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From Chi ef of Naval Operations
To: Commander, Naval Facilities Engi neering Conmand

Subj : NAVY PCLI CY FOR CONDUCTI NG ECOLOG CAL RI SK ASSESSMVENTS

Ref : (a) Department of the Navy Environnmental Policy
Menor andum 97-04; Use of Ecol ogical Ri sk Assessnents, Itr
of 16 May 97

(b) EPA InterimFinal Ecol ogical Ri sk Assessnent Gui dance
for Superfund, 5 Jun 97

End: (1) Navy Policy for Conducting Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnents

1. Ref erence (a) is Navy policy for conducting ecol ogical risk
assessnents. Reference (b) is Environnental Protection Agency
(EPA) gui dance that defines an eight-step process for conducting
ecol ogi cal risk assessnents.

2. Encl osure (1) is provided in response to concerns received
fromthe field to anplify reference (a) and to clarify our
interpretation of the EPA eight-step process of reference (b)
The EPA eight-step process does not clearly define exit points
at which an ecol ogical risk assessnent can be consi dered
conplete for the intended purpose. Enclosure (1) describes a
three tiered process for Navy, which includes all the el enents
of the EPA eight-step process but provides opportunities to exit
the process at | ower steps when appropriate. Use of the Navy
tiered process will reduce the tinme and cost necessary for
conducting ecol ogical risk assessnents.

3. My point of contact is Wanda L. Hol nes who can be reached
at (703)604-5420, DSN 664-5420 or e—mil:

hol mes. wanda@q. navy. m | .

By direction

Copy to: (see next page)
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NAVY POLI CY
FOR
CONDUCTI NG ECOLOGE CAL RI SK ASSESSMENT

BACKGROUND

Thi s policy docunent conplenments the Departnent of the Navy
Envi ronnental Policy Menorandum 97-04; Use of Ecol ogi cal Risk
Assessnent (ltr 16 May 1997). The purpose of this docunment is to
provide clarification of the Navy's policy on Ecol ogical Ri sk
Assessnent (ERA) and the manner in which ERAs shall be
i npl enented for Navy in the Environnental Restoration Program
The goal of Navy policy is to ensure to the fullest extent
possi bl e that ERAs conducted are scientifically based,
defensi ble, and done in a manner that is cost effective while
protecting human health and the environment.

APPLI CABI LI TY

Pol i ci es and procedures contained herein apply to
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnents funded under Environnent al
Restoration, Navy (ER, N) and Base Real i gnment and C osure
( BRAC) .

POLI CY

Navy policy for conducting ERA's identifies a three-tiered
approach whi ch enphasi zes frequent interactions and concurrence
anong the Navy project team (Renedial Project Managers (RPM,
Renedi al Techni cal Managers (RTM, regulators, and contractors)
and identifies specific decision points and criteria for exiting
fromor proceeding on with the risk assessnment process. This
ti ered approach enhances the 8-step process identified in the
Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) Interim Final Ecol ogica
Ri sk Assessnent QGui dance for Superfund, 5 June 1997, and
consists of followng tiers: Tier 1, screening Ri sk Assessnent;
Tier 2, Baseline Ecological R sk Assessnent; and Tier 3,

Eval uati on of Renedial Alternatives (Figure 1). The tiered
approach is also consistent with and fully integrated with the
Install ati on Restoration Program

1 Encl osure (1)



Tier 1: SCREEN NG RI SK ASSESSMENT ( SRA)

The Tier 1 Screening Ri sk Assessnent shoul d use
exi sting data (such as sanpling or nonitoring data) for al
detected contam nants. The SRA shoul d be conducted during
the Site Inspection phase. No new or additional data
collection activities should be inplenented as part of the
screening risk assessnment. Thus, overall costs should be | ow
and the SRA is expected to be conpleted in a relatively
qgui ck manner (no nore than 2 to 3 nonths). The SRA enpl oys
conservative (i.e. nore stringent) assunptions to evaluate
exi sting site data and determ ne whet her additi onal
ecol ogi cal risk assessnment or accelerated site cleanup may
be warranted, or that the site poses acceptable risks and a
designation of no further action is appropriate.

The criteria for exiting the Tier 1 Screening R sk
Assessment i ncl udes:

1) The site passes the screening risk assessnent; there
is either an absence of conpl ete exposure pat hways to
ecol ogi cal receptors, or an absence of unacceptable risks.
If the site passes the screen then the determ nation is nade
that the site poses acceptable risks to ecol ogical resources
and the site shall be closed out for ecol ogical concerns.

2) The site fails the screening risk assessnent; the
site must have both a conpl ete exposure pat hway and
unacceptable risks. If the site fails the screen then either
interimcleanup (if nore cost advantageous) may be
i mpl emented or the site noves to the second tier.

In many cases, the site will not successfully pass the
screening risk assessment. However, many chem cal s eval uat ed
in the screening assessnment may be elimnated from further
consideration in either the baseline risk assessnent or in
an accelerated site cleanup on the basis of either

i nconpl ete exposure pat hways or acceptable risk.

Tier 2, BASELI NE ECOLOG CAL RI SK ASSESSMENT ( BERA)
The Basel i ne Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent, which is nore

rigorous and | ess conservative than the screening risk
assessment, will require additional docunentation as well
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as further data collection and eval uation. The ERA shall be
conducted during the Renedial Investigation phase.

The first activity (Step 3a) of the BERAis to refine
the conservati ve exposure assunptions enployed in the Tier 1
SRA, and recalculate the risk estimates. This reeval uation
may i nclude consi derations of background, sanple detection
frequency, bioavailability and realistic exposure scenari 0s.

The criteria for exiting Step 3a Refinenent includes:

1) Re-eval uation of data supports a no further action
designation for the site and thus allow exiting of the ERA
process w thout conpleting the entire BERA

2) If the re-evaluation of the assunptions stil
I ndi cates an unacceptable risk, then the Tier 2 BERA is
cont i nued.

Probably the nost inportant aspects of Tier 2 BERA are
project planning and study design/verification. These
activities, which represent Step 3-5 of the EPA ecol ogi cal
ri sk assessnent gui dance, include extensive comruni cation
anmong and concurrence (if obtainable) fromthe regulators
and stakehol ders prior to proceeding fromone step to
another. As part of this tier, it is critical that the RPM
fully understands the basis for any ecological risk
assessnment work proposed by support contractors and
requested by the regulators. The RPM shoul d approve such
work only after sufficient justification for the work has
been provi ded and adequately expl ained. This understanding
of proposed work may include, but not be limted to,

Aspects of data collection;

Anal ytical methods;

Assessnent and neasurenent endpoints;

Statistical analyses including Probabilistic Methods;

Ri sk characterization;

And nost inportantly how the study results will be used
to support the risk managenent decisions for the site.

Speci fic aspects of problem formulation, study design, and
ri sk characterization nust be negoti ated anong the Navy and
all appropriate parties (i.e. regulators), and docunented

t hrough the use of the Scientific Managenent Deci sion
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Poi nts ( EPA Superfund Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent GCui dance).
Advancenent from one step of the BERA to the next will be
dependent upon successful concurrence between the Navy and
all appropriate parties. If concurrence is not obtained,
docunent opposing positions and el evate to upper nanagenent
before noving to the next step. Multiple iterations of BERA
are not warranted.

At the conclusion of Tier 2 the BERA will provide a
characterizati on of ecological risks posed by the site, and
wi Il support the RPMin making one of the following two risk
managenent deci si ons:

1) No further evaluation and no renedi ation from an
ecol ogi cal perspective are warranted because the site does
not pose unacceptable risk.

2) The site poses unacceptabl e ecol ogical risks and
addi tional evaluation in the formof renmedy devel opnent and
eval uation (Tier 3) is appropriate.

Tier 3: EVALUATI ON OF REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

Tier 3 is the evaluation of the renedial alternatives
(including no action) with regards to; 1) the effectiveness
of reducing risks to acceptable |evels; 2) ecol ogical
i npacts related to renedy inplenentation; and 3) residua
risks. The Tier 3 evaluation of renedial alternatives is
conducted during the Feasibility Study and focuses on the
NCP Nine Evaluation Criteria for selection of the renedy.
This is an inportant tier that is not always adequately
considered (with regards to ecological risk and inpacts) in
the renedy selection process. If renedial alternatives are
not adequately evaluated from an ecol ogi cal perspective, the
outconme of the renediation may be nore detrinental to the
environment than if the site had not been renedi ated. The
ecol ogi cal renedy eval uation should be conducted in
conjunction with the human health renedy eval uati on. The
sel ected remedy from an ecol ogi cal perspective should al so
be protective of human heal th.

At the conclusion of the Tier 3 evaluation of renedia
alternatives, the RPMw Il have an eval uation that
identifies for each alternative considered (including no-
action) its risk reduction effectiveness and residual risk,
potential environnental inpacts, cost, technical nerits and

4 Encl osure (1)



benefits, and acceptance by the Navy and the stakehol ders.
This evaluation will then assist the Navy in selecting the
final remedy for the site.

NATURAL RESOURCES

If there are natural resources potentially inpacted by
Navy rel eases then involve proper trustees during the
ecol ogi cal risk assessnent process, to the extent practicable.
Trustee invol venent is encouraged in our cleanup program but
Navy is the | ead agency and the Navy and appropriate parties
(i.e. regulators only) shall make all final decisions.

EXI STI NG ECOLOG CAL RI SK ASSESSMENTS

Basel i ne ecol ogi cal risk assessnents that are already
underway shoul d neet the substantive requirenents of Tier 1, 2
and 3.

Screening Ri sk Assessnents al ready underway should neet
the substantive requirenments of Tier 1, SRA (Steps 1 and 2)
i ncludi ng: problemfornul ati on and conceptual nodel
devel opnment, exposure estimation, prelimnary risk
cal cul ati on, and COC determ nati on.

Basel i ne Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnments that are already
underway shoul d neet the substantive requirenents of Tier 2,
BERA (Step 3 7) including: refinenment of the screening risk
assessnent (conceptual nodel or problemfornulation),
determi nation of the data quality objectives and study design,
devel opnent of the field investigation/data analysis, and
characterization of risk

Eval uations of renedial alternatives that are already

underway shoul d neet the substantive requirenents of Tier 3
utilizing the data fromthe screening and baseli ne ERAs.
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Navy Ecological Risk Assessment Tiered Approach

Tier 1. Screening Risk Assessment (SRA): Identify pathways and

compare exposure point concentrations to bench marks.

Step 1: Site visit; Pathway Identification/Problem Formulation;
_— Toxicity Evaluation

Step 2: Exposure Estimate; Risk Calculation (SMDP) 1

Proceed to Exit Criteria for SRA——j

Exit Criteria for the Screening Risk Assessment: Decision for exiting or
continuing the ecological risk assessment.

1) Site passes screening risk assessment: A determination is made that the site
poses acceptable risk and shall be closed out for ecological concerns.

2) Site fails screening risk assessment: The site must have both complete
pathway and unacceptable risk. As a result the site will either have an interim
cleanup or moves to the second tier. — :

Tier 2. Baseline Ecological Risk ment (BERA): Exit Criteria Step 3a Refinement
Detailed assessment of exposure and hazard to “assessment g . .
endpoints” (ecological qualities to be protected). Develop site 1)If re evaluatnon.of the conservative
specific values that are protective of the environment exposure assumptions (SRA) support
P ’ an acceptable risk determination then
Step 3a: Refinement of Conservative Exposure Assumptions? the site exits the ecological risk
e (SRA)-—- Proceed to Exit Criteria for Step 3a ———— | assessment process.
qg’ Step 3b: Problem Formulation - Toxicity Evaluation; 2) If re-evaluation of the conservative
% A§sessment Er_1dp0|nts; Conceptual Model; < exposure assumptions (SRA) do not
= Risk Hypothesis (SMDP) support an acceptable risk
= > Step 4: Study Design/DQO - Lines of Evidence; Measurement determination then the site continues
x Endpoints; Work Plan and Sampling & Analysis Plan (SMDP) in the Baseline Ecological Risk
& Step 5: Verification of Field Sampling Design (SMDP) gstﬁfsa";e“t process. Proceed to
g Step 6: Site Investigation and Data Analysis [SMDP]
n Step 7: Risk Characterization

Proceed to Exit Criteria for BERA ‘

Exit Criteria Baseline Risk Assessment

1) If the site poses acceptable risk then no further evaluation and no
remediation from an ecological perspective is warranted.

2) If the site poses unacceptable ecological risk and additional evaluation in
the form of remedy development and evaluation is appropriate, proceed to
third tier. —

v

Tier 3. Evaluation of Remedial Alternative (RAGs

a. Develop site specific risk based deanup values.

—» b. Qualitatively evaluate risk posed to the environment by implementation of each
alternative (short term) impacts and estimate risk reduction provided by each (long-term)
impacts; provide quantitative evaluation where appropriate. Weigh alternative using the
remaining CERCLA 9 Evaluation Criteria. Plan for monitoring and site dloseout.

Notes: 1) See EPA’s 8 Steps ERA Process for requirements for each Scientific Management Decision Point (SMDP).
2) Refinement includes but is not limited to background, bicavailability, detection frequency. Etc.

3) Risk Management is incorporated throughout the tiered approach. Figure 1



