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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA:s) Superfund program is approximately 12 years old. 
During this time, this program's .cost and complexity have grown far beyond the scope e riginally planned when 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensa tion . and Liability Act (CERCLA) was passed in 
1980. During this time, EPA'.s implementation ot the program has bee:, delayed by liti! ation and conflicting 
expectations. 

I 
As part of a continuing effort to improve the effective ness and efficiency of the Superfund pro gr.am, EPA 

Administrator William Reilly in 1991 reque.;ted that EPA'.s Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response 
(OSWER) address two issues as part of a 30-day assessment: I 

• What are EPA:s options for accelerating the rate of cleanups at the nation's Superft nd sites? 

• Does the Superfund program use realistic assumptions when evaluating and mana1·ng the risks at a 
Superfund site? 

This 30-Day Study was a follow-up to an earlier EPA study, A Management Review 1 the Superfund Pro­
gram (otherwise known as the 90-Day Study), that addressed a variety of Superfund reform issues. The pur­
pose of the 30-Day Study was to assess ways that EPA could obtain the greatest reduction of risk to human 
hea.lth and the environment in a cost-effective, expedited, and fair manner. This repoit will discuss recommen­
dations from the 30-Day Study that are most relevant to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) , identify 
EPA'.s actions to implement these recommendations, assess how the recommendationsJ may influence DO E's 
environmental restoration program, and identify DOE initiatives related to these recolmmendations. 

CERCLA. the National Contingency Plan , and Executive Order 12580 are the primary regulatory drivers 
underlying DO E's environmental restoration activities. Three of the findings and opt ·ons identified in the 30-
Day Study that are important to DOE include: 

• EPA should standardize the remedial planning and remedy selection process, to th extent possible gin :n 
the variety of site conditions. 

• EPA should seek review of its Superfund risk assessment guidance to examine the way in which EPA 
regions and other programs interpret the risk assessment guidance and to improve public understanding of 
the Superfund program's risk assessment policies. 

• ~PA should convene an intra-Agency work group to develop guidance on a variety 

I 

frisk managcmrnt 
issues. 

EPA'.s actions implementing these options likely will continue to have significant if\lpacts on DOE\ c:n\ 1-

ronmental restoration program. Many of the generic remedies that EPA will designate may apply to a IJr~c: 
number of DOE operable units. EPA'.s efforts to ensure uniformity in approach to risk assessments at Surc:r• 
fund sites among its regional offices should help DOE develop a consistent and work, ble risk assessmc:nt 



policy for environmental restoration. With respect to risk management issues, the degree to which EPA 
allows the use of institutional controls or sets required levels of groundwater cleanup are examples that 
directly apply to DOE's environmental restoration work. 

As pan of its efforts to implement the 30-Day Study recommendations and other CERCLA reform efforts, 
such as the Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model (SACM), it is likely that EPA will identify statutory and 
regulatory obstacles to otherwise legitimate cleanup strategies. The upcoming reauthorization of CERCLA 
offers one opportunity to address these statutory and regulatory roadblocks. 

DOE's Office of Environmental Guidance, RCRNCERCLA Division (EH-231), will monitor EPA'.s 
implementation of the 30-Day Study results and will develop guidance and training materials as appropriate. 
DOE has already initiated a number of activities potentially related to EPA'.s 30-Day Study recommendations. 
For example, DOE has studied ways to streamline the Superfund process at its sites on the National Priorities 
I,ist and has briefed many of its field offices on the use of the observational approach during the remedial 
investigation/feasibility study phase. DOE and EPA ha\ie agreed that the two agencies will jointly develop a 
"pilot project" implementing DOE's decision framework--the Streamlined Approach for Environmental 
Restoration (SAFER) at one or more DOE sites. DOE is also studying the development ar.d use of 
consistent human health and ecological risk-based standards that may be useful in implementing reforms. 

11 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

l.l PURPOSE 

As part of an ongoing effort to reform and re­
structure the U.S. Environmental Protection Agen­
cy's (EPA'.s) Superfund program, the EPA Admini­
strator on October 21, 1991, announced several key 
programmatic reforms. These reforms are a result 
of the Superfund 30-Day Task Force Repon (30-Day 
Study, EPA 1991a), an effort carried out by EPA'.s 
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response 
(OSWER). The EPA OSWER oversees environ­
ment.al cleanup activities under a number of statu­
tory authorities, including the Comprehensive En­
vironmental Response, Compensation, and Lia­
bility Act (CERCLA. also known as Superfund). 
CERCLA and its implementing regulation, the Na­
tional Contingency Plan (NCP), establish a regula­
tory framework to govern the cleanup of existing, 
and often abandoned, haz.ardous waste sites. 

The manner in which EPA implements the rec­
ommendations of the 30-Day Study and other 
Superfund reforms will have significant implica­
tions for the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). 
CERCLA. the NCP, and Executive Order 12580 are 
the primary regulatory drivers for DO E's environ­
mental restoration program. A number of the 
study's recommendations, if fully implemented, will 
have a direct effect on DOE programs. 

The purposes of this report are to 1) review the 
background and recommendations of EPA'.s 30-Day 
Study, 2) identify and discuss the initiatives from 
the 30-Day Study that may impact DO E's environ­
mental restoration mission. 3) report on EPA'.s 
progress in implementing the selected priority ini­
tiatives, and 4) describe potentially related DOE 
activities. 

l.2 BACKGROUND 

The 30-Day Study is only one recent EPA effort 
directed at identifying issues, problems, and reform 

1.1 

. 
initiatives related to the Superfund program. Dur-
ing confirmation hearings before Congress for the 
position of EPA Administrator, William Reilly 
promised to carry out a 3-month review (the 90-Day 
Study) of the Superfund program. The resulting re­
port, A Management Review of the Superfund Pro­
gram, was completed in June 1989. That report 
made a number of sweeping recommendations, 
including: 

• strengthening Superfund enforcement and max­
imizing ~esponsible party work at Superfund 
sites 

• acceierating and improving remedial actions 

• encouraging the greater use of innovative tech­
nologies at Superfund sites 

• initiating an aggressive program of community 
involvemel}t 

• improving overall management of the Superfund 
program (EPA 1989a). 

In addition, numerous groups outside of EPA 
conducted studies of the Superfond program and is­
sued reports recommending restructuring and re­
forms in the program. These groups include the 
General Accounting Office (GAO), the Office of 
'Technology Assessment (OTA), Congressional 
committees, and various environmental. public 
interest, and business groups. The general con• 
sensus of EPA'.s 90-Day Study and various other 
reports was that the cleanup of Superfund ~itl!S was 
proceeding far too slowly, costs were too high. and 
EPA'.s management of the program needed a new 

long-term strategy. EH-231 's report Superfund 
Program Analysis--Lesson.s Learned sum man,~, the 

findings of these reports (DOE 1991). 

In carrying out the 30-Day Study, OSWER "ilic­

ited comments and ideas from several offa:c, -.11hin 
EPA as wet! as the U.S. Department of Ju..,t1lc . The 



study identifies a series of options, not all of which 
were recommended, related to accelerating the 
Superfund process and managing risks. Only those 
options that were recommended by the 30-Day 
Tusk Force (EPA 1991a) and that will most signifi­
cantly impact DOE are discussed in this report . 
The 30-Day Study is intended to build upon the 90-
Day Study in that the recommended options are re­
finements and adjustments to further revitalize the 
Superfund program. 

On October 1, 1991, EPA issued an additional 
report, Superfund 30-Day Study Task Force Imple­

mentation Plan, which focused on the implemen­
tation of the 30-Day Study recommendations. EPA 
has used a senior management task !orce chaired by 
the Deputy Assistant Administrator, OSWER, to 

facilitate the implementation of the 30-Day Study 
recommendations. Funds have also been made 
available to EPA regional offices to develop pilot 
projects and innovative ideas for speeding up site 
cleanups. The plan also sets schedules for imple­
menting each of the recommended options (EPA 
1991b). 

A backdrop to EP.A:s considerable activity to 
reassess and redirect the Superfund program is the 
reauthorization of CERCLA, currently anticipated 
for 1994. While much of the efforts that EPA cur­
rently plans to undertake to reform the Superfund 
program will not require statutory changes, it is 
certain that Congress and various interest groups 
will closely monitor EP.A:s progress in this area in 
order to determine the need for legislative 
initiatives. 

EPA is also embarking on an effort to restruc­
ture the entire Superfund program based on a Total 
Quality Management (TQM) effort by EPA staff 
that is independent of, yet complementary to, the 
30-Day Study reform initiative. Adopted three 
years ago by EPA. TQM is a management philoso­
phy that seeks the goal of increased quality and 
heightened productivity through efficient use of 
staff and resources. An initiative derived from the 
TQM effort is the Superfund Accelerated Cleanup 
Model (SACM). 

1.2 

EPA plans for implementation of SACM are 
now in the formative stagds, but include efforts to 
remove the current progrJmmatic distinct1ons be-

I 
tween removal and remedial actions with the intent 
to speed cleanups and addlress serious health and 
environmental problems ih an expedited manner. 
This new EPA approach consists of: 

- f I - - ·ri • a conttnuous process or assessing s1te-spec1 1c 
conditions and the neeb for action 

• regional management earns to serve as "traffic 
cops" to direct all sites to early action to reduce 
immediate risks and to long-term cleanup to 
restore the environment 

• a combination of enfoJcement, community rela­
tions. and public invol ement throughout the 
entire process. 

SACM is currently bei, g pilot tested by EPA re­
gional offices. EPA headquarters has issued guid­
ance to its regional offices! describing SACM in 
order to ensure that it is applied in compliance with 
CERCLA and the NCP (EPA 1992a). The guid-

1 

ance emphasizes that SAOM does not provide inde-
pendent authority to car~ out actions that are not 
authorized by existing statutes and regulations. 

The EPA guidance ackeowledges that the NCP 
affords EPA considerable r iscretion in carrying out 
removals and remedial ac~ion at CERCLA sitc.:s. 
Nonetheless, it recognizes! that some SAC~1 pilot 
projects may involve deviations from EPA pol1 c1e:s 
in order to test a new app~oach to site evaluatll in or 
response. In addition, SAf M pilo_t projec ts mJ, 
prompt changes in national policies. The EP,\ 
guidance anticipates that Jituations will he 1J 1.: nt1 -
fied where regulatory or s~atutory requ ircm1.:n1, 
prevent EPA from pursuing a promising Jrrr , •J, h. 
At present, the SACM co cept is only l"it:tn~ Jr 
plied to EPA'.s Superfund program. EPA ,, J , ·. , 1 

oping supplemental guidance on uniqu1.: 1" u,, ., , 

sociated with implementation of SACM Jt h J ll JI 

facility sites. Information !obtained from th, : .. •t 
projects may be used by E i\.. headquartl·r, :. · 



initiate regulatory reform or to identify issues for 
CERCLA reauthorization. 

In addition. EPA is instituting a number of ac­
tions to address shortcomings in the Agency's con­
tract management practices. These actions include 
increasing senior managers' and organizational ac­
countability for contract management, providing 
clear distinctions between contractors and EPA 
staff, reviewing EP.A:s lol)g-term contracting policy. 
and elevating EP.A:s procurement functions. EPA 
recently organized a Standing Committee on Pro­
curement to define essential reforms and ensure 
their implementation (EPA 1992b). 

EPA also initiated a series of visits to EPA re­
gional offices to identify practices in streamlining 
the Superfund process and contracts management 
to serve as models of cleanups. nationwide. The 
visits will culminate in a report to all of the regions. 

l.J GOALS AND FINDINGS OF 30-DA Y STUDY 

OSWER was requested to respond to two 
fundamental issues in the 30-Day Study: 

• Wha·t are EP.A:s options for accelerating the 
rate of cleanup at the nation's Superfund sites? 

• Does the Superfund program use realistic 
assumptions when evaluating and managing the 
risks at a Superfund site? 

As a result of the 30-Day Study, EPA has estab­
lished a number of goals for its Superfund program.' 
These include: 

• streamlining the Superfund process by 2 10 3 
years from the 7 to 10 years it currently takes for 
the average site to pass from listing on the Na­
tional Priorities List (NPL) through final 
cleanup 

• setting aggressive cleanup targets, such as tri­
pling the number of cleanup completions by the 
end of 1993 

l.3 

• reducing program management costs of Super­
fund contracts from 25% to less than 20% of 
total contract costs 

• appointing a national Superfund director within 
OSWER 

• creating a 20- to 30-person team of trouble­
shooters for the Superfund program. 

The 30-Day Study made a series of recommen­
dations that were accepted by EPA for implementa­
tion. Three of these (standardizing the remedial 
planning and remedy selection process. seeking out­
side review of EPA risk assessment guidances and 
policies, and evaluating the potential for standar­
dizing risk management decision making) are most 
relevant to DOE's environmental restoration pro­
gram and will be discussed in greater detail below. 
The study also made the following recommenda­
tions for EPA actions: 

• establish site completion targets through the 
year 2000 

• expand the flexibility of design/construction 
contracts 

• elevate issues causing site-specific delays 

• limit "mid-stream· takeovers of site characteriza­
tion and cleanup work by private parties 

• begin site remedial design before entry of a 
consent decree with private parties 

• increase public awareness of Superfund accom­
plishments by expanding measures of success 

• segregate more accurately Federal facilitit:s in 
future listings of the NPL. 

The 30-Day Study does not directly address the 
effect its recommendations may have on DOE. 
However, this assessment of the 30-Day Study 
identifies the three recommendations from the 30-
Day Study that are most relevant to DOE. !n 



subsequent sections of this report, the recommen­
dations will be summarized and an assessment of its 
impact on DOE's environmental restoration pro-

I. • 

gram will be made. Th n. a brief review of ongoing 
DOE activity related to the specific re~mmenda­
tio n will be provided. 



2.0 STANDARDIZING THE REMEDIAL PLANNING 
AND REMEDY SELECTION PROCESS 

To achieve its goal of streamlining the Super­
fund process, EPA has focused o~ a recommenda­
tion from the Superfund 30-Day Study Tusk Force 
Implementation Plan to standardize the remedial 
planning and remedy selection process. The por­
tion of the CERCLA process that includes the 
analysis of site conditions to determine the appro­
priate course for environmental restoration (i .e., 
the remedial investigation and feasibility study 
[RI/FS]), takes, on average, over 3 years to com­
plete. The current EPA process treats each site as a 
unique problem. This approach places the burden 
on technical staff (EPA regional offices or private 
potentially responsible parties) to repeatedly de­
velop site-specific risk assessments and cleanup 
levels and to find the optimum technical solution to 
meet the specific-site conditions. 

Under this recommendation, EPA would stan­
dardize the remedial planning process to the extent 
possible given the variety of site conditions. Ac­
tions that EPA will consider related to this recom­
mendation include developing: 

• regulations that establish presumptions that cer­
tain technologies are appropriate for specific 
categories of sites (e.g., soil fixation for lead in 
soils) 

• a technology-based approach for remedies (i.e .. 
specific remedies in advance, based upon best 
available technologies [BAT], similar to the 
BAT approach of the Clean Air Act and the best 
demonstrated available technology [BOAT] 
from the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act [RCRAI) 

• standards or guidelines for contaminated soils 

(and possibly groundwater contaminants for 
which there are no maximum contaminant 

levels). 
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EPA hopes that the implementation pf this re­
commendation would yield significant long-term 
benefits through the efficiencies of standardization. 
but realizes that it will take at least 3-6 years to de­
velop appropriate regulations and guidances. EPA 
predicts that this process of standardization would 
significantly reduce the time required for the Rl/FS 
process (possibly eliminating or reducing the need 
for feasibility studies in many instances) and im­
prove consistency in remedy selection across the 
EPA regions. Implementation of this recommenda­
tion may require changes to CERCLA that man­
date attainment of Federal and state standards. 
There is also a concern that the use of presumptive 
remedies will hamper the development of innova­
tive technologies. 

2.1 EPA PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTATION 

In November 1991, EPA established a work 
group, with several subwork groups, to study and 
assess means for implementing this recommenda­
tion. DOE representatives are included in these 
subwork groups. The work group met for the first 
time in February 1992 and began a review of 
CERCLA records of decision (RODs) for the prior 
6 months. The various subwork groups will first 
consider standard remedies for municipal landfills 
and wood preserving sites. Sites contaminated with 
PCBs and electroplating and lead battery sites will 
:ilso be considered. EPA'.s current direction is to 
develop guidance that will suggest a "predominant" 
remedy for a type of site, and then to suggest sever­
al alternative options if specific-site conditions 
make the recommended remedy infeasible. EPA 
planned to prepare draft fact sheets by the end of 
1992 t-hat list technology selections that may be 

appropriate for different types of sites. 

EPA also initiated efforts to determine.: co n~1s­

tcnt action levels that indicate when soil rnnL.1mi­

nation may call for more investigation or ck:.1nup . 



Indications are that EPA will eventually issue guid­
ance to its regional offices explaining how to imple­
ment the presumptive remedy option. EPA also 
will likely place a notice in the Federal Register an­
nouncing its specific choices of presumptive re~e ­
dies and allow an opportunity for public comments 
and suggestions of alternatives. 

EPA is making a specific effort to integrate the 
use of presumptive remedies into the implementa­
tion of SACM. EPA headquarters has re4uested 
that the regional offices, in defining pilot projects 
involving presumptive remedies, consider how to 
apply technical guidances in a manner that both 
saves time and sufficiently documents the basis for 
selecting the remedy. 

2.2 POTENTIAL IMPACT ON DOE 

There is a substantial probability that EPA'.s 
plan to designate presumptive remedies for certain 
types of contaminants at NPL sites will directly im­
pact many DOE environmental restoration sites. 
As with the privately controlled NPL site~, any suc­
cessful effort to shorten the time and effort re­
quired to study and select remedies for DOE sites 
not only will streamline environmental restoration 
work but also minimize the costs of such efforts. 

Initial EPA efforts are directed at types of sites 
or contamination that are not typical problems for 
DOE (e.g., municipal landfills and wood preserving 
sites). Nonetheless, since many DOE sites have 
common types of contaminated media, it is likely 
that the DOE complex may be suitable for the ap­
plication of presumptive remedies in· some in­
stances. Candidates for presumptive remedies 
would be both types of sites that DOE has in com­
mon with private sites, such as groundwater con­
taminated by volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
or sites that have contamination unique to DOE, 
such as soils contaminated with radioactive mixed 
waste. DOE-specific presumptive remedies could 
be developed for these lat1er types of sites . 

DOE should proacti e\y work with EPA to de­
velop presumptive remef ies that are most ·suitable 
for site conditions that DOE may encounter. DOE 
cc ul<i also suggest unique site conditions and pro­
pose technologies that c? uld be developed as pre­
sumptive remedies. Uselof such common techno­
logical solutions to envi~onmental contamination is 
also a logical outgrowth of DO E's current inte­
grated demonstration pr~jects, which seek to test 
and demonstrate technologies and approaches for 
common DOE problem 1

. 

While the use of presumptive remedies and the 
development of standards for groundwater and soils 
have the potential to ex~edite cleanups and save 
money, these measures need to be developed and 
applied in a manner consistent with EPA'.s and 
DOE's interest to utilizd innovative technologies in 
remediating sites. TherJ is concern that when there 
is a specified "preferred"! technology or remedy for a 
certain site scenario, reglulators will be reluctant to 

· . approve anything different. In addition , technology 
developers may be less ~ illing to pursue new tech­
nologies if they perceive difficulties in gaining reg­
ulatory approval for the new technologies. There 
will also be a need to en ure that the presumptive 
remedies that are propof.ed are consistent with 
RCRA land disposal re~ltri_ctions (LD_Rs ) that may 
be imposed at CERCLA sues as applicable or rele­
vant and appropriate re~uirements (ARARs ). 

. I 
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Accordingly. the implementation of th<: pre­
sumptive remedies shoulld be closely mon11orcJ 
with these concerns in mind. 

2.3 POTENTIALLY RBLATED DOE ACTIVITY 

Various component) of DOE, including E\1 :rnd 
EH, have developed additional strategic~ ll ir 

streamlining the CERCf:A RI/FS prm:c,, Tnl· 
Streamlining Approach l:or EnvironmrntJI Kl·· 
sto ration (SAFER ) 1.:ombines element, ,,1 '"' ' 
recognized processes deweloped for mJnJ~ 1:1 ~ un ­
certainty: the Data Qu lity Objecti,c ID<.>< 1 , 



process developed by EPA and the observational 
approach, whose roots are in traditional geotech­
nical engineering applications. 

The DQO process focuses on establishing the 
quality and quantity of data required for decision 
making by linking data collection with problem res­
olution. The observational approach provides a 
framework for managing uncertainty and planning 
decision making throughout the environmental res­
toration process. 

The SAFER method combines the be5t ele­
ments of the DQO and observational approach pro­
cesses with a focus on achieving: 

• enhanced emphasis on planning 

• linked data collection and decision making 
needs 

• explicit recognition and management of uncer­
tainty 

• direct and efficient application of information 
gained as planning and remediation proceed 

• early convergence on a remedy 

• assured participation and consensus from key 
stakeholders (Dailey and Smith 1992). 

EM and EH have proposed that a joint effort be 
undertaken by DOE and EPA to develop a pilot 
project implementing SAFER at one or more 
DOE sites.c•> The EPA Office of Federal 
Facilities Enforcement has agreed with DOE's 
proposal to conduct the SAFER pilot project 

(a) Letter (dated July 29, 1992) propoaing a joint pilot proJect to 
implement SACM and SAFER from the Deputy ~ist.ant 
Secretary of Technology Development; Deputy Aaaiat.ant 
Secretary of Environment. Safety, and Health; and Deputy 

Asai.atant Secretary of Environmental Restoration at DOE to 

the Director of the Superfund Revitalizat ion Tum, Office of 

Solid Waste and Emergency Response. and Acting Deputy 

Asai.atant Administrator for the Federal Faci li ties Office of 

Enforcement at EPA 

2.3 

under the aegis of the SACM initiative, providing 
that the pilot project formally embraces the 
SAFER concept of stakeholder participation and 
consensus decision making. EPA has suggested 
that DOE formally designate a "stakeholder deci­
sion team" that would be responsible for most, if 
not all, decisions and deli\ierables at a site, and 
which would move the locus of decision making as 
dose as possible to the field. This should sig­
nificantly improve the timeframes for site 
remediation. (b> 

EI-i is also working with program offices and 
field elements to determine the feasibility of de­
veloping risk-based standards for contaminants 
where no such standards or guidances exist. The 
purposes of this project are to identi_fy areas where 
standards are needed by DOE and to develop, or 
support the development of, needed standards. 

In addition, EH is working with EPA and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to develop a com­
puterized system to facilitate the selection of appli­
cable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(ARARs) for Superfund sites. This system. the 
EnviroTuxt Retrieval System (formerly known as 
ARARs-Assist), is a computer database and expert 
system that will provide the user with the abil ity to 
thoroughly review the regulations and be abie to 
more accurately and efficiently match site co ndi­
tions and remedial actions with regulatory r1.:4u1re­
ments (DiCerbo 1992). 

Various components of DOE have also ,up­
ported the development of the Remedial AJtc rna ­
tive Assessment System (RAAS). This is an npcrt 
computer system intended to match appropriJtc 
technologies with site conditions and contamtnJnts. 

(b) Letter ( dated December 22. 1992) agreeing co,, ,r, .; ~, : , 

joint pilot project to implement SAFERf.iAC\i .11 r.~ ·r 
more DOE sites from the Acting Deputy ~,s1.n1 

Administrator for Federal Facilities Enforcement ,: · :' \ :, , 

the Deputy Assist.ant Sccret.ary o( Environmen t. ,., :r ,- ,nJ 

Health; Deputy Asaistant Secretary of Technol, -~ 

Development; and Deputy Assistant Secretar. . •• 
EnVJronmental Restoration at DOE. 



3.0 REVIEW OF EPA'S SUPERFUND RISK ASSESSMEi GUIDANCE 

EPA recognized that there may be issues con­
cerning its Superfund risk assessment policies that 
should be addressed on an agency-wide basis. In 
addition, there was a perceived need to have its risk 
assessment policy reviewed by outside groups, in­
cluding those representing industry and environ­
mental organizations. 

Under this recommendation, OSWER will seek 
review of its risk assessment program by EPA'.s Of­
fice of Research and Development, Risk Assess­
ment Council, Science Advisory Board, and outside 
groups. As part of this process, OSWER will exam­
ine the way in which EPA regional offices and other 
program offices interpret and apply Superfund's 
risk assessment guidance. The purpose of this ef­
fort will be to determine if the guidance is being ap­
propriately and consistently implemented. If this 
review identifies any problems, OSWER will de­
velop appropriate modifications to the risk assess­
ment policies. 

3.1 EPA PROGRF.SS IN IMPLEMENTATION 

EPA has initiated a number of actions to imple­
ment this recommendation. In November 1991, a 
briefing was held for EPA'.s Science Advisory Board 
on a biokinetic uptake model for lead risk assess­
ment. A review of all fiscal year 1991 risk assess­
ments was also initiated in November 1991. EPA 
has also requested a review of risk assessment poli- . 
cies by the Science Advisory Board and is develop­
ing a process to identify and invite outside panics 
to participate in a review of Supcrfund risk assess­
ment policies. 

Although not directly related to the recommen­
dations in the 30-Day Study, EPA recently issued a 
two-pan guidance that follows up on EP.A:s basic 
Supcrfund risk assessment guidance document, Risk 
Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume I, 
Human Health Evaluation Manual (Pan A) (EPA 
1989b). The two-part guidance is "Pan B, 
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Development of Risk-Based Preliminary Remediation 
Goals" and "Part C, RisklEvaluation of Remedial 
Alternatives.• Among mher things, these docu­
ments establish a series pt generic equations to be 
used for each chemical and a formal framework for 
evaluating the risk of each remedial technology 
being considered for a Sfte (EPA 1991c, EPA 
1991d). I 

EPA also has issued a third document, "Human 
Health Evaluation Man~l, Supplemental Guid­
ance: Standard Default lExposure Factors." The 
purpose of that directive was to transmit the in­
terim final standard ex:i,bsure factors guidance to be 
used in the RI/FS pr~. This document was de­
veloped to reduce unwarranted variability in the ex­
posure assumptions USCf1 by the EPA regional staff 

. to characterize .the baseline risk assessment expo­
sures to human populations (EPA 1991e). Stan­
dard default exposure fJctors are to be used for cal­
culating reasonable m1mum exposure (RME) 
estimates for each applicable exposure scenario at a 
site. The goal of using the RME is to combine 
upper-bound and mid-range exposure factors so the 
result represents an CXJ>Fure scenario that is both 
protective and reasonatHe; not the worst possible 
.case. 

On February 26, 1~ the EPA Deputy Admin­
istrator issued a memorkndum, "Guidance on Risk 
Characterization for Riik Managers and Risk As­

sessors" (EPA 1992c). l1'e purpose of this memo­
randum was to provide guidance for managers and 
assessors on describing psk assessment results in 
EPA reports, presentatibns, and decision packages. 
The memorandum not~ that when presented to 

decision-makers and tbf. public, risk assessments 
arc often reduced to single point estimates of risk. 
This approach to risk abment does not fully 
convey the range of infrirmation considered and 
used.in developing the ~menL The memoran­
dum urges risk assessod to, among other things, be 
completely candid abou~ the confidence and uncer­
tainties in describing risk and to describe 



information on the range of exposures derived from 
exposure scenarios and on the use of multiple risk­
d~criptors. 

3.2 POTENTIAL IMPACT ON DOE 

Since the results of the human health risk as­
sessments at Superfund sites are frequently the pri­
mary driver for setting cleanup standards, any 
action by EPA in this area is likely to have a sub­
stantial impact on DOE environmental restoration 
activities. Specifically, efforts by EPA to ensure 
uniformity of approach by its regional offices in the 
application of risk assessment policies should help 
DOE implement a consistent, complex-wide ap­
proach to risk assessment. In addition, a move by 
EPA to use more realistic, less conservative default 
assumptions for risk assessments may help DOE 
develop effective and cost-efficient remedies for 
many of its sites. 

3.3 POTENTIALLY RELATED DOE ACTMTIES 

EH is currently carrying out activities parallel to 
those of EPA to ascertain whether EPA risk assess­
ment policy is being applied consistently across 
EPA regions. EH has begun developing a baseline 
risk assessment graphical guidance document to 
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explain how the baseline risk assessment process is 
actually applied in the field . This document will 
provide DOE elements with an understanding of 
the data necessary for the interpretation of and 
negotiation on the reasonableness of site-specific 
risk estimates. The guidance document will include 
1) an overview of the EPA requirements as they 
have emerged and evolved over time, 2) an analysis 
of key components underlying the current risk as­
sessment protocol, 3) an evaluation of instances 
where EPA regional baseline risk assessment re­
quirements differ from EPA headquarters, and 4) a 
"road map" that identifies key source materials and 
documentation pertaining to each topic. 

In addition, various DOE entities are working to 
develop guidance related to the assessment of eco­
logical risk posed by environmental contamination 
at DOE sites and the potential ramifications on es­
tablishing cleanup standards. 

DOE has also commented to'EPA about the 
role and use of institutional controls at DOE NPL 
sites. DOE plans to continue work to assess the ap­
propriate role of using institutional controls at 
DOE sites to address risks posed by environmental 
contamination. The DOE efforts regarding investi­
gating the development of risk-based standards, dis­
cussed in Section 2.3, are also related to these risk 
assessment issues. 



4.0 DEVELOP GUIDANCE ON RISK MANAGEMEN ISSUES 

Under another recommendation from the 30-
Day Study Tusk Force Implementation Plan, EPA 
would convene an intra-Agency work group to 
build upon earlier work in evaluating risk manage­
ment issues. This work group would consider a 
number of issues including: 

• Under what circumstances should an industrial 
site be cleaned up for future residential use? 

• Should contaminated groundwater be cleaned 
up to drinking water quality? 

• Is the NCP preamble too conservative regarding 
the required point of compliance for cleaning up 
groundwater? 

• How should the Superfund program handle the 
increasing number of state ARARs? 

• Which site conditions generally warrant treat­
ment versus containment with institutional 
controls? 

The work group will consider these and other is­
sues and will develop a strategy for addressing the 
most important ones. EPA'.s stated objective is to 
improve the "reasonableness" and regional consis­
tency in making risk management decisions. 

4.1 EPA PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTATION 

The work group to study the risk management 
issues was formed in December 1991. The work 
group completed a draft issue paper on the highest 
priority issues in April 1992. Complete guidance 
documents reflecting EPA decisions on technical 
and policy risk management issues are scheduled to 
be completed in June 1993. 

.u 

4.2 POTENTIAL IMPA TON DOE 

Decisions that EPA makes regarding risk man­
agement issues will ultimlately set the framework for 
the DOE environmenta1 ·lrestoration mission. Many 
of these issues relate directly to the central question 
for many DOE sites, "How clean is clean?" The an­
swer to this question has obvious impacts on the 
costs and schedules for ~'aE environmental resto­
ration. For example, gr;~ndwater contamination is 
a problem at many of the. DOE former nuclear wea­
pons facilities . Cleaning jup the groundwater to 
drinking water levels at these sites, even though it 
may not be used for that !purpose, will pose signifi­
cant costs. In addition, for many types of the con­
taminated media, includ ing groundwater, there are 
no existing technologies · hat will achieve those 
stringent remediation gor ls. Decisions will need to 
be made about these types of pollution scenarios 

. I 
regarding the level of ris r that is acceptable. 

The role of institutional controls is also a sig-
1 

nificant issue for DOE. rany of the DOE sites al-
ready have in place an enensive system of institu­
tional controls, more extbnsive than those at the 
majority of private sites.I For instance, it is antici­
pated that DOE will retain site ownership long into 
the future for many of itJ sites. Institutional con­
trols cou)d play a more rominent role at DOE 
sites than for private sites on the NPL. 

DOE clearly has a siJnificant interest in the risk 
management issues that IEPA will be assessing. As 

with the other recommepdations contained in the 
30-Day Study, it is in DOE's interest to work with 
EPA in resolving these i~sues and to bring to EPA'.s 
attention many of the u ique DOE problems. 



4.3 POTENTIALLY RELATED DOE ACTMTIES 

DOE activities to assess the appropriate use of 
institutional controls at environmental restoration 
sites, discussed in Section 3.3, are clearly rel;ned to 
EP~s risk management initiative outlined in the 
30-Day Study. On January 27, 1992 the DOE Insti­
tutional Controls Focus Group convened to assist 
EH in reviewing DOE field comments and prepare 
a consolidated response to EP~s guidance docu­
ment entitled "Guidance on Use of Institutional 
Controls at Superfund Sites.• DO E's response to 
EPA focused on the use of institutional controls at 
Federal facilities listed on the NPL and the need for 
clarification of Federal agencies' responsibilities for 
hazardous substances cleanup under CERCLA Sec­
tion 120, the Federal Property Administrative Ser­
vices Act, and relevant Government Services 
Administration (GSA) regulations (41 CFR 101, 
et seq.). 

On October 20-21 , 1992, EH participated with 
other Headquaners offices in a DOE Institutional 
Controls Coordination Workshop convened by EM 
to consider DO E's use of institutional controls in 
environmental restoration. As a follow-up to the 
workshop, EM proposed that DOE Headquarters 
will establish an institutional controls team. Future 
proposed activities of the DOE Headquarters will 
include: 

4.2 

• cooperative efforts with EPA and the U.S. 
Department of Defense (DoD) to ~tablish a 
liaison group to facilitate institutional controls 
activities 

• preparation of guidance for DOE field elements 
on institutional controls, especially regarding 
the use of such controls during the CERCLA 
RI/FS process and preparation of the ROD 
under NCP requirements 

• investigation of prospects for coordination with 
the National Governors Association and the 
National Council for State Legislatures 

• est.:iblishment of an institutional controls com­
munications network and preparation of a news­
letter 

• review of DOE Orders to clarify the Depart­
ment's rationale for using institutional control.s. 

In addition, DO E's use of the EnviroText Re­
trieval System, currently under development as dis­
cussed in Section 2.3, will aid DOE to make sup­
portable risk management decisions. By providing 
easy access to a comprehensive compendium of en­
vironmental standards, this system will help ensure 
that DOE makes consistent and supportable risk 
management decisions. 



5.0 SUMMARY 

There is likely to be considerable activity over 
the next several years related. to the review and as­
sessment of EPA'.s Superfund program, to imple­
ment various reform efforts, and to identify issues 
to be addressed as pan of the reauthorization of 
Superfund in 1994. The 30-Day Study is only the 
latest in a series of EPA efforts intended to increase 
the effectiveness and cost efficiency of the Super­
fund program. In addition, as Superfund reauthori­
zation approaches, the number of external reviews 
of the EPA Superfund program by groups such as 
GAO, OTA, and environmental and industry 
groups also will likely increase. These groups will 
identify deficiencies in the Superfund program and 
propose reform measures. 

EPA is now considering a variety of reform ini­
tiatives, ranging from efforts to streamline the 
CERCLA process to changing the manner in which 
it manages Superfund contraets. EPA initiatives 
resulting from its 30-Day Study can ultimately have 
a significant impact on DOE's environmental resto­
ration program. These reforms, such as the use of 
presumptive remedies in appropriate circumstances 
and improving risk management decisions, have the 
potential to result in more effective cleanups com­
pleted in a more timely and cost-effective manner. 
From DOE's perspective, these and other reforms 
could reduce both the 30-year timeframe for the 
nuclear complex cleanup and the attendant costs. 

5.1 

While DOE has numerf. us environmental resto­
ration sites and problems hat share many common 
characteristics with private CERCLA sites, DOE 
must address a wide varie~ of technically complex 
environmental problems that have few commonali­
ties with the private sectoii, It is therefore essential 
that DOE, both at Headqtt3ners and field office 
levels, actively monitor EPA'.s efforts to develop 
and implement the 30-Da~ Study initiatives, as well 
as other Superfund reform activities where appro­
priate. It would also be a~~antageous for DOE to 
continue to work closely 1 th EPA to jointly de­
velop Superfund reform measures that support fur­
ther progress on environmental restoration. DOE 
needs to ensure that refonln initiatives are crafted 
and implemented in a marker that recognizes the 
unique and complex problbms that DOE must con­
front in its environmental !restoration program. 

EH will continue to ml nitor all EPA Superfund 
reform efforts, including those related to the 30-
Day Study, and assess theJ potential impact on 
DOE. DOE field office and relevant Headquarters 
components will be kept informed of these develop­
ments through established mechanisms, such as fact 
sheets, information briefs,lspecial reports, and 
other communications. 
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