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I~ Site 5, Orion Street Asbestos Disposal Site and
-l Site 6, Sandy Road Rubble and Asbestos Disposal Site .

. Introduction < . L

This fact sheet summarizes the NaVy'S }

Proposed Plan to address Site 5, the’

- Orion Street Asbestos Disposal Site, and .

Site 6, the Sandy Road Rubble aid

Asbestos Disposal Site, at the Naval Air -

. Station Brunswick, Brunswick, Maine.

- These sites are two of 13.former waste

" disposal sites being addressed under the
Navy’s Installation Restoration Program -

" (IRP). ‘The IRP is being conducted to .

" identify and clean up sites created by -

past operations that do notlmeeAt toda;iy’s.

. environmental standards. . -

" The Navy’s plan proposes excavating
non-hazardous soils and ¢onstruction

" rubble from Sités 5 and 6, including

some asbestos piping. that would be

- ‘placed in containers, and transporting
" - the materials to Sites 1 and 3. The' '
- material would be used as fill material
- beneath a landfill cap, which has been
. approved for the sites, and which
" exceeds state regulations for the closure
. of asbestos waste disposal sites. * .

" This fact sheet includes the following:
e the history of Sites 5 and 6,

g o the findings of the Remedial

Investigation (RI) and Feasibility

. Study FS),

e the cleanup alternatives
considered, o
o the preferred altemative as
_ presented in the Proposed Plan,
+ e information regarding public
* involvement in the final selection
~ of a cleanup alternative, and
»_sources for'more information, . .

T
o

As this fact sheet provides only a
summary, the public is encouraged to
review the Proposed Plan and supporting -
reports in the Information Repository and
to participate in upcoming public °

. involvement activities (see details on
Page 4).

A
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" Location of Sites 5 and 6
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What is the Hlstory of Sltes 5
and 6" o

[

) ) ’ ) - i - ! » . Lo .
T 'What Were the Fmdmgs of -
the Remedlal Investlgatlon K

' and Feasrbnhty Study"

. Site. 5 the Onon Street Asbestos
stposa] Site, covers roughly one- -

and thé ‘main runway on the air station.

In 1979, ‘Site 5:was used reportedly to.
. dispose of asbestos lined pipes from a

demohshed building. The pipes were

.. placed in'two trenches and covered -
©witli soil. The site is now relatwely ﬂat

-5 . except foran embankment that drops
-+ off southeast of the site.

- Site 6, the Sandy Road Rubble and

o Asbestos stposal Sxte covers approxl-,-h

,mately one acre northwest of Sandy
..~ Road, souith of: Building 516, ‘Site 6 i is.

' quarter'acre south of Merriconeag: Road

a small depression that was used

* reportedly to dispose’ of construction' " -

debris; asbestos-lined plpes and
aircraft parts. .The site is now nearly

 flat except for a large soil p11e in the

center of the site. :
! Sites Sand 6 are being combmed for :

- . remedial action due to their. common
' hlstoncal use as non hazardous waste

dlsposal s1tes

The Navy COmpleted'Rerned'ial '

" . tion at’ these sites arid evaluated the

~'most feasible cléanup altématives,”

; The RI/FS activities included a o

. geophysrcal survey, surface soil

“sampling,.and a physncal 1nspect1on of -
. ¢ach site.’ Results of the survey

conﬁrmed an area on Slte 5 where T

asbestos- hned pipes \ were buried i in two

" trenches; and the survey only suggested

- that a semicircular area existed at Site 6

where asbestos and rubble could have
been buried: Groundwater contamina-

. tion resulting from asbestos wasnot a".
“concern-because asbestos minerals are
stable and do not mlgrate from the sonl.' )

Asbestos was the only contaminant -

of concern at both snes However To*’

" asbestos was detected in the: surface L

Invesugauon and Feasibility Study’ (RI/ )

.. FS) activities for Sltes 5 and 6, which
-assessed the dlsmbuuon of contamma-

soil samples. Therefore, current risks'to .

human health and the environment are . E
" minimal. There was a potential risk to ..
‘workers with possible future exposure - ¢ 7

to airborne, asbestos durmg excavation,

~--.or.construction activities.

Based on the’ RI results, the FS was
. conducted to evaluate alternatives that
* would prevent future potential risks.
from exposure to airborne asbestos.., -
The FS developed six alternatives and -
evaluatéd each one againstnine "
USEPA criteria: protecuon of human -

. health and the env1ronment comph-
. -ance with federal and state require--
. ments, lonig- and short-term effective-. - -

_ness, reduction of moblhty, toxicity, -
~and volume of coniaminants, 1mple— i
.\ﬁ mentation, cost and state and commu-'

mty acceptance oS

L .

What is the Preferred
Alternatlve of the Proposed
Plan 9 :

The Navy s preferred alternatwe

;;mvolves excavating approxlmately 12
.- cubic yards of material from Site 5, and
*_ up to 8,800 cubic yards of material .

 from Site 6, transportmg it to'Sites 1

-~ and 3, and placing it beneath the

approved landfill cap as fill matérial;
this fill is needed to- promote proper -

_ dramage and meet design’ spec1ﬁca— »
" tions. Only. 250 cubic yards of the - .

| matenal from Sxte 6 is esumated to
. contain, asbestos. ‘

v
‘.

Soil samples will be. collected from
- each excavation to. conﬁrm that the -
asbestos has been completely removed

'"If during excavanon materials other

than asbestos or debris are discovered,

these matenals would not be brought to
" Sites 1'and 3. “After notifying’ the
‘regulatory, agenc_xes these seg_regated

" 9302037T -
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What is the Preferred p
Alternative of the; Proposed
Plan ? (contmued) h

* materials would be characterized and,
" if found to be hazardous, would be
.~ disposed of appropriately off- base.
. After the excavation, Sites 5 and 6
e i - will be backfilled with clean fill and
R . seeded. This alternative addresses the -
o " .. . . requests'made at an early public-
. . ...+ . " hearing, pertaining to another site, to
.. ... .. . limitlong-term land-use restrictions at

What Remedial Alternatlves

all IRP sxtes Haulmg the material to
Sxtes 1 and 3 will also.minimize the .
hazards associated with long- dxstance
transportation of asbestos to an off-base’
_“location. Completely removing waste
“from Sites 5 and 6 will make these
areas available for future developmem
,'-and eliminate the need for long-term
site management.’ ’

Were Consndered ?

B * = Pfefg:rréd Alternative

- L o None (included as a baseline o LT 4‘Novmonitori-ng or. o Long term health nsks4
No-Action . for comparing 'the ol.her ' _Not Applicable Not Applicable review costs would remain .
: ’ allemanves) ‘. L : S o
] ) e Land'use résl.néuons . » : ‘ . . ‘o Land rict
Y M ion: |- @ Fencing and waming signs - 30 years of DR L use restricuons
. Muymal Action ., ® Annual inspections iy 2.‘lmomhs: monitoring’ $217-'000 apply even if base
o Momlonng ’ : : closes
e Site preparation (cleared and ; vy
gmbbed) . 3
: — o Cover construction (low per-" - i . La.nd use restrictions
Low-permeability méablhty covel.'.lpppec.i with T 30 years of o ‘apply .
Coverateachsite - | . SOl for vegetation) Upto 7 monttis - monitoring ° “e §470.m0 - | & Meets state require- -
. e Land use restrictions - o ) ) : : . ments for closure of -
) Fencmg and warmning 'signs ' these sites "
° An;mal inspections > :
o Monitoring. -
.. é Excavation of material . o ‘e No land use
Excavation&' | ® Transpommon to offsite , : ' . e s , restrictions
Ofi-site Disposal landfill .+ | . . Upto9months | No monitoring . $_3.78.6.000;. . . ‘Meets state require-
. . ° Dlsposal at landfill . . ' : ments for closure of
-® Regrading sites L these sites
. o Site preparation (cleared and ’
¢ grubbed) excavauon. trans . . . o
. : portation . - L N e Land use restrictions
»_ Consolidation/ b Coyglicmsuucuon O(:lw P‘;‘ . : 30 years of- . . Gt ~ apply at Site 6
) ~ TR meability cover topped with . - : . A v e
Low pennqabxln;y soil for vegetation) at Site'6 Upto 'I-méngxs covet $400,000. O‘Meexli ;mtelmqunzf
- Cover. o Land use restrictions at Site 6. - mairitenance : - ‘ments for closure
. - @ Fencing and waming signs these sites
e Annual inspections
“e-Monitoring .
1 o . ; ] N -
Excavaum[ ] e Excavation of material: . ) . o Notand use rest.ncuons
*K Subgrade Fill' .| Transportation to Sites 1 and 3 | ‘115 10° - P + o [® Meetsstate requirements
& : sportalion to Sites, ' &1~ | Upto'¢months - | No monitoring + $681,000° for.closure of these sites
Material at Sites . . | @ Placé material beneath landfill : : N - T di
" land3 dap . e A | . o Transportation distance
e B _p' ’ mlessthaan:les .
N
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| _ How Can The Publlc Become

E Involved ? -

( - Commumty mput is consrdered as the '

Navy and, the regulatory agencres select
the final remedial action, prior to srgn--
ing the Record of Decision (ROD)

"The public is encouraged to pamc1pate '
" in this decision-making process. - o

- The Proposed Plan for Sites ‘Sand 6 ..
‘ lerary

s is available for review, along with other

' ‘supplemental documentauon at the

c‘ompletiOn of the presentation; public,

questions will be addressed..Com-

+ ments offered at this meeting will be.
- .considered formal comments for the
record. Transcripts of the meeting and -

hearmg wrll be included in the Admm-
istrative Record at Curm Memonal

A public comment perlod w1|l he

" held from March 29 to April 27,

Cums Memonal Lrbrary

) 23 Pleasant Street

Brunswick, Maine 04011
(207) 725 5242

A publrc meetmg and hearmg wrll

) be held on Thursday, Aprrl 8, 1993 at :
Lo ,7 00'p.m. at

Jordan Acres Elementary School
‘Merrymeeting Road - /
Brunswrck Mame .

R ..'

C At the meetmg, the Navy, in eoordr-

“nation with the U.S. Envrronmemal
- Protecuon Agency (USEPA) and
o Mame Department: Envrronmental

Protecuon (DEP), will present Lhe .

1993. Opinions and comments may

- be forwarded in’ wrltrng to:

.y.

James Shafer, Code 1821
Northern Dmsron v
Naval Facilities -

Lester, Pennsylvama 19113 2090

Verbal comments recerved at lhe

LI April 8, 1993 publrc meeting and .~
" hearing, and wrmen comments re-

ceived durmg the public comment

. period will be considered i in Lhe

selection of a remedial action.’ These -

- public comments will be addressed in
" the Responsrveness Summary poruon"

cleanup options evaluated as well asthe of the ROD. -

preferred alternatives. described in ‘the -
"+ Proposed Plan for Sites 5 and 6. ‘Upon

-

-l

Engineering Command :
- -10 Industrial nghway, Mail Stop 82

- Where Can The Public Get »
: ‘More Informatlon P

. b
o PR

\'\ ol

Lt K urt Wattzsch
R Pubhc Affairs Ofﬁce
. Naval Air Stauon Brunswrck
Brunswick, Maine 04011 -
R (“2‘0'7) 921-2527 '

* Mark Hyland ..
| MaineDEP @~ . .
" Ofﬁce of the Commrssroner

s State House-Station #17

 Augusta, Maine 04333 -
aomagrasst

For further in'formation about‘the:’pr'opo'sed remedial action, or the IRP, contact:

. Meghan Cassidy
USEPA HAN-CAN1 .
‘JFK Federal Burldmg

Boston ‘Massachuseltts 02203

- (617) 573-5785 S
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