T L ey ARONMENTAL PO3 _

— b et 4 = e oA s L R R, ] T

N60087. AR 000293 "~
' NAS BRUNSWICK
L 50903

BTATE OF KAINE i f

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
BUREAU OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND §OLID WASTE coﬁraon

!

M!ﬁORANDUH

701 Mark Hy1a3&§ Federal Facilities Directer

éologist - Division of Technical Servlces f.
DATE:){M;y#ll,-dQQS' - . - ? ‘ S
RE: 7/ Fbéused Feasi{bility study, site g8 - Brunswick Nale Air

., Statien April 1992 } . !
**i*;****k**!*********************t******k********i*i**t;’***tih : . )

FROM: Dick Behr,

. ! .
Based on review of the abeve document, I offer the Eollowing
comments, If you have any questions, pleasa ask. .

Th remedial alternatives evaluated for site 8 incl#de: 1) ne :
actien; 2) minimal action; ang 3) solil cover. The.third alternative, f
installation of a soil cover, is the least expansive alternative and
may provide the greatest protection for the enviroiment and public °
health. However, I am not convinced that sgix inches of 8011 is an
acceptable cover system for this disposal area. Although the rigk i
Assessment did not find that Site 8 posed a significant 'threat to 5
human health or the environment, thers are several fact#fs that must ,
alse b considered when choosing the remedial action alqernativa,< i
These factors are explained belew. 3 : ‘

: ~Aacording to the fupplemant RI Raport (April,;991)J groundwateg
has been impacted by this site, Thig is in contrast to 'the statemeht
en page 3-15 indicating groundwater has not bheen impactjd by Site 8.
The ocourrence of leachata breakoutsg along the eastern ddge of the o
site, -PAHs in soils, and elevatad inorganics in groundwater, warrant - !
conaid ration of a more sophisticated cover design’ CQqsideration bf
mora specific cover raquirements is alse in conforhancexwith'the " !
clesing regquirements outlined in Chaptar 4¢04.5 (H) of Mdine's Solid = . !
Wasta Regulations. Furthermora, the above mentioned site
characteristics=squest it may be more appropriately cldged in .
accordance with tha strictey Chapter 401 regqulations, compromise
between the two requiremsnts may be mest appropriate, . i
The proposed soil cover system is estimated to cos $43,000,

Discussions with one of the Department's Solid Waste En inears :
indicat d that an additional 18 incheg of low permeabil{ty 8oll could |
potantially be incorporated inte the cover design for an additional [
325,000 -~ 30,000, The additional costs ¥ould covar boryow source |
testing, purchase of low permeability soils, and moisture and density’
neasur ments during construction in lieu of in-situ per eability '

asting. Even with thesa added costs, the final cost of an upgraded
cover design could be substantially lower than either t e no actioen or
minimal action alternative, : :
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In conclugion, installation of a low permeabillty cQVer systen

- 41 reduce the amount of leachat
sachate breakcuts and -lessen the
-onsequently, the report should e
upgraded cover design. .
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