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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Survey Dverview

The completed surveys referenced in this report represent 64 facilities, with at least 206 CTT
and inactive ranges. Although this is & small partion of the actual number of CTT and mactive ranges
nationwide, the information pertaining to the ranges in this survey is important since these ranges
represent the beginning of what will be a very large environmental assessment and cleanup effort.
Alse, our review of the survey responses suggests that the actual number of ranges for the reparted
facilities is understated. While the focus af the survey (and this repart) is closed, transferred, and
transterring ranges, inactive ranges are also addressed in the repart because mnge status is not clearly
defined. Many of these “inactive ranges” may have beer inactive for a number of wears. It is
important to note that thE_EJJ!Ery does not vet have a comprehensive inventory of mnges that may
provide acdifional insight o meny of the 1ssues raised in this report. However, when LoD
compleres its comprehensive inventory of these ranges (cumrently anticipated in 20013, many of these
inactive ranges may be determined to have ro further military use and will be reclassified as closed,
Dal? has requested that EPA not regulate inactive and active ranges 5o the military can maintain a
high state of readiness to train troeps and test weapans and to retain the option of using these ranges |
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promulgated rule to be sufficiently protective of human health and the environment, the requirsments
in the Range Rule can rake the place of the Subtitle C hazardous waste management requirements.
At that point, EPA will make a final determization as to whether and under what circumstances used
mumitions will be considered a hazardous waste, and what regulatory requirements will be applicable
to management of tiis waste. -

A draft Ranpe Eule was proposed in the Federal Register on September 26, 1997, Since !
then, DoD has responded to over 3(H) individual comments and redratted the proposed rule. A
revised draft rule was expected in December 199%. The Final Range BRule is expected to be
promulgated in late 2000 at the earliest. In the meantime EFA has taken the position that ranpe
claanup is subject to CERCLA requirements consistent with the NCP.* This position has met with
resistance at Dol and is currently under discussion by the two agencies.

There are significant regulatory and management implications of whether military munitions
lefton CTT ranges are regulared under CERCLA, RCRA, or DoD. The issues at stake are not only
whether the substantive requirements are protective of human health and the environment, but also
the lewel and type of participation by non-DolD personnel in range cleanup activities {e.g., the public,
ar Federal or State regulatory authorities), which entities make final decisions, and how disputes are
resolved. For example, m current public drafts of the Range Rule, Dol will consult with regulators
. (EPA and States}, but will retain decision-making euthority for determining if thers is a nisle, and the
nature of the resulting cleanup.



3.4.2 Have Chemical or Biological Weapons Been Found or Suspected on Range?

Owver 50 percent of respondents indicated that chemical or biological weapons were found or
suspected on their ranges, as shown in Figure 16. This large number signifies the sericus and far-
reaching potential for chemical and biological contamination of current and former ranges. Although
chemical weapons are to be addressed under the fortheoming DoD Range Rule, according to Dol
biological weapons are outside of the scope of the Range Rule. This exclusion may pose serious
problems when future investigative or cleanup activities locate such weapans. At that point, Dal)
will need to effectively address biclogical weapons contamination.
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- As discussed in Chapter 2.0, becanse many typesof UXO present a substantials

risk of m:g!nsfiﬂn, public encounters with 1TX0 not only could endanger public health and safety, but
alsa may instill a sense of fear in community members living on or near 2 range,

3.5.2 Unosed Military Munitions

In addition to the information regarding UXO explosions and encounters discussed above,
survey respondents also provided information regarding explosions of military munitions that were
being stored for their intended use. These incidents took place several decades ago and they reflect
the inherent safety issues associated with ordnance management that resulted in the creation of the
DDESE, with its mission of centralizing safety management of munitions throughout Deld, As
shown in Figure 18, there were nine reported explosions of military runitions, six of which involved
fatalities.
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Although the majority of ranges in this survey ame involved in some kind of ervironmental

investgation/cleanup activity, it must be remembered that the ranges represented in this survey are
not only a small subset of all facilities with ranges, but they are alse most representatve of NPL and
BRAC facilities. Therefore, they are the facilities most lkely to be under regulatory and public
pressure to undertake investigation and cleanup. It should also be noted that while clesnup and
response is underway at & number of ranges, additional work may be required before cleanup is
complete.

The nomenclature of the phases of range investigaton and cleerup is directly related to the
regulatory program under which the cleanup will ocour, The CERCLA and RUEA proprams use
different terms for the same activities. DoD’s latest revision: to the draft Range Rule generally uses
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terms cemsistent with CERCLA and the NCP, For the purpose of this report, five categories of

cleanup activity are described in Table 2.
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- Dald, through USACE, has developed stalistical sampling tectiioues that they combine
with risl estimation procedures in arder to determine how much cleanup is necessary, This approach
i very controversial, with EPA and the States voicing strong reservaticns. Crrently, EPA and Dald
are jointly develaping a risk management framework that will be used to estimale explosives safety
visks from U0 on CTT mnges and will be the basis for cleanup decisions, This collaberative effort
is still under way. When completed, the new methodalogy is expected b gata prearer acceplerce
among regulatars and the public, perticalarly because representatives of both groups paricipated in
itz development. Collaborative eiforts such as this provide greater opportunity forall partias to brizg
their issues of importance forward for resalation.

The USACE has been instrunestal in the development of epprogches to site characterization.
Iz the absence of any other methads, USACE and its contractors often rely on their own stetstical
prid sampling mettods to determeine the location and density af X0 on sanges. Statistical prud
sampling on ranges 13 highly controversial, 25 it emplays assumptions thet may net be appropriate for
military ranges. For example, unlike other types of contaminants thal are treasured as rates af
exposure relative to long-term health risks, UXO ane selfcontained and robust, and exposurs Lo anly
one can result in immediete physical traume, Further, statistical sampling relies on an assumption ol
uniform distribution of UX0 over a giver area, whick is not the case oo most, U not all, milier
TRMEES.
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5.4.2 Recommendations Based on Statistical Methods
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3.4.2 Have Chemical or Biological Weapons Been Found or Suspected on Range?

Crver 50 percent of respondents indicated that chemical or biolagical weapons were found or
suspected on their ranpes, as shown in Figure 16, This large number signilies the serious and far-
reaching petential for cherical and biolegical contamination of current and forrmer ranges, Although
chemical weapons are to e addressed under (e fortheoming Dol Range Rule, according to Dall,
hinlogical weepons are autside of the scepe of the Range Rule. This exclusion may pose serious
problems when future investigative or cleanup activities locate such wegpons, Al that point, DoD
will need to effectvely address biological weapons contamination
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also may instill a sense of fear in community members Uving on or near a range,

152 Unused Military Munitions

In addition to the information reganding UXO exolesions and encounters discussed above,
survey respondents also provided information regarding explosions of military mustons that were
being stored for their intended use. These incidents took place several decades ago and they reflecr
the inherent safety issues associated with ordnance management that resulted in the creation of the
DDESE, with its mission of centmalizing salety management of mumtions throughout Del). As
shown in Figure 18, there were nine reported explosions of military munitions, s of which invelved
Fatalities.

Although the majority of ranges in this survey are involved in some kind of envizonmental
investigation/cleanup activity, it must be remembered that the renpes represented in this survey are
not only a small subset of all facilities with ranges, but they erz alse most representarive of MPL and
BRAC facilities. Therefore, they are the facilities most likely to ke under repulatery and public
pressure to undertake investigation and cleanup, It should also be noted that while cleanup and
response is underway at a number of ranges, additional work mey be required before cleanup is
complete.

The nomenclature of the phases of range investigation and cleanap is directly relzted o the
regulatory program under which the cleanup will ocour, The CERCLA and RCEA programs use
different terms for the same activities, Dol¥'s latest revision to the draft Renge Ruls penerally uses
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terms consistent with CERCLA and the NCP. For the
cleanup activity are described in Table 2.

-

purpose of this report, five catepories of



Repulatory authorities

The spparent clarity suggested by Figare 10 may sk conflicts between E?A, DoD, and Seate and local ageacics
ahaut who has the regulatory authority of ranges. For exarnple, in esponse o the survey cuestion about who
regulates the mnge, one respordent wrote, She [is the] lead [regulator], Army considers themselves as the only
lead not requiriag State approval for actions,”
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. EPA views the DDESE as a '
crucial independent authority on issues concerning explosives safety. Yet, DDESB's responsibilities,
gpecifically for the review and approval of explosives safety eubrmittals (ESS), have been delegated to -
the USACE and the 1.8, Army Technical Center for Explosives Safecy in MeAlister, Oldlahoma. EFA
has -mised this as a concern regarding FUDS particular,
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i ; B - The
inventory process and potential reclassification of ranges may be conmoversiz! in many cases, Current

“owners” of active end inactive ranges within Dol are operations personnel whe may have a different
view of what constitutes an incompatible use than environmental personnel have. In addition, there are
Lremn.:nu:[nus cost and menegement implications associated with these decisions. In many cases, ranges
classified as closed will be subject to regulatory oversight for cleanup, while inactive ranges wii.llremiin-
under the purview of DoD operations and management activities. )
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‘.LT n addition, trensfers of property out of Dol contral
may he impeded, I such transfers cocur, risks from nnmow, subsurface UXO could be significant.
In fact, almost 50 percent of ranges in the survey are at BRAC facilities that are designated for transfer
sq new ownershin and control in the future, These findings clearly illustrate the need for Dol to
implement applicable innovative technologies that are commercially available. Do also will need to
centinue working with private industry to imprave these technelogies to make UTXO identification and
remediatdon more efficient and cost effective.
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7.7 Survey Responses as Related to Issues Raised by EPA

The firdings of this repont relate directly to the issues cited within the April 22, 1999, letter from
Timothy fields, Assistant Administrator of OSWER, EPA, to Sheni W, Goodman, Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense (Environmental Security). Considering that many CTT ranges have been or are
being transferred for uses ather than military ranges, EPA believes it is very important that Dol and
non-Dok parties develop a better understanding of the issues and potential solutions. The letter cited
five prumary areas of concem and provided a thorough explanation of why these concerns need prompt
attention. Those primary areas of concern end the relevant survey fndings follow:

" MMethods of Ranpe Assessment and Investipation: [se of selected fizld screening,
detection, statistical sempling, and other investigation techuiques often results in
mischaracterization of UX0O and hazasdous contaminants.

At 1 percent of the ranger ar which stavistical sampling was wsed, the EPA could nat
suppart the recommendations that were hased upor these methoas, One respondent wrote,
“The Gridstat/Sitestat models do notwark and failed miverably af characterizing UX0 on
the range! The model consistently underestimated the derstiy of UX0 and UXO scrap, it

Sailed fo identfy the extent or size of contaminared areas, and if foifed to identify ive X0
o several impact areas. ” [Bee divcussion in Seclion 3.4,

B Non-Compliance with Regulatory Awuthorities: DoD often does not adhere to the
requiremnents of applicable statutes or repulations {e.g., CERCLA, RCRA, Defense
Department Explosive Sefsty Board (DDESB) 6055.9 standards). DoD’s use of modified
oI Inconsistent intespratations of the applicable satute or regulation resclt in many UH0-
conrtaminated areas’ not being investigated or, when discovered, not being addressed by the
equivalent levels of protection provided by these requirernents.

Oraft workplans were submitted 1o the DDESE jor less than 50 percent of the ranges
represented in the siwvey. (See discussion ik Section 6.3}

& Communication, Coordination, and Dissemination of Information: DoD has not
adequately provided coordicetion with or distributed information to Federal, State, Tribal,
and local government regulators. AL a numnber of sites, negotiations for property trensfer
have taken place without the involvement of regulators.

To illustrate, 14 percent af the EPA respondenis felt thar situations cancerntng UXO that
accurred on a range were out af their contral. (See Section 3.3.2 for more information
abeut this issue,) Fif-two percent af the ranges were reported as repulated solely by Dol
fhee Section 6,.2.2,)

8 Remedy Selection and Implementation: UX0O investigation and cleanup acavities have
relied heavily on accelerared or emerpency actions that are desmed to be CERCLA-like



actions consistent with the remaval program {the CERCLA emergency response program).
There are two problems caused by this, First, some UXO detection and clearance operations. -
mey not be appropriate for these rapid responses. The camplexity of the problem (and
absence of an immediate threat) suggests the need for a more thoughtful and therough
investigation and consideration of alternatives. Second, the nse of a“CERCLA-fike” process
may skip some elements of protection built inte the CERCLA process, including public
involvement, adequate consideraton of alternatives, and use of institutional controls to
manage long-termn threas.

EPA respondents stated that of the 64 percent of cleanups with which USACE was %ﬂmi u.?..:f,
anly 13 percent were conducted consistently with CERCLA requirements. {Fee discussion
it Section 6.3).

®  Transfer of UXO Contaminated Land: EPA, other regulators, and all other non-DoD
parties have strong concerns regarding CTT ranges where sipnificant amounts of TXO
remain and the property is already being used for » wide varisty of land uses {other than a
military range).

The expected future use of over half the ranges in the survey is residential. (See section 3.3

far furtker information). At 30 percent of the ranges, there are currently no instifutional
controls in place. Where institutional controls are in place, at 20 percent of the panges,
they are felt to be ineffective. (See Section 6.7,

7.8 General Concluzions

- "CERCLA-lke" approaches to clearup, including excessive use of removal actions, can lead to
limited regulatory involvement and inadequate public participation. Cleanup decisions, both at normal
ha;-z_trdmfs waste sites and at CTT ranges, are ultimately based on 2 combination of scientific and
engineering information and value judgments, which are based an perceptions of risk. Sizce one may
never know with absolute certainty whether all used munitions that may create a risik have been detected
and approprietely removed or managed, decisions that result from processes that inadequatsly involve
the regulators and the public may not be defensible. The repulators and the public may feel that
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decisions made by DoD alone do not sufficiently protect public health and the environment. When such
decizions are made, ranges will not receive the necessary concurzence for frensfering a site or delisting
a site from the NPL unfil regulators can ensure that public health and safety and the environment are
adequately protected. Long experience with the Superfund program suggests that implementing
pracesses that appear to expedite internal DoD decisions may be sheortsighted. These processes will in
fact delay implementation of decisions when their acceptability is later called into question,

Many aspects of DoD}'s responses to the immense challenges of clearing and transferming ranges
have been called inte question by EPA, The results of this survey alse highlight many sitnations in which
the Regions are not satisfied with [oD's handling of the complex policy, technica! and regulatory issues
at CTT ranges. These findings clearly illustrate the need for a more comprehensive, coordinated, and
inclusive approach to addressing CTT ranges.



