1 Dec 19891etter, subject: Management of Radioactive Waste 
Burial Sites Under the Installation Restoration Program 

This letter provides interim guidance for investigation and exhumation of radioactive ·waste 
burial sites. 

AFI40-201, 25 July 1994, Managing Radioactive Materials in the USAF. 

This Air Force Instruction provides guidance on disposing of radioactive material. 
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Rational National Standards Initiative (RNSI) 

Air Combat Command, April- May 1995, (Installation-specific) Rational National 

Standards Initiative Pathways, Parameters, and Equations Report. 

This is the installation-specific implementation of the RNSI initiative. 

Warren, T., Wang, V. and Ross, J., "Rational National Standards Initiative for the 

Installation Restoration Program." 

This article describes the RNSI concept. 

Removal Assessments 

HQ USAFILEEV 12 Oct 19891etter, subject: Removal Assessments at Installation 

Restoration Program (IRP) Sites 

-
This letter recommends the assessment of IRP sites to determine if any removal actions are 

required to render sites safe from immediate hazards to public health and the environment. 

This recommendation is based on strategies developed from EPA's Superfund management 

review. 

Relative Risk 
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DUSD(ES)/CL 13 Sep 1994 Memorandum, Subject: Relative Risk Evaluation Primer 

(Summer 1994 - Interim Edition). 

The Primer is a detailed guide for evaluating relative risk atiRP sites. 

DUSD(ES) 14 Apr 1994 Memorandum, Subject:· Management Guidance for 

Execution of the FY94/95 and Development of the FY96 Defense Environmental 

Restoration Program (IX Priorities and Attachment 3). 

11le Guadancc provides an explanation of the relative nsk concept and bnef instructions on 

evaluatmg relative nsk for IRP Sites. 

HQ USAF/CEV 16 Sep 1994 Memorandum, Subject: 1995 Defense Environmental 

Restoration Program Management Guidance (Section 6.8). 

This Guidance provides HQ USAF/CEVR policy on implementing relative risk evaluation. 



Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs) 

HQ ACC/CEV 5 Feb 1994 Guidance Document, subject: ACC Guidance on 
Restoration Advisory Boards, Reference Number 93-022. 

This is ACC's guidance on implementing RABs. 

DoD and U.S. EPA, Summer 1994, Restoration Advisory Board Workshop 
Guidebook, which includes U.S. EPA and DoD, May 1994, Draft Version 2.4 of 
Restoration Advisory Board Implementation Guidelines and U.S. Air Force, March 
1994 Draft Guidance on Restoration Advisory Boards (RABs). 

This is comprehensive DoD RAB guidance, provided at RAB workshops. 

WIMS-ES 

Defense Environmental Restoration Account (DERA), A Module of the Work 
Information Management System, Environmental Subsystem (DERAMIS) 

This is the WIMS-ES DERA module user's manual. 
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A.2 APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY(EPA)GUIDANCE 

The Environmental Protection Agency has published many guidance manuals, Office of Solid 

Waste and Emergency Response (OSWER) directives and fact sheets for the Superfund program. 

These documents are available (although not free of charge) through NTIS. These Superfund 

documents are a valuable resource and are critical to understanding the program and the 

requirements. A working knowledge of these publications will greatly assist the RPM in the 

functional review of IRP documents. The following is a comprehensive but not complete list of 

available EPA publications. For a complete list, refer to the Catalog of Superfund Program 

Publications, under General Guidance. 

Administrative Records Guidance 

Final Guidance on Administrative Records for Selecting CERCLA Response Actions, 

OSWER Directive 9833.3A-1, 3 Dec 1990, a Memorandum from Don R Clay, ~PA 

Assistant Administrator 

Section IVB contains specific information for Federal Facilities. 

A TSDR Health Assessment Guidance 

Guidance for Coordinating ATSDR Health Assessment Activities with the Superfund 

Remedial Process, OSWER Directive 9282.4 -02, 11 Mar 1987 

ARARs Guidance 

CERCLA Compliance with Othu Laws Manual, Part I (Jntuim Final) (EPA/540/G-

89/006, Aug 1988) and Part II: Clean Air Act and othu Environmental Statutes and 

State Requirements (EPA/540/G-89/009, Aug 1989) 

Community Relations Guidance 
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Community Relations in Superfund: A Handbook, Jan 1992 

Planning for Sufficient Community Relations, 317/90, OSWER Directive 9230.0-08 

Superfund Community Relations Program: A Guide to Effective Presentations Wllh 

VISual Aids, EPA/540/G-89/001, Jun 1989 



Decision Document Guidance, Superfund 

Guidance on Preparing Superfund Decision Documents: The Proposed Plan, the 
Record of Decision, Explanation of Significant Differences, The Record of Decision 
Amendment, EPA/540/G-89/007, Jul1989 

General Guidance 

Catalog of Superfund Program Publications, EP A/540/8-90/015 

This catalog is the most comprehensive list of Superfund publications. It can be ordered 

free of charge from EPA's Public Information Center (PIC), the Center for Environmental 

Research Information (CERI), the Superfund Docket and Information Center (SDIC), and 

NTIS. 

P A/SI Guidance 

Guidance for Conducting Preliminary Assessments under CERCLA, SeJ!lember 1991, 
EP A/9345.0-0lA 

Guidance for Performing Site Inspections under CERCLA, 1992 

RDIRA Guidance 

Supo:fund Remedial D~ign and Remedial Action (RDIRA) Guidance, EP A/9355.0-
04A, Jun 1986 

Guidance on Expediting Remedial Design and Rem_edial Action, EPA/540/G-90/006, 

Aug 1990 

RifFS Guidance 

Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies (RJIFS) 
Under CERCU, EPA/540/G-89/004, Oct 1988 

Streamlining the RJIFSfor CERCU Municipal Landfill Sites. EPA/9355.3-11FS, 

Sep 1990. 
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Removal Action Guidance 

There is a ten-volume series of guidance documents entitled "Superfund Removal 

Procedures." The first volume is listed below. 

Superfund Removal Procedures: Action Memorandum Guidance, EPA/9360.3-01, 

Sep 1990 

Use of Removal Approaches to Speed Up Remedial Action Projects, OSWER Directive 

9355.0-25A, 7 Jul 1989 

Risk Assessment Guidance 

Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume 1: Human Health Evaluation 

Manual (Part A)(EPA/540/1-89/002, Dec 1989) and Volume II: Environmental 

Evaluation Manual (EPA/540/1-89/001, Mar 1989) 

Site Closeout Guidance, Superfund 

A-12 

Procedures for Completion and Deletion of National Priorities List Sites, EP A/540/G-

89/002, Apr 1989 

Update to the "Procedures for Completion and Deletion of National Priorities List 

Sites" Guidance Document Regarding the Performance of Five-Year Reviews, 

EPA/9320.2-038, Dec 1989 



A.3 ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS-­
REFERENCES 

The following references provide either information on environmental laws and regulations or the 
full text of the laws and regulations. 

Air Force Installation Restoration Program Management Guidance, 1989; Chapter 3: 
Legal and Historical Context of the IRP; Appendix B: Policy Documents; Appendix F: 
Synopsis of Key Laws Affecting the IRP (note that this document was published in 1989 
and some of the laws and regulations may have been revised). 

Federal Register Published daily, this is the most up-tCKiate source for changes in 
environmental laws and regulations. Proposed and final rules and revisions are published 
in the Federal Register. These rules and revisions are usually accompanied by a preamble 
that explains the rulemaking background and provides a summary of responses to 
comments. 

Bureau of National Affairs, Environment Reporter This is a comprehensive publication 
containing the full text of federal and state environmental laws and regulations. It is 
published in a loose-leaf binder for periodic updates. A weekly newsletter. called Current 
Developments, gives information on the latest trends in environmental law, nationally and 
by state. 

CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual, Part I (Interim Final) (EPA/540/G-
89/006, Aug 1988) and Part II: Clean Air Act and other Environmental Statutes and 
State Requirements (EPA/540/G-89/009, Aug 1989) 

This manual provides information on determining and evaluating potenual ARARs. 
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B. APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS 
AND REGULATIONS 

The following are some of the laws, regulations and executive orders and memoranda that may 
impact the IRP either as a source of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 
(ARARs - a source of cleanup standards and guidelines under CERCLA), as a source of 

consideration for NEP A implementation, or as a source of procedures and standards for cleanup of 

pertinent sites (i.e., TSCA for cleanup of PCB sites, state regulations for cleanup ofhydrocarbon 

spills, etc.). 

B.l FEDERAL LAWS, REGULATIONS AND EXECUTIVE 
ORDERS 

AHPA - Archeological and Historic Preservation Act 

AHP A requires preservation of significant scientific, prehistoric, or archaeological 

data during federal construction projects. 

CAA- Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 7401 (BNA page 71:1101) 

The purpose of the CAA is to establish ambient air quality standards for air 
pollutants and regulate release of hazardous substances to the amb1ent au. 

CW A- Federal Water Pollution Control Act as amended by the Clean 
Water Act of 1977, 33 U.S.C. 5101 (BNA page 71:5101) 

The purpose of the CW A is to restore and maintain the chemical. physical and 

biological quality of the nation's waters through research and permitting. The 

CW A regulates point source discharge to navigable waters (defined by CW A as 

"waters ofthe United States including the territonal seas"). The CWA also 

includes provisions for protectJon and propagation of fish. shellfish and wildlife, 
provisions to eliminate discharge of toXJc pollutants in toxic amounts, provts1ons 
related to waste water treatment, and provisions related to control of non-point 
source pollutants. 
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CZMA- The Coastal Zone Management Act, 16 U.S.C.1451 (BNA page 
71:8001) 

CZMA requires consideration of actions impacting a (federal or state-lead) coastal 
management zone. Any land or water use and natural resource impacts must be 
consistent with coastal zone management programs. 

ESA- Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531 (BNA page 72:8201) 

ESA requires that federal actions not adversely impact endangered species or their 
habitats. 

Executive Order 11988 Floodplain Management, 44 FR 43239,24 Jul1979 
(BNA page 71:0271) 

EO 11988 provides limits for construction activities on floodplains via the NEPA 
process. 

Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wetlands, FR Doc. 77-15123, Filed 5-
24-77 (BNA page 71:0291} 

EO 11990 provides for the protection of wetlands to minimize destruction, loss or 
degradation via the NEPA process. 

FIFRA- Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, 7 U.S.C. 136 
(BNA page 71:7501) 

FIFRA may impact IRP pesticide disposal sites. FIFRA regulates the disposal of 
containers. rinsate and materials to collect spillage. 

FWCA- The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 U.S.C. 661-666c (BNA 
page 71:8301) 

FWCA requires that federal control or use of water (where the surface area is 
greater than 10 acres) consider the effect on fish and wildlife and prevent these 
resources from being lost or damaged. 

NHPA- National Historical Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 470 

NHP A requires consideration of the effects of federal actions on historic property. 

SDWA- Safe Drinking Water Act, 42 U.S.C. 300f(BNA page 71:6041) 

The SDWA establishes standards (Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs)) for 
organic and inorganic chemicals in public drinking water supplies. 
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TSCA- Toxic Substances Control Act, 15 U.S.C. 2601 (BNA page 71 :8501) 

TSCA mandates testing and use restrictions for toxic substances to protect human 

health and the environment. IRP sites that may be impacted by TSCA include 
asbestos and PCB disposal or spill sites. TSCA provides guidelines and 

procedures for PCB cleanups. 

WA - The Wilderness Act 

W A requires consideration of federal actions impacting a wilderness area. 

WSRA- The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 16 U.S.C. 1531 (BNA page 
71:8301) 

The WSRA establishes requirements for federal actions affecting designated wild, 

scenic or recreational rivers. 

B.2 STATE AND LOCAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS 

Many states and local authorities have promulgated laws and regulations that deal with 

hazardous waste, underground storage tanks and resource protection (water, air). These 

laws and regulations may provide a source of ARARs or even streamlined procedures and 

standards for dealing with cleanups such as hydrocarbon releases. It is important to work 
with the office ofthe Staff Judge Advocate to determine which state and local laws and 

regulations are applicable to the IRP and ensure that the service center incorporates the 

appropriate provisions in scopes of work for investigation and cleanup acttvities It is also 
important to coordinate actions with state and local regulatory agenctes to avoid havmg to 
implement the state and local provisions at a later date. potenttally causmg delays in 
cleanup and additional costs. 

-
Many states are participating in the Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement 
(DSMOA) which provides funds to the Slate agency to suppon their IRP oversight 

activities (refer to Section 4.3.1 for additional information on the DSMOA). The 
DSMOA should enable the participating state agencies to review and provide input on IRP 

activities in a timely manner. 

8.3 PERTINENT EPA MEMORANDA 

EPA Memorandum on CERCLA Compliance With Other Environmental 
Statutes, 50 FR 47946, 20 Nov 1985 (BNA page 41 :3341) 

This memorandum provides guidance on evaluating Applicable and Relevant or 
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) as CERCLA cleanup standards or 

guidelines. The memorandum provides definitions of the terms "Applicable" and 

"Relevant or Appropriate" and details how they should be applied, including the 
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criteria for waiving ARARs. The memorandum also deals with the application of 

RCRA regulations and an explanation of permit exemptions for on-site Remedial 

Actions. Additionally, the memorandum provides a list (although not up-to-date) 

of potential ARARs to consider during the RIIFS. 

EPA Memorandum on Enforcement Actions at Federal Facilities Under 

RCRA and CERCLA, Signed 25 Jan 1988 (BNA page 41 :3341) 

This memorandum provides an explanation of EPA's statutory authorities under 

RCRA and CERCLA which may be used to achieve compliance. This 

memorandum states that federal facilities must comply procedurally and 

substantively with RCRA and CERCLA in the same manner as non-federal 

entities. This memorandum recognizes RCRA-CERCLA integration and details 

the following enforcement mechanisms for achieving cleanup at a federal facility: 

1) RCRA Permit - Corrective action requirements are integrated as 

conditions of the permit. This option is limited to RCRA hazardous 

wastes/constituents and may exclude certain CERCLA hazardous 

substances. 

2) RCRA Corrective Action Order - This can be issued at interim status 

facilities. Again, this option is limited to RCRA hazardous 

wastes/constituents and may exclude certain CERCLA hazardous 

substances. 

3) Imminent and Substantial Endangerment Orders under CERCLA 106-

- This enforcement mechanism is reserved for sites that meet the criteria 

of imminent and-substantial endangerment. 

4) Interagency Agreement (lAG) under Section 120 ofCERCLA -llus 

is the only enforcement mechanism that allo\\'S for RCRA-CERCLA 

integration. The lAG is intended to incorporate RCRA corrective action 

requirements and CERCLA statutory requirements. However. this 

mechanism is oruy intended to be applied where some or all of the federal 

facilny is on the NPL. 

EPA Designation. Reportable Quantities and Notification Requirements for 

Hazardous Substances Under CERCLA, 40 CFR Part 302 (BNA page 

101:1251) 

This document provides a listing of hazardous substances, their reportable 

quantities and requirements for notification if releases meet or exceed the listed 

reportable quantities. 



IHl() lJSJ~/CEiVJL6];ellil994M~lm(tr8lllchl~ ouuj'Eit:l.< 1995 Defense Environmental 
Restoration Program Management Guidance. The accompanying management guidance 

lnr<>vides clarificatiQil Qll. RCRA-.CERCLA ()VCI'lap and NEPA implementation. 

Federal Register.·.· Published daily, this is the most up-to--date source for changes in environmental 
laws and regulations. 

Bureau of National Affairs, Environment Reporter. This is a comprehensive publication of 
federal and state environmental laws and regulations. It is published in a loose-leaf binder for 
insenion of periodic updates. 

U.S. EPA, 1988 and 1989, CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual Part I (Interim 
rmaJ) (EPA/540/G-89/006, Aug 88) and Part II: Clean Air ACl and Other Environmental 
Statutes and State 
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C. IRP PROJECT VALIDATION CHECKLISTS 

Narrative Checklist............................................................................................ C-1 

DD Form 1391 Checklist.................................................................................... C-9 



ACC CESIESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
NARRATIVE CHECKLIST 

Project Number: 
Project Title: 
Date: 
Installation: 

ITEMS 

If requirement is a modification: The project 
number contains the correct modification number 

MUHJ94700301 . 
The project number is 

The title uses the correct terminology, consistent 
with HQ USAF guidance, the NCP, and WIMS-ES 
to describe the IRP project requirement (e.g., RIIFS 
for SiteS 

The project requirement is programmed in a logical 
sequence (i.e., RIFS follows the P A/SI; P A/SI, 
RIIFS and RDIRA are not programmed for the same 
sites for the same fiscal 

Site designators and site numbers are consistent with 
USAF . 

If project requirement is for a range or radar 
station, the range or radar station is listed as the 
INSTALLATION Avon Park 
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ACC CES/ESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
NARRATIVE CHECKLIST 

(Continued) 
Project Number: 
Project Title: 

C-2 

ITEMS 

The purpose is not a generic iteration of a purpose 
statement from the NCP or other 

The purpose is site specific and addresses all sites 
listed in SITE INFORMATION. 
For PA/SI or RI/FS: The purpose lists the number 
of soil borings, wells, etc., the types and numbers of 
samples, analyses and analytical methods, and other 
investigatory activities to be performed (e.g., records 
search, interviews, geophysical survey, treatability 
study). Also, for FS, describe the technologies to be 
evaluated. 

For RD: The purpose notes and describes the 
selected remedial alternative and the objectives of 
this alternative, including contaminant cleanup level 
goals. The purpose also specifies whether RD is for 
the final RA or interim action leading to the final 

For LTM: The purpose lists the number of wells, 
the frequency of sampling, the analyses and the 
objectives of the monitoring program (e.g., to 
monitor natural attenuation or track plume 

For LTO: The purpose lists the type and frequency 
of operation and maintenance activities and provides 
the objectives ofLTO (e.g., to support final RA or 
to support IRA or Removal Action that inhibit 
contaminant migration until a final RA can be 

For Management: Specify the number of trips, 
· etc. 

For Technical Support: Specify the numbers of 
contractors to the restoration staff. 



ACC CES/ESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
NARRATIVE CHECKLIST 

(Continued) 
Project Number: 
Project Title: 

ITEMS 

The background of the site(s) is provided, including 
the information that led to the decision to program 
the requirement. How and when the site(s) was 
identified, the facts surrounding the site(s)(nature 
and extent of contamination) and results of any 
previous studies (e.g., cause of the contamination, 
result ofthe PNSI and RIIFS or EE/CA, including 
the number of wells, borings and samples, and 

~ The date and results of the P NSI are 

~ Specific number of wells, borings, samples 
and analytical results from all previous 
investigatory activities are provided for each 
site and 

~ The source (e.g., drums, pipeline, landfill), 
extent (dimensions of ground water plume, 
volume of soil contamination, acreage of 
landfill) and type of contamination (TCE, 
methylene chloride, lead, chromium) are 
noted. 
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ACC CES/ESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
NARRATIVE CHECKLIST 

(Continued) 
Project Number: 
Project Title: 

C-4 

Source control measures are noted, if 
applicable (e.g., 20 drums were removed 
and disposed of Jon 1988, leaking pipeline 
rPn<>,·,rPrl 198 . 

=> Known risk to human health and the 
environment is documented. Supporting 
information and source of information is 

Decision 

=> The rationale for selection of the remedial 
action is 

=> The specific cleanup level goals are 

=> The completion date and description of the 
RA construction is nr""'n•·n 

=> The cleanup levels completed are noted and 
the estimated cleanup levels to be completed 
are noted. 

For IRP steps that are being reaccomplished: 
Explanation is provided to justify additional 
requirement (e.g., explain why additional RI is 
required). If site is reopened, provide rationale to 
explain why the site was reopened and expected 
results of additional work (e.g., samples are extJec1tedl 
to 



ACC CESIESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
NARRATIVE CHECKLIST 

(Continued) 
Project Number: 
Project Title: 

HRS score and contaminant(s) of concern 
are and entered in WIMS-ES. 

=> FF A status, signature date, and date of 
rPn111r1"1i SUbmittal is listed. 

=> If ATSDR health assessment is completed, 
hazard classification is nrn,.nrt.~ti 

Technical Support: Explain why the effort must 
be contracted out. 
Tell why the project needs to be accomplished in the 
current fiscal 

The status of the current IRP step is provided in 
detail (e.g., schedules, deliverables, field work, 
removal actions 

The status of control measures taken at the site is 

The enforcement mechanism, mission impact, 
schedule impact, or threat to human health and the 
environment is described in detail and sources of 
statements are 
If "Enforcement" is checked, the vehicle for 
enforcement is under Basis. 
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ACC CESIESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
NARRATIVE CHECKLIST 

(Continued) 
Project Number: 
Project Title: 

If "Mission" is checked, BACKGROUND or 
Description of Current Status explains how the 
mission is or will be 
If "Health Risk" is checked: BACKGROUND or 
Description of Current Status describes the 
specific risk to human health and the environment 
and the source of that statement. 

Provide primary impact if funds are not provided 
this fiscal year (e.g., will not be able to drill20 
sampling wells at a cost of $X, will not be able to 

20 sites in Unit etc 

Provide secondary impacts of not accomplishing 
work scheduled for the current fiscal year (e.g., will 
not be able to the RIIFS as 

Provide the tertiary impacts of not accomplishing 
the work this fiscal year (e.g., will cause a delay of 
X months in submitting the RI to the regulatory 

Relative Risk is provided for all projects and 
associated data (such as legal driver, milestone 
code, milestone date) is listed on the program 
document and (for ACC PMs) entered into WIMS­
ES. 
Decision Document Signed: Decision document 
signature date (actual or anticipated) is provided 
all · 

Site designators and site numbers are correct and 
consistent with USAF guidance. Site designator 
"OT" is not used for new sites but may be kept for 

sites. 
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ACC CES/ESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
NARRATIVE CHECKLIST 

(Continued) 
Project Number: 
Project Title: 

All sites for this project are included in the WIMS­
ES module for the installation. 

All sites for this project are listed with the correct 
WIMS-ES r .. , ... ,·r .. .,., ..... 1" 

Site descriptions are consistent with the WIMS-ES 
module. 
Site priorities are consistent with USAF DERA 

"'"'"'~'and Guidance. 

Estimated project start and finish dates are 
provided. List the date that funding is required and 
will be executed in order to comply with the 
schedule outlined in the Gantt chart. 

Schedule is broken down into milestones (e.g., 
award date, work plan, field work, reports, project 

etc 

Individual maps of each site or group of sites are 
provided. The maps include local facilities and 
use, extent of soil and/or ground water 
contamination (e.g., plume configuration , if 
applicable), ground water flow direction, location 
of existing monitoring wells and/or soil borings (if 
applicable) and location of proposed monitoring 
wells and/or soil 
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ACC CESIESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
NARRATIVE CHECKLIST 

(Continued) 
Project Number: 
Project Title: 

C-8 

Acronyms are spelled out when first used in the 
document. 
Spelling and typographical errors have been 
checked. 

The following statement has been included " I have 
reviewed this requirement certifying and validating 
that it meets the eligibility criteria for the use of 
DERA funds." and signed and dated by an 
authorized · 

The signatory's name and title are typed below the 

Identify the tool used to estimate the project cost 
(CE construction guides, previous experience with 
similar projects, service center, government 
estimates, A-E estimates in feasibility study, 



ACC CES/ESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
DD FORM 1391 CHECKLIST 

Project Number: 
Project Title: 
Date: 
Installation: 

Spell out the installation's official name in full and 
the state where it is located (e.g., MOUNTAIN 
HOME AIR FORCE 
If project requirement is for a range or radar 
station: The name of the range or radar station is 
listed as the INSTALLATION (e.g., AVON PARK 

The project requirement is programmed in a logical 
sequence (i.e., RDIRA follows the RIIFS; PA/SI, 
RI/FS and RD/RA not programmed for the same 
sites for the same 

Project number is in correct format (Four letter 
installation code, followed by fiscal year, followed 
by four digit 7000 series number, e.g., 
MUHJ947003 

Project number and all associated data is entered 
into WIMS-ES as a rpn·onrf·mPnt 

If project requirement is a modification, the project 
number contains the correct modification number 

MUHJ9270030 . 

If project requirement is new, the project number is 
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ACC CES/ESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
DD FORM 1391 CHECKLIST 

(Continued) 

Project Number: 
Project Title: 

ITEMS 

The first entry under ITEM 9 matches Block 4, 
PROJECT TITLE. Project cost in block 8 matches 
the total cost under item 9 in the COST ($000) 
column. 
The major subcategories of work elements are listed 
in sufficient detail under ITEM 9, (e.g., excavation 
of contaminated soil or drums, installation of 
recovery wells or pumps, treatment system, 
sampling, etc.) General terms such as "mechanical," 
"civil," and "electrical" should be minimized. The 

· are indented three 
The unit of measure listed under U/M is specific for 
all work categories. Minimize the use of"LS" 

Site codes are provided in format consistent with 
USAF guidance (site designator - site number, e.g., 
SS-25). Site designator "OT" is not used for new 
sites, but may be kept for existing sites. All sites are 
listed. 
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ACC CES/ESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
DD FORM 1391 CHECKLIST 

(Continued) 

Project Number: 
Project Title: 

ITEMS 

This project section describes what will 
be provided (e.g., this project will provide for the 
removal and disposal of leaking TCE drums and 
associated contaminated soil to prevent migration of 
TCE to ground water). What does this project 

PROJECT (cont.): The project is described in terms 
and details that can be easily understood by those 
not familiar with the 'ect. 
REQUIREMENT: 

• The regulatory basis for the project 

• The decision-making process that led to the 
selection of the remedial or removal action 
is described (e.g., this project is a Removal 
Action alternative recommended by the 
EE/CA and documented in the Action 

• All similar sites on base have been evaluated 
to determine whether it may be economical 
to apply the cleanup method at additional 
sites. 

• Include relative risk, legal driver, milestone 
code and milestone date (YYYYMM) of the 
site(s) and (for ACC PMs) enter into 
WIMS-ES. 

For installations on or proposed to the NPL: The 
NPL and FF A status is dates. 
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ACC CESIESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
DD FORM 1391 CHECKLIST 

(Continued) 

Project Number: 
Project Title: 

ITEMS 

SITUATION 
The background of the site(s) is provided, including 
how and when the site(s) was identified, the facts 
surrounding the site(s) (nature and extent of 
contamination) and the results of any previous 
studies (e.g., cause of the contamination, results of 
the P NSI and RifFS or EE/CA, including numbers 
of wells, borings and samples, and analytical data). 
Also included is a statement on the site(s) current 
status. 

Explain why the project needs to be accomplished in 
the current fiscal 

List the date funding is required and will be executed 
in order to comply with the schedule outlined in the 
Gantt chart (e.g., estimated award date, work plan, 
filed · 

The enforcement mechanism, mission impact, 
schedule impact or threat to human health and the 
environment is described in detail and sources of 
statements are nrn"•n••n 
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ACC CESIESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
DD FORM 1391 CHECKLIST 

(Continued) 

Project Number: 
Project Title: 

Provide primary impact if funds are not provided 
this fiscal year (e.g., will not be able to drill20 
sampling wells at a cost of $X, will not be able to 

20 sites in Unit 
Provide secondary impacts of not accomplishing the 
work scheduled for the current fiscal year (e.g., will 
not be able to the RIIFS as 
Provide the tertiary impacts of not accomplishing the 
work this fiscal year (e.g., will cause a delay of X 
months in submitting the RI to the regulatory 

Site priorities are listed and are consistent with 
USAF DERA eligibility and Programming 
Guidance. 

Relative Risk is provided for all projects and 
associated data (such as legal driver, milestone code, 
milestone date (YYYYMM)) is entered into WIMS-
ES ACC . 

Map of installation is provided, showing all IRP 
sites. IRP sites associated with the project are 
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ACC CES/ESV IRP PROJECT VALIDATION 
DD FORM 1391 CHECKLIST 

(Continued) 

Project Number: 
Project Title: 

ITEMS 

Individual maps of each site or group of sites are 

provided. The maps include local facilities and use, 

extent of soil and/or ground water contamination 

(e.g., plume configuration, if applicable, ground 

water flow direction, location of existing wells 

and/or borings, if applicable, location of proposed 
monitoring wells and/or soil borings, if applicable 

and proposed location of wells and/or excavations 
the nrntPI'1" 

Acronyms are spelled out when first used in the 

document. 

Spelling and typographical errors have been 

checked. 

The following statement has been included: "I have 

reviewed this requirement certifying and validating 

that it meets the eligibility criteria for the use of 

DERA funds." and signed and dated by an 
authorized · 

The signatory's name and title are typed below the 

Identify the tool used to estimate the project cost 

(CE construction guides, previous experience with 

similar projects, service center, government 

estimates, A-E estimates in feasibility study, 
etc. 

Cost estimates and schedules have been coordinated 

with the service center. 

C-14 



A-106 7-7 
ACC CES/ESV 2-1, 3-6 
Accelerated Cleanup Program 4-30 
ACP, See Accelerated Cleanup Program 
Acquisition Strategy 

Site Investigation and Cleanup 6-6 
Action Memorandum 6-17 
Administrative Record 7-3 

Air Force Guidance A-1 
EPA Guidance A-10 
References 7-4 

A-E 3-16 

INDEX 

-A-

Coordination, Site Investigation and Cleanup 6-9 
AFCEE 3-5 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, See ATSDR 
Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence, See AFCEE 
Annotated Bibliography A-1 
Annual Report to Congress 7-7, 8-10 
AOC 4-17, 6-1 
Applicable and Relevant or Appropriate Requirements, See ARARs 
ARARs 2-6, 6-21, A-10, B-8 
Archeological and Historic Preservation Act (AHP A) B-1 
Architect-Engineer, See A-E 
Area of Concern, See AOC 
ATSDR 4-17,8-7 

Public Health Assessments 4-17, 8-7 

Base Civil Engineer 3-10 
Base Comprehensive Plan, See BCP 
BCE, See Base Civil Engineer 
BCP 3-10, 4-37, 5-3 

-B-

BEE, See Bioenvironmental Engineer 
Bioenvironmental Engineer 3-9, 3-14,4-17, 8-7 

A TSDR Health Assessments, Responsibilities 3-14, 4-17, 8-7 

Categorical Exclusion, See CA TEX 
CATEX 4-11 

-C-

1-1 



CERCLA 1-1, 2-4, B-1 
Reauthorization 2-4 

Civil Engineering 
Coordination, General 3-10 

Clean Air Act (CAA) B-1 
Clean Water Act (CWA) B-1 
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) B-2 
Commitment to Progress 5-4, 6-38, 7-6 
Community Involvement 3-13, 3-19, 4-1 

Community Relations Plan 6-27, 6-32 
EPA Guidance A-10 
IRA 6-20 
LTM 6-37 
LTO 6-37 
NPL 8-6 
PA/SI 6-12 
RAB 4-4 
RDIRA 6-32 
Removal Action 6-19 
RIIFS 6-27 
Site Closeout 6-40 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, See CERCLA 

Computer Requirements 5-48 
Cultural Resource Consideration 4-14 

DD Form 1391 Program Document 5-17 
Decision Documents 

Air Force Guidance A-2 
Distribution 6-38 
EPA Guidance A-ll 
IRA 6-18 
NFRAP Guidance 4-20 

-D-

Removal Action, Action Memorandum 6-17 
RIIFS 6-26 

DERA 1-1, 2-1 
Defense and State Memorandum of Agreement, See DSMOA 
Defense Environmental Restoration Account, See D ERA 
Defense Environmental Restoration Program, See DERP 
DERA Eligibility 6-3 

Guidance A -4 
DERP 1-1, 2-4 
Dispute Resolution 4-34, 8-4 
DSMOA 4-42 

Guidance A-3 
DUSD(ES) 3-1 
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ECAMP Inspection 7-13 
Economy Act Purchases 4-23 
EDMDS 4-32, 5-9 
EE/CA 4-35, 5-7, 6-14 
ELB 3-5 
ELC 3-5 
Emergency Response 5-54 
Endangered Species Act B-2 

-E-

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis, See EE/CA 
Environmental Compliance, Assessment and Management Program, See ECAMP 
Environmental Data Management and Decision Support, See EDMDS 
Environmental Leadership Board, See ELB 
Environmental Leadership Council, See ELC 
Environmental Protection Agency, See EPA 
Environmental Protection Committee, See EPC 
EPA 1-1, 3-17 
EPA Federal Agency Hazardous Waste Compliance Docket 6-3 
EPA PA Form 6-11 
EPC 3-10 

-F-· 
Federal Facility Agreement, See FF A 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act, See FIFRA 
FFA 8-4 

Air Force Guidance A-5 
Dispute Resolution 8-4 
Schedules 8-4 
Stipulated Penalties 8-3 

FIFRA B-2 
File Plan 7-1 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act B-2 
Floodplains, Executive Order 11988 B-2 
Funding 2-1 
Funding Level Adjustments 5-53 

Goals 2-2 

-G-

-H-
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments, See HSW A 
Hazard Ranking System, See HRS 
History ofthe IRP 1-2 
HQ ACC/CEV 2-1, 3-6 
HQ USAF/CEV 2-1, 3-4 
HQ USAF/CEVR 2-1, 3-4 
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HRS 1-1, 2-6, 6-10 8-1 
HSWA 1-2, 2-6, 4-7 

lAG, See FFA 
IMAP 4-31 

-1-

Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity Contract, See IDIIQ 
Information Management Action Plan, See IMAP 
Interagency Agreement, See FF A 
ID/IQ Contract 6-6, 6-10, 6-15, 6-23, 6-30 
Information Repository 7-3 
Installation Commander 3-9 
Installation Restoration Program Information Management System, See IRPIMS 
Interim Remedial Action, See IRA 
IRA 6-14 

Program Document 5-26 
IRPIMS 7-8, A-5 

Laws and Regulations 
Applicable B-1 
CERCLA 1-1, 2-4 

-L-

Executive Order 12580 Superfund Implementation 2-5 
HSWA 2-6 
Implementing the IRP 1-1 
NCP 1-1, 2-5 
NEPA 2-8, 4-10 
Proposed Corrective Action Rule 2-7 
RCRA 2-6 
SARA 1-1, 2-4 
State and Local Laws and Regulations B-3 

Long Term Monitoring, See L TM 
Long Term Operation, See LTO 
LTM 6-34 

Program Document 5-3 8 
LTO 6-34 

Program Document 5-41 

Management Action Plan, See MAP 
Manpower 5-46 

Goals 2-3 
MAP 5-3, 7-10 

Deliverable Schedule 5-4 
Goals 2-3 

MILCON Waiver 4-28 
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-M-



Narrative Program Document 5-11 
National Contingency Plan, See NCP 

-N-

National Environmental Policy Act, See NEP A 
National Priority List, See NPL 
National Historical Preservation Act B-2 
Natural Resources Trustee Coordination 4-12 

Guidance A-6 
NCP 1-1,2-5 
NEPA 2-8,4-10 

Guidance A-4 
NFRAP Decision 4-20 

After LTMILTO 6-37 
After P NSI 6-13 
After RD/RA 6-33, 
After Removal Action/IRA 6-20 
After RI/FS 6-28 

No Further Remedial Action Planned, See NFRAP 
NPL 1-1, 8-1 

Community Involvement 8-6 
Definition 1-1 
Explanation ofthe NPL Process 8-1 
Federal Facility Agreements 8-2 

Obligation Rate Goals 2-3 
Operations and Maintenance, See L TO 
Out-of-Cycle Requirements 5-53 

PNSI 6-10 
Program Document 5-23 

Peer Reviews 4-24 
RD 6-33 
Removal Action/IRA 6-20 
RIIFS 6-27 

Permit Exemptions 4-28 
PREE/CA 4-34, 5-7 
Preliminary Assessment, See P NSI 

-0-

-P-

Preliminary Assessment/Site Inspection, See P NSI 
Presumptive Remedies 6-14 
Presumptive Remedy Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis, See PREE/CA 
Prioritizing Requirements 2-1, 4-40, 5-50 
Private Property Access 4-27 

Guidance A-5 
Program Analyst 3-6, 3-7, 3-8 
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Program Documents 5-9 
Checklist C-1 
IRA 5-26 
LTM 5-38 
LTO 5-41 
PA/SI 5-23 
RD 5-32 
RDIRA 5-35 
Removal Action 5-26 
RIIFS 5-29 

Program Execution 2-1 
Program Management Guidance A-4 
Program Manager 3-6, 3-7, 3-8 
Proposed Plan 

IRA 6-18 
RA 6-25 

Public Affairs 
ACC Responsibilities 3-9 
Installation Responsibilities 3-13 

Quarterly Reports 7-4 

RAB 2-3, 3-19, 4-4 
RACER 5-6 
Radioactive Sites 4-26 

Guidance A -7 
RAIP, See Remedial Action in Place 
Range Policy 4-17 

-Q-

-R-

Rapid Response Capabilities, USACE 6-15 
Rational National Standards Initiative, See RNSI 
RCO 3-5 
RCRA 1-2, 2-6 
RCRA-CERCLA Integration 

Comparison Between RCRA and CERCLA 4-8 
Explanation 2-6, 4-7 
Funding 4-9 
Policy 4-8 

RD/RA 6-29 
EPA Guidance A-ll 
Program Documents 

RD 5-32 
RDIRA 5-35 

REC 3-3 
Record of Decision, See ROD 
Regional Compliance Offices , See RCO 

1-6 
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Regional Environmental Coordinator, See REC 
Regulatory Agencies 3-17 

Document Review 6-7 
EPA 3-17 
State and Local 3-17 

Relative Risk Evaluation 4-37 
Remedial Action Cost Engineering and Requirements System, See RACER 
Remedial Action in Place 4-22, 6-20, 6-33, 6-37, 6-38 
Remedial Design/Remedial Action, See RDIRA 
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, See RIIFS 
Remedial Project Manager, See RPM 
Removal Action 6-14 

EPA Guidance A-12 ,~ 
Program Document 5-26 

Reopening Sites 6-1 
Reportable Quantities 6-3, B-4 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, See RCRA 
Response Complete 4-21,4-22, 6-20, 6-33, 6-37, 6-38 
Restoration Advisory Board, See RAB 
RIIFS 6-21 

EPA Guidance A-ll 
Program Document 5-29 

Risk Assessment 
During RIIFS 6-24 
EPA Guidance A-12 

RNSI 4-35 
ROD 

IRA 
NPL 
RIIFS 

RPM 

6-18 
8-8 

6-26 

Appointment 2-1, 3-11 
Responsibilities 3-11 

Safe Drinking Water Act, See SDW A 
SAF/MIQ 2-1, 3-3 
SARA 1-1, 1-2, 2-4 
Scope ofWork 

Site Investigation and Cleanup 6-6 
SDWA B-2 
Service Centers 3-14 
Site Closeout 2-2, 4-21, 4-22, 6-37 

Decision Documentation 6-37 
EPA Guidance A-12 
Five-Year Review 6-39 

Site Delisting 6-38 

-8-
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Site Identim;atlOn 
DERA Eligibility 6-3 
How Sites or AOCs ~Jdentified 6-1 
Notification 6-3, B-4 
Prograrnmins, Requirements 6-4 
Regulatory Orders 6-2 
Reportable QUantities 6-3, B-4 
Wha(to Do When a Site is Identified 6-3 

Solid Waste Management Units, See SWMUs 
Staff Judge Advocate 1-2 

ACC Responsibilities 3-8 
Installation Responsibilities 3-13 

Stipulatedfenalties ~:4 · 
S,uperfund Amendments'and Reauthorization Act, See SARA 
SWMUs 1-2, 2-7,4-7 

(• ' 

TDY.,~&T~aining Policy 5-44 
/TOY and Training Reports 7-5 

Third P~rty Sites 3-4 
Toxic Substances Control Act, See TSCA 
TSCA B-3 

~·· 

Wetlands, Executive Order 11990 B-2 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act B-3 
Wilderness Act B-3 
WIMS-ES n 7-8 

-T-

-W-

Work Information Management System, Environmental Subsystem, See WIMS-ES 
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