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Ra: RCRA Facility Iavestigation (RFI) Work Plan
U.S. Naval Air station, Memphis
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Dear Commander Carpanter:

This latter is in response to a letter dated March 28, 1989, froa
Mr. D. R, Spell of the Departmant of the Navy, Southern Division, Naval
racllities Englineering Command.

Mr. Spell stated: "We ars still of the opinion that the subject work plan,
— dated April 1987, is mors than adequate and complies with the requiremants
! sat forth in our HSWA permit, Conditiona II A-l and A-2 (effective date

October 15, 1986)." Mr, Robert Mosar, in the meating held on

January 18, 1989, batween represantatives of the Navy, the Enviranmental

Protection Agency (BPA) and the Tennessee Department of Health and

Environment (TDHE), stated that Appendix A (RFI Work Plan Outline) waa not

a part of the October 1986 permit conditiona. We are aware that Navy

repraaentatives did not agree with our assessment of the adequacy of th

submitted RFI Work Plan. However, as the agency rasponaible for
implementing HSWA ragulationa, it remains our position that the subject
plan ia not adequate to moet the conditions of tha faclility'’s HSWA
parmit, Whila ik is-true that. the RF1-Work Plan:Outlina was not includad
in.the October- 1086 PEriit, as’ Lt had not been developed at that time, it
ie nevextheluE ¥ {itaurine of the inforwation neceasary for a valid RPI.

The- RFE WOrK-PEAn~OutIlha basically summarizes, and is entirely coneistent

withy 3PNtWYRPR- guidance docunents. A RE); ¥ork Plan that does not meeot

the- -nmwareﬁa&m Work Plan Outline, and thua of EPA‘e RPI guidance
documentsy.-would: not: be deemed adequate by thia Agency. Thus, in the cas
of NavaX AIE‘StatLon,pzdhpth, it is our position that permit conditions

1 A-l and A-~2 have n as yet been complied with.

Mr, 8pell raised the point that(;he Navy has not received a joint set of
EPA and Stats comments on the gubject work plan. It waa apparently agreed
during a December 22, 1986, meeting in Chattancoga that joint comments
would be issued. Although the EPA official involved in that meeting no
longer worka for tha RCRA Branch, we intend to forward future review
comments jointly with the State, However, the RFI is a HSWA requirement,
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thae provisions for which Tennessea is not authorized. EPA thus haa the
ragulatory responsibllity for this HSWA proviaion. Therefore, joint
commants on the RFI Work Plan are not mandatory. The Navy has raceived,
under separata covera, commants from both BPA and Tennessea. Wae subait
that sufficient comments have been provided to amnable the Navy to revise
the plan to wmeset EPA‘a requiramanta.

.Mr. Spell further acatod that BPA would raeceive the revised RSA on orx

about July 30, 1989. While we feel that thae minor revisiona raquired in
tha RFA do not warrant this delay in aubmittal, we ure sympathetic to the
problems involved in military contracting. The due date for the ravised

RFA is accordingly changed to July 31, 1989.

The following couments addreas apacific items found in the minutes of the
RPI meating hald on January 16, 1989. These commenta do not address
*Action Yteme", which wlill ha discuesed later in this letter.

1. In the minutea it was stated: "EPA has the lead for RCRA and
could not consent to providing joint commants with the atata. e
EPA, howavar, will not rule out providing the Navy with a - L
joint set of comments.™ Tha maaning of this antry, as ’
writtan, is unclear. The Agancy‘s position L8 that joint
comments are unnacessary and will not be provided for the
April 1987 RFI Rork Plan. We intend to provide jolnt comments .
on future documents, consistent with our curreat protocol
with Tannessee, with the understanding that EPA has the
responsibility foxr regulating HSWA provisions and may elect
to dispense with joint comments on HSWA-relatad documente.

2. A letter has not yat been provided to EPA explaining why the
Navy does not agreae with the review by EPA‘s contractor,
A.T. Kearney, of tha RFI Work Plan. We are willing to
consider tha Navy’s objections, peint by point, provided
thoge objaections are accoapanied by justificationa. It
is not, howaever, acceptable for Navy representativas to
morely state that thoy dlsagree with A.T. Kearnay and
feel that the work plan is mora than adequata.

3. The hydreogeological information reguired in the RFI Work
Plan was not provided in sufficient detail to permit an
adequata review of the plan. Mr. Kosar stated that much
of the information waa available in tha IAS and VS which weras
incorparated into the RFA. Without commenting on tha
adequacy of the rafaerenced hydrogaeological infarmation,
such {nformation must be included in the work plan iteelf
rather than baing scattered in va:Loua separate documaents.

4. Tha Navy" hae noc provided a zationale for not testing ground
.water at Site 1 (Pire Department Drill Areas), S8ite S
(Fire Pighting Training Area), and 8ite 6 (N~125 Battery
Shop Storm Sewar and Ditch). Our position, with reapact: :
to firefighting training areas, ie that groundwater ' i
monitoring of thease areas is nacessary unless it can bae .
‘conclusively demonstrated that groundwatar contamination
could not have occurrad.
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5, The Navy has not yet aont sampling data from Site 4 (Storm
Sewer and Ditch), aa requasted by EBPFA.

6. The Navy has not as yet provided a schedule to coordinate
investigations with CERCLA at Site 3 (Building N-}21
Plating Shop Dry Well), 8ite 7 (Building N-125 Battery
Shop Dry Well), and Site 8 (Cemetory DLepoaal Area), as
requested by RPA. .

7. The Navy hac'ya: to provide the sampling data on Site 28
{(Southside 8TP) and Site 40 (Salvage Yard #l) requastad.
by BPA.

The following comments are in response to the "Action Ytems*
liasted in the minutes of the RFI meeting.

1. With respect to itams a and e, groundwater monitoring will
‘be requiraed around firefighting training areas unless the
Navy can pravide convincing data to indicate that
groundwater contamination could not have occurred. Upon
invaestigation into this matter, the Agency haa determinad
that the potential for contamination is such that e
regulatory authorities in Region IV do require groundwatar.
monitoring arcund firaefighting training araeaas.

2. The Navy haa not yst provided BPA with a copy of the .
Verification Study with the fleld boring logs and
original teat data, as requested in item b.

3. The Navy has yat to provide a achadule for revising tha
RFI Work Pian, as addresied in itam ©. 1In accorxdance
with the laetter of April 3, 1989, from BPA to you, the
revised work plan is due to thia Agency within
‘forty-five (43) days of raceipt by your facility of
approval of the reviaed RFA.

4. Tha Névy has not yat provided a specific rasponse to
A.T. Kearney’d comments, as requested in item d,

5. With referonce to item f, we aro agreeable to the Navy's
dasire to investigate underground storage tanks undar the
Navy‘’s UST program. However, it must be remembaered that

‘investigatory raquirementa for hazardous wasta USTs are
W Jwwe Ww AW @VHTWULEE Qi LOGIIWIAVAL LSEHULLHUONCE .

Please be advigaed that purauant to Section 6001 of RCRA, tha Memphis Naval
Rir Btation, as a department of the Executive Branch of the Federal

. Government and owner of a harardous waste management facility is subjaect
to and muat comply with both Pederal and the Stata of Tennessee’s
requirements, including regqulations and permit conditions pertaining to
the managemant of hazardous waste, in the same mannar and to the same
axtent aa any pereon (as dafined in sactlon 1004(15) of RCRA) is subject
to such requirementes.
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If you have any queations regarding tho matters addressed in this 1ottex,
pleagaé contact Larry Fitchhorn, P.B., at (404) 347-3433.

8incerely youras,

J 8 H. 8carbrough, P.E.
chiaef, RCRA Branch
Waste Management Divigion’

cc:  Tom Tiesler, TDHE
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