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June 17, 1991

Mr. James Shafer (Code 1421)
Northern Division

Naval Facilities Engineering Command
U.S. Naval Base, Bldg. 77 Low
Philadelphia, PA 19112-5094

Subj: U.S. EPA Comments
Draft Focused Feasibility Study
Site 8
Naval Air Station Brunswick
Brunswick, Maine

Dear Mr. Shafer:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
received and reviewed the document entitled "Draft Focused Feasi-
bility Study: (FFS), Site 8" dated May 1991, for the Naval Air
Station Brunswick in Brunswick, Maine. The comments provided are
divided into two attachments.

‘Attachment I contains general comments on the FFS. Attachment II
outlines specific comments regarding the report. Also attached
are two sets of tables, which serve as examples, and are
discussed further in the comments. A letter containing comments
from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
is also included with the comment package. NOAA’s comments
should be addressed and the Navy’s responses included with EPA ’s
responses.

EPA requests that the Navy submit a comment by comment response,
as well as incorporate the necessary changes into the Draft Final
Focused Feasibility Study. Pursuant to Section 6.7 (e)of the
. Federal Facility Agreement (FFA), the response to comments and
~ Draft Final Focused Feasibility Study for this site will be due
no later than August 12, 1991.

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



If you have any questions regarding the enclosed comments or
would like to discuss the comments further, please contact me at
(617)573-5785.

Sincerely,

oY Gl

Meghan F. Cassidy
Remedial Project Manager

Enclosure

cc: éﬁiieen*gprry/NASﬁ
Mel Dickenson/E.C. Jordan
Ted Wolfe/ME DEP
Ann Johnson/SAIC
Mary Jane 0‘’Donnell/US EPA
Bob DiBiccaro/US EPA
Richard Willey/US EPA
Jui-yu Hsieh/US EPA
Ken Finkelstein/NOAA




ATTACHMENT I

The general comments provided below pertain to the report
entitled "Draft Focused Feasibility Study, Site 8" (May 1991) .
This report was submitted by the U.S. Department of the Navy for
the Naval Air Station Brunswick in Brunswick, Maine. The report
was prepared for the Navy by E.C. Jordan.

1. The narrative for each alternative in Section 3 and the
presentation in Table 4-1 (page 4-5) do not adequately
address the specific elements of each of the nine criteria.
Figure 6~2 of the RI/FS Guidance lists all of the elements.
Fach of these elements should be addressed for each alterna-
tive. This should be done in a table, with discussion of
significant issues in the narrative. Attachment A to these
comments is an example of a table which contains sufficient
information.

2. The narrative discussion for the ARARs is not adequate. All
of the ARARs for each alternative should be identified in a
table and there should be a statement of how each ARAR is or
is not attained. Significant issues should be discussed in
the narrative. Attachment B to these comments is an example
of a table which contains sufficient information.

3. Action specific ARARs are not adequately addressed. The
action specific ARAR table (Table 2-5) from the Supplemental
RI Report (April 1991) should be reviewed to determine which
ARARs should be included for each of the alternatives. For
example, the OSHA requirements on page 2-19 of Table 5 in
the Supplemental RI should be included as ARARs for Alterna-
tives 8C and 8D.

4. Table 2-3 (page 2-9) of the Supplemental RI Report refer-
ences rare and endangered plants and animals in connection
with Site 8. This information should be discussed in the
Focused Feasibility Study including an explanation of how
these ARARs are to be met or not met in connection with each
of the alternatives.

5. In the ARAR discussion for each alternative, the report
states that there are no chemical specific and no location
specific ARARs for Site 8 (in connection with PAH).
However, chemical specific and location specific ARARs in
connection with iron, lead, cyanide and aluminum have not-
been addressed. ,




. ATTACHMENT II

The comments provided below pertain to the report entitled "Draft
Focused Feasibility Study, Site 8" (May 1991). This report was
submitted by the U.S. Department of the Navy for the Naval Air
Station Brunswick in Brunswick, Maine. The report was prepared
for the Navy by E.C. Jordan.

Section 2.0 - summary of Response Obiectives and Remedial
Alternatives

1. Page 2~1, Paragraph 2: This paragraph should include a
statement regarding the reported disposal of solvent at the
site as part of the historical information. Subsequent
discussion can indicate that there is no data to
substantiate the disposal of solvents.

2. Page 2-1, Paragraph 3: This paragraph mentions the Jordan
Avenue Wellfield (JAW). Show the JAW on either Figure 2-1
or 2-2.

3. Page 2-5, Paragraph 2: This paragraph should summarize the
findings of lead and 4,4-DDT in the soils at Site 8 since
these compounds were detected. Discuss the risks associated

. with these compounds which indicate that remedial objectives
need not address lead and 4,4-DDT.

4. Page 2-6, Paragraph 1: Indicate whether all contaminants
found in groundwater had MCLs or MCLGs to use for compar-
ison.

5. Page 2-6, 2-9 and 2-15: The remedial action objectives are
not sufficiently specific. The contaminants of concern and
the exposure routes, and the receptors should be clearly
specified. See discussion at page 4-7 of the Guidance for
Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies
(October 1988) (RI/FS Guidance) and Table 4-1 of the
guidance. Also, all media are not covered in the remedial
action objectives.

6. Page 2~7, Paragraph 1: This paragraph states "no contami-
nant was detected in the groundwater, downgradient of the
site, above its respective drinking water standard or
criteria." Were any contaminants detected at Site 8 above
their respective drinking water standards or criteria?

7. Page 2-7, Paragraph 3: Discuss whether the detection of DDT
in leachate sediments during Rounds II and III only could
have been a result of seasonal fluctuations.




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Page 2-7, Paragraph 3: Include, in the text, the risk
associated with 0.003 mg/kg of DDT.

Page 2-7, Paragraph 3: Indicate in the text how the average
DDT concentration was calculated (i.e., were only positive
results used, etc.).

Page 2-8, Paragraph 2: Provide the expected range of back-
ground levels for DDT in leachate and indicate how these
background levels were established.

Page 2-10, Paragraph 2: What is the background
concentration range for carcinogenic PAHs only.

Page 2-10, Paragraph 2: Clarify where background samples
were collected, both location and matrix, which had
concentrations ranging from 1.8 to 21.9 mg/kg.

Page 2-10, Paragraph 2: Discuss the use of background
concentrations derived from surface water/sediment samples
for comparison to surface soils. Since several test pits in
and around Site 8 had no detectable concentrations of PAHs,
EPA considers that this better represents "background".

Page 2-13, Paragraph 2: This paragraph states that remedial
action objectives were not developed to reduce concentra-
tions of iron, lead, cyanide and aluminum in surface water
because these contaminants were detected at elevated
concentrations at sampling locations both upstream and
downstream of the site. Since AWQC for these contaminants
will not be met, a discussion regarding the need for an ARAR
waiver should be included in the ARARs analysis.

Page 2-13, Paragraph 2: This paragraph states that "Iron,
lead, cyanide and aluminum were detected (compared to
background} in both upstream and downstream sampling
locations, suggesting that other nonpoint source areas...
are contributing to the current levels of contamination...".
Indicate what is considered background. Also, describe what
is being done to characterize and alleviate the nonpoint
source areas.

Page 2-13, Paragraph 2: The paragraph indicates that
elevated levels of some compounds were detected in surface
water at both upstream and downstream sampling locations.
The paragraph then states "Specific remedial actions taken
to reduce contaminant concentrations would therefore not be
effective in reducing potential exposure concentrations".
This statement is somewhat misleading and must be clarified.
The statement should indicate that remedial actions taken at
Site 8 only may not be effective in reducing potential
exposure concentrations, however actions could be taken by
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17.

18.

19.

20.

the Navy to decrease the elevated concentrations of iron,
lead, cyanide and aluminum in the surface water.

Page 2-13, Paragraph 2: If the salt pile is the socurce of
cyanide, as has been stated in previous reports, state this
in the text. Also, indicate what steps are being taken to

‘alleviate cyanide from the salt pile from impacting the

environment.

Page 2-14, Figure 2-3: Provide further discussion regarding
how the contaminated area was interpreted. It seems like
contamination over 18 ppm should include the area of TP-803
and TP-806.

Page 2-17, Paragraph 1: The fourth alternative (removal/
solidification) also includes removal and treatment of
contaminated soil and sediment. Indicate this in the text.

Page 2-17, Paragraph 2: A short discussion providing the
rationale for excluding alternatives 3, 5, and 6 is
necessary in the discussion of remedial alternatives.

Section 3.0 = Detailed Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

21.

22.

24.

Page 3-1, Paragraph 1l: The purpose of the detailed evalua-
tion is not adequately stated. The purpose as stated under
the "Proposed Rule® in the NCP at page 8719 should either be
quoted or paraphrased.

Page 3-1, Paragraph 2: Add a reference to the newly
developed table setting forth the elements of each
criterion. See comment number 1 in Attachment I.

Page 3-1, Paragraph 2: After the "RI/FS" in line 3, insert
"and proposed plan" and replace "by" with "from". 1In line 5
insert "RI/FS and" before "proposed plan". See RI/FS
Guidance, page 6-13.

Also, since the state is a party to the Federal Facility
Agreement (FFA) and is reviewing and commenting on this
Focused Feasibility Study, there should be a statement to
that effect in regard to this criterion on page 3-1 and in a
footnote to Table 3-1 on page 3-2.

Page 3-2, Table 3-1: This table should conform to the
descriptions contained in the RI/FS Guidance on page 6-6.
For example, the fourth criterion should include "through
treatment" and the descriptions for criteria 2, 3, 8 and 9
should match the guidance descriptions.




25.

26.

27.

28.

30.

31.

32.

Page 3-4, Paragraph 1: Provide examples, in the text, of
the kind of geographic information which was used to
determine the lateral extent of PAH contamination.

Page 3-4, Paragraph 1: Indicate how the lateral distribu-
tion of contamination will be plotted in the field. Will a
survey be performed? Discuss this issue in the text.

Page 3-4, Paragraph 1: Initially, it is stated that the
wyertical distribution of contamination was...assumed to
extend 2 feet below the surface." However, in the
conclusion of the paragraph, the volume of soil subject to
remediation will be based on a depth of 1 foot below the
surface. Provide a more detailed explanation why a depth of
1 foot was selected.

Page 3-5, Figure 3-1. This figure and accompanying text do
not provide sufficient supporting data to justify the
boundary of the proposed area for contaminated soil greater
than 18 ppm of carcinogenic PAHs (carc. PAHs), which is
subject to remediation. From Figure 2-3 (Page 2-14), soils
in the vicinity of TP-805 (carc. PAHs = 3 ppm at 0 ft.) will
be remediated while soils in the vicinity of TP-806 (carc.
PAHS = 19 ppm at 0 ft.) and TP-803 (carc. PAHs = 13 ppm at 0
ft.), both outside of the proposed treatment area, will
remain untreated. Provide a more detailed explanation of
how the proposed area subject to remediation was determined.
Also, extend the area which will be remediated to include,
at a minimum, TP-806.

Page 3-7, Paragraph 2: Is this paragraph attempting to say
that the solidification/stabilization technique does not
reduce leachability for these site conditions? Provide
additional discussion in the text regarding this issue.

Page 3-9, Section 3.3: Alternative 8B must include an
environmental monitoring program to ensure that risk levels
do not increase over time. Include an environmental
monitoring program in both the narrative and cost analysis
for this alternative.

Page 3-12, Paragraph 1: Indicate how long it was estimated
(for costing purposes) that 5 year reviews would continue.

Page 3-13, Paragraph 3: Indicate that a health and safety
plan will need to be followed for installation of the fence
and environmental monitoring as well as for conducting the
five-year sampling.




33.

34,

35.

36.

Page 3-13, Paragraph 4: How easily implementable will it be
to impose deed and land-use restrictions for future site
use? Provide additional details regarding the procedures.

Page 3~14, Section 3.4: An environmental monitoring program

.must be a component of Alternative 8C. Include such a

program in both the narrative and costs for this
alternative.

Page 3-14, Section 3.4: The following comments pertain to
Alternative 8C, Soil Cover. Inclusion of these comments
will help to ensure overall long-term reliability of the
soil cover.

e The ground surface should be cleared, grubbed and graded
(proofrolled to minimize the potential for differential
settlements). This site prep work should be included in
the discussion and costs.

e A non-woven filter fabric layer should be placed, below
the maximum depth of frost penetration in the area of
interest, on a graded surface (nominal 3% slope). Use of
the filter fabric as discussed provides the functions of
separation, reinforcement, drainage, and capillary breaks
to reduce frost-heaving damages.

e The thickness of the cover should be greater than the
greatest frost penetration depth to minimize the
disruption and upward migration of contaminants due to
freezing. Indicate in the text the frost penetration
depth in this area.

e When the surface drainage plan is developed it must
accommodate runoff from both covered and non-covered
areas.

Page 3-15, Table 3-3: The following comments pertain to
this table.

e Operating costs should include costs for inspecting and
maintaining the fence as well as sign replacement.

e The discount rate used, 5%, is incorrect. The Office of
Management and Budget (OMB} in Circular A-94 has
established a 10% discount rate which must be used to
determine the net present value of a remedy (see page 8722
of the Preamble to the NCP). Revise the costs in the
table to reflect the 10% discount rate.




37.

38.

39.

40,

41.

42.

43.

44.

Page 3-18, Paragraph 1: The sentence starting with, "To
achieve the 18 mg/kg {ppm] target clean-up level" should
read, "to provide a sufficient cover for the proposed target
clean-up area..." No Treatment of contaminated soil will be
performed in alternative 8C, therefore the target clean-~-up
level will not be attained.

Page 3-18, Paragraph 1: This paragraph indicates that a
cover system was suggested by the ME DEP. Indicate when
this suggestion was made and be which division of the DEP.

Page 3-18, Paragraph 3: The word "can" which appears in the
first sentence of this paragraph must be changed to "will".
Deed and land-use restrictions would definitely need to be
used in conjunction with this alternative.

Page 3-20, Paragraph 2: Indicate to which area of Site 8
the statement, "the residual PAH would be below levels..."
refers,

Page 3-22, Paragraph 2: This paragraph states that the
treatability study demonstrated that PAHs are immobile
contaminants. Clarify that this statement refers to PAHs in
soil.

Page 3-22, Paragraph 3: This paragraph must include a
statement indicating that all work performed at Site 8 in
conjunction with the soil cover will be carried out
according to a Health and Safety Plan.

Page 3-23, Section 3.5: The EPA guidance document entitled
"Technology Screening Guide for Treatment of CERCLA Soils
and Sludges" (EPA/540/2-88/004) states that the long-term
reliability of the solidification technology is unknown.
Leachate that may be produced as a result of the curing
process should be collected before disposal. Alternative 8D
does not mention the collection or analysis of leachate to
determine the necessity for treatment before disposal.
Discuss how leachate collection might be achieved.

Page 3-24, Table 3-4: The following comments pertain to
Table 3-4:

e Health and Safety costs must reflect costs during
construction of the soil cover in addition to the five-
year review.

e The discount rate used to calculate present worth should
be 10 percent. See comment number 36 above.




46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54,

55.

56.

Page 3-26, Paragraph 1: The volume increase of 6 percent
seens low for a cementation addition., Provide a more
detailed discussion or calculaticns to substantiate this
information.

Page 3-26, Paragraph 1: Indicate how the 6 percent increase

'in solidified material will be handled during backfilling.

Page 3-26, Bullet Section: A compliance testing step should
be included after the curing of solidified soil.

Page 3-27, Figure 3-6: If possible, the curing area should
be located north of the perimeter road near the target
clean-up area as opposed to that shown on Figure 3-6. PAHs
were not detected in the proposed curing area, but this area
may become contaminated during the implementation of this
alternative.

Page 3-28, Paragraph 1. Provide a more descriptive location
of the area referred to as "the hill leading down to the
strean."

Page 3-28, Paragraph 3: Provide additional information in
the text regarding the stabilization additives. What is the
composition of these additives? Also, explain in more
detail the type of equipment used to homogenize the mixture.

Page 3-28, Paragraph 3: Provide an estimate of the amount
of time needed to complete the stabilization mixing process.

Page 3-28, Paragraph 4: Clarify whether it has been
determined that the PAH contamination at Site 8 is not
subject to RCRA via classification as a listed waste.

Page 3-28, Paragraph 4: Provide more detail regarding how
it will be determined that the curing process in complete.

Page 3-29, Paragraph 1: EPA would require that testing be
performed prior to backfilling. Indicate this in the text.

Page 3-29, Paragraph 4: Provide further discussion
regarding any monitoring necessary to ensure that the
integrity of the stabilized material is maintained over
time.

Page 3-31, Figure 3-7: A post-treatment soil TCLP testing
step must be included in the process diagram as well as a
contingency pathway for failure of the TCLP test.




57.

58.

Page 3-32, Paragraph 2: Include a discussion in the text
addressing possible environmental impacts during the
implementation of alternative 8D.

Page 3-34, Table 3-5: The discount rate used to calculate
present worth should be 10 percent. See comment number 36
above.

Section 4.0 - Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

59.

&60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65,

66.

67.

General: Alternative 8A must be discussed under each
criteria.

Page 4-1, Paragraph 2: Explain how each of the alternatives
reduces exposure.

Page 4~1, Paragraph 3: Include a reference to the proposed
target clean-up level for PAHSs.

Page 4-2, Paragraph 1: Do not use the word capping when
discussing Alternative 8C, scil cover, since this may lead
to confusion regarding the kind of cover system.

Page 4-2, Paragraph 1: The statement "It is sometimes
considered less reliable than treatment to remove or fix
contaminants in soil because if treatment is not used,..."
is inaccurate since soil covers do not treat or fix
contaminants. This sentence should be removed or rewritten.

Page 4-3, Paragraph 2: Provide a more detailed discussion
of the difference between alternatives 8B and 8C with
respect to their short-term effectiveness. Additionally,
include a discussion on the environmental impacts of the
implementation of alternatives 8C and 8D.

Page 4-3, Paragraph 2: Include a statement that Alterna-
tives 8B, 8C and 8D all pose some short-term risk to workers
during implementation.

Page 4-~4, Paragraph 2: Clarify whether the cost presented
for alternative 8D is the present-worth cost.

Page 4-5, Table 4-1: The following comments pertain to this
table.

# The table should conform to Attachment B to these
comments.




. e The descriptions presented for alternatives 8B, 8C and 8D
under the heading "Overall Protection of Human Health and
the Environment" need more detail. Specifically, indicate

how each alternative decreases human health risks.

e The text under the heading "Long-Term Effectiveness and
Performance" for alternative 8C is misleading.
Contaminant levels in the surface soils would remain the
same under this alternative. Exposure to this soil would
be minimized by placing it under a cover. Rewrite the
text to clarify this matter.

e The column heading "Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity and
Volume Through Treatment" should be rewritten to say
"Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity or Volume Through Treat-
ment" (see page 8720 of the preamble to the NCP).

® Alternative 8C does not decrease mobility as described
under the criteria of "Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity or
Volume Through Treatment" since there is no treatment
involved. Rewrite the this statement to reflect this.

63. Reference page: The last reference listed on this page
lists a specific page of the NCP. However, the NCP was
referenced numerous times throughout this document and the

references were not limited to page 8851. Correct this
. discrepancy.

Appendix A = Treatability Study Results

63, Page A-9, Bullet Section: A freeze/thaw characteristic for
durability testing should be conducted (ASTM D560-89)
especially considering the extreme cold in Maine.
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—— REQUIREMENT

TABLE 8

CHEMICAL = SPECIFIC ARARS AND TOCS FOR
HELLS G&H S1TE, WOOURN, MASSACHUSETTS

REQUIREMENT SYMOPSIS

1)  ARARS

2) T8CS

OMA « Manimum Contaminant
ievelsy (MCLs) (40 CFR
141,11 =141.16);

RCRA = Maxisum Concentraton
Limits (MCLS) {40 CFR 264.94),

»,»gulq‘l’;of\s
DEQE{~ Massachusetts Drinking
Water,Haximum Contaminant Levels
{MCL) (310 CHR 22.00)>

DEQE —~ Massachuseltts Groundwater
Quality Standards (314 CMR 6.00),

CMA - Ambient Mater Quality
Criteria (AWQC) =~ Pratection of
Freshwater Aquatic Life, Human,
Health = Fish Consumption

EPA Risk Reference Doses
{RiDs)

EPA Carcinogen Aszessment
Group Polency Factors
L

Hassachusetts Drinti'ng \l'ator
Halth Adviseries

MCLS have been prosulgated for a number of common
organic and inorganic contaminants., These levels
requlate the concentration of contaminants in
public drinking water supplies, but may also

be considered relevant and ap{ropruu for
groundwater aquifers potentially used for drinking
water.

RCRA HCLS provide groundwater protection
standards for V4 coswmon contaminants. Al
are aqual to the S0WA WCLs for those contaminants.

Massachusetts MCLs establish levels of
contaminants allowable in public water supplies.
They are essentially equivalent to SOWA MCLs.

These standards consist of groundwater
classifications which designate and assign the
vses of Commonwealth groundwaters, and water
quality criteria necessary to substain these’
vses. There is a presumplion that at)
groundwaters are Class L.

AWQC are developed under the Clean Mater Act (CHWA)
as guidelines from which states develop water
qu.?':';, standards. A more strigent AWK for
aquatic life may be found relevant and appropriate
rather than an MCL, when protection of aquatic
erganises |s being considered st a site.

RfDs are dote Yevels developed by the EPA for
noncarcinogenic effects.

Potency Factors are developed by the EPA
from Health Assessnents or evaluation by the
Carcinogen €fforts Assessment Group.

OEQE Health Adviseries are guidance criteria
for drinking water.

ARTrncHmenT

Treatment will be conducted to achiave S0WA WMCLs in
groundwatar.

Treataent will be conducted to achlieve RCRA MCLs in
greundwater.

Since DEQE MCLS are the same as SOWA NCLs, they
were used te set clesn—up levels for contaminants
of concern, .

DEQE groundwater standards wera considersd whan
detersining clean—up levels.

AWNOC were used te characterize risks te fresh wtor
aquatic Vife resulting from discharge of treatad
groundwater te the Aberjona River.

’
EPA RIDs ware wsed te characterize risks due te
exposurs te ceataminants in greundwater, as wel)
as other wedia.

EPA Carcinagenic Potency Factors were wied ta
compule the individual {n:rmnul cancer risk
resulting from exposure te site contaminaties,

DEQE Health Advisories werg considered whea
developing clean-up levels feor groundwaler.




—Llritaria
Shart-Term Effectivenass

¢ Protection of commnity during

1.

6LT-?

TABLE 4-36

COMPARISON OF SOURCE CONTROL ALVERNATIVES

Na Actisn

5C-3

Excavation/On-Site
Incineration/Back-
fi1) Oo-Sits

-4

Excavation/0ff-Site
Incineration/Backfil)
with Clean Off-site
Sail

=5
Excavation/On-Site
High Temperature
Enhanced Vola-
titization/Dack=
f$111n

remedial actioms.

o Pretection of werkers during
remsdial actions

¢ Eaviresmental impacts

¢ Tiem until resedial respense
shjectives are achiaved.

o Nagnitude of residual risks.

Mo risks, since ne
remedial action

Ne risk, since ne
remedial action

WHidlife continues
te be impacted

Long peried of time;

asy never be achieved

Leng=term risk
remains

Dust contrel and air
amissions ceatrols
required for soil
handling and inciners-
tion

Health and nfct¥
protection and alr
emission contrel
required

Potontl:: advarse

air quality ispacts
from soi) zmmng
and incineration
emizssions; clearing of
plants and trees
required; impact te
wetlands

Overall remedistion
pariod approx 4 yrs;
Actual cleanvp peried
15 months

Risk would be reduced
te selected target
Tevels

Dust control and air
emissions ceatrol
required for soll
handling; traffic
control required

Health and safety
protection required

Potential ailr quality
{mpacts from sel)
handling; clearing
of plants and trees
required; impact te
wetlands

Overall remsdiation
period

approx 3.5 yre;
Actual cleanup peried
15 months.

Same as $C-) \

ATrAcHmENT
A

e

Dust centrel and
alr emizsions comn-
trols required for
seil handling and
treatment.

Same as 5C-3

Some as $C-3

Overall remsdiation
peried approx 3
yrs: Actual clesanup
peried 9 months.

Expected to achiove
target Yevels but
some uncertainty
enists fer cPAls
and chlordane

=1

Excavation/On=-3ite
Suparcritical Flyid
Extraction/Backfil

Dust contresl and air
snissions contrels
required for seil
handling and seil
slurry systam.

Same a3 3C-)

P:tontl::‘a‘n' rnt
alr qua cts
from sef) lu-d ing:
clearing of plants
and trees reguired;
impact ts wetlands

Overall remsdiatien
pariod rox 3.5
Actual clesnvp el
1 year.

Need pilat

test to detorming
residual risk;

-n{ reduce risk te
selected target

Tavels but wncertainty
exist for YOCs and,
chlordane
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—friteria

TABLE 4-36 (Cont'd)

COMPARISON OF SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATIVES

Moquacy of Centrols.

Reliability of Control

3. Reduction of Joxicity. Mobility
ar_Volune

o Treotment process and remedy

Amount of hazardous material
dostroyed or treated

081-?%
°

o Reduction in toxicity, mobility
r volume

o Irreversibility of the treatment

o Type and quantity of treatment
residual

sC-1 6= €4 SC-3 -2
Excavation/On-=Site
Excavation/0ff-Site High Tesperature Encavation/On-Site
Excavation/On-Site Incineration/Backfill Enhanced Vola- Supercritical Fluid
Incineration/Back- with Clean Off-site tilization/Back- Extraction/Backfil
—No Action fi1]l On-Site Soil f111 On-Site On-3ite
Fence and institution- No Tong-term controls Same as $C-3 Sama as SC-3 Seme as $C-3
al controls prevent required
ingestion, inhalation
and/or direct contact
Fence subject to No long-term controls Same as $C-3 Same s 3C-3 Sazo a5 SC-3

vandalisa

No treatment employed
except fence around
contaminated soil area
and institutional
controls

None by treatsent
Natural attenuation
continves to take
place

None by treatment
Natural migration
wight increase

voluma of contami=-
nated groundwater

Ho treatment involved

No treatment in-
volved

{involved

Incineration of all
contaminated soil and
backfill treated sofl
on-site

9500 cubic yards of
contaminated soils
exceeding target
levels to be

. treated.
Would achieve signifi-

cant and permanent re-
duction in toxicity,
mobility & volume of
VOCs, PAHs, PCBs and
chlordane.

Irreversiblie troatment

Scrubber water,
treated soil

Incineration of all
contaminated soil

off-site, backfil) with

clean sofl from
off-site

Same as $C-3

Contamingted soll is
completely removed
from the site

Same as SC-3
No residuals

Volatilization of
soil and backfill
with treated soil
on-site

Scme as SC-3

Expectod to achieve
significant and
permanont reduction
in toxicity, mobil~
ity and voluee of,

s, PAHg, PCBs
and chlordane;

’

Extraction € seil
contaminants

and backfil)
troated sofl
on-site

Somo as 3C-3

oy achieve signific=
ant and permanent re-
duction in toxicity,
wobility and volume of
VOCs, PAMs, PCBs ond
chlordane

but some uncertainty

exists in achieving

target levels for
cPAHs, and
chlordane

Same as SC-3

Scrubber water,
treated soil

Saae as $C-3

Extracted rgenics,
troated soil,
spent carbon
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TABLE 4-36 (Cont'd)

COMPARISON OF SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATIVES

bowd bd bd b led  med 0

=1

4. Implementibility
Technical Feasibility
o Ability to construct technology

R liability of technology

Ease of undertaking additional
remedial action, if necessary

Monitoring Considerstions

Adeinistrative Feasibility

o C ordination with cther
agencies

.

Availability of treatment,
storage, capacity,and disposal
services.

Availability of technologiles,
nec ssary aquipment and
specialists

. 9428b

$C-1 €3 SC-4 .
Excavation/On=Site

Excavation/0ff-Site High Temperature Excavation/On-Site

Excavation/On-Site Incineration/Backfil} Enhanced Vola- Suparcritical Fluid

Incineration/Back- with Clean Off-site tilization/Back~ Extraction/Backfill

No Action £i1) On-Site —Soil fill On-Site On-site

Fence and wonitoring Easily implemented at Easily implementable at Saxe as SC-3 Difficult t imple-

wells are casily con- site with mobile unit site, no construction sant, d ds on ven-

structed

No technology

Easy to undertake

Nigration or exposure
pathways can be
soni tored

Coordination required
with all agencies for
long period of time

No treatment, storage
or disposal services
required

Equipment and

Highly reliable
technology, target
levels wauld be
achieved

€Easy to undertake

Migration or exposure
pathways can be
wonitored

Coordination required
with all agencies
and no coordination

needed after resediation

Availability is good.

Availability is good

specialists are locally many vendors

available

involved, only exca-
vation and packing of
soil in drums

Off-site technology
is reliable, target

levels would be achieved

b{ removing soil from
site

Same as $C-3

Same a3 SC-3

Same as SC-3

Available capacity
ts uncertain

Available capacity
is uncertain. Limited
facilities in U.S.

Reliadle technology

some uncertainty.
Although target
Tevels are
expected to be
achieved

Some 238 $C-3

Sace as SC-3

Same as $C-3

Availability ts
good for off-gite
regeneration of
spent carbon

Limitod nuaber of
vendors

dors ability t con-
struct full scale
cobil unit

Moy noeed some sodifi~
cation in scaling up
sizes. Some uncer-
tainty that target
Jevels can be achioved
due t innovative
technology.

Sase as $C-3

Sexw &3 SC-3

Same as SC-3

Availability is
for off-site incin-
aoration of xtractast

Only one vendor.
Full scale unit is
not readily availabdle.
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VABLE 4-36 (Cont'd)
COMPARISON OF SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATIVES
sC-1 =3 SC-4 = €=1
Excavation/On-Site
Excavation/Off-Site High Tewperature Excavation/On-Site
Excavation/On-Site Incineration/Backfill Enhanced Vola- Supercritical Fluid
Incineration/Back- with Clean Off-site tilization/Back- Extraction/Backfill
— Criteria_ Mo Action £111 On-Site _Soil £111 On-Site ___ On-site
5. Coat
o Capita) Cost 0 $7.5 Million 22.1 Willion $6.6 Million $7.5 Hillion
Operation and saintenance cost $ 50,200 . 0 0 (/] 0
e Present worth $0.00 Million $7.5 Million 22.1 Milion $5.6 Million $7.8 HEllien
6. Compliance with ARARS
e Contaminant-specific ARARS Does not comply Complies in combination Same as SC-3 Same as 3C-3 Samo as SC-3
with MOM alternative
o Action-specific ARARs . None identified Complies Complies Complies Complics
e Location-specific ARARS Doas not comply Complies; but Same as SC-3 Same as $C-3 Same 0s SC-XC
‘ ‘with wetlands difficulty in meeting
ARARS wetlands ARARs due to
need te replicate habitat
Cowpli nce with criteria, Does not comply Complies » Complies Cosplies Cmﬂm

advisories and guidances
7. Qveral) Protection of Humen Health

and_Enyironment
e How risks are eliminated, Risk continues to Would achieve everall Would achieve overall Expected to achieve Hay achieve everall
reduced or controlled exist at site, does protection of pub- protection of overall protection protection of
not achieve overall lic health and public health and of public health public health and
:rotoctlon of public environment. environment. and environment environment .
ealth and envi- Excavation -n¥ Excavation may disturb Excavation n{ Excavation say disturd
ronment; does not disturb wildlife wildlife and vegetatioa disturbd wildlife wildlife and vagets-

reduce toxicity, mobil= and vegetation to-?onrﬂy. and vegetation tion tesporarily. ROy
! ity anéd veluse of con= tmurn{. vould Would reduce toxicity, tesporarily. Ex- reduco toxicity,
taminants reduce toxicity, mobil= mobility and volume of pected to reduce wobility, snd veluso

ity and volume of con— contaminants to toxicity, mobility of contaminants to
tominants to target levels and voluma of target lovels.
target levels contaminants to

target levels. .
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TABLE 4-36 (Cont'd)

COMPARISON OF SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATIVES

aC-f

Excavation/On-Site

3C-9

Excavation/On-Stte
Enhanced Volatilization/

Enhanced Volatilization/ Off-Site Incineration/

On=Site lncingnﬁo«/

V. Short-Term Effectivanags

Protection of cosmunity during
remadial actions.

Protection of workers during
remedial actions

6 Environmenta) ispacts

0 Tiae until remedial response
objectives are achieved.

!. Long-term effectivoness and
" RRCEANRNCS

o Magnitude of residual risks,

1260

Dust control and air
emission controls
required for soil
handling, enhanced
volat(l?xation and
incineration

Health and safctr
protection and air
emission control
required

Potential adverse

air qua)itx impacts
from soil handling;
clearing of plants and
trees required

Overall remediation
period approx 4 yrs.
Actual cleanup period
16 months.

Need treatability test
to determine if all
target levels would be
acheived.

- Backfill with Treated and

Dust control and air
emission controls required
for soil handling, and
enhanced volatilization:
traffic control required
for off-gsite disposal

Same 23 SC-8

Potential air quality
impacts from soil
handling, and enhanced
volatilization emission;
clearing of plants and
trees required.

Overall remediation
period approx 3.5 { .
Actual cleanup period
10 months.

Same as $C-8

3C=10

SC=11_

In Situ Volatilization/ 1In Situ Volatilization/

Excavation/On-Site
lncimnt!on/!ack-

Less dust control
and air emissions
controls required
for soil handling,
due to in sity
technique

Same as SC-8

Less excavation
required.

Potential air quality
impacts from soil
handlin?. in gity
volatilization and
incineration cmissions;
less damage to
environment

Overall remediation
period approx 4 yrs.
Actual cleanup peried
16 months.

Risk would be reduced
to selected target
levels

Excavation/0ff-Stte
lgcineration/ﬂaclfi n

Less dust control and air
emission control required
for sofl handling due to
in situ technique;
traffic control required
for off-gite disposal

Same as SC-8

Less excavation

required. -
Potentia) air quality
impacts from soil hand-
Nn?. in sity volatilia
zation eaissions; less
damage to environment

Overall remediation period 3.5
years, Actual cleonup period 16
months.

Same as $C-10
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TABLE 4-36 (Cont'd) Lo
COMPARISON OF SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATIVES

po SC=9 C-10 SC-11.
Excavation/On-Site ’
Excavation/On-Stte Enhanced Volatilization/ In Situ Volatilization/ In Situ Volatilization/:
Enhanced Volatilization/ Off-Site Incineration/ Excavation/On-Site Excavation/0ff-Sit
On-Site Incineration/ Backfil) with Treated and Incineration/Back- Incineration/Backfill
—Lriteria Packfill On-Site _______ Clean Off-site Sojl £111 On-Site -
0 Adequacy of Controls. No long-term controls Same as SC-8 Same as 5C-8 Same as SC-8
required
o0 Reliability of Control No long-term controls Same as SC-8 Same 33 SC-8 Same as $C-3
involved
3. Reduction of Toxicity, Mohility
or Yolume .
Treatment process and remedy Enhanced volatilization Enhanced volatilization of In situ volatilization In situ volatilization of
of soil contaminated with soil contaminated with VOCs of soil contaminated soil contaminated with
VOCs only and incinera= only and off-site inciner- with VOCs only and VOCs only and off-site
tion of mixed contamin- ation of mixed contaminant incineration of mined incineration of aixed
ant soil; s0il; backfill clean contaminant soil; contaminant soil; back-
backfill with treated and treated soil on-site backfill treated sofl fi1) clean off-gite s 11
soil on-site on-site
o Amount of hazardous material 9500 cubic yards of Same as SC-8 Same as SC-8 Same as SC-8
d str yed or treated contaminated soils
exceeding target
Tevels
0 Reduction in toxicity, mobility Significant and persa- Same as SC-8 Same as SC-8 Same as SC-8
r volume nant reduction in toxi-
city, mobility, & volume
of contaminants
o Irrev rsibility of the treatment Irreversible treatment Same as SC-8 Same a3 SC-8 Same as $C-3
Type and quantity of treatment Scrubber water from Scrubber water and/or Spent carbon from Spent carben froa in site
residual incineration and/or spent carbon from in situ volatilization volatilization
spent carbon from enhanced volatilization and scrubber water
enhanced volatilization from incineration
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TABLE 4-38 (Cont'd)

COMPARISON OF SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATIVES

pieC.

Excavation/On-Site

SC-=9

Excavation/On-Site
Enhanced Volatilization/

Enhanced Volatilization/ Off-Site Incineration/

On-Site Incineration/

Iop)ementibility
T chnical Feasibility

o Ability to construct technology

Reliability of technology

o Eas
resedial action, |

@ Monitoring Considerations

Adainistrative Feasibility

Coordination with other
agencies

f undartaking additional
necessary

Easily constructed or

wmobilized units. Site
clnrin? can be easily
accomplished.

Highly relisble;
some uncertainty that
action Jevels can be

achieved with enhanced

volatilization
Easy to undertake

Higration or exposure
patinays can be
monitored

Coordination required
with all agencies and
no coordination needed
after remsdiation

Availability of Services and Materials

Availability of treatment,
storage, capacity,and disposal

services.

Avaflability is good

for off-site regeneration

of spent carbon

Backfill with 'r.::..‘ and

C=10

In Situ Volatilization/
Excavation/On-Site
Incineration/Back-

£111

Mobile enhanced volatili-
zation units are easily
mobilized; No construction
involved, only excavation
and packing for off-site
incineration. Site clear-
ing can be easily accompl-
ished

Highly reliable; some
uncertainty that action
levels can be achieved with
enhanced volatilization

Same as SC-0

Samo as $C-8

Same as SC-8

0ff-site incineration
capacity availability is
uncertatin

In situ volatilization
pipe and vent system
can be easily con-
structed at the site.
Mobile incineratien
units are easily
mobilized. Site clear-
ing can be easily
accomplished.

mrny reliadle;
Pilot tests required

to optimize eperating
conditions

Same as SC-8

Same as $C-8

Same as SC-8

Availability is geod
for off-site regener-
ation of spent carbon

=11

In Situ Volatilization/
Excavation/0ff-Site
Incineration/Backfi1)

Insitu volatitization
pipe and vent systom can be

easily constructed at the site.

No construction involved,
only excavation and
ac{!ng for off-site
ncineration.
be easily accomplished.

Highly reliable; pilot
tests required to
optimize operating
conditions

Saxe os SC-8

Samo as $C-8

Sexe as SC-8

Off-site {ncineration
capacity avallability is
uncertain. Availability is

good for off-sito regoneratisa

of spent carbon.

Sito clearing can
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TABLE 4-36 (Cont'd) . i Lo
COMPARISON OF SOURCE CONTROL ALTERNATIVES -

-8 €09 c-10 =11
Excavation/On-Site
Excavation/On-Site Enhanced Volatilization/ In Situ Volatilization/ 1In Sit Tatilizatd
Enhanced Volatilization/ Off-Site Incineration/ Excavation/On-Site E:cma::/(‘)ff-st:o i
On=Site Incineration/ Backfill with Treated and Incineration/Back-~ Incineration/Backfill
—CLriteria Packfil) On-Site ____ Clean Off-site Soi) fi11 On-Site -

o Availability of technolegies, Availability is goed 0ff-site incineration Limited equipment Off-gite incineration facilities
necessary equipment and for both ile ehanched facilities avannbnu{ available for in situ avallability is wnc rtain.
specialists volatilization and is uncertain. Availability wolatilization. Avail=- Availability of in situ volatile

incineration units. of mobile enhanced volatil- ability of mobile {zation unit s Timited.
ization unit is good. incineration is good.
S. Cast
o Capital Cost $6.2 Hillion $9.0 Million $3.2 #illion $6.2 M1lion
o Operation and meintenance cest 0 ] o 0
. 0 Presont worth $6.2 Million $9.0 Million $3.2 Million $6.2 M1lion
F'S
+ 6. Cowpliance with ARARs
(%]
‘:, Contaninant-specific ARARS Complies in combination Complies in combination’ Complies in combination Complies in ccabinatien
with MOM alternative with MOM Alternative with MOM alternative with MOH altemative
0 Actien-specific ARARS Complics Complies Complies Complies
o L cation-gpecific ARARS Complies; but difficulty Same as SC-8 Same as SC-8 Same as $C-8
in meeting, wetlands
ARAR due to replicate
habitat _

o Cospliance with criteria Complies Complies Complies Complies {

advisories and guidances ’
7. QOverall Protection of Human Health '
and Enyironmsnt

o How risks are eliminated, Expected to achieve Expected to achive overall VWould achieve overall Hould achieve everall
reduced or controlled overall protection of protection of protection of protection of ;

public health and envir- public health and public health and public health and

oment . environment; environment. environment ;

Excavation will disturd Excavation will disturd Excavation will dis- Excavation will disturd
wildlife and vegetation wildlife and vegetation for turd wildlife and wildlife and tation
for a short period of a short period of time; vegetation for a short for a short period of

time; Incineration
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TABLE 4-36 (Cont'd)
COMPARISON OF SOURCE CONTROL ALTVERNATIVES . o
5) sC-8 SC-9 sC-10 SC-11_
{ Excavation/On-Site
¢ Excavation/On-Site Enhanced Volatilization/ In Situ Volatilization/ In Situ Volatilization/
i Enhanced Volatilization/ Off-Site Incineration/ Excavation/On-Site Excavation/0ff-Site
2 On-Site Incineration/ Backfill with trn:.cd and }?ﬂncnﬂmﬂuk— Incineration/Backfil)
H —Lriteria Backfil)l On-Site ____ Cleap Off-sjte Sof -
z‘ would reduce Both technologies can period of time but to time but to & lesser degree;
é toxicity, mobility and reduce toxicity, mobility a lesser degree; both Both tochnolo?iu would reduce
4 volume of contaminants to and volume of contaminants. technologies would toxicity, mobility and volume of
a target levels. Some m\corutnt{ with reduce toxicity, mobil= contaminants to target levels ¢ ¢
b Some uncertainity enhanced volatilization ity and volume of VOCs based on leaching mode! and
i with enhanced achieving target contaminants to target aixed contzminants bosed en dircel
; volatilization achieving levels for s based on levels for VOCs based contact pathway.
target lovels for VOCs leaching model. on leaching model and
based on leaching model. mixed contaminants
based on direct contact
pathway.

o
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REQUIREMENT

TABLE 8

CHEMICAL - SPECIFIC ARARS AND TBCS FOR
WELLS G&H SITE, WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS

ACTION YO BE TAKEM T0 ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

V)

2)

ARARS

‘OWA = Manimum Contaminant
ievels (MCLs) (40 CFR
141.11 -141.16);

RCRA = Maxicum Concentraton
Limits (#CLS) (40 CFR 264.94);

~qulations
DEQE(~ Massachusetts Drinking
Water\Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MCL) (310 CHR 22.00)2

DEQE - Massachusetts Groundwater
Quality Standards (314 CMR 6.00)2

CHA - Ambient Water Quality
Crit ria (AWQC) - Praotection of
fFreshwater Aquatic Life, Human
H alth - Fish Consumption

T8CS

EPA Risk Reference Doses
(RfDs)

EPA Carcinogen Assossment
Gr up Potency Faclors
!

Hassachusetts Drinkihg Nitor
Halth Adviseries

MCLS have been promulgated for a nuaber of common
organic and inorganic contaminants. These Tevels
requlate the concentration of contaminants in
public drinking water supplies, but may alse

be considered relevant and appropriate for
groundwater aquifers potentially used for drinking
witer. )

RCRA KCLS provide groundwater protection

standards for 14 common contaminants. All

are equal to the SOWA MCLs for those contaminants.

Massachusetts MCLs establish levels of .
contaminants allowable in public water supplies.
They are essentially equivalent to SOWA MCLs.

These standards consist of groundwater
classifications which designate and assign the
uses of Commonwealth groundwaters, and water
quality criteria necessary to substain these’
uvses. There is a presumption that al)
groundwaters are Class 1.

AWQC are developed under the Clean Watar Act (CMA)
as idelines from which states develop water
quality standards. A more strigent AWQC for
aquatic life may be found relevant and appropriate
rather than an MCL, when protection of aguatic
organisms is being considered at a site.

RfDs are dose Tevels developed by the EPA for
noncarcinogenic effects.

Potency Factors are developed by the EPA
from Health Assessments or evaluation by the
Carcinogen Efforts Assessment Group.

DEQE Health Advisories are guidance criteria
for drinking water.

ARTrAcHMeENT
[~

o

Treatzment will ba conducted te achieve SOMWA KCis in
groundwater.

Treatement will be conductod to achieve RCRA XClLs im
groundwater.

Since DEQE MCLS aro the same as SOWA MCLs, they
were used to sat clean—up levels for contaminants
of concemn. .

DEQE groundwater standards were consid red when
determining clean-up levels.

AWQC wero used te characterize risks t fresh wator
aquatic life resulting from discharge of treated
groundwater to the Aberjona River.

'
EPA RfDs ware wsed R0 characterize rishs due t
exposure tc contaminaats in groundwater, as wl
as other xedia,

EPA Carcimogenic Potencl Factors wer used t
compute the indlvidual lncremental cancer risk
resulting from exposure to site contaaination.

DEQE Health Advisaries were considered when
developing clean-up levels for groundwater.
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ACTION-SPECLFI
IN-SITU VOLATILI

REQUIREMENT

TABLE 10  (Cont'd)

WELLS G&H SITE, WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS

REQUIREMENT SYNQPSIS

RCRA -~ Tank Requirements
(40 CFR 264 Subpart J)

RCRA - Preparednaess and Erovontion
(40 CFR 264.30 -~ 264.31)

RCRA - Contingency Plan and
Emerg ncy Proced!res (40 CFR
264.50 - 264.56)

RCRA - Manifesting, Recordkeeping,
and Repgrting (40 CFR 264.70 -
264.77)

RCRA - Closure and Pos&-Closuro
(40 CFR 264 Subpart G)

OSHA - Genera] Industry Standards
{29 CFR 1910)

OSHA - Safety and Health Standards
(29 CFR 1926)

OSHA - Recordkeeping, chorting a?d
R lated Regulations (29 CFR 1904)

C AND LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS AND TBCS FOR ALTERNATIVE SC-10:
ZATLON/EXCAVATION/ON-SITE INCINERATION/BACKFILL ON-SITE

ACTION 1O BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

Provides design and operating requirements
for RCRA waste treatment facilities utilizing
tanks.

This regulation outlines requirements for safety
equipment and spill control.

This regulation outlines the requirements for
emergency procedures to be used following
explosions, fires, etc.

This regulation specifies the recordkeeping and
reporting requirements for RCRA facilities.

This regulation details the specific requirements
for closure and post-closure care of hazardous
waste facilities.

This regulation specifies the 8-hour, time-
weighted average concentration for various organic
compounds and 2 PCB compounds; site control pro-
cedures: training; and protective clothing re-
quirements for worker protection at site reme-
diations.

This regulation specifias the type of safety
equipment and procedures to be followed during
construction and excavation activities.

The regulation outlines the recordkeeping and
reporting requirements for an employer under OSHA.

Dosi?n and operation of the in-situ v latilixatlon'
facility will follow these requirements.

On-site facilities and activities will be designad
and operated in accordance with RCRA requireaants.

Emergency procedures will be devel ped and isple-
mented in accordance with RCRA requirements.

Records will be maintained during site remadiation
in compliance with this requirement.

Hazardous waste facilities will be clos d in &
manner that meets the requirements f the closure
regulations.

Proper respiratory equipment will be worn if it is
not possible to maintain the work atmosphere bel w
these concentrations.

All appropriste snfct¥ equipment will b n-3it anc
procedures will be followed during groundwat r
monitoring and excavation.

These regulations are applicable t the cowpany
contracted to executa site remediation.
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REQUIREMENT

TABLE 10 (Cont'd)

ACTION-SPECIFIC AND LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS AND TBCS FOR ALTERNATIVE SC-10:
IN=-SITU VOLATILIZATION/EXCAVATION/ON-SITE INCINERATION/BACKFILL ON-SITE

WELLS G&H SITE, WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS

DEQE - Hazardous Waste Manage-
ment Requirenen&s
(310 CHR 30.00)

DEQE - Hazardous Waste Incinerator [

Air Emisson Reqzire-cnts
310 CHR 7.08(4)

TSCA - Marking of PCBs a?d PCB Items

(40 CFR 76).40 - 761.79)

TSCA - Storage a?d Disposal (40 CFR o

761.60 - 761.29)

TSCA - Records 1nd Reports (40 CFR [

761.18-761.185)

CAA ~ National Air Qualily Standards o

for Total Suspended P?rticulates
(40 CFR 129.10S, 750)

DEQE - Ambient Air Quality

Standards for the Common-

534t EMRfétﬁﬁﬁfaChuset ts)

DEQE - Air Pollution Control s
(310 CHR 7.00)

1

These regulations provide comprehensive
monitoring, storing, recordkeeping, etc. programs
at hazardous waste sites,

Provides air emission requirements for hazardous
waste incinerators. Principal Organic Hazardous
Constituents (POHCS] destroyed to 99.99 percent,
P(Bs to 99.9999 percent. Particulate, HCL and
CO emissions also controlled.

S50 ppm PCB storage areas, storage items, and
transport equipment must be marked with the My
mark.

This requirement specifies the requirements for
storage and disposal/destruction of PCBs in excess
of S0 ppm. These PCB-contaminated sotls would have
to be disposed of or treated in a facility permitted
for PCBs, in compliance with TSCA regulations.
Treatment must be performed using incineration or
some other method with equivaleat destruction
efficiencies.

This regulation outlines the requiremeats for
recordkeeping for storage and disposal of >S0 ppm
PCBs.

This regulation specifies maximum primary and
secondary 24-hour concentrations for particulate
matter,

This regulation specifies dust, odor, and noise
emissions from construction activities.

Regulates new scurces of air pollution to prevent
air quality degradation. Requires the use of “Best
Available Control Technology*" (BACT) on all new
sources.

ACTION TQ BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

During remedial design, these regulations will be
compared to the corresponding federal RCRA regule~
tions, and the more stringent requirements will be
utilized. Note that Massachusetts considers s {1}
contaminated in excess of 50 ppm PCBs to be a
hazardous waste (310 CMR 30.13), wast #%002).

On-site inc}ncration activities to be design d and
operated in compliance with requirements.

A1l storage areas, drums, and transp rt equipment
will carry the appropriate markings displayed in an
easily readable position.

Storage areas for drums containing PCB soils in
excess of 50 ppm will be constructed to comply with
this requirement. Verification of incinerator
compliance will be made prior to drum shipment.

Records will be maintained during remedtal action in
compliance with this regulation for all P(B drums
which contain soils in excess of 50 ppm.

fugitive dust emissions from site activiti s wil] be
maintained below 150 ug/m> (secondary standard) by
water sprays and other dust suppressants.

Fugitive dust will be controlled by water sprays or
suppressants. All equipment will be maintained so
as not to produce excessive noise.

BACT will be used on all new sources.
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REQUIREMENT

ACTION-SPECIFIC AND LOCATION-SPE

TABLE 10 (Cont*d)

WELLS G&H SITE, WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS

CIFIC ARARS AND TBCS FOR ALTERNATIVE SC-10:
IN-SITU VOLATILIZATION/EXCAVATION/ON-SITE INCINERATION/BACKFILL ON-SITE

ACTION TO BE TAKEN 1O ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

o Employee and Community

R quirements (310 CMR

2) Action-Specific YBCs

3)

RCRA - Proposed Air Emission

Standards for Treatment Facilities

(52 FR 3748, february 5, 1987)

ion=5 ific ARAR
o RCRA - Location Standards

(40 CFR 264.18)"

CMA - Section 404 Dredge and Fill
Requirements
(Guidulines at 40 CFR 230)

Massachusetts Wetlands Protection
Requirements
(310 CHR 10.00)!

3gg?qs-to—xnou 0

Establishes rules for the dissemination of
information related to toxic and hazardous
substances to the public.

This proposal would set performance standards for
RCRA treatment facility air emissions.

This regulation outlines the requirements for con-
structing a RCRA facility on a 100-year floodplain.

A facility located on a 100-year floodplain aust be
designed, constructed, operated, and maintained to
pravent washout of any hazardous waste by a 100-year
flood, unless waste may be removed safely before
floodwater can reach the facility, or no adverse
effects on human health and the environment would
result if washout occurred.

The placement for fill following excavation of
contaminated soil pursuant to remediation activities
in the Aberjona River wetlands triggers Section

404 jurisdiction. The governing regulations favor
practicable alternatives that have less impact

on wetlands. If no mitigated practicable
alternative exists, impacts must be mitigated.

‘These requirements control regulated activities
in freshwater wetlands, 100-year floodplains,
and 100-foot buffer z0nes beyond these areas.
Regulated activities include virtually any
construction or excavation activity. Perfor-
mance standards are provided for evaluation of
the acceptability of various activities.

information dissemination procedures
fn these regulations will be used.

Volatilization facilities and othor non-incinerat rs
that have air emissions (e.g., air strippers) will
be designed to meet the proposed federal regulations.

It is assumed that remediation faciliti s will b
located outside floodplains. Temporary staging
areas or remediation facilities that are located in

a floodplain will be a designed to allow quick mobi~
lization out of the area and to prevent damage caused
by initial floodwaters.

Under this alternative no excavation will ccur in
Section 404 wetlands. Soil contamination in such
areas will be remediated using in-situ v latilization
which doos not require excavation and subsequent
filling.

1]
Under this alternative, no excavation will ccur in
the regulated wetlands. Excavation of contasminated
soil may occur in the wetlands buff r zon . in this
case, the alternative will aeet performance standards
for activities in the buffer zone.
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1a8LE 10 (Cont'd) .

ACTION-SPECIFIC AND LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS AND 18CS FOR ALTERNATIVE SC-10: :
IN-SITU VOLATILIZAIlONIEXCAVATIONION—SXTE INCINERATION/BACKFILL ON-SITE
WELLS G&H SITE, WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS

REQUIREMENT REQUIREMENT SYNQPSIS ACTION T;me_m_AnAnLBMRMI—————
o Wetlands E‘ecutivo Order o Undar this Executive Order, federal agencies are o No excavation will occur in Section 404 wetlands.
(EC 11990) required to select alternatives that minimize This is the best practicable alternative for
the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands, treating contaminated wetlands.

fl odplaini Executive Order

(EQ 11888)

o Pr t ction of Archaeological

Resources (32 CFR 229)

and preserve and enhance natural and beneficial
values of wetlands.

o Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk o Excavation and filling are tesporary disruptions, an
of flood loss, to minimize impact of floods, and to ftl\in? will match preconstruction t pographz. Thus,
restore and preserve the patural and beneficial there 1s no permanent disruption of floodplain

value of floodplains. In addition, practicable values and the ARAR will be met.
alternatives must be selected that have less
jmpact on wetlands.
o These regulations develop procedures for the o If archaeological resources are encountered during
protection of archaeological resources. excavation, work will stop until th area has be n
reviewed by federal and state archae logists.

Vapplicabl

2pelevant and Appr priate

(‘_.



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL OCEAN SERVICE

OCEAN ASSESSMENTS DIVISION

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RESPONSE BRANCH

c/o U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Waste Management Division - HEE-6

J.F. Kennedy Federal Building

Boston, MA 02203

S June 1991

Ms. Meghan Cassidy

U.S. EPA Waste Management Division

J.F. Kennedy Federal Office Building

Boston, MA 02203

Dear Meghan:

Thank you for the Draft Feasibility Study, Detailed Analysis of Alternatives, Site 8,
Brunswick Naval Air Station. A total of four remedial actions addressing soil
contamination have been proposed for Site 8. The alternatives under consideration are:
1. No action.

Minimal action, including institutional controls and five-year site reviews.

Soil cover composed of geotextile fabric, soil, and vegetative layers.

e B

Soil excavation, layering, conditioning, and solidification; and on-site backfilling,
regrading, and revegetating of treated soils.

Comments

As noted in earlier reviews, concentrations of some contaminants are migrating
downstream in the unnamed tributary to the Androscoggin River at levels which may pose
potential threats to NOAA trustee habitats and species. Trace elements were detected in |
soils, groundwater, and seeps from Site 8 at concentrations exceeding applicable screening
criteria. Concentrations of lead and PAHs detected in sediments collected from the
unnamed tributary to the Androscoggin River downstream of the site exceeded ER-L
values. Lead, zinc, and cyanide were detected in surface waters from the unnamed
tributary at and downstream of the site at concentrations exceeding freshwater chronic
and/or acute AWQC. Although clear gradients of contamination could not be fully
established, the results of the data collected during the remedial investigation indicated that
contamination is limited primarily to areas near the site, marginally decreases away from the
_site, and is unlikely to be present at high concentrations in habitats used extensively by
NOAA trust resources. However, high levels of lead and cyanide warrant further
additional sampling of surface waters and sediments in the vicinity of Site 8.

A target clean-up level of 18 mg/kg for PAHs in soils was proposed in the feasibility
study. This target level would be protective of aquatic resources. Approximately

280 cubic meters of contaminated soils would be remediated at the site. Target clean-up
levels for trace elements in soils were not proposed in the study.
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Although Alternatives 3 and 4 would limit the migration of contaminants to nearby surface
waters via erosion control, the proposed remedial actions do not include reducing the
concentrations of contaminants detected in groundwater. Since groundwater discharge to
the unnamed tributary is one of the primary. mechanisms for the off-site transport of
contaminants, NOAA is concerned that this discharge to the tributary would continue.
Further review should be made regarding the likelihood that removal of contaminated soils
will quickly eliminate the groundwater contamination.

Please contact me if you have any questions concerning this review.

Sincerely,

J&= F—

Kenneth Finkelstein






