Executive Summary

Hazard Assessment for Munitions and Explosives of Concern
Workgroup Meeting

January 11-12, 2005

The Technical Work Group for Hazard Assessment met on January 11-12 in Crystal City,
Virginia. The following action items, consensus items and schedule were agreed upon at that
meeting.

ACTION ITEMS:

a

Versar Staff will add text to the December minutes reflecting the group’s consensus to
remove construction support as a separate category from the Minimum MEC
Depth/Maximum Intrusive Depth of Activity input factor.

Laura will add information to the definition of QA Function Test Range explaining the
inclusion of R&D or Surveillance Test Range as types of QA function test ranges.

TWG HA will have gathered further information and made a decision on the sites for the
pilot test by the end of January.

Kevin will contact Roger Young and see about having a meeting of the Ad Hoc group
address the MEC HA (continued from last meeting).

Dick will investigate the possibility of having a session at NAID in Denver (June).

Dick will talk to the Army contacts about Ft. Ord’s participation in the pilot test.

Dick, Bill and Lantz will work together on further developing the options for the
Munitions Pick list and how to utilize the Maximum Horizontal Fragmentation Distance,

and report back to the group.

Jennifer will contact Dania about availability of meeting space at the Hall of States for
the June meeting.

Kevin and Bill will confer and look at some of the USACE sites and see which sites
might be appropriate for a pilot test. .

Kevin will send changes to the December minutes to Versar Staff.

Kevin will call the EPA contacts for Ft. Ord as well as contacts at Camp Butner and get
their input on participating in the MEC HA pilot.

Kevin will contact Tobyhanna and determine their interest and suitability to participate in
the pilot test.

Kevin will coordinate with Jim Woolford’s schedule and take the lead on scheduling the
Executive committee meeting to coordinate with his schedule.

Kevin will get more information about the NARPM meeting and provide it to Versar for
inclusion on the Outreach Matrix



O Kevin will work on identifying the appropriate ITRC Meeting for the MEC HA to be
presented, and work on getting on their agenda. If Doug is available for travel, then he
and Laura can possibility present at the February meeting. If not, we will look into having
a web briefing for them as their June meeting would be too late.

O Laura will get out a redline strikeout version of the input factor section of the annotated
outline. It is also to be included as part of the minutes.

Q Laura will rewrite the description of Bounding the Area of Assessment, Section 2.3 of
the Annotated Outline to more clearly explain the concern and how it will be addressed in
the MEC HA.

Q Laura will put together a smaller group of representative scenarios (about 30) with
adjusted scoring and send it out by COB on Monday, January 17™. The TWG HA will
provide comments and questions as soon as possible for a discussion in a January 25"
conference call.

Q Holly will send the list of “things to be included” in the guidance to the workgroup.

O Syed will work on setting up a meeting with the National Tribal Operations Committee to
present the MEC HA.

Q Versar staff will include the updated Outreach Matrix with the executive summary of the
minutes. It will also be provided to EPA for inclusion on the FFRRO website for input
from the public on additional outreach opportunities.

Q Versar staff will develop a schedule for conducting the pilot test, and for the teams in
participating in the pilot.

Q Versar staff will provide additional information to Brandon Carter of EPA to post on the
FFRRO MEC HA website.

Q Versar staff will provide Bill Veith with the details of the stakeholder group meeting so
that he may attend as well.

a Vic will provide a text box clarifying the relationship between the MMRP sites that are a
part of the DERP program, and sites such as buildings that may be contaminated with
MEC or MC that DoD does not consider eligible for DERP funding.

Q Work Group to get comments on the annotated outline to Holly as soon as possible—
particularly related to things that are not included but should be.

Q Bill will contact the Baltimore office and Tobyhanna and talk to them about participating
in the pilot test. He will contact Former Camp Beale as well.

Q Versar Staff will provide draft responses to Doug Murray’s comments on the annotated
outline.

CONSENSUS ITEMS:

0 The group agreed to change the name of the input factor from Total Exposure Hours to
Potential Contact Hours.
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0 The work group agreed to add bulk and explosive soil in the input factor MEC Category.
This will also impact the distance to additional receptors factors which should be adjusted
to use either MHFD or Overpressure, whichever is greater.

0 The group came to consensus on adding back in the language on receptor activity to the
Migration Potential input factor (i.e. “ease with which an MEC item can be moved by
receptor activity.”)

0 The group reached consensus on changing the scoring to address concerns about the
score for range fans being too high. The group also agreed to reduce the hazard
associated with Storage Areas and Burial Pits.

0 The group agreed to change the Output category names and descriptions as described
below:
Category 1: Sites which have the highest potential for an explosive incident under current
use conditions
Category 2: Sites which have potential for an explosive incident under current use
conditions
Category 3: Sites which are compatible with their current use, but which have potential
for an explosive incident under changed use conditions
Category 4: Sites which are compatible with their current or future use conditions

O The group agreed that Fort Ord is promising enough to move forward with as a potential
pilot test site.

O The group agreed that when the fact sheet is ready for distribution, stakeholders will be
sent a copy and told that it can be further disseminated.

0 The group reached consensus on taking out the threshold level for spotting charges and
propellant in the Type of Filler input factor. Any type of propellant is now rated as
hazardous as incendiary filler; spotting charges are still rated a very low hazard.

O The group came to consensus on adding a category for Industrial Sites (e.g.
manufacturing areas, pack and loading areas) in the Amount of MEC input factor.

O The group agreed that prioritization will not be included as a use of the MEC HA.
CERCLA requires a risk assessment (this statement relates to NCP action item), and the
MEC HA is designed to fill that requirement for MEC sites.

O The group agreed to use the Maximum Horizontal Fragmentation Distance instead of the
Hazardous Fragmentation Distance.

O The group reached consensus on how to incorporate the yes/no questions related to the
Ecological Resources, Cultural Resources and Critical Infrastructure. The explanation
and description will be included with the other severity input factors, and the questions
will be included with the input factor table (perhaps at the bottom) and tagged on the
output categories, rather than only described at the output point of the process.

GUIDANCE ITEMS:
The following items were recommended for inclusion in the guidance document for the MEC HA
framework at this meeting.



Include an explanation that the MEC HA is not designed to address risks to UXO
technicians doing their job--The risk of remediation is explicitly dealt with in the short-
term effects criteria of the nine criteria analysis.

Highlight in the guidance the fact that all fuzes are dangerous, but some are more
dangerous than others.

We need to incorporate into the description an explanation about how the different input
factors work together to describe the hazard and the explosive chain of events. We also
need to crosswalk the interaction between the hazard elements and the activities taking
place at, or considered for, the site.

Include an explanation about how the factors are set up to deal with the level of
uncertainty related to all munitions response sites.

Include information about and the impact of the quality of data on the overall hazard
assessment.

An appendix needs to be included in the guidance explaining the sources of the
information for the Potential Contact Hours input factor, including rationale for any
extrapolated numbers.

FUTURE MEETINGS AND SCHEDULE:
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O

January 18" — comments on annotated outline

January 25" — 3 pm conference call on scoring

February 24th — Focus Group, in Denver, Colo.

February 28th — Framework document out for comments

March 4" — comments on the framework document

March 9" — 3 pm conference call (optional) on framework comments

March 11 — The framework will be released as a
pre-draft for technical review by the TWG participating organizations,
and other organizations.

March date TBD — Executive Steering Committee (tentatively week of 28 March)
June 14-16 - TWG HA Meeting, Washington, DC Hall of States?
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