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December 16, 1994

Fred Evans
Northern Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Code 1821/JS
10 Industrial Highway, Mailstop 82 .
Lester, PA 19113-2090

Re: Response to Navy Proposal to Consolidate Site 11 Soils at Sites 1 and 3

Dear Fred:

After contemplating the Navy's proposal to consolidate soils from Site 11 as part of the necessary
subgrade for the landfill cap at Sites 1 and 3, I have the following thoughts on the path the Navy
would need to follow.

Although a removal action closeout report for Site 11 has not been prepared, it is currently the
EPA's understanding that, by completion, the time-critical removal action at Site 11 will have
addressed the threat posed by the metallic containers and any'hazardous liquids that remain
inside them. From the preliminary data collected, there does not seem to be as large a quantity of
saturated and possibly hazardous soil as we had expected when we first designed the removal
action.

With regard to the consolidation option for the remaining soils at Site 11, I agree that there is a
time-critical nature because the latest schedule for the construction of the landfill cap shows that
a decision and the supportmg information to consolidate soils would need to be made and in
place by June 1995. Working within the time constraint, there are two broad issues that are of
regulatory importance. They are: the authority for taking this action, and compliance with
RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs).

With regard to the authority for taking this action, the EPA believes that this is dependent on the
regulatory status of the remaining soils (e.g., are they hazardous?) because ifit is determined that
the soils are not hazardous, then the soils would technically would not be regulated although the
soil is located within an area of contamination.. So, I believe that the Navy would not have to
prepare an Action MemOran?Uffi for the r~maining soils since the soils would not be regulated,
and feel that we should concentrate our efforts on the second issue which is compliance with
LDRs.

..:\s you are aware, the soils consolidation option hinges on compliance with RCRA LDRswhich
apply to listed and characteristic wastes. For the Site 11 soils to be hazardous via a listed waste,
the Navy would need to have information about the source of waSte (e.g., waste from a specific ~ s T0-9
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liquids used at the fire training area are available, then the Navy should detenninate if the soils to
be considered for consolidation are hazardous via characteristics. Since it is highly unlikely that
soils can exhibit the characteristics ofignitibility, corrosivity, or reactivity, the only way the soils
could be hazardous would be via toxicity charactenstics. For your quick reference, I have
attached the toxicity characteristics section from the Code ofFederal Regulations (40 CFR
§261.24).

At this point, I believe that the following three broad tasks would need to be completed prior to
consolidating the soils from Site 11 at Sites 1 and 3. They are:
1. Land Disposal Restrictions Compliance Workplan: This workplan would outline the

scope of the proposed action and also serve as a sampling and analysis plan. The
following details would need to be defined: acceptance criteria, contaminants (e.g., all
chemicals detected in soil samples that are a contaminant on the toxicity characteristic
list), data quality objectives, soil volume, a statistically valid sampling methodology
based on the volume, analytical parameters, and QAJQC protocols.

2. Land Disposal Restrictions Technical Evaluation Memorandum: The Navy would
officially present this report for regulatory review and solicit approval.

3. Explanation o/Significant Differences/or Sites 1 and 3: Should the sampling results
favor consolidation, an ESD must be prepared and finalize documenting the consolidation
of soils from Site 11 to Sites 1 and 3.

On a separate note with regard to the remedial process for Sites 4, 11, and 13, it is the EPA's
understanding that the Navy is still planning on revising the RIfFS for these sites to reflect what
will be the new post-removal site situation. Should the Navy wish to further consider the
consolidation option at Site 11, I would be happy to work with the Navy on the details. As
always, feel free to contact me at (617) 223-5521.

Sincerely yours,

~~
Robert Lim, Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Superfund Section

cc. Jim Caruthers/NASB Public Works
Jeffrey Brandow/ABB-ES, Inc.
Nancy Beardsley/MEDEP
Carolyn LePage/Gerber, Inc.



1261.2-4 Tozlclty cbaracteriatlc:.
(a) A solid waste exhibits the cha.r­

acterlstlc o( toxicity 1(, using the teat
methods described In appendix II or
equl valent methods approved by the
Administrator under the procedures set
(orth In §§ 260.20 a.nd 260.21. the extract
(rom a representative a.a.mple or the
waste contains any of the conta.m1­
nants listed In table 1 at the concentra­
tion equal to or grea.ter than the re­
spective value lriven In that table.
Where the waste contains less than 0.5
percent filterable solids. the waste It­
8elf. after filtering using the methodol­
ogy outlined In appendix U. 18 consid­
ered to be the extract for the purpose
of this section..

(b) A solid waste tha.t exhibits the
cha.racteristlc or toxicity has the EPA
H8.Ul.rdous Wasta Number speelfied In
Table I which corresponds to the toxic
contaminant caWilng It to be ha.zard­
ous.
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