
 

 

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) 


And 


Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) 


2002 Correspondences
 



2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44067-1969

Uanuary 4, 2002

ONoEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office
—

TELE (330) 425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0759

Re:

Bobiaft. Governor

Christopher Jones. Director

Quarry LandfiM

Mr. John Jent P.E.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

600 Martin Luther King Place

P.O. Box 59

Attn: CEORL-ED-GS

Louisville. KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

Protectl0n A9ency (Ohio EPA) has reviewed the documents titled

Aucusf 4 O ^ eCt°r ' 't" ^^ 15' 2°01 and "N°tificatlon to the Director dSAugust 24, 2001, concerning the detection and confirmation of statistically sionrficant
*~at^ Ramsdel, Quarry Landfill (RQL) between the upgradient moniSw"
RQLMW-06 and downgradient well RQLMW-07, The notifications were received on~June

h ?h ' Toon U9USt 27' 2°01 ■ resPectlve|y- Ground water at the site is being monitor^
under the 1990 municipal solid waste rules (OAC 3745-27-10). monuore.

Upcr- -view of the above mentioned documents, Ohio EPA concluded the following:

1 ■ in the June 2001 "Notification to the director," RQL informs the Ohio EPA that
statistically s.gnrficant increases for total dissolved solids (TDS) and specific
conductance were detected in downgradient well RQLMW-07 when compared to

in?™ Tpn^^06- ThiS n°tiflCat!On iS in ac^dance with OAC 3745-27-
10 (D)(8)(a). RQL also indicated that the affected well would be resampied for TDS
and specific conductance on June 26, 2001, as per OAC 3745-27-10 (D)(8)(b).

As per OAC 3745-27-10 (D)(8)(c), RQL submitted the August 2001 "Notification to
thei Director, to inform Ohio EPA that well RQLMW-07 was resampied on June 26

bL ' ^P^°hh3?45-V°™^^^'hestatistical differen e e'een
background and downgrade well RLMW-07 was confirmed for TDS RQLfurther
stated that it is proceeding in accordance with OAC3745-27-10 (E)(1) and is
preparing a ground water quality assessment program plan (GWQAP) for the

2.

27 io fnm ThP rwnTpn S °fh C 2>1A5'21A °(D)(8)(a) throu9h ^ and 0AC 3745-27-10 (E (1 . The GWQAP has been received by the Ohio EPA and is currently under
review. No further action is required by RQL with respect to these documents at hisS
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If you have any technical questions regarding this review, piease do not hesitate to contact
either Diane Kurlich at 330-963-1150 or myself at 330 963-1276.

Sincerely,

c

Singh, RS

Environmental Specialist

Division of Soiid and Infectious Waste Management

JS:cl

pc: MuratTukel, DSIWM-NEDO

Dianne Kurlich; DDAGW-NEDO

Eileen Mohr, Site Coordinator. DERR-NEDO

Todd Fisher, DERR-NEDO

Steven Uecke, Portage Co. HD

Mark Patterson, IOC-RVAAP

File: [LAND/RamsdeN/GRO/67]



Slate of Ohio Environmental Protection Agenc\

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

I w,nsburg, Oh,o 44087-1969

TELE (SW] 425.9171 FAX ,330) 487.0769
Bob Taft, Governor

Chnstopher Jones, Director

Re: Ramsdell Quarry Landfill

Ground Water Monitoring
Mr. John Jent P.E.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

600 Martin Luther King Place

P.O. Box 59

Attn: CEORL-ED-GS

Louisville, KY 40201-005

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency has reviewed the below listed documents:

1) JUNE 2000 GROUND WATER DATA STATISTICAL REPORT DATED AUGUST 21
2000; RECEIVED AUGUST 28; 2000;

2) DECEMBER 2000 GROUND WATER MONITORING SAMPLE EVENT DATED
JANUARY 31, 2001; RECEIVED FEBRUARY 5, 2001;

3) APRIL 30, 2001, GROUND WATER MONITORING SAMPLING EVENT' DATED JUNE
12, 2001; RECEIVED JUNE 15, 2001;

4) OCTOBER 9T 2001, GROUND WATER MONITORING SAMPLE EVENT DATED
DECEMBER 3, 2001; RECEIVED DECEMBER 10, 2001

The above referenced documents were received as indicated above. Ground water at the site
is being monitored under the 1990 municipal solid waste rules (OAC 3745-27-10).

The ground water monitoring network at the Ramsdell Quarry Landfill includes upgradient

well RQLMW-006 and downgradient wells RQLMW-007 through RQLMW-009 located

immediately downgradient of the limits of waste placement. Two additional wells

(RQLMW-010 and RQLMW-011) were installed farther downgradient from the limits of
waste placement as part of a hydrogeologic investigation at the site. These two wells are

also downgradient of the quarry pond. Although downgradient wells RQLMW-007 through

RQLMW-009 fulfill the requirements of OAC 3745-27-10 (B)(1)(b), RQLMW-10 and-011
also are sampled during each ground water monitoring event.

Constituents analyzed during each ground water sampling event include the indicator
parameters (pH, specific conductance, total organic carbon (TOC) and chemical oxygen

demand (COD)) as well as site specifics such as VOCs, explosives, and metals.
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Following review of the above mentioned documents, Ohio EPA has determined the

following:

1. Ramsdell Quarry Landfill has failed to install an upgradient/background monitoring

well that represents the quality of the ground water that has not been affected by

past or present operations at the sanitary landfill facility as required by OAC 3745-

27-10 (B)(1)(a).

In "Final Report on the Ground Water Investigation for Ramsdell Quarry Landfill/'

dated October 15, 1999, seasonal ground water flow reversals are documented.

As stated in this report, these flow reversals cause ground water from the landfiil

to impact upgradient well RQLMW-006. Therefore, the ground water monitoring

program does not comply with OAC Rule 3745-27-10 (B)(1)(a).

Ramsdell Quarry Landfill should install an upgradient ground water monitoring well

in a location that complies with OAC Rule 3745-27-10 (B)(1)(a) or meets the

exception provided by OAC Rule 3745-27-10 (C)(4).

COMMENTS JUNE 2000 GROUND WATER STATISTICAL REPORT

The following comments concern the review of the document "June 2000 Ground Water

Statistical Report," dated August 21, 2000, and received August 28, 2000.

1. Statistical analyses indicate that there are statistically significant differences

between background and downgradient wells RQLMW-07 for specific conductance
and RQLMW-007, -008, and -010 for pH. No other statistically significant

differences were calculated,

2. in the future, a ground water flow arrow(s) should be added to the ground water

contour maps to indicate the calculated ground water flow direction(s).

3. Nickel was detected at a concentration of 217 ug/L in RQLMW-006. This exceeds

the nickel MCL which is 100 ug/L.

4. Low concentrations of several organics also were detected in samples collected

during this sampling event. These included:

- RQLMW-006: acetone (15 ug/L), benzene (0.42 ug/L), 2-butanone (55 ug/L),

methylene chloride (0.12 ug/L), and toluene (0.17 ug/L);

- RQLMW-010: chloromethane (0.12 ug/L), methylene chloride (0.12 ug/L), and
toluene (0.16 ug/L);
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- RQLMW-011: chloromethane (0.14 ug/L), methylene chloride (0 10 uq/L) and
toluene (0.16 ug/L); *

- RQLMW-007: benzene (0.14 ug/L), 2-butanone (2.7 ug/L), methylene chloride
(0.13 ug/L), and toluene (0.14 ug/L);

- Trip Blank: bromodichloromethane (0.11 ug/L), chloroform (0.35 ug/L),
chloromethane (0.12 ug/L), and methylene chloride (0.51 ug/L); and

- Field Blank: acetone (1.1 ug/L).

5. The QA/QC report that accompanies the laboratory data indicates that three
method blanks were analyzed with the VOC samples. One of the method blanks

contained methylene chloride (0.37 ug/L). The second method blank contained

bromodichloromethane (0.11 ug/L), chloroform (0.42 ug/L), and methylene chloride

(0.29 ug/L). The third method blank contained chloroform (0.22 ug/L) and

methylene chloride (0.10 ug/L). Therefore, it appears that some of the low level

VOC contamination detected in the Ramsdell ground water samples may be
attributed to laboratory contamination.

COMMENTS: DECEMBER 2000 GROUND WATER MONITORING SAMPLE EVENT

The following comments concern the review of the document, 'December 2000 Ground

Water Monitoring Sample Event," dated January 31, 2001, and received February 5, 2001.

1. On page 2 of the report narrative, it states that the ground water contour map for

the "June 2000 sampling event is presented as Figure 1." Based on the date that

the map was generated and the sampling event being reported, it is assumed that

this is a typographical error. The owner/operator should submit a corrected page
for insertion into this report.

2. Statistical analyses indicate that there are statistically significant differences

between background and downgradient well RQLMW-007 for TDS and TOC. No
other statistically significant differences were calculated.

3. In the future, an arrow(s) should be added to the ground water contour maps to
indicate the calculated ground water flow direction(s).

4. From the information on the field sampling logs, it is unclear whether a sheen was

observed on the water obtained from RQLMW-006, -007, and -011 (duplicate).
This should be clarified.
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5. Nickel was detected at a concentration of 217 ug/L in RQLMW-006. This exceeds

the MCL for nickel which is 100 ug/L. Thallium was detected in the sample

obtained from RQLMW-008 at a concentration of 2.9 ug/L which exceeds the MCL

of 2.0 ug/L.

6. Low concentrations of acetone (1.3 ug/L to 3.1 ug/L) were detected in all of the

samples obtained from the monitoring wells. Acetone (1.6 ug/L) and chloromethane

(0.32 ug/L) were detected in the field blank. Acetone also was detected in both trip

blanks at concentrations of 1.9 ug/L and 1.4 ug/L. Acetone was detected in both

method blanks at concentrations of 1.2 ug/L and 1.4 ug/L. Thus, it appears that the

acetone detected in the ground water samples may be from laboratory

contamination.

COMMENTS: APRIL 30, 2001 GROUND WATER MONITORING SAMPLING EVENT

The following comments concern the review of the document, "April 30, 2001 Ground

Water Monitoring Sampling Event," dated June 12, 2001, and received June 15, 2001.

1. On page 2 of the report narrative, it states that the ground water contour map for

the "June 2000 sampling event is presented as Figure 1." Based on the date that

the map was generated and the sampling event being reported, it is assumed that

this is a typographical error. The owner/operator should submit a corrected page

for insertion into this report.

2. Statistical analyses indicate that there are statistically significant differences

between background and downgradient well RQLMW-007 for TDS and specific

conductance. No other statistically significant differences were calculated.

3. In the future, an arrow(s) should be added to the ground water contour maps to

indicate the calculated ground water flow direction(s).

4. Based on the April water level elevation data, the ground water flow direction has
shifted to a more easterly direction.

5. The laboratory report narrative indicates that the temperature of the coolers upon

receipt at the laboratory ranged from 4.6° C to 7.3° C. Because the samples were

not maintained at the proper temperature, the results of all analyses that are

temperature dependent (e.g., VOCs) are questionable. In the future, the

owner/operator should ensure that the temperature of samples arriving at the
laboratory does not exceed 4°C.
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6. The laboratory cooler receipt form documents the following problems with the
samples upon arrival at the laboratory:

a. The bottle labels and tags did not agree with the custody papers A sample
bottle labeled as being from RQLMW-007 for cyanide analysis was not
received. However, the laboratory did receive two sample bottles labeled as
being from RQLMW-006 for cyanide analysis. Based upon the time of
sample collection, the laboratory assumed that one of the RQLMW-006

cyanide sample bottles was actually from RQLMW-007. It is unclear from

the information submitted, how this discrepancy was rectified. This
information should be submitted by the owner/operator. Because of this
discrepancy, the cyanide data from both RQLMW-006 and -007 are suspect.

b. Although two trip blanks were submitted, only one trip blank appears on the
chain-of-custody.

c. . Some of the samples were not at the correct pH when received at the

laboratory. The metals sample from RQLMW-007 required the addition of
nitric acid and the cyanide sample from RQLMW-010 required the addition

of sodium hydroxide to meet the recommended pH levels for the indicated

analyses. Because the metals sample from RQLMW-007 and the cyanide
sample from RQLMW-010 were not properly preserved in the field, the
results for these analyses are considered minimum values.

d. Ramsdell Quarry Landfill has indicated that there are a total of four chain-of-
custody forms, However, only three forms have been submitted. It does

appear that all of the samples contained in the coolers are included on the
chain-of-custody forms received by the laboratory.

The validity analytical data depends upon proper preservation (pH adjustment,
temperature) of the samples and the accurate documentation of the sample

identities. The chain-of-custody forms also must accurately document all samples
submitted for analysis. In the future, the owner/operator must ensure that all
samples are properly preserved, identified, and included on the chain-of-custody
forms. In addition, all chain-of-custody forms must be accurately completed in their
entirety. In the future, problems such as those cited above may result in the
data being rejected and could require the sampling event to be repeated.

7. Nickel was detected at a concentration of 332 ug/L in RQLMW-006. This exceeds
the MCL for nickel which is 100 ug/L. Thallium was detected in the sample
obtained from RQLMW-008 at a concentration of 2.5 ug/L which exceeds the MCL
of 2.0 ug/L.
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8. Acetone (8.5 ug/L) and 2-butanone (92.0 ug/L) were detected in the sample

obtained from RQLMW-006. There were no VOCs detected in any of the other

ground water samples. Neither of these constituents were detected in the trip

blank, the field blank, or the two method blanks analyzed by the laboratory as part

of its QA/QC protocols.

9. The explosive compound 2,4-dinitrotoluene (2;4-DNT) was detected in the sample

obtained from RQLMW-010 at a concentration of 0.36 ug/L. 2,4-DNT was not

detected in the duplicate sample obtained from this well. Explosive compounds are

site specific contaminants of concern.

10. A data validation report prepared by Purves Environmental is included in this

document. The following three items contained in the data validation report require

clarification by the owner/operator:

a. On page 4 of the Data Validation Report, it states that the field sample

numbers and the laboratory numbers correlated with the field chain of

custody and analytical reports. As noted above, there are problems with the

identity of the cyanide samples for RQLMW-006 and -007. Therefore, the

statement in the Data Validation Report that there was a correlation between

the field sample numbers and the fieid chain-of-custody should be clarified.

b. On page 10 of the Data Validation Report, it states that all data are valid

except for the turbidity data. It further states that the turbidity data are

estimated due to extended holding times. Previously in the same report

(page 5, Section 2), it states that all holding times were met. This

discrepancy should be clarified.

c. On page 4 of the Data Validation Report, it states that the temperature of the

samples was greater than 4° C upon arrival at the laboratory "because the

cooler was packed [and] received at the laboratory in less than two hours.

This does not provide enough time for the cooler to drop to the 4°C

temperature." However, it is unclear where/how the samples were stored

and cooled from the time of collection the previous day until delivery to the

laboratory almost 24 hours later. It seems that if the samples were stored

in the shipping coolers from the time of collection, as is typically done, then

this premise is not valid. This should be clarified.

11. The statistically significant differences in TDS and specific conductance observed

in the ground water samples obtained from RQLMW-007 were confirmed when the

well was resampled as per OAC 3745-27-10 (D)(8)(b) on June 26, 2001. Therefore

Ramsdell Quarry Landfill has entered assessment monitoring in accordance with

OAC 3745-27-10(E).
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COMMENTS: OCTOBER 9, 2001. GROUND WATER SAMPLE EVENT

The following comments concern the review of the document, "October 9. 2001 Ground

Water Monitoring Sample Event," dated December 3. 2001, and received December 10
2001. " :

1. On page 2 of the report narrative, it states that the ground water contour map for
the "June 2000 sampling event is presented as Figure 1 /' Based on the date that

the map was generated and the sampling event being reported, it is assumed that

this is a typographical error. The owner/operator should submit a corrected page
for insertion into this report.

2. Statistical analyses indicate that there are statistically significant differences
between background and downgradient well RQLMW-007 for TDS and specific

conductance. There is also a statistically significant difference between

background and downgradientwellRQLMW-008for2,4-DNT. No other statistically
significant differences were calculated.

3. The laboratory case narrative indicates that the samples for2,3,6-trinitrotoluene

(2:3,6-TNT) obtained from RQLMW-008, -009, -011, and the field blank were re-

extracted after the holding time had expired. The 2r4,6-TNT analysis was rerun

because the laboratory control sample for the original batch was above QC limits.

Because these samples were analyzed after the holding times had expired, the data

obtained for 2,4,6-TNT for the affected wells are considered minimum values.

4. In the future, an arrow(s) should be added to the ground water contour maps to
indicate the calculated ground water flow direction(s).

5. The laboratory cooler receipt form documents the following problems with the
samples upon arrival at the laboratory:

a. The trip blank is not recorded on the chain-of-custody form.

b. Some of the samples were not at the correct pH. The metals and cyanide

samples from RQLMW-007 and the cyanide sample from RQLMW-008

required further preservation at the laboratory to meet the required pH

levels. Because these samples were not properly preserved in the field, the

data resulting from their analyses are considered minimum values.

c. One of the 40 ml vials for VOC analysis for RQLMW-009 was empty when
it was received by the laboratory.



John Jent

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

March 11,2002

Page 8

The validity of analytical data depends proper collection and preservation (pH

adjustment, temperature) and accurate documentation of samples on the chain-of-

custody. In the future, the owner/operator must ensure that all samples are

properly collected, preserved, and documented on the chain-of-custody forms.

Problems such as those cited above may result in the data being rejected and could

require the sampling event to be repeated.

6. Nickel (131 ug/L) and antimony (6.9 ug/L) were detected above their MCLs in

RQLMW-006. The MCL for nickel is 100 ug/L and the MCL for antimony is 6.0

ug/L. Antimony (2.6 ug/L) also was detected in the method blank. Arsenic was

detected in the sample obtained from RQLMW-008 at a concentration of 55.8 ug/L

which exceeds the MCL of 50 ug/L. Arsenic also was detected in the duplicate from

this well at a concentration of 56.2 ug/L.

7. Low concentrations of acetone (0.68 ug/L to 0.95 ug/L) were detected in the

samples obtained from RQLMW-007, -009 -and -011. No VOCs were detected in

any of the other ground water samples. Acetone was not detected in the trip blank

the field blank, or the method blank analyzed by the laboratory as part of its QA/QC

protocols.

8. The explosive compounds 2,4-DNT and 2,4,6-TNT were detected in the sample

obtained from RQLMW-008 at concentrations of 0.41 ug/L and 0.62 ug/L,

respectively. 2,4-DNT (0.21 ug/L) and 2,4,6-TNT (0.90 ug/L) also were detected

in the sample obtained from RQLMW-011. The field blank also contained 1.1 ug/L

of 2A6-TNT. Explosive compounds are site specific contaminants of concern.

9. A data validation report prepared by Purves Environmental is included in this

document. On page 4 of this report, it states that the cooler temperature was

slightly above the upper limit. However, according to the information included in

the laboratory narrative, the temperatures of the coolers were well below the upper

limit of 4° C when they were received at the laboratory. The statement in the Date
Validation Report concerning the temperature of the coolers being above limits

should be clarified.

10. A ground water quality assessment plan as well as a report documenting the results

of the sampling of well RQLMW-007 for Appendix II parameters has been submitted

to the Ohio EPA for review. The facility also planned to sample the other

downgradient wells at the site for the Appendix II parameters in December 2001.

Because the facility has already entered the assessment phase of monitoring and

is moving forward with plans to sample the remaining downgradient wells for

Appendix II parameters, the owner/operator does not plan a confirmation sampling

of wells RQLMW-007 and -008.
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In summary, Ramsdell Quarry Landfill is not in compliance with OAC 3745-27-10(B)(1 )(a)
as it has failed to install an upgradient monitoring well that represents the quality of ground

water that has not been affected by past or present operations at the sanitary landfill
facility. Ramsdell Quarry Landfill should install an upgradient ground water monitoring well
in a location that complies with OAC Rule 3745-27-10 (B)(1)(a) or meets the exception
provided by OAC Rule 3745-27-10(C)(4).

In addition, the following comments require a written response by Ramsdell Quarry
Landfill:

December 2000 Ground Water Report comments 1 and 4;

April 30, 2001, Ground Water Report comments 1; 6a. 10a. 10b. and 10c: and
October 9, 2001, Ground Water Report comments 1 and 9.

Please submit the written response to Ohio EPA addressing the above mentioned items
within 30 days of your receipt of this letter.

If you have any technical questions regarding this review, please contact Diane Kurlich at
330-963-1150 or Jarnal Singh at 330-963-1276. Please submit all correspondence to
Jarnal Singh, Ohio EPA, Northeast District Office, Division of Solid and Infectious Waste
Management, 2110 East Aurora Road, Twinsburg, Ohio 44087.

Sincerely,

Singh, RS

Environmental Specialist

Division of Solid and Infectious

Waste Management

JS:cl

pc: MuratTukel, DSIWM-NEDO

Dianne Kurlich, DDAGW-NEDO

Eileen Mohr, Site Coordinator, DERR-NEDO

Steven Uecke, Portage Co. HD

Mark Patterson, IOC-RVAAP

File: [LAND/Ramsdell/GRO/67]
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TELE (330) 425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0769 BobTaft, Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

Re: Ramsdell Quarry Landfill

Ground Water Assessment

Monitoring Plan
Mr. John Jent P.E.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

600 Martin Luther King Place

P.O. Box 59

Attn: CEORL-ED-GS

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO)
has completed review of the Ground Water Assessment Plan for the Ramsdell Quarry
Landfill (RQL) received by Ohio EPA NEDO on September 10, 2001. Ground water at
RQL is being monitored under the 1990 municipal solid waste rules (OAC 3745-27-10)
The Ground Water Assessment Plan was submitted in response to the statistically
significant differences observed in total dissolved solids and specific conductance between
upgradient well RQLMW-006 and downgradient well RQLMW-007 during the April 30
2001, semiannual sampling event. The statistically significant difference in total dissolved
solids was confirmed during a June 26, 2001, sampling event. However, the statistically
significant difference in specific conductance was not confirmed during the June 26 2001
sampling event.

Based on the review of the Ground Water Assessment Plan, Ohio EPA had determined
the following violation:

1. Per OAC 3745-27-10 (B)(1)(a), the owner/operator has failed to install an
upgradient/background monitoring well that represents the quality of the ground
water that has not been affected by past or present operations at the sanitary
landfill facility. '

In the document, "Final Report on the Ground Water Investigation of Ramsdell
Quarry Landfill," (August 2000) (page 4-4) it stated, "Considering that the horizontal
potentiometnc gradient during the wet season is flat and exhibits short-term
reversals, leaching from RQL [Ramsdell Quarry Landfill] and/or underlying historical
wastes is the likely source of observed contaminants in well RQLMW-006."

Ohio EPA agrees with this assessment of the hydrogeology in the vicinity of
RQLMW-006. Therefore, the owner/operator should include provisions in the
"Ground Water Assessment Plan" for the installation of an upgradient well that
meets the requirements OAC Rule 3745-27-10 (B)(1)(a) or meets the exception
provided by OAC Rule 3745-27-10 (C)(4)
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RofMwnnt <-haVh?- SuobTCti°n' "UP3rad^nt/Background Monitoring Well-
RQLMW-006, m Section 2 should be modified accordingly.

Ohio EPA also has the following comments that require your attention:

1 ■ The title page of the document has the date, September 2001 The document was
received by the Ohio EPA-NEDO on September 10, 2001. However the hea*q
on each page of the document is dated Setb 27 2 b S

2.

9

6.

y Ohio EPANEDO on September 10, 2001. However the hea*q
on each page of the document is dated September 27, 2001 border to aS
confusion, the date included in the heading of each page should be corrected

In the "Introduction," page 1, it states that the rules under which this facilitv is

19990 Thir :'aPPliCaf 'e I0' S°lid W3Ste landfi"S Ci0Sin9 - or befoSDecembe1990. This is incorrect and it is unclear where the December 1990 date originates
The sohd waste regulations which became effective on March 1 1990 are

199P Cb t6 °dSn? WaStf I3"?^ that CSaSed aCCeP'in9 ^te prior to'Ek \1990 but did not complete closure certification prior to that date Because the

SW,Tlfl("BlBrtoMmh 1' 1"°' ^-notrequTredto" einto the 1994 solid waste regulations. Because it did not complete closure
activities, prior to March 1, 1990, the 1990 regulations rather Than the 1987
regulations are in effect. The "Introduction" should be revised accordingly

3 seeatE::ar;

(August 2000). The final report includes the results of the complete investiaatinn
rather than only the data from first few months of the project lnvesf'9at'°n

s^fds" ?TOsTnPotS8r C'tedHinHSefi°n 2, page 2, should be "total dissolved
solids (TDS) not total suspended solids." This should be corrected.

On page 5, Section 6, it states that a copy of the "Final Report on the Ground Wafer
Investigation of the Ramsdell Quarry Landfill" is attached to the assessment
As noted above, the Initial Phase Report is included as Append! *^ AsStated
above the Final Report should be added to the assessment pTan'n add-on the
date of the Final Report is August 2000, not January 1999 as is stated on oaals
of the assessment plan. This should be corrected. P 9
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9.

!e£ssr;0^siisAppendix ■■■»^«-
document (e.g., Section 9) Al references in Z °CCUr in °ther Sections °f^
should be changed to Appendix B assessment plan to Appendix II

fulfilled by the information included n Sor^ ^27"l°(E)(3)(b)(iii» has not
Appendix B. A written summar'o?tos'at ticaS^ and <hf <abls deluded as
-ults of any confirmatory sailing ^ZV^lZVtZT ^*

monitoring samples. wcu '" tne c°»ection of ground water

10. In

provisions and procedures for he installation n!°n Sh°U'd be revised f°
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12.
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13.

14 SHHS3==

15

please contact

Jarna! Singh, Ohio EPA. Nofc';^^ n™!!t !^!( al1 correspondence to
Management, 2110

Sincerely,^

larnal Singh, RS

Environmental Specialist
Division of Solid and Infectious
Waste Management

JS:cl

pc: Murat Tukel, DSIVVM-NEDO ** , r.

Dianne Kurlich, DDAGW NEDO nfe r, fS"' '°C-RVAAP
Eileen Mohr, & Todd Fisher DERR NEDO [LAND/Ramsdell/GRO/67]
Steven Uecke, Portage County HD '



ONoEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

T/.'insburg, Ohio 44087-1969

April 15, 2002

TELE (33C) 425.9171 FAX j330) 487_0769 Bob Taft Governor

Christopher Jones. Director

Re: JKiHmsdell Quarry Landfill

Ground Water Monitoring

Mr. John Jent P.E.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

600 Martin Luther King Place

P.O. Box 59

Attn: CEORL-ED-GS

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO) has

reviewed the documents listed below:

1. RESPONSE TO OCTOBER 31, 2000, NOTICE OF VIOLATION;

2. ADDENDUM TO JUNE 2000 GROUND WATER MONITORING STATISTICAL

REPORT;

3. ADDENDUM TO THE FEBRUARY 2000 GROUND WATER SAMPLING EVENT;

All three documents were dated December 12, 2000, and were received by Ohio EPA on

December 13, 2000. Ground water at the Ramsdell Quarry Landfill is being monitored under

the 1990 municipal solid waste rules (OAC 3745-27-10).

No compliance issues were identified during Ohio EPA's review of these documents. The

owner/operator has adequately addressed the three violations cited in the October 31, 2000,

Notice of Violation letter. Ohio EPA does, however, have the following comment concerning

review of the documents 'Addendum to the February 2000 Ground Water Sampling Event' and

the 'Addendum to the June 2000 Ground Water Monitoring Statistical Report':

1. Ramsdell Quarry Landfill historically has had problems documented with the statistical

programs that it used to analyze its ground water monitoring data. After consultation with

the USACE (Army Corp of Engineers), Ohio EPA, and a professional statistician, a

different statistical program was developed for use with the ground water monitoring data

at this site. The recalculation results for the statistical analyses performed on the

February and June ground water data are documented in these two addenda.

Ohio EPA has determined that the statistical program used in the recalculation of the statistics

for the February and June ground water monitoring data meets the requirements of OAC 3745-

27-10 (C)(5) and (6). No further action is required by the owner/operator with respect to these

two documents at this time.



Mr. John Jent P.E.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

April 15,2002

Page 2

if you have any technical questions regarding this review, please contact Diane Kurlich at 330-

963-1150 or Jarnal Singh at 330-963-1276. Please submit all correspondence to Jarnal Singh,

Ohio EPA, Northeast District Office, Division of Solid and Infectious Waste Management, 2110

East Aurora Road, Twinsburg, Ohio 44087.

Sincerely, a

(I Si (
rnal Singh, RS

Environmental Specialist

Division of Solid and Infectious

Waste Management

JS:cl

pc: Murat Tukel, DSIWM-NEDO

Dianne Kurlich, DDAGW-NEDO

Eileen Mohr, Site Coordinator, DERR, NEDO

Steven Uecke, Portage Co. HD

Mark Patterson, IOC-RVAAP

File: [LAND/Ramsdell/GRO/67]



OrkEPtk
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agencx

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road TELE ,330^ 425-9171 PAX f330) 437-0769 Bob Taft- Governor
Twinsburg, Ohio 44QS7-1969 Christopher Jones. Director

June 27, 2002

Re: Hamsdell Quarry Landfill

Mr. John Jent P.E.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

600 Martin Luther King Place

P.O. Box 59

Attn: CEORL-ED-GS

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO) has

completed review of the Ramsdell Quarry Landfill (RQL) document dated April 8, 2002, titled

"Response to Comments Letter." This document was submitted in response to the comments

included in the Ohio EPA March 11, 2002 letter to the facility, and was received by Ohio EPA

on April 15, 2002.

Upon review of this document, it has been determined that RQL has adequately addressed the

comments in the Ohio EPA March 11, 2002 letter. No further action is required by RQL in

respect to this issue at this time.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 330-963-1276.

Sincerely,

Carnal Singh, RS
Environmental Specialist

Division of Solid and Infectious

Waste Management

JSxl

pc: Dianne Kurlich, DDAGW-NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR-NEDO

Steven Uecke, Portage County Health Department

Mark Patterson, 10C-RVAAP

File: [Tukel/LAND/Ramsdell/GRO/67]

lied on reeve ed z*zi



State ot Ohio Environmental Protection Agencv

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg. Ohio 44087-1969
TELE (330) 425-9171 FAX [3303 487-0769 Bob faft, Governor

Christopher Jones. Director

January 11, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

ERIE BURNING GROUNDS

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), Division

of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the document entitled:

"Final, Phase I Remedial Investigation Report for the Erie Burning Grounds at the Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio." This document, dated December 2001 and received at Ohio

EPA, NEDO, on December 26,2001, was prepared by Science Applications International Corporation

{SAIC) for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under contract number DACA62-94-D-0029,

delivery order number 0072.

The final document was reviewed compared to the draft-final document, dated May, 2001, and the

comment response documents.

The document revisions are acceptable to Ohio EPA and the document is considered final by the

Agency.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact me at

330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

David Seely, U.S. EPA Region V

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, CO, DERR

Steve Selecman, SAIC

Conni McCambridge, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DDAGW

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, OSC

Kevin Jago, SAIC

!r nted on rs>cvcie3 csze-



OhfaEFtt
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

January 4, 2002

TELE (330) 425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft, Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

re: ravenna army ammunition plant

portage/trumbull counties

6pen demolition area # 1

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency {Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), Division

of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the document entitled:

"Final, Phase I Remedial Investigation Report for Demolition Area 1 at the Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio." This document, dated December 2001 and received at Ohio

EPA, NEDO, on December 26, 2001, was prepared by Science Applications International

Corporation (SAIC) for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under contract number

DACA62-94-D-0029, delivery order number 0076.

The final document was reviewed compared to the draft-final document, dated June 2001 and the

comment response documents.

The document revisions are acceptable to Ohio EPA and the document is considered final by the

Agency.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact me

at 330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: John Cicero, RVAAP

BobWhelove, OSC

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, CO, DERR

Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Conni McCambridge, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DDAGW

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Steve Selecman, SAIC

David Seely, U.S. EPA Region V

Kevin Jago, SAIC

PrniecT on recycled paper



OtaEftt
State of Ohio hnvironmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road TELE f330) 425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft. Governor
Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969 Christopher Jones. Director

June 18, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGEATRUMBULL COUNTIES

OPEN DEMOLITION AREA # 1

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

On May 15,2002, the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office

(NEDO), Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), received the two-volume

document entitled: "OE/UXO Removal and Interim Removal Action Report forthe Open Demolition

Area # 1." This document was prepared for the U.S. Army Operations Support Command (OSC)

by MKM Engineers, Inc.

I returned to the office on June 10, 2002, subsequent to a four-month medical leave. As such, I

will not be able to meet the 30-day document review time. I apologize for this delay and this

document will be prioritized and reviewed as soon as possible.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this correspondence, please do not hesitate to

contact me at 330-963-1221.

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Rick Callahan, MKM Engineers

Mike Samelak, MKM Engineers

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR

ydtJ ;;aper



ONoEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road TELE (330,425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0769 BobTaft, Governor

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969 Christopher Jones. Director

June 25, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

OPEN DEMOLITION AREA # 1

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO),

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the

two-volume document entitled: "OE/UXO Removal and Interim Removal Action Report for

the Open Demolition Area # 1, Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio, 44266."

This document, dated April 2002 and received on May 15,2002, was prepared for the U.S.

Army Operations Support Command (OSC) by MKM Engineers, Inc.

Ohio EPA has the following comments on the submitted document:

General Comments:

1. In a recent meeting which included representatives from the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers (USACE), the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP), and Ohio

EPA, it was decided to change the terminology utilized to describe the various

reports which are submitted by the contractor. The following terminology is to be

utilized for future submissions:

Old Terminology New Terminology

Draft Preliminary Draft

Draft-Final Draft

Final Final

The documents which are to be submitted to the information repositories in Newton

Falls and Ravenna are the draft and final versions of the reports.

It is anticipated that, for workplans, the format which the project team has been

utilizing will remain in place. That is, there will be a draft workplan, and subsequent

to comment resolution (matrices and meetings), that the workpfan will be revised

and submitted as a final work product.

nted en reeve ed ^a^=r



MR. MARK PATTERSON

JUNE 25, 2002

PAGE 2

2. In future preliminary-draft and draft reports, please number the text lines. This will

aid in drafting comments, as well as facilitating the comment resolution process.

3. Please substitute "area of concern" (AOC) for the term "site" when specifically

referencing OD-1. This substitution needs to be made throughout the document.

4. In several areas within the text describing the TNT/RDX field analyses, there is the

notation that there were "interferences which can produce false positives... including

haze or cloudiness caused by organic humus and sediment content in the sample

or cleanliness of the sample cuvette." At an appropriate place in the text of the

report, please indicate what corrective actions were undertaken to mitigate the

impact of these interferences on the field analyses. In addition, any corrective

actions instituted should be utilized on future projects.

Specific Comments:

1. Please revise the text in section 1.1 (page 1-1) to read: "In addition, RVAAP also

had several areas used for burning, demolition and testing of munitions,

buildings/areas designated for cleanup and decontamination activities for production

equipment, landfills and dump sites."

2. Please update the second paragraph in section 1.1 (page 1-1) to reflect the May 13,

2002 DD 1354 which officially reassigned an additional 3,774 acres of RVAAP to

the National Guard Bureau (NGB). The NGB will subsequently license the area to

the Ohio Army National Guard (OHARNG) for use as a training site.

3. Please add text to the revised report (in the second full paragraph on page 1-2) to

indicate that the Phase 1 Remedial Investigation (Rl) report also recommended that

a baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) and a Screening Ecological

Risk Assessment (SERA) be conducted.

4. In the last paragraph of section 1.2 (page 1 -2), please add text to the revised report

which provides the rationale for the four foot excavation depth (i.e., funding and

OSC driven). In addition, please be advised that this depth may not be acceptable

to the OHARNG, based upon the potential future use of this area. (This comment

is also applicable to section 3.1 on page 3-1.)

5. In the last paragraph of section 1.2 (page 1-2), the last sentence in this section

indicates that "...grid soils did not exceed the chemical criteria..." Is this referring to

the site-related background that was developed during the Winklepeck Burning

Grounds (WBG) Rl? Please revise the text as necessary.



MR. MARK PATTERSON

JUNE 25, 2002

PAGE 3

6. Please revise the text in section 1.3 (page 1 -2) to read as follows: "The OSC Safety

Group reviewed and approved the documents; and Ohio EPA reviewed and

provided comments on the documents."

7. The fourth bullet on page 1 -3 references grids 17,18,19, and 20, and indicates that

all grids are delineated on figure 1-4. In the revised document, please label grids

17-20 on figure 1-4.

8. In section 1.3 (second last paragraph on page 1 -3), please provide a description of

the soil stockpile management (i.e., silt fencing, etc.).

9. In section 1.3 (second last paragraph on page 1-3), please revise the text to read

as follows: "Each 100 yd3 stockpile that was tested and determined to be non-

detect for explosives, and which had metals concentrations consistent with

background, were staged back on the OD-1 AOC, following sifting, for use as

backfill."

10. On page 2-2, should the text read: "The extent of OES visible on the surface at the

AOC was not investigated prior to the initiation of this IRA."?

11. Please add an additional figure to the revised report that delineates the location of

the two small areas (outside the 400 x 600 foot area) containing surface OES which

were identified and excavated. (Section 3.0)

12. Each grid was surveyed with a Schonstedt at the excavation termination depth of

either two or four feet. Please provide additional text to section 3.1 (page 3-1)

which describes the effective penetration depth of the Schonstedt GA-52CX

commercial handheld magnetometer.

13. In section 3.2 (page 3-2), please reference the later section in the report (section

7.1) that details the amount (poundage) of OES removed from the OD -1 AOC.

14. On figure 3-1, please label grid 11a as a burn pit.

15. Please revise the text on page 4-1 (section 4.0) to read: "...consequently removing

the potential for future migration of contaminants off of the AOC."

16. Please revise the text on page 4-1 (section 4.0) to read as follows: "If field analysis

indicated non-detect results for both TNT and RDX, and Phase 1 metals

concentrations were consistent with background, the soil was used for backfilling

the AOC excavations."



MR. MARK PATTERSON
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17. In section 4.2 (page 4-2), please revise the text to indicate that only the soil samples

collected for explosives analyses were composited. All other samples should have

been discrete samples, as specified in the Facility-Wide Sampling and Analysis

Plan (FSAP).

18. In section 5.0 (page 5-1), please substitute the term "grid" for "gird."

19. In section 5.5 (page 5-3), please re-arrange some of the text so that it is clear (up-

front) in the second paragraph why portions of this grid were excavated to an eight

foot depth.

20. In section 5.5 (page 5-4), please provide additional information in the text as to the

disposition of the volatile organic compound (VOC) - contaminated soils. (This

comment is also applicable to section 7.2 on page 7-1.)

21. In section 5.8 (page 5-5), there is an indication in the text that a burn area/pit was

encountered and excavated in the southwestern portion of the grid. In the revised

document, please delineate this burn area/pit on a figure.

22. In section 5.9 (page 5-5), there is an indication in the text that a burn area/pit was

encountered and excavated in the grid. In the revised document, please delineate

this burn area/pit on a figure.

23. In section 5.10 (page 5-6), there is an indication in the text that two burn areas/pits

were encountered and excavated in the grid. In the revised document, please

delineate these burn areas/pits on a figure.

24. In section 5.11 (page 5-6), there is an indication in the text that a burn area/pit was

encountered and excavated in the grid. In the revised document, please delineate

this burn area/pit on a figure. In addition, please change the section title to read

"5.11" instead of "5.10."

25. In section 5.11 (page 5.6), please remove the sentence in the second paragraph

that states: "The soil was used as backfill," as a previous sentence in this

paragraph indicates that the soil was placed in the explosives and metals

contaminated stockpile.

26. In section 5.12 (page 5-7), there is an indication in the text that a burn area/pit was

encountered and excavated in the grid. In the revised document, please delineate

this burn area/pit on a figure.

27. In section 5.12 (page 5-7), please revise the text to read: "The total volume of soil

excavated from grid 12 was 400 yards3."



MR. MARK PATTERSON
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28. In section 5.17 (page 5-9), there is an indication in the text that a burn area/pit was

encountered and excavated in the grid. In the revised document, please delineate

this burn area/pit on a figure.

29. In section 5.18 (page 5-9), there is an indication in the text that two burn areas/pits

were encountered and excavated in the grid. In the revised document, please

delineate these burn areas/pits on a figure.

30. In section 5.18 (page 5-9), please provide additional details in the revised text which

discuss the disposition of the soils removed from the two burn areas.

31. In section 5.19 (page 5-9), there is an indication in the text that a burn area/pit was

encountered and excavated in the grid. In the revised document, please delineate

this burn area/pit on a figure.

32. In section 5.19 (page 5-9), please provide additional details in the revised text which

discuss the disposition of the soils removed from the lateral trench filled with burn

pit debris.

33. On table 5-1, please verify whether the column entitled "Region 9 PRG Data"

represents the straight Region 9 value or 1/10 the PRG which is the initial screen

used at RVAAP. In addition, please re-check the individual columns to ensure that

the correct concentrations are either highlighted or in bold print (for example,

benzene should also be in bold print).

34. In section 6.1 (page 6-2), the text indicates that antimony was not identified as a

chemical of potential concern (COPC) during the Phase 1 Rl. This is not entirely

correct, as antimony was not identified as a subsurface COPC, but was identified

as a surface COPC.

35. On Table 7-1:

a. Were any semi-volatile organic compound (SVOC) analyses conducted on

any of the burn pit soils?

b. Please verify whether the column entitled "Region 9 PRG Data" represents

the straight Region 9 value or 1/10 the PRG which is the initial screen used

at RVAAP.

c. Please re-check the individual columns to ensure that the correct

concentrations are either highlighted or in bold print (for example, benzene

should also be in bold print).
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36. Please update section 8.0 (page 8-1) to indicate whether or not the final seeding,

(using the approved RVAAP mixture) has taken place.

37. In section 9.1 (page 9-1), please clarify the text to indicate that the concentrations

that are reported are from the confirmation samples taken at the termination depth

of the excavation.

38. In Appendix A, please add information to the worksheets that identifies the on-site

analyst(s).

39. In Appendix B:

a. Please provide the chain of custody (COC) forms.

b. With respect to VOC analyses, please provide additional information as to

the analysis date, as some of the samples appear to have exceeded their

holding times.

40. In Appendix C:

a. Please provide signed copies of the weekly report in the revised report.

b. With respect to the "blue soils" depicted in the photographs from grid 11,

please discuss, in the text of the report, the reason for the blue coloring, the

corresponding analytical results, and the disposition of the soil.

41. In Appendix E:

a. There are several data validation reports which indicate (in the data

summary section) that no qualifiers were changed and that all the data is

valid. Yet several pages after this statement, there is an additional page that

indicates that qualifiers were changed. Please review all the data validation

reports and have the validator revise his reports as necessary.

b. In several data validation reports, there are the notations that the serial

dilutions which were performed are not valid and that flags were removed.

Yet in the data summary section, there is text that indicates that no qualifiers

were changed and that the data is valid. Please review all the data validation

reports and have the validator revise his reports as necessary.

c. With respect to the data validation reports which indicate that serial dilutions

were performed, please provide additional information as to why they were
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performed, whether or not a regular metals analysis was run, and the

potential impact upon all the resulting data.

42. In Appendix G, please provide clarification as to the additional column inserted in

the chart which is labeled as "RCRA Bck Prg." What is the significance of these

additional notations and who added the column to the chart?

43. In Appendix H, please add the analyst's name(s) to the worksheets. In addition, for

future projects, please ensure that the proper protocol for making changes is

followed (i.e., one line strike-out and initialed).

44. The PRG list in Appendix I does not match the two tables which appear in volume

1 of this report. Please clarify which is correct and make any necessary

adjustments to the table(s) and the text of the report.

45. In volume 2, please clarify why the contractor is having the laboratory report

tentatively identify compounds (TICs).

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to

contact me at 330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Bill Ingold, OSC

Rick Callahan, MKM (Ravenna)

Mike Samelak, MKM (Ravenna)

Srini Neralla, MKM (Sacramento)

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR
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TELE (330)425-9171 FAX (330i 487-0/69 Bob Taft. Governor

Christopher Jones. Director

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

OH5-210-020-736

PORTAGE COUNTY

GW MONITORING EVENT RESULTS (ODA)

SUPPLEMENTARY ANNUAL REPORT

John Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297

Dear Mr. Cicero:

On February 25, 1999, the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast

District Office (NEDO), received the following documents: the September 1998 Open

Detonation Area Ground Water Monitoring Event Results, dated February 18, 1999; the

December 1998 fipert'Detormtion Area Ground Water Monitoring Event Results, dated

February 18, 1999; the 1998 Supplementary Annual Report for Ground Water Monitoring

Data, dated February 18, 1999. The above referenced documents were submitted by the

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP), located at 8451 State Route 5, Ravenna, Ohio.

The ground water monitoring program at the site is in accordance with Ohio Administrative

Code (OAC) rules 3745-54-90 through 3745-55-02.

The Ohio EPA has the following comments regarding the submittals.

COMMENTS;

COMMENTS SEPTEMBER 1998 SAMPLING EVENT:

1. The following statistically significant differences between upgradient well DET-1

and the cited downgradient wells were observed:

Sodium in DET-2, -3, and -4;

Barium in DET-3;

Calcium in DET-2, -3, and -4;

Specific conductance in DET-2, -3, and -4;

pH in DET-2, -3, and -4; and

TOC in DET-3 and -4.

2. There are discrepancies between the date of sample collection that appears on the

field sampling sheets (September 17, 1998); the laboratory sample description

information sheet (September 23, 1998); and the laboratory data sheets

(September 23, 1998). There is also a discrepancy between the date received as
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documented on the laboratory sample description information sheet (September 25,

1998) and on the laboratory data sheets (September 24, 1998). The chain-of-

custody form also indicates that the samples were collected on September 23,

1998. Discrepancies such as these affect the validity of the data package and

should be avoided.

3. If the samples were collected on September 17, 1998, as documented on the field

sampling sheets, then the holding times for VOCs were exceeded because the

samples were not analyzed until October 6,1998. The VOC data, therefore, would

be considered to be minimum concentrations.

4. If the samples were collected on September 17, 1998, the holding time of seven

days between collection and extraction for explosives also was exceeded and the

concentrations detected would be considered to be minimum values.

5. The laboratory control sample for nitrocellulose was outside of control limits.

COMMENTS DECEMBER 1998 SAMPLING EVENT

1. According to the laboratory data sheets for the explosives data, the samples were

collected on December 18, 1998. The samples were not received by the laboratory

until December 31, 1998, and were not analyzed until February 15, 1999. If these

dates are accurate, the holding times between collection and extraction and

analysis were exceeded. Therefore, all explosive results are minimum values.

2. Explosive compounds detected in upgradient well DET-1 included 1,3,5-

trinitrobenzene (0.58 ug/L); 3-nitrotoluene (1.0 ug/L); 4-nitrotoluene (0.40 ug/L); and

1,2-dinitrobenzene (123 ug/L).

3. The explosive compounds 3-nitrotoluene (0.40 ug/L) and 1,2-dinitrobenzene (49

ug/L) were detected in DET-2. The explosive compounds 1,3,5-trinitrobenzene

(0.49 ug/L); 3-nitrotoluene (1.5 ug/L); and 1,2-dinitrobenzene (94 ug/L) were

detected in DET-3. Tetryl (0.43 ug/L); 1,3,5-trinitrobenzene (0.54 ug/L);

nitrobenzene (0.43 ug/L); 3-nitrotoluene (0.46 ug/L); 4-nitrotoluene (0.53 ug/L) and

1,2-dinitrobenzene (38 ug/L) were detected in DET-4. In the duplicate sample

obtained from well DET-2, 1,3,5-trinitrobenzene (0.57 ug/L); tetryl (0.41 ug/L);

nitrobenzene (0.41 ug/L); 4-nitrotoluene (0.50 ug/L) and 1,2-dinitrobenzene (36

ug/L) were detected.
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4. The following statistically significant differences between upgradient well DET-1

and the cited downgradient wells were observed:

Barium in DET-3;

Calcium in DET-2, -3, and -4;

pH in DET-2, -3, and -4;

Specific conductance in DET-2, -3, and -4;

TOC in DET-3 and -4; and

Sodium in DET-2 and -3.

CONCLUSIONS:

In the future, RVAAP should ensure that all documentation associated with the sampling

event is accurately completed. Discrepancies such as the documentation of the sampling

date during the September sampling event should not occur.

RVAAP should ensure that all sample holding times are met. Failure to extract or/and

analyze samples within the specified holding times may result in the data being considered

invalid.

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at

(330)963-1189.

Gregory Orr

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

GO:cl

cc: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Jeremy Carroll, DHWM, CO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Todd Fisher, DERR, NEDO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP
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TELE ;33C) 425-9171 FAX (3305 487-07 Bob Taft, Governor

;hristopher Jones. Director

John Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297

RE: RAVENNA ARSENAL AMMUNITION PLANT, OHD 210-020-735, PORTAGE COUNTY

DECEMBER 29, 1999 RESPONSE LETTER

Dear Mr. Cicero:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), received

the above referenced document. The document was submitted by the Ravenna Army Ammunition

Plant (RVAAP), located at 8451 State Route 5, Ravenna, Ohio. On September 23,1999, the Ohio

EPA observed the quarterly sampling of ground water monitoring wells at the Opft*t;5etortati6n

Ama#2(ODA-2). An Ohio EPA comment letter, dated October 20, 1999, summarized the Ohio

EPA's comments concerning the sampling event. The above cited document is RVAAP's response

to the October 20, 1999, Ohio EPA comments. The ground water monitoring program at the site

is in accordance with Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) rules 3745-54-90 through 3745-55-02.

The Ohio EPA has the following comment regarding the submittal.

COMMENT:

RVAAP has adequately addressed the October 20, 1999, Ohio EPA comments. No further action

is required by RVAAP concerning these issues at this time.

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at (330) 963-

1189.

Sincerely,

Gregory Orr

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

GO:ddw

cc: Jeremy Carroll, DHWM, CO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

ec: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Todd Fisher, DERR, NEDO



ONoEftt
State of Ohio Environments] Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg. Ohio 44067-1969

, 2002

TELE (330)425-9171 FAX i330) 487-0769 Bob Taft, Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

John Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297

RE: FEBRUARY 2000 SAMPLING EVENT, DATED JUNE 23, 2000; JUNE 2000 SAMPLING

EVENT, DATED AUGUST 21, 2000; SEPTEMBER 2000 SAMPLING EVENT, DATED

NOVEMBER 1, 2000; AUGUST 2000 SAMPLING EVENT, WELL DET-1 B, DATED

NOVEMBER 30,2000; DECEMBER 2000 SAMPLING EVENT, DATED JANUARY 29,2001;

AND SUPPLEMENTARY ANNUAL REPORT FOR 2000, DATED FEBRUARY 16, 2001.

Dear Mr. Cicero:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), received

the above referenced. The documents were submitted by the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

(RVAAP), located at 8451 State Route 5, Ravenna, Ohio. The ground water monitoring events were

conducted at the jOftin Detonation Area (ODA),during the year 2000. The ground water monitoring

program at the site is in accordance with Ohio Administrative Code {OAC) rules 3745-54-90 through

3745-55-02.

The Ohio EPA has the following comments regarding the submittals.

COMMENTS:

COMMENTS FEBRUARY 2000 SAMPLING EVENT:

1. The text of this report indicates that the sampling was conducted on February 23, 2000.

However, the information on the computer disk that accompanies the report, as well as the hard

copies of the results of the statistical tests, indicate that the sampling event was conducted on

March 28 and 29, 2000. The 2000 Supplementary Annual Reporting Form also indicates that

the sampling event was conducted on March 28 and 29, 2000. RVAAP shall clarify this

discrepancy in the dates the sampling was conducted.

2. The text of the report indicates that the following statistically significant differences were

observed between the concentrations of constituents in the upgradient well DET-1 and the cited

downgradient wells:

calcium in DET-2, -3, and -4;

chromium in DET-2, -3, and -4;

sodium, in DET-2, -3, and -4;

specific conductance in DET-2, -3, and -4;

iron in DET-3; and

potassium in DET-4.
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The text in the 2000 Annual Report for what appears to be the same sampling event indicates

that the statistically significant differences between the upgradient well DET-1 and the cited
downgradient wells included the following:

iron in DET-2 and 3;

sodium in DET-2, -3, and -4;

specific conductance in DET-4;

HMX in DET-4; and

RDX in DET-4.

These discrepancies between the quarterly report and the annual report must be explained.

3. The laboratory data sheets for this sampling event were not submitted as part of this report.

However, the 2000 Supplementary Annual Report did include copies of these forms. A review

of the data sheets included in the annual report indicate the following.

a. The explosive, RDX, was detected in the samples obtained from DET-2 (0.11 ug/L) and

DET-4 {1.3 ug/L). The concentration detected in the sample from DET-2 was below the

reporting limit of 0.50 and, therefore, was flagged as an estimated value.

b. The explosive HMX was detected in the sample obtained from DET-4 (2.5 ug/L).

c. Arsenic was detected in the samples obtained from DET-1 (7.6 ug/L), DET-2 (14.5

ug/L), and DET-3 (9.7 ug/L).

COMMENT SEPTEMBER 2000 SAMPLING EVENT:

An arrow showing the calculated direction of ground water flow has not been included on the ground

water contour map. Such an arrow should be included on all future ground water contour maps

submitted for review.

COMMENT AUGUST 2000 SAMPLING EVENT:

The detection of site specific contaminants of concern in the field blank indicates that cross

contamination may have occurred in the sampling and/or analytical procedures. Alternatively, the

source used for preparing the field blank may have been contaminated. In the future, provisions

should be taken to ensure that the field blank is not contaminated with site specific contaminants of

concern.

COMMENT DECEMBER 2000 SAMPLING EVENT:

The ground water contour map does not include an arrow showing the estimated direction of ground

water flow. Such an arrow should be included in all future submittals.



JOHN CICERO, JR.

MAY 29, 2002

PAGE - 3 -

CONCLUSIONS

Comments 1 and 2 under the February 2000 sampling event require responses from RVAAP to clarify

discrepancies between the information provided in the quarterly report and the Supplementary Annual

Reporting Form.

In the future, all ground water contour maps should include an arrow(s) showing the estimated direction

of ground water flow.

The detection of site specific contaminants of concern in the field blank during the August 2000

sampling event indicates that cross contamination may have occurred in the sampling and/or analytical

procedures. Alternatively, the source used for preparing the field blank may have been contaminated.

In the future, provisions must be taken to ensure that the field blank is not contaminated with site

specific contaminants of concern.

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at (330) 963-

1189.

Sincerely,

Gregory Or'r

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

cc: Jeremy Carroll, DHWM, CO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

ec: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Todd Fisher, DERR, NEDO



ONoEFft
Stute of Ohio Environmental Protection

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road TELE i33n,. 4^5_9171 FAX ,330; 487_0769 Bob Taft, Governor

r.vinsburg. Ohio 44067-1969 Chr,stopher Jones. Director

June 12, 2002

John Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297

RE: MARCH 2001, ODA-2 GROUND WATER MONITORING REPORT; DATED MAY 10,2001;

RECEIVED MAY 31, 2001; JUNE 2001, ODA-2 GROUND WATER MONITORING

REPORT; DATED AUGUST 8,2001; RECEIVED AUGUST 10,2002; SEPTEMBER 2001,

ODA-2 GROUND WATER MONITORING REPORT; DATED NOVEMBER 21, 2001;

RECEIVED NOVEMBER 23, 2001; DECEMBER 2001, ODA-2 GROUND WATER

MONITORING REPORT; DATED JANUARY 18, 2002; RECEIVED JANUARY 22, 2002;

SUPPLEMENTARYANNUAL REPORT FOR 2001; ODA-2; DATED FEBRUARY 19,2002;

RECEIVED FEBRUARY 22, 2002; MARCH 2002, ODA-2 GROUND WATER

MONITORING REPORT; DATED APRIL 25, 2002; RECEIVED APRIL 30, 2002

Dear Mr. Cicero:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), received

the above referenced. The documents were submitted by the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

(RVAAP), located at 8451 State Route 5, Ravenna, Ohio. The ground water monitoring events

were conducted at the Open Detonation Area #2 (ODA-2) during 2001 and also March 2002. The

ground water monitoring program at the site is in accordance with Ohio Administrative Code (OAC)

rules 3745-54-90 through 3745-55-02.

The Ohio EPA has the following comments regarding the submittals.

COMMENTS:

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. On July 2, 2001, in response to confirmed statistical triggers at ODA-2, a Compliance

Monitoring Plan was submitted to the Ohio EPA for review. Ohio EPA comments

concerning the plan were sent to the facility in a letter dated October 12, 2001. This plan,

with the required changes incorporated, has not been resubmitted to the Ohio EPA for

review. The revised plan shall be submitted, immediately.

2. In future submittals, the ground water contour map should be revised to show the

geographic relationship between Sand Creek and DET-4 and DET-3. As now drawn, it is

impossible to determine on which side of the creek the wells are located.

3. In all future submittals, the ground water contour map should include an arrow(s) indicating

the calculated direction(s) of ground water flow.

"te:i on resvc
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COMMENTS MARCH 2001 SAMPLING EVENT

1. The text of the report indicates that the following statistically significant differences were

observed between the concentrations of constituents in the upgradient well DET-1B and the

cited downgradient wells:

arsenic in DET-2 {11.2 ug/L),

specific conductance in DET-4 (1300 umhos/cm),

HMX in DET-4 (0.55 ug/L), and

zinc in DET-2 (22.7 ug/L).

2. The explosive compound RDX was detected in the sample obtained from DET-4 at a

concentration of 0.19 ug/L. This concentration is below the reporting limit of 0.50 ug/L and

is an estimated value.

3. The time of sample collection for DET-4 has been omitted from the chain-of-custody (COC)

form. In the future, all pertinent information shall be included on the COC.

4. The text indicates that only the most recent four observations were used for the background

statistical data set. Although this was correct for the December 2000 sampling event, the

background data set has now grown to the most recent five observations. The text shall

be corrected and a replacement page submitted for insertion into the report.

COMMENTS JUNE 2001 SAMPLING EVENT

1. The text of the report indicates that the following statistically significant differences were

observed between the concentrations of constituents in the upgradient well DET-1 B and the

cited downgradient wells:

arsenic in DET-2 (13.3 ug/L) and

specific conductance in DET-4 (900 umhos/cm).

2. The contouring of the water level elevation data presented on the ground water contour

map (Figure 1) has been done incorrectly. The contours are all labeled between 954 and

959 while the water level elevations at each well are between1029 and1048. A corrected

version of this map was included in the 2001 Supplementary Annual Report Form. No

further action is required of RVAAP with respect to this issue.

3. The time of sample collection for DET-4 has been omitted from the COC. This has resulted

in the laboratory sample summary indicating that the samples from both DET-3 and DET-4

were collected at 10:30. In the future, all pertinent information should be included on the

COC.

4. The text indicates that only the most recent four observations were used forthe background

statistical data set. Although this was correct for the December 2000 sampling event, the

background data set now includes the most recent six observations. The text should be

corrected and a replacement page submitted for insertion into the report.

JOHN CICERO, JR.

JUNE 12, 2002

PAGE - 3 -



JOHN CICERO, JR.

JUNE 12,2002

PAGE - 3 -

5. The result for the HMX analysis of the sample obtained from DET-3 is flagged with an I.

The footnote on the laboratory data sheet indicates that this means that there was a matrix

interference. In the data validation report, it is indicated that this is not a problem because

historically, HMX has never been detected. This statement should be clarified because

HMX was detected as recently as the previous sampling event in well DET-2, has been

consistently detected in DET-4, and was detected in DET-3 in 1999.

COMMENTS SEPTEMBER 2001 SAMPLING EVENT

1. The text of the report indicates that the following statistically significant differences were

observed between the concentrations of constituents in the upgradient well DET-1B and the

cited downgradient wells:

arsenic in DET-2 (12.4 ug/L) and DET-3 (11.0) and

specific conductance in DET-4 {720 umhos/cm).

2. The COC indicates that the samples were preserved with H2SO4. Based on the analyses

being performed, the preservative should have been HNO3. This should be explained by

the facility. If the incorrect preservative was used, the facility shall document how this error

may have affected the validity of the metals data.

3. The statistical calculation report for specific conductance indicates that the value for this

parameter for DET-4 is 940 umhos/cm. On the laboratory data sheet, the specific

conductance value is documented as 720 umhos/cm. This discrepancy should be

explained. If an incorrect value was used in the statistical evaluation, the calculations shall

be redone and the results submitted to Ohio EPA for review.

COMMENTS DECEMBER 2001 SAMPLING EVENT

1. The text indicates that only the most recent seven observations were used for the

background statistical data set. Although this was correct forthe September 2001 sampling

event, the background data set now includes the most recent eight observations. The text

shall be corrected and a replacement page submitted for insertion into the report.

2. The text of the report indicates that the following statistically significant differences were

observed between the concentrations of constituents in the upgradient well DET-1 B and the

cited downgradient wells:

arsenic in DET-2 (11.7 ug/L) and DET-3 (8.5 ug/L),

specific conductance in DET-4 (1300 umhos/cm),

HMX in DET-4 (1.5 ug/L), and

RDX in DET-4 (1.5 ug/L).

COMMENTS SUPPLEMENTARY ANNUAL REPORTING FORM FOR 2000

1. The text indicates that only the most recent 4 background observations were used during

the year for statistical analyses. This is incorrect. Statistical analyses of the data began
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when a background pool of four values were available from replacement well DET-1 B. Each

quarter, the number of background values used in the statistical analyses has increased by one.

The text shall be corrected and a replacement page submitted for insertion into this document.

COMMENTS MARCH 2002 SAMPLING EVENT

1. The following statistically significant differences between the upgradient well DET-1 B and

the cited downgradient wells were documented:

arsenic in DET-2 (12.4 ug/L) and DET-3 (7.7 ug/L),

zinc in DET-2 (23.1 ug/L),

HMX in DET-4 (0.94 ug/L), and

specific conductance in DET-2 (640 umhos/cm) and DET-4 (1200 umhos/cm).

2. The explosive compound RDX was detected in the sample obtained from DET-4 at a

concentration of 0.36 ug/L. Because this concentration is below the reporting limits, it is

considered an estimated value.

CONCLUSIONS

The revised Compliance Monitoring Plan forODA-2 should be submitted immediately.

In the future, all ground water contour maps should include an arrow(s) showing the estimated

direction(s) of ground water flow.

In the future, the COC should be filled out completely and accurately.

Comment 4 from the March 2001 sampling event; comments 4 and 5 from the June 2001 sampling

event; comments 2 and 3 from the September 2001 sampling event; and comment 3 from the 2001

Supplementary Annual Report require responses from the facility.

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at (330) 963-

1189.

Sincerely,

Gregory Orr

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

GO:ddw

cc: Jeremy Carroll, DHWM, CO

Tammy McConnell, DHWM, CO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

ec: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Todd Fisher, DERR, NEDO
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Ag£Rf>

Northeast District Office

211D E. Aurora Road TELE (33f;i ^^^_gi71 FAX ,730, 487_076g Bob Taft. Governor

T'.vnsburg, Ohio 44QS7-1969 Christopher Jones. Director

June 24, 2002

John Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297

RE: RAVENNA ARSENAL AMMUNITION PLANT, OHD 210-020-735, PORTAGE COUNTY

MODIFIED APPENDIX IX SAMPLING DATE,p0A-2, DATED JULY 3, 2001

Dear Mr. Cicero:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), received

the above referenced document. The document was submitted by the Ravenna Army Ammunition

Plant (RVAAP), located at 8451 State Route 5, Ravenna, Ohio. On July 2, 2001, RVAAP submitted

a Compliance Monitoring Program Plan for the Open Detonation Area #2 (ODA-2). Included in the

document was a discussion of the results of the modified Appendix IX sampling that was conducted

at the site. However, the original laboratory data set was not submitted. The document currently

under review is that data set. Ground water at the site is monitored in accordance with OAC 3745-

54-90 through 3745-55-011.

The Ohio EPA has the following comments regarding the submittal.

COMMENTS:

1. It should be noted that Ohio EPA comments concerning the original Compliance Monitoring

Program Plan were forwarded to the facility in October 2001. A revised Compliance

Monitoring Program Plan, with the required revisions incorporated, has not been submitted

to the Ohio EPA for review. The revised document shall be submitted immediately for

review. RVAAP is out of compliance with OAC 3745-54-98 (G)(4) until an approvable plan

is submitted.

2. RVAAP should be aware that it is responsible for implementing a compliance monitoring

program in accordance with OAC 3745-54-99. This includes annual sampling for all of the

constituents in the appendix to OAC 3745-54-98, also referred to as Appendix IX, unless

an approved plan exists that modifies the number of constituents or frequency of this

sampling. The sampling for a modified list of constituents from the appendix to OAC 3745-

54-98 was last conducted on May 17, 2001. Thus, unless an approvable Compliance

Monitoring Program Plan with a modified list of constituents and/or sampling frequency is

submitted immediately, RVAAP shall make plans to conduct the annual sampling required

by OAC 3745-54-99 (G).

3. This data package is incomplete. The following information is not included:

a. the TAL metals data; and
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b. the laboratory chronicles, case narratives, and QA/QC information for each of the

tests conducted.

The validity of the data cannot be evaluated without the submittal of the above information.

RVAAP shall submit this information for review.

4. Several results on the laboratory data sheets are flagged with an "*". The footnote

associated with the "*" states, "In Description = Dry Wgt." Analytes with this flag include

benzo(a)pyrene; indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene; dibenzo(a,h)anthracene; benzo(ghi)perylene; and

4-nitrotoluene. Because all of these samples are water samples, it is unclear what this

footnote means. This shall be clarified by RVAAP.

CONCLUSIONS

The facility should submit a revised Compliance Monitoring Program Plan that addresses the

October 2001 Ohio EPA comments.

The annual sampling required by OAC 3745-54-99 (G) was last completed in May 2001. Thus, this

sampling is again due to be completed. An approved Compliance Monitoring Program Plan is

needed to modify the list of constituents (appendix to OAC 3745-54-98) or the frequency of this

sampling.

The information cited in Comment 3 above should be submitted for review.

The meaning the footnote cited in Comment 4 should be clarified.

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at (330) 963-

1189.

Sincerely, /
/ "~] I

/ •
Orr

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

GO:ddw

cc: Jeremy Carroll, DHWM, CO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

ec: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Todd Fisher, DERR, NEDO
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Stale (if Ohio Environmental Protection Agcnc>

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road TELE p3Q) 425-9i7i FAX (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft. Governor
Twmsburg. Ohio 44087-1969 Christopher Jones. Director

July 2, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

OPEN DEMOLITION AREA # 2

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route5

Ravenna. OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO),

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the

document entitled: "Final, Work Plan and Sampling and Analysis Plan Addenda for the Phase

II Remedial Investigation of Demolition Area 2 at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant,

Ravenna, Ohio." This document, dated June 2002 and received at Ohio EPA, NEDO, on

June 28, 2002, was prepared for the U.S. Army Operations Support Command (OSC) by

SpecPro, under contract number DAAA09-01 -0009, delivery order number 0003.

The revised workplan was reviewed compared to the draft workplan, dated January 2002, and

the comment resolution document.

Ohio EPA has the following comments on the revised workplan. However, as the comments

detailed below will not impact upon field activities, field work may commence as planned on

July 8, 2002.

1. Please refer to previous Ohio EPA comments regarding the SESOIL and AT123D

groundwater models. Copies of several inter-office e-mails were transmitted to the

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

(USACE) during previous meetings related to the on-site load lines. I have attached

these e-mails to SpecPro's copy of this correspondence.

2. In Ohio EPA comment # 8 on the draft workplan, the Agency requested that additional

receptors utilized in other RVAAP baseline risk assessments be evaluated (for

example, residential, resident-farmer, industrial, etc.). The Army and contractor

disagreed with this request, stating that "Although future land use has not been

determined with 100% certainty, future land use will in all probability be consistent with

the receptor scenario as set forth in the workplan." The response further indicates that

"...should the future use change, the risk assessment could (emphasis added) be re

visited to include other receptors as appropriate at that time." Please be advised of

■"■ fte<! or me
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the following: if the future land use changes, the risk assessment would definitely be

re-visited to include other receptors. As such, it is incumbent upon the Army to ensure

that the appropriate data to support all necessary scenarios is collected.

In addition, it is my understanding that during the May 8, 2002 comment resolution

meeting, it was decided that a position paper was to be developed by the contractor.

This position paper was to detail the potential dropping and adding of certain

receptors. This position paper would then be reviewed by Ohio EPA risk assessors.

As of this date, this position paper has not been received by Ohio EPA, and, as such,

the Agency's original comment # 8 still stands.

Again, given the nature of the two comments above, field work may commence as planned

on July 8, 2002. I look forward to providing oversight and field assistance on this project.

If you have any questions or comments concerning this correspondence, please do not

hesitate to contact me at 330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Laurie Eggert, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, DERR, CO

Conni McCambridge, Ohio EPA, DDAGW, NEDO

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tadsen, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, OSC

David Seely, U.S. EPA Region V

Susan McCauslin, SpecPro (with attachments)

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO

Todd Fisher, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1S69
TELE (330) 425-9171 FAX '330; 487-076E Bob Taft. Governor

Christopher Jones. Director

^September 13, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

ODA2 TECH MEMO

Ms. Susan McCauslin

SpecPro, Inc.

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

Building 1038

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Ms. McCauslin:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Division of Emergency and Remedial
Response (DERR); and Ohio EPA, Office of Federal Facilities Oversight (OFFO), Southwest District

Office (SWDO), have received and reviewed the document entitled: "Technical Memorandum for the
Demolition Area 2 Phase II Remedial Investigation (Rl) Baseline Human Health Assessment at the

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP), Ravenna, Ohio." This document, dated July 29, 2002,

and received at Ohio EPA, Northeast District Office (NEDO), on July 30, 2002, was prepared by

SpecPro Inc. for the Operations Support Command (OSC) under contract number DAAA09-01-G-
0009, Delivery Order number 0003.

Ohio EPA has the following comments on the technical memorandum:

General Comments:

1

2.

Ohio EPA recommends revising this tech memo to be consistent with the facility-wide risk

assessment work plan that is due out in draft form in mid September. Contact Dr. Dave

Brancato of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) - Louisville District for an update on

the status of this work product. In addition, the tech memo for Load Lines 1 and 12 should be

referenced for consistency in this risk assessment. Please be advised to make note of the

comments and resolution of comments when reviewing the final tech memo for Load Lines 1

and 12, since Ohio EPA had comments on the final document. (The revised Load Lines 1 and

12 technical memorandum was released in August 2002.)

Per the October 30, 2001 Ohio EPA, NEDO, meeting notes, the Agency requested that

USACE send an email or memo regarding the reduction of receptors evaluated in this risk

assessment. To date, Ohio EPA has not received this document, and the latest indication was

that this rationale would be presented in the USACE's installation-wide risk assessment

document (see # 1 detailed above). Considering that future land use is still not resolved,

please provide the rationale for the reduction in receptors evaluated in this risk assessment!
Table 2, "Parameters Used to Quantify Exposures for Each Medium and Receptor at

Demolition Area 2, RVAAP," will be reviewed in detail after the team reaches resolution on
what receptors will be evaluated in this risk assessment.

P Tried on recycled paper
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remedial investigation activities: 0 -1 foot below ground surface (bgs), and 1 - 3 feet bgs. If

a land use control plan and deed restrictions are not in place to restrict future exposure to the

0 -1 foot bgs interval, then the potential for subsurface exposure is possible at some point in

the future and should be considered a complete exposure pathway. As such, receptors having

exposure to subsurface soils should be included and evaluated in this assessment.

6- Section 3.0, Exposure Assessment, Potential Exposure Media. Exposed Populations,

and Exposure Pathways, page 2 (second paragraph!: Please include a discussion and

write-up on the activities and exposure for the following: 1) National Guard and FBI training

personnel, 2) National Guard and FBI trainees, 3) loggers, 4) trespassers. In addition,

potential future users also inciude a resident chiid and adult farmer. Also, current receptors

and exposure pathways for current exposure must be discussed and presented in this report.

(For instance, persons who are employed and located at RVAAP may frequent OD-2 more
often than the receptors presented in this evaluation.)

7. Section 3.0, Table 1. Conceptual Exposure Model for Demolition Area 2 at RVAAP:

Please provide a key for indicating what is meant by the symbol utilized on this table.

8. Section 3.0, Exposure Point Concentration, page 3: Please specifiy if and how (i.e., what

statistical method) the distribution of the data set will be tested for normality. Ohio EPA

recommends that this step be done first in order to determine what the distribution of the data

set is, such that the appropriate equation to use for generating the 95% UCL can be selected.

In addition, please specify that lognormal distribution and associated equations will be the

default distribution in events where the distribution of the data set is neither normal nor
lognormal.

9. Section 3.0. Exposure Point Concentration, page 3: Please explain why the Resource

Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) unit will not be included in the Human Health Baseline

Risk Assessment (HHBRA) exposure units. This exposure unit should be evaluated in this

HHBRA, because the National Guard/FBI training activities are proposed to take place

primarily within the RCRA area. Please revise text to include this exposure unit in this
evaluation.

10. Section 3.0, Exposure Parameters and Calculations for Estimating Intakes, page 3:

Analytical data should be evaluated to determine where contamination is present. If the RCRA

area is contaminated more than the area outside of the RCRA area, and this is where the

majority of exposure occurs, then exposure to this area should be included in the HHBRA.

11. Section 3.0, Exposure Parameters and Calculations for Estimating Intakes, page 3: Are

the receptors presented in the tech memo current or future receptors? Please include a

discussion regarding both current and future receptors. In addition, what is the current and

future land use of this area? This information will help identify the appropriate current and

future receptors to evaluate in this risk assessment. If future land use has not been decided

and documented and controls are not in place to restrict exposure, then unrestricted reuse of

this site should be evaluated using the appropriate future receptors, such as residential adult,
child, and farmer.



State of Ohio Environment.'!! Protection A g

Northeast District Office

2"! 10 E. Aurora Read

November 5, 2002

John Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297

RE: RAVENNA ARSENAL AMMUNITION PLANT, OHD 210-020-735, PORTAGE

COUNTY, JUNE 18, 2002, GROUND WATER MONITORING WELL SAMPLING

EVENT FOF^ODA-2 REPORT

Dear Mr. Cicero:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO),

received the above referenced document. The document was submitted by the Ravenna

Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP), located at 8451 State Route 5, Ravenna, Ohio. The

ground water monitoring event occurred at the Open Detonation Area #2 (ODA-2) on June

18, 2002. Ground water at the site is monitored in accordance with Ohio Administrative

Code (OAC) rules 3745-54-90 through 3745-55-011.

The Ohio EPA has the following comments regarding the submittal.

COMMENTS:

1. On July 2, 2001, in response to confirmed statistical triggers at ODA-2, a

Compliance Monitoring Plan was submitted to the Ohio EPA for review. Ohio EPA

comments concerning the plan were sent to RVAAP in a letter dated October 12,

2001. Although over a year has passed since the Ohio EPA comments were sent

to the facility, this plan, with the required changes incorporated, has not been

resubmitted to the Ohio EPA for review. RVAAP is in violation of OAC rules 3745-

98 (G)(4) and 3745-54-99 because it has not submitted an approvable Compliance

Monitoring Plan and has not initiated compliance monitoring activities at this site.

To abate this violation, RVAAP shall submit the plan immediately. RVAAP shall

document compliance by submitting the plan to the Ohio EPA's Northeast District

Office (NEDO) within thirty (30) days.

2. In future submittals, the ground water contour map should show the geographic

relationship between Sand Creek and DET-4 and DET-3.

_ , _ ,„, Q T£i.E:33Ct 425-9171 FAX '130) 487-0769 3co Taf:. Governor

jn!G^u- '! 96;=l ChrJsTcoher Jones. D-rector
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NO FLAG IS REQUIRED. The data is not affected by the blank contamination.

Thus the use of the J flag in this report due to blank contamination is completely
improper."

In the future, RVAAP should refrain from using the "J" flag in this unconventional

manner. This is particularly important because statistical analyses might not be

performed on data so flagged because it is usually assumed that a "J" flag indicates

an estimated value.

The above violation and comments must be corrected, and documentation of all

corrections must be sent to this office, to my attention within thirty (30) days after receipt

of this letter,

Failure to list specific deficiencies in this communication does not relieve you from the

responsibility of complying with all applicable regulations, Please be advised that present

or past instances of non-compliance can continue as subjects of pending or future

enforcement actions.

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at

(330)963-1189.

Sincerely,

Gregory Orr

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

GO:ddw

cc: Jeremy Carroll, DHWM, CO

Tammy McConnell, DHWM, CO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

ec: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Todd Fisher, DERR, NEDO



MEMORANDUM

TO: Susan McCauslin, SpecPro

FROM: Eileen T. MohrVohio EPA NEDO DERR

DATE: December 04, 2002

RE: 00A #2 Investigation-Derived Waste

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office

(NEDO), Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR) has received and

reviewed the document entitled: "Investigation-Derived Waste Characterization and

Disposal Plan for the Phase II Remedial Investigation of Demolition Area #2 at the

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio." This document, dated November

2002 and received at Ohio EPA on December 02, 2002 was prepared by SpecPro for

the US Army Operations Support Command (OSC) under contract number DAAA09-01

G-0009, delivery order number 0009.

The Ohio EPA concurs with both the waste classifications and disposal methods

presented in the document.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 330-963-1221.

cc: Mark Patterson, RVAAP



ONoEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agene;

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

.December 13,2002

TELE f33O3 425-9171 FAX ,330; 487-0769

RE:

■feTaft. Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

RAVENNA ARSENAL AMMUNITION PLANT
OHD 210-020-735

PORTAGE COUNTY

RESPONSE TO 6/12/02 OHIO EPA LETTER
John Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297

Dear Mr. Cicero:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), received the above
referenced document on August 14, 2002. The document, dated June 12, 2002, was submitted by the Ravenna
Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP), located at 8451 State Route 5, Ravenna, Ohio.

The above cited document is RVAAP's response to the June 12, 2002, Ohio EPA letter containing comments
concerning the March, June, September, and December 2001 sampling event reports as well as the 2001

Supplementary Annual Report and the March 2002 sampling event report. Ground water at the site is monitored
in accordance with Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-54-90 through 3745-55-01. The Ohio EPA has the
following comment regarding the submittal.

COMMENT:

RVAAP has adequately addressed all of the comments included in the June 12, 2002, Ohio EPA letter except for

General Comment 1. RVAAP still has not submitted a revised Compliance Monitoring Plan foiCCM/Until such
a plan is submitted and compliance monitoring activities are initiated at the site, RVAAP is in violation of OAC rules
3745-98 (G)(4) and 3745-54-99. The revised Compliance Monitoring Plan (CMP) should be submitted within thirty
(30) days upon receipt of this letter for review.

On November 20, 2002 RVAAP submitted a letter to abate this violation (also cited in Ohio EPA's letter dated
November 5, 2002). The letter explained the reason for the delay in the submittal of the CMP was because
RVAAP and Ohio EPA are in negotiations to place RVAAP into Findings and Orders, which could potentially shift
the ODA-2 groundwater monitoring into the CERCLA program. On December 6, 2002, I spoke with Mr Rick
Callahan of MKM Engineers, Inc., and informed him that the Findings and Orders may not be issued for awhile
if issued at all. ! also explained that RVAAP would not be excused from submitting the CMP until the Findings and
Orders were issued. If RVAAP submits an approvable CMP within thirty (30) days upon receipt of this letter this
violation will be abated.

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at (330) 963-1189.

j

Sirjpe^ely,

■egory Orr /
nvironmental Specialist

ivision of Hazardous Waste Management

GO:ddw

ec: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Todd Fisher, DERR, NEDO

cc: Jeremy Carroll, DHWM, CO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

iled an recycled pa~e.-



inter-office communication

To: Eileen Mohr, NEDO-DERR Date: 20 March 2002

From: Brian Tucker, CO

Subject: Comments regarding, April 2001 Final Rl Report for WBG

The following comments are for the Phase II Remedial Investigation Report for the
Winklepeck Burning Grounds at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio,
Final, April 2001. Comments and the comment response table (dated March 2000)'on the
February 1999, Draft Final Rl Report for WBG, were used to ensure that the appropriate
revisions were included in the final document. Therefore, a cover-to-cover review was not
performed. Please contact me with any questions.

1. Page ES-8, Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (BHHRA), and throughoutthe
human health risk assessment:

The RVAAP WBG Phase II Remedial Investigation, Final report, Executive

summary, did not incorporate the agreed to changes regarding the identification of

COCs with an excess cancer risk level greater than 1 E-6. See comment number

2 from Ohio EPA, in the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant Winklepeck Burning

Grounds Phase II Remedial Investigation, Response to Comments, Draft Final
Report. March 2000 (Comment response, 2000). The text given in the executive

summary is essentially unchanged and only identifies receptors with an excess

cancer risk of greater than 1 E-4. The text implies a regulatory limit of 1 E-4 which

is misleading and is to be changed. In addition, the executive summary also

discusses and uses a hazard value of 3.0 or greater to identify "hot spots." This text

is appropriate for the feasibility study, but is not appropriate for the Rl report. Risk

and hazards are to be identified and discussed without any implication to risk

management. Therefore, the discussion regarding hazards in excess of 3 is not

appropriate and should be removed from the document. In addition, the executive

summary is to be revised as originally requested, with the new text being based on

an excess life time cancer risk of 1 E-6 and a hazard value of greater than 1.

2. Section 4.1.4 Data Screening and section 6.2.1.1 SRC Screening Process:

Comment # 6 of the comment response 2000 document discusses the inappropriate
use of a frequency of detection screen when combined with a screen based on

background concentrations. These two screening methodologies have separate

and independent uses and are not to be combined. This topic was discussed and

clarified at the comment resolution meeting. These agreed-upon changes were not

incorporated into the Final Rl Report. Therefore, section 4.1.1 needs to be revised

to reflect the multiple comments made by Ohio EPA regarding the use of the

background screening method that does not incorporate a frequency of failure.



Page 2 of 2

3. Section 6.2.3.1.4 Screening for Copper and Lead:

Comment # 9 listed in the comment response table discusses the screening and

quantification of copper and lead. Corrections were made to the text regarding the

use of the residential screening values only. However, response part 2a identified

that "(f)uture reports will provide an analysis of lead using the adult lead model, but

not in this report." This is not clear as the Rl risk assessment is the location to

identify all potential site-related risks and hazards. Given that site lead

concentrations exceed the screening and background values, the evaluation of

adverse effects as the result of lead exposure is appropriate and needed. If this

evaluation is not to be given in the Rl, then specific information is required in the

report that identifies what report the evaluation will be contained within, and the date

Of the report. If this evaluation is not completed before the feasibility study (FS),

then the F3 will use 400 mg kg"1 or 26 rng kg"1 (background) of lead in soil as the

remedial clean-up value.



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road —_ - _—. ———— —_—. _____

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969 TElE (330) 425'9171 FAX (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft. Governor
Christopher Jones, Director

*layi3,2002

Dr. Dave Brancato

United States Army Corps of Engineers
Louisville District

CELRL-ED-EE

600 Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., Place
Louisville, KY 40202-2232

RE:

Dear Dr. Brancato:

The following comments were generated by Ohio EPA team members and are for the Outline
of Consensus Document for the Ecological Protection Levels at WBG and Other Places:

1- Section 8.1 third bullet:: Please note that if EPL concentrations (for certain
contaminants) cannot be developed using the data collected during this ecological field
truthmg effort or if the uncertainty of the values is too great, then the HQ approach with
a target of one will be considered when developing EPLs.

2- Section 8.3, second bullet,:: Brain Tucker sent an email on May 6 2002 to address
this issue. The email has been inserted below for reference:

May 6, 2002 email from Brian Tucker: After reviewing some information on the
evaluation of dose response data, it seems appropriate to continue with the
approach given in the draft report on the Biological Field Truthing Effort at
W.nklepeck Burning Grounds (April 2001 draft) (i.e., linear regressions) Given
the limited data we have, it is unlikely that evaluations other than linear are
possible. Also, as identified in our comments on the draft report, the data sets
should still be separated based on the type of contamination that is being
evaluated. For example, it may be appropriate to combine the data from the
vegetation and explosive concentration data of pads 66 and 67 Confidence
levels should also be discussed and added to the revised text and qraphs
where appropriate. Discussions on other screening concentrations or EPLs
should also be included as part of the revisions. I hope this clarification is
neiptul, Brian.

:edcn recycled pa-e-
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3. Section 8.3, last bullet: Define whether the weight-of-evidence (WOE) methods will
be qualitative or quantitative. As discussed during the May 2, 2002 conference call,

this should be a qualitative evaluation. As mentioned during previous discussions, the

HQ approach and information generated from the HQ approach must be included in

the WOE evaluation and discussion.

4_ Section 8.4.5 Determination of EPLs: As mentioned during previous discussions, if

the conclusions of this study are not definitive, then the HQ approach will be used in

the development of EPLs for WBG.

5. Section 8.4.5 Determination of EPLs: Additional remedial values (screening values

and remedial goals for similar contaminants developed for other explosive

contamination sites) should also be evaluated as part of the EPL evaluation. Please

add a bullet to address this comment to the outline.

6. Section 8.4.6. last bullet: Other things to consider when selecting the EPL:

uncertainty with the conclusions and results of the field study; what receptor are these

levels protective for (vegetation only, mammals, earthworms). The text states, "EPLs

will be selected based on size and confidence limits on the EPL" Please be more

specific in terms of defining what is the target confidence level that is considered

protective.

7. Section 9.1 Geographic Scale: From a technical standpoint, a discussion on

geographical scale as related to different receptors [i.e., what scale is important for

earthworms is different than scale for mammals, such as deer and what scale is

important for what receptor you are trying to protect, etc.) is warranted in the revised

report. The difficulty in defining geographical scale should be included in the

discussion. Discuss all aspects of this topic that have been discussed within the

technical group, even if there is no one recommendation for the scale that should be
managed. However, any positions taken or recommendations (i.e., to state that the

scale being this size or that size) made must be discussed along with the rationale for

getting to that decision point and any supporting information used to substantiate your

position. A discussion of the technical points of this topic should be presented for risk

managers to evaluate for decisions from a risk management perspective.

8. Section 9.x Development of Animal EPLs Based on Plot to Pad Scale: This

section must be removed. Development of EPLs based on the small mammal data

cannot be performed due to the small sample size. A statement should appear in the

report that states EPLs cannot be developed using the small mammal data due to the

small sample size of the population caught during the field study.

9. Section 9.3: Remove "And Animal EPLs" from the title of this section.
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10- Section 9.3, third bullet: Include a discussion of what criteria or characteristics an
AOC must have in order for these EPLs and this process to be applicable Include a
discussion of other AOCs within RVAAP that could be candidates for this application
of this methodology and EPLs.

11 ■ Section 9.4 Ecological Risk Assessment Decision Making: Given that the field
truthing study was completed to confirm or refute the screening level ecological risk
assessment, and is in fact considered an ecological risk assessment by Ohio EPA

risk management should not be included in the report. This is based on the RI/FS
process under CERCLA. Risk managers are required to balance various pieces of
information with the findings of the ecological risk assessment {e.g., results of the
human health risk assessment, future reuse for the site, potential damage to the
ecosystem if remedial actions were initiated) before they can determine an appropriate
remedy for the site. Therefore, risk management discussions are to be left to the

discussions for selecting a preferred remedial alternative and preparation of a
proposed or preferred plan following the completion of the RI/FS. The field truthing
report may provide a conclusion on the determination (definitive) of ecological harm
developed with the team. Alternatively, if a conclusion is made in the revised report
that Ohio EPA does not concur with, then the field truthing report will not be considered
in the Rl report or subsequent remedial decision making if warranted. Ohio EPA has
already provided comments on the Ecological Risk Assessment Decision Making
portion in the draft field truthing report. Please review the comments and make the

appropriate revisions. This topic may also be discussed at the planned 5 - 7 June
2002 meeting.

12. Section 9.4, second bullet: The following is Ohio EPA's recommended hierarchy of
screening sources for ecological receptors:

Soil Screening Hierarchy:

1) Preliminary Remediation Goals for Ecological Endpoints, Efroymson,
R.A., G.W. Suter II, B.E. Sample, and D.S. Jones, August 1997'
ES/ER/TM-162/R2, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge!
Tennessee 37831.

2) Toxicological Benchmarks for Screening Contaminants of Potential
Concern for Effects on Soil and Litter Invertebrates and Heterotrophic
Process: 1997 Revision, Efoymson, R.A., M.E. Will, and G.W. Suter II
ES/ER/TM-126/R2, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge!
Tennessee 37831;
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3) Toxicological Benchmarks for Screening Contaminants of Potential

Concern for Effects on Terrestrial Plants: 1997 Revision, Efoymson,

R.A., M.E. Will, G.W. Suter II, and A.C. Wooten, ES/ER/TM-85/R3, Oak

Ridge National Laboratory, Oak Ridge Tennessee.

4) Ecological Data Quality Levels (EDQL), U.S. EPA, Region 5, Final
Technical Approach for Developing EDQLs for RCRA Appendix IX

Constituents and Other Significant Contaminants of Ecological Concern,

April 1998.

Cumulative Effects:

The potential for adverse effects associated with exposure to multiple

contaminants {i.e., all COPECs, as well as Chemicals of Interest [COIs] not

selected as COPECs) should be evaluated. If evidence supports that the

cumulative effects of COIs detected below benchmark values are potentially

impacting important ecological receptors, then the COIs should be considered

as COPECs for future evaluation.

Benchmarks Availability:

If screening benchmark values do not exist for any specific COI, then the

chemical is to be retained as a COPEC.

13. Section 9.5 Ecological Risk Management Decision Making: Risk management

discussions should take place in a memorandum or report separate from this

Ecological Field Truthing Report. This report should report the finding of the study and

ecological risk assessment and include a discussion of those findings as additional

information for the risk managers to evaluate when making remedial decisions about

WBG. As stated in the OSWER DIRECTIVE 9355.0-30, Role of the Baseline Risk

Assessment in Superfund Remedy Selection Decisions,

http://es.epa.aov/oeca/osre/910422.html: "(t)he primary purpose of the baseline risk

assessment is to provide risk managers with an understanding of the actual and

potential risks to human health and the environment posed by the site and any

uncertainties associated with the assessment. This information may be useful in

determining whether a current or potential threat to human health or the environment

exists that warrants remedial action." Ecological risks are not the only consideration

risk managers must evaluate when making remedial decisions. In addition to the

outcome of this study, the human health risk assessment results, future reuse by the

Ohio National Guard and evaluation of the nine criteria are all factors that must be

considered by the risk managers when making remedial decisions on WBG (See

comment # 11 above ).
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It wnf^a?Lq«eSt!°nS-regardin9 thfSe comments- P|ease do not hesitate to contact meat (330) 963-1148 or Laurie Eggert at (937) 285-6457.

Sincerely,

Todd R. Fisher

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

Todd.Fisher@epa.state.oh.us

TRF/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Laurie Eggert, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Eileen Mohr, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, DERR, CO

Elizabeth Ferguson, USACE, Louisville

Glen Beckham, USACE, Louisville

Paul Zorko, USACE, Louisville

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, OSC, Rock Island

Barney Cornaby, SAIC

Pat Ryan, SAIC

Jimmy Groton, SAIC

Larry Tannenbaum, AMEDD

Melanie Hawkins, AMEDD

LTC Tom Tadsen, OHANG

Chantelle Carroll

Laurel Boucher, Army Facilitator

John Jent, USACE, Louisville

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO
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OhksEfft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road

Twmsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

June 12,2002

TELE (330) 425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft, Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

WINKLEPECK BURNING GROUNDS

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Coordinator

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5, Bldg 1037

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

Enclosed with this correspondence, please find a memo (dated March 20, 2002) from Brian Tucker,

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Central Office (CO), Division of Emergency and
Remedial Response (DERR). This memo details outstanding risk assessment comments on the
Phase II Remedial Investigation (Rl) report for the Winklepeck Burning Grounds (WBG). I apologize
for the delay in forwarding this memo to your attention, however, I just returned from an extended
medical leave.

As previously stated in my correspondence, dated November 5,2001, it is requested that replacement

pages be submitted for the portions of the text that need to be revised based upon these comments,
rather than re-submitting the entire three-volume document.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact me at
330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

enclosure

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Bob Whelove, OSC

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Glen Beckham, USACE Louisville

Steve Selecman, SAIC

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, CO

John Cicero, RVAAP

John Jent, USACE Louisville

David Seely, U.S. EPA Region V

Kevin Jago, SAIC

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR (w/o enclosure)

Printed on recye'ed caper



ONoEFft
State of Ohio Lnv iron mental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969
TELE !33Cj 425-9171 FAX (330)487-0769 BobTaft. Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

August 27, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

FINAL WBG PHASE II REPORT

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Central Office (CO), has received and

reviewed the document entitled: "Responses to Comments Regarding April 2001 Final Remedial

Investigation Report for Winklepeck Burning Grounds." This document was received on July 18,2002.

Ohio EPA has the following comments on the responses to comments (RTCs) document:

1. Page ES-8, Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (BHHRA), and throughout the human

health risk assessment:

The response to comment number one is not acceptable with respect to the lack of changes

in the executive summary (ES). The response to comment number one states: "(t)he

executive summary was revised in accordance with the responses to Ohio EPA-CO-DERR

comment number 2 to the final Rl report." The March 2000 response to comment # 2 stated

agreement with Ohio EPA comment # 2. The response also specifically identified removal of

the references to "significant" and "minor" COCs. The removal of methodology to identify

significant and minor COCs was only a fraction of March 2002 Ohio EPA comment # 2 and the

previous comments on the same topic. Ohio EPA has been clear on what was expected in the

revision of the executive summary and throughout the final Rl report regarding and the use of

the 1E-6 excess lifetime cancer risk point of departure and non-cancer hazard value of 1.

Throughout the executive summary, the use of the excess lifetime cancer risk value of 1E-4

and non-cancer hazard value of 3 has not been revised as requested. The use of these values

also gives the impression of significance in the values for regulatory decision making which is

not correct. The text of the executive summary will need to be revised in accordance with the

past comments regarding the use of the 1E-6 point of departure and hazard value of 1. The

remainder of the response is acceptable.

2. Section 4.1.4 Data Screening and Section 6.2.1.1 SRC Screening Process:

The response is acceptable, as it outlines the decisions that were made by the Ravenna team

regarding a frequency of detection screen and the use of background screening values. The

response also clarifies how the corrections to these methodologies were handled.

3. Section 6.2.3.1.4 Screening for Copper and Lead:

The response is acceptable.

ilEid on 'pec e:
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Please revise the ES in accordance with # 1 detailed above. It is recommended that a draft revision
be sent to Ohio EPA for review and comment. Subsequent to concurrence from Ohio EPA on the

revision, replacement pages for the ES should be sent to all recipients, including the two information
repositories.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact me at
330-963-1221.

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Laurie Eggert, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, CO, DERR

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, OSC

David Brancato, USACE Louisville

John Jent, USACE Louisville

Paul Zorko, USACE Louisville

Kevin Jago, SAIC

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR

Todd Fisher, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR



2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

TELE (330] 425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft- Governor
Christopher Jones, Director

December 12, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

DRAFT - FINAL FIELD TRUTHING REPORT

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Central Office (CO) and Northeast District

Office (NEDO), Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), and Ohio EPA's Southwest

District Office (SWDO), Office of Federal Facilities Oversight (OFFO), have received and reviewed

the report entitled: "Draft-Final, Report on the Biological Field-Truthing Effort at Wtnklepeck Burning

Grounds at Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio." This document, dated November 2002

and received November 06, 2002, was prepared for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) by

Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) under contract number F44650-99-D-007,

delivery order CY06.

This correspondence represents a compilation of comments from all reviewers and will follow the

format of the document. Each comment will be referenced by page and line number (if applicable).

General Comments:

A. The document is well written and reads nicely. This version is a significant improvement over

the previous version and has incorporated many/most of the decisions made by the team.

Thank you for your efforts.

B. General Comment on the Decision Making Process and Use of Reference Soil Data: It is

questioned why the soil concentration data from the reference locations was evaluated without

input from the entire Ravenna team. The selected methods used for the evaluations given in

the report could have a significant impact on the completion and approval of the report. It

would have been advisable to consult the Ravenna team before such decisions were made

regarding the use of the reference location soil data.

Specific Comments:

1. Please ensure that any changes made to the text of the document are made to the applicable

parts of the abstract. (Page iii)

2. Please ensure that any changes made to the text of the document are made to applicable

portions of the executive summary (ES). (Pages xvii-xx) This is especially true with respect

® ■r nteU on recy:le3 paper
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to Ohio EPA Weight of Evidence (WOE) re-writes. Please ensure all sections of the final
report are consistent with the comments/revisions made for the WOE documents. In addition,

please ensure that this section is revised to be consistent with later comments in this

correspondence regarding the comparison of soil concentrations determined forthe reference

locations with the facility-wide background.

3. Executive Summary, page xviii, lines 1 - 2: List "those few chemicals that exceeded the ESVs

at the reference sites and in the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) background

samples" in the text or in parentheses.

4. Executive Summary, Page xviii: Remove the citation to the Ohio Environment Protection
Agency on line 26.

5. Executive Summary, Page xviii: The sentence on lines 27 through 29 should be revised to

incorporate the information that the values for these metals will be used qualitatively, when
appropriate, at other locations at the RVAAP. The statement, as written, implies a definitive

use of the values that may not be correct.

6. Executive Summary, Page xviii: Lines 5 through 8 on page xviii discusses that the study at

WBG was centered around identifying ecological effects, if any, to the scale of the pad.
Throughout the field-truthing effort this concept has been promoted (and agreed to) that the

pad is one important scale of interest, and the scale of interest for the vegetation and small

mammal studies. Therefore, it is not clear why the majority of the results of the vegetation

studies are given as combined results for pad pairs. The results of combining the study

information from pad pairs and reference pairs would imply that these results can only identify

adverse effects at the level of pad pairs. Therefore, specific adverse ecological effects cannot

be determined for any individual pad, but only to the total area of the two pads combined (the

two pads in the pad pair). This is evidenced by the sample numbers needed for the required

statistics. Section 3 discusses that a total of 27 samples were needed from each WBG site,

if the site had a significant difference/CV ratio of 1. However, these samples were split
between the pads in the pad pair. For the small mammal study, pad pairs were selected as

a means of capturing an area large enough to encompass the home range of the receptors.

Pad pairs accomplishes this task. However, information would only be specific to the level of

the pad pairs and not to the individual pads. Also, the report acknowledges that pad pairs and

not individual pads were used in the statistical tests. Line 23 in Section 4.2.8 states this

concept clearly with: "(b)ecause the statistical tests for ecological effects were to be

performed for pad pairs rather than individual pads, the statistical comparisons were made

using data from both pads 37 and 38." The report will need to be clarified to discuss the

comment above. Are the measurements reported in the document using data from pad pairs

able to identify potential impacts at the scale of the pad, or are effects only identifiable to pad
pairs? If the later is true, then the definition of scale will have to be changed to indicate that

the scale of the study is at the level of pad pairs, or two times the area given on page xviii. In

addition, the results sections and discussions/conclusions will also need to be modified.

7. Replace the "less than" symbol with a comma after 2,4,6-TNT. (Page 1 -3 line 21)

8. Section 1.3, Graduation to a Field-Based Approach, page 1-3, line 28: Revise the last
sentence of the paragraph to state: "However, the HQ approach does have limitations."
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9. Section 1.3, Graduation to a Field-Based Approach, page 1 -3, line 29-34: The text states that

hazard quotients (HQs) are not measures of risk, but does not define what they do measure.

Please include a sentence defining what the HQs represent.

10. Section 1.3, Graduation to a Field-Based Approach, page 1-3, line 46: Replace "tens and

hundreds of generations" with "many generations."

11. Section 3.0: This section is very well written and explains the statistical design process very

well.

12. Please revise the text to indicate that only explosives samples were composited from three

sub-samples. This is in accordance with the facility-wide documents. (Page 4-3, lines 2 - 4

and lines 6 - 7)

13. Section 4.2.6, Results for WBG Soil Sites: Section 4.2.6 (page 4-4) discusses the comparison

of pad pair soil concentration data with the facility-wide background concentrations. The

facility-wide background values were described as the 95% upper tolerance limit (UTL).

Although this may be correct, it should be noted that the UTL was only used as a facility-wide

criterion when the UTL was less than the maximum detected values. The sentence implies

that the UTL was the criteria for selecting facility-wide background values. Please revise the

text to inform the readers that the facility-wide background values were selected as the lower

of either the 95% UTL or maximum detected value.

14. Please revise the text to read... "base maps in the Phase I through II RIs...." A third remedial

investigation (Rl) phase has not been completed. (Page 4-5 line 18)

15. The heading for this section indicates that the soil concentrations inside the grid vs. outside

the grid for pads 37 and 38 were compared. Please clarify whether or not this was conducted

for the other pad pairs. (Page 4-6 line 19)

16. Section 4.3.5, Comparison of Reference Soil Data to Background and Ecological Screening

Values, page 4-9: Are the average concentrations mentioned in item # 2 the mean values or

95% UTLs? Please clarify this in the text.

17. Section 4.3.5, Comparison of Reference Soil Data to Background and Ecological Screening

Values, (1) Facility-wide Background Comparison: The comparison of the soil concentrations

determined for the reference locations to the facility-wide background values is appropriate

and useful to identify whether the WBG reference areas have been impacted by potential

contaminants of concern. However, as was thoroughly discussed and agreed to during the

development of the facility-wide background concentrations, values based solely on a UTL

calculation alone are not acceptable. The criteria for developing background concentrations

was, and is, the lower of the maximum detected value or 95% UTL, coupled with an outlier

test. The use of the outlier test has been shown to identify impacted soil at RVAAP. By using

a "background" data set that includes known contamination (the data set used for the

determination of facility-wide background values, plus those excluded based on being

impacted) in an evaluation of reference areas (similar in attributes but without contamination)

is not consistent with the intended use of the facility-wide background values. Therefore, any

comparison of the soil concentration data from the WBG reference areas to background
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values should only be done using the values that have been agreed to and approved. Thus,

the use of the entire facility-wide background data set (all background values including those

that were considered impacted, i.e., contaminated) is not acceptable and text discussing its

use should be removed from the report.

18. Section 4.3.5, Comparison of Reference Soil Data to Background and Ecological Screening

Values, (1) Facility-wide Background Comparison: Section 4.3.5 indicates that several metals

exceed the facility-wide background values (those approved for use at RVAAP). This may

raise some concern for the use of the reference areas as controls in the WBG field truthing

studies. Given that some metals did exceed their background concentrations, the report

looked at a comparison of the populations between the reference areas and background. This

exercise should be continued with the soil concentrations at the burning pad pairs. If reference

soil concentrations of chemicals of concern are found to be "not different" than the burning

pads, then additional discussions are required to determine the use of the various reference

locations as controls in the WBG field truthing studies. These comparisons could be

completed only with the compounds that exceed the facility-wide background criteria to help
expedite the process.

19. Section 4.3.5 Comparison of Reference Soil Data to Background and Ecological Screening

Values, (1) Facility-Wide Background Comparison: Some discussion should be included in

the report that is specific to the COCs identified at the pad pairs based on the HQ values and

the soil concentrations of those constituents at the reference locations. It would be helpful to

specifically identify any of the COCs based on HQ values that have high (greater than

background) concentrations atthe reference areas. One such compound, cadmium, does not

appear on tables 4-19 through 4-31. Given that cadmium was a COC at pads 58/59 and the

resulting HQ value cited as one reason for conducting the field truthing, it would be helpful to

know the concentrations of this metal at the reference locations. Please include cadmium in

the tables cited above.

20. Please provide additional text in the revised report which indicates how the term "significantly"
is being utilized. (Page 4-12 line 6)

21. Section 4.3.8, Reference Site Summary: Lines 10 and 11 state in part that: "(r)eference sites

were not meant to be pristine." This statement should be revised to better reflect the definition

of a reference site. The reference sites in the WBG field-truthing studies were to be equal to

the burning pads without contamination. If the author is using the term "pristine" to indicate

no chemical contamination, then the statement is incorrect. The reference sites were intended

to be without contamination. Obviously, it would be difficult to find a location where the

chemical concentrations are always below the approved facility-wide background

concentrations. Therefore, some consideration will be given to reference locations with values

that slightly exceed the background values. However, the identified statement should be

revised to indicate that the intent of the reference areas were to be "pristine" with respect to

chemical contamination.

22. Please revise figure 4-2. Only the soil samples obtained for explosives analyses were to be

composited (in accordance with the facility-wide documents). (Page 4-20)
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23. In the revised report, please clarify in the keys to tables 4-3, 4-4, and 4-5, 4-16 and 4-17 that,

in setting the background criteria, the explosives and organics compounds were assumed to

be from human activities and, therefore, the background concentration was set to zero.

(Pages 4-40, 4-42, 4-44, 4-63, 4-65)

24. In the revised report, please clarify what is meant by the data that is derived from "AEC's

Tables." (Table keys on pages 4-47, 4-49, 4-51, 4-53, 4-55, 4-57)

25. Please revise the key for tables 4-25, 4-29, and 4-30 in the heading "test type," as there is no

"NA" sub-entry. (Pages 4-74, 4-78, 4-79)

26. In Table 2, please provide (in the revised report) a reason for the lack of nitroguanidine and

nitrocellulose data. (Attachment 1)

27. Section 5.0, Re-Screen of Hazard Quotients, page 5-1: This section was well written and the

course of events clearly discussed.

28. Section 5, RE-SCREEN OF HAZARD QUOTIENTS, page 5-1: Please change "the most"

found on line 15 to "a" as additional site-management options were not fully explored.

29. Section 5, RE-SCREEN OF HAZARD QUOTIENTS, page 5-1: It would be helpful to add a

citation to the document that discusses the U.S. EPA "new risk policy" on aluminum. The end

of the sentence on line 34 would be a good location for the citation.

30. The extent of extrapolation of this field study to other areas of concern at the RVAAP is still

to be determined. (Pages 5-1 - 5-2 lines 45-1)

31. Section 5, RE-SCREEN OF HAZARD QUOTIENTS, page 5-2: Please add some additional

information to the sentence that begins on line 3 that indicates that the HQ values being

discussed are the newly developed values and not the original numbers. For example, the

sentence could read: "(a)lso, there is argument that the new HQ values..."

32. Section 6.0 and throughout the document: The draft final report cites "SAIC 2001" often in the

document. Some of the information cited may be needed to reproduce the results presented

in the report. It is assumed that the final version will be complete and will not cite another

document for data, or the data will be easily accessible. Is the "SAIC 2001" document

available to the general public or does one need to register with the Statistical Analysis

Software (SAS) company to view the document? Information that is available on the internet

should have the URL given for ease of access. A copy of the SAS Online document could not

be obtained. Thus, the cited document has not been reviewed by Ohio EPA and, if the final

report is approved, it should be clarified that the information in the online document would not

also have approval. Please clarify that all appropriate information will be provided in the final

version of the WBG field-truthing report, or that the information is readily available to anyone

that may have interest in the document.

33. Please remove Sections 6.6, 6.7, and 6.8. In the revised report, please insert (verbatim) the

most recent weight of evidence, discussions and uncertainties, and conclusions and

summaries re-writes from Ohio EPA. (Pages 6-9 - 6-15)
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34. Section 6.7, Discussion and Uncertainties, page 6-13, line 20: Please define r-selected

primary invaders in this text.

35. Please remove from the revised text, the phrase that indicates that small rodents are plentiful

at WBG. Clearly, the difficulty in trapping small rodents throughout the study does not lend

credence to this statement. (Page 7-1 line 23)

36. Section 7.5.2, Species Composition: The text beginning on line 32 on page 7-8 through the

end of the section appears to be more of a discussion of uncertainty or possible explanations

of the results, rather than a presentation of the results. This text should be moved to the

uncertainty section.

37. Section 7.5.3, Reproductive Status of Males and Females from Field Observations: Section

7.5.3 presents percentages of pregnant and lactating mice. The results are presented on the

basis of percent of total captured adult or sub-adult animals, it is assumed, though not stated

in the text, that sub-adult specimens are reproductively mature. Please add this information

to the text, if correct.

38. Please confirm in the revised text whether or not the trapping, capture and removal of several

small animals from one reference area two years ago would, in fact, have an impact upon this

study. (Page 7-8 lines 39-40)

39. In the revised text, please add additional information which cites survival and reproduction

rates of earthworms with respect to various concentrations of explosives and propellants.

(Page 7-9 lines 20-22)

40. Please remove Sections 7.6, 7.7, and 7.8. In the revised report, please insert (verbatim) the

most recent weight of evidence, discussions and uncertainties, and conclusions and

summaries re-writes from Ohio EPA. (Pages 7-10 - 7-15)

41. In item number 12 in the selection decision comments, please also indicate that sperm counts,

morphology and motility is also a destructive sampling technique. (Page 7-25)

42. Please revise the text to read:"... of WBG sites may be used to derive..." (Page 8-1 line 15)

43. Please revise the text to indicate that only samples were composited from three sub-samples

solely for the determination of Plant Protection Levels (PPLs). In all other cases, only the

explosives samples are obtained from three sub-samples (i.e., composited). (Page 8-4 lines

5-7)

44. Please remove Sections 8.4, 8.5, and 8.6. In the revised report, please insert (verbatim) the

most recent weight of evidence, discussions and uncertainties, and conclusions and

summaries re-writes from Ohio EPA. (Pages 8-4 - 8-6)

45. Please make any necessary changes to this section based upon Ohio EPA re-writes of the

weight of evidence, discussion and uncertainties, summary and conclusions for the small

mammals, plants, and plant protection levels. (Pages 9-1 - 9-8)
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46. Section 9.2, EXTRAPOLATION: Section 9.2 and 9.5 identify conditions that should be met
to ensure the appropriate extrapolation of data from WBG to other areas of RVAAP. Might this

list be expanded to include the criterion of fire? The field-truthing report clearly emphasized
in several locations that adverse effects identified at WBG may be the result of fire impacting
the soil and not chemical contamination. If thermal treatment (e.g., fire) of soils is considered
an important piece of data regarding the adverse affects identified at WBG, than it should be
included as a criterion for the extrapolation of data from WBG to other similar areas at RVAAP.
Please include some brief discussions regarding the extrapolation of information for WBG to
other similar areas with respect to the potential effects of fire on the soil.

47. The text indicates that the candidate locations for extrapolation are numerous, given the similar
environments and use history. Please revise this text to be less global in intent. First, based
upon use histories, there are very few areas of concern where open burning occurred.

Second, any decisions as to how applicable this methodology is, will be made by the
management team. (Page 9-2 lines 14-15)

48. Section 9.2, EXTRAPOLATION: The sentence that begins on line 12 of page 9-2 discusses
similarities between locations where measurements were taken (i.e., WBG) to areas that might
be applicable for extrapolation of information. One of the similarities is identified as "projected
land use." Projected land use should not be listed as a criterion for potential extrapolation.
Projected land use does have a place in decisions to investigated ecological risk and in
decision making for potential and known areas of contamination. Typically, and in contrast to
human health evaluations, ecological risk assessments are only conducted for present
conditions and are not conducted for potential future receptors. Therefore, it is not clear how

the potential future use of an area should be considered in the decision on whether to
extrapolate relevant data from the WBG field-truthing study. Please remove or clarify the use
of future land use in the decision on the extrapolation of the WBG information.

49. Please be advised that, although it may be the Army's intent to extrapolate the findings to other
areas of concern, the intent may not match up with what might realistically occur. These are
decisions that will be made by the management team. (Page 9-2 line 18)

50. Section 9.4, DISCUSSION AND UNCERTAINTIES: Seethe red line/strike-out PPL document
release on 14 November for suggested text changes to Section 9.4 and other sections.

51. The text indicates that the candidate locations for extrapolation are numerous. Please revise
this text to be less global in intent. Any decisions as to how applicable this methodology is will
be made by the management team. (Page 9-6 lines 25-27)

52. As a point of information, given the fact that plant protection levels have only been derived for
four constituents, it is unlikely that this metric will be a main driver in determining whether or
not cleanup is warranted. (Pages 9-6 - 9-7)
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If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact me at
330-963-1221. '

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, SWDO, OFFO

Laurie Eggert, Ohio EPA, SWDO, OFFO

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, CO, DERR

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

John Jent, USACE Louisville

Paul Zorko, USACE Louisville

David Brancato, USACE Louisville

Elizabeth Ferguson, USACE Louisville

BobWhelove, OSC

Barney Cornaby, SAIC

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road TELE (330) A25-$M\ FAX (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft, Governor
Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969 ' Christopher Jones, Director

July 18, 2002 RE: Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

Portage/Trumbull Counties

®ad Line 12 Draft Rl Report

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Oho Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) has received and reviewed the two-volume

document entitled: "Draft, Phase II Remedial Investigation Report for the Load Line s21 at the

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio." This document, dated July, 2001 and received

at Ohio EPA on August 1, 2001, was prepared for the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) -

Louisville District by Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) under contract number

DACA62-00-D-0001, delivery order number 0003.

This document was reviewed by personnel from Ohio EPA's Northeast District Office (NEDO),

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR) and Division of Drinking and Ground

Waters (DDAGW). This correspondence represents a compilation of comments from these two

reviewers. The format may vary slightly as a function of each reviewer's style, however, each

comment in this correspondence can be correlated back to the various portions of the text either

through a section number or a page number reference. Comments form Ohio EPA's risk

assessment personnel were previously sent to your attention on November 5, 2001.

The Agency has the following comments on the draft report:

General Comments:

1. In a recent meeting which included representatives from the USACE, the Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) and the Ohio EPA, it was decided to change the terminology

utilized to describe the various reports which are submitted by the contractor. The following

terminology is to be utilized for future submissions:

Old Terminology New Terminology

Draft Preliminary Draft

Draft-Final Draft

Final Final

The documents which are to be submitted to the information repositories in Newton Falls

and Ravenna, are the draft and final versions of the reports.

It is anticipated that for workplans, the format which the project team has been utilizing will

remain in place. That is, there will be a draft workplan, and subsequent to comment

resolution (matrices and meetings) that the workplan will be revised and submitted as a final

Printed on recycled paper
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the OVA.

concentrations in surface soil of this a

The text states that

at low estimated

is the abbreviation for

estimated (No "J" value).

Please make the appropriate changes to the text.

6. Fxecutive Summary, page xxii. Sediment, line 35: Change "most" to "mostly."

7 Section 1 0 Introduction. Page 1-3. Figure 1-2: Numbers corresponding to AOCs listed in
the legend have been omitted from the map. Please add numbers to the symbols "circles

on the map.

8. Section 1.2.2 Demography and Land Use, page 1-6. line 36: The text states that "these

(future) uses include two live-fire rifle ranges." According to information provided to the
Ohio EPA in June 2002 by LTC Tadsen, OHARNG currently has no plans for live-fire

ranges. Please check with the OHARNG, and make the appropriate changes to the text.

9. Section 2.3.1.2 Bedrock Stratigraphy: The text states that "The Sharon Member of the

Pennsylvanian Pottsville Formation unconformably overlies the eroded Cuyahoga

Formation throughout the eastern half of RVAAP." Please change "Cuyahoga Formation"

to "Mississippian Cuyahoga Group."

10. Figure 2-2. Geologic Map of Unconsolidated Deposits on RVAAP: Outwash deposits are

represented by a double green diagonal line pattern, however, the Lavery Till and Hiram

Till deposits are not represented by any type of fill pattern. Only a solid black line

representing the contact between the two tills is present on the map. Each geologic unit

should be represented by a fill pattern, and the fill pattern should be included in the legend.

11. Section 2.3.2.1 Soil: The text states that "a generalized geologic cross section for the AOC

from north to south is provided in Figure 2-2." This cross section is presented in Figure 2-3.

The figure number in this statement should be corrected. Additionally, a map illustrating

the location of the cross section should be included in Figure 2-3.

12. Section 2.4.1.2 Bedrock Hydrology, page 2-8. lines 28 and 29: The text states that "Past

studies of the Sharon Conglomerate indicate that the highest yields come from the true

quartz-pebble conglomerate fades and from jointed and fractures zones." These pebbles

are predominantly made of "quartzite", not "quartz" as the text suggests:



http://www.dnr.state.oh.us/geosurvey/geo fact/qeo f19.htm

http://www3-uakron.edu/geology/facpages/ids/aifres.html

13. Section 2.4.2 Load Line 12 Hvdrologic/Hvdroqeologic Setting: Figure 2-4 illustrated the

potentiometric map for the November 9, 2000 data collected during the Phase II Rl.

Only one data set of groundwater levels has been collected for LL12. Additional

measurement of ground water elevations may be needed to determine the following:

a. Any seasonal or yearly variations in the ground water flow directions near the

site.

b. Whether the locations of the existing monitoring wells are suitable to evaluate

the conclusions of the submission, for example, the evaluation of the relative

locations of "upgradient" and "downgradient" monitoring wells with respect to

source area(s).

c. The direction of potential migration of contaminants with a specific reference to

the sources and source areas within LL12.

Although the flow directions, based on only one set of water level data, may give a

general idea of the groundwater flow direction in the area of LL12, there could be

variations in flow that have not been detected due to the limited number of sets of water

level data. The observed ground water flow directions based on only one set of data

should be, at best, considered a "rough" estimate of the ground water flow directions in

LL12 and viewed with caution.

14. Inconsistencies in Figure 2-4: There are several inconsistencies in the potentiometric

map presented in Figure 2-4. Potentiometric surface lines located in the southern

portion of Load Line 12 do not correspond to the groundwater surface elevations

measured in monitoring wells. For example, monitoring wells, L12mw-183 and L12mw-

184 have the same water table elevation of 970.67 feet above mean sea level (amsl).

However, in Figure 2-4, L12mw-183 is bounded by the 967 and 968 foot contours, and

L12mw-184 is bounded by the 968 and 969 foot contours. Figure 2-4 should be

corrected and ground water flow directions at the site should be re-evaluated based on

the corrected version of the potentiometric map.

15. Section 2.7 Preliminary Site Conceptual Model, Utilities, page 2-16: The text states that

the sanitary sewer system may function as a preferential migration pathway for shallow

groundwater transport. Water lines and hydrants are also present at LL-12. The fill

material (often gravel) in which these water lines may be installed in, often act as

preferential migration pathways, and therefore may also facilitate shallow groundwater

transport.

16. Section 3.4.1 Rationale: The text states that "...the piezometer was abandoned..."

The draft report did not discuss how piezometers were abandoned. The revised report

should discuss the abandonment procedures for the piezometers.

17. Section 3.4.1 Rationale, page 3-27, lines 4-6: The text states that "Table 3-4 provides

the rationale for placing wells in the selected locations and designates the piezometers

converted to wells." Table 3-4 does not designate the which piezometers were



converted to monitoring wells. Please make the appropriate changes to the text.

18- Section 3.4.2 Table 3-5: The "total depth" of monitoring wells LL12mw-107 and
LL12mw-128 indicated in Table 3-5 does not correspond to the total depths illustrated
on the corresponding well diagrams in Appendix D. These discrepancies should be
corrected.

19' Section 3.4.5 In Situ Permeability Testing: The draft report referenced Appendix F for
the slug tests conducted at the site. This appendix did not include the raw data and any
illustration of the raw data to demonstrate the changes in water table through time

during the test. Appendix F did not present any calculations of hydraulic conductivity.
The revised submission should contain the data and calculations based upon which
hydraulic conductivity values in Table 2-1 were estimated.

20- Section 4.1.1 Site Chemical Background: Table 4-1 presents the "RVAAP facility-wide
background criteria..." Within this table, the results of filtered and unfiltered samples for
the unconsolidated zone appear to be exactly the same for all the constituents listed.

The results in Table 4-1 should be checked for error and appropriate corrections should
be made.

Additionally, background concentrations of chemical constituents in the bedrock zone
have been presented in Table 4-1. However, no bedrock monitoring well has been
installed for Load Line 12 to make a comparison with the facility-wide background

criteria for bedrock zone. The background concentrations for wells completed in the
bedrock aquifer should be removed from the revised report.

21. Table 4-6: In Table 4-6, it is unclear how the "average result" of several analytes
(Cadmium, Chromium, Cobalt, and Copper) can be greater than the "maximum detect."
Please provide a clarification in the response to comment matrix.

22 Section 4.6.2 TAL Metals and Cyanide: Table 4-27 "presents concentrations of the 12
inorganics that were considered SRCs in ground water." It is unclear as to whether

these values represent filtered or unfiltered samples results. Table 4-27 should include
a note to clarify this issue.

23 Section 4.9.1.2 TNT Comparison: Figure 4-22 is a plot of soil concentrations of TNT
based on field screening data and laboratory data. This plot indicated a high correlation
® value of 0.8921) between the field screening data and laboratory data. Apparently,
this value of R is hinged on one data point in the upper right hand corner of Figure 4-

22. This data point could be an outlier. Overall, the correlation between the field
screening data and laboratory data is poor. This issue should be addressed.

24- Section 4.9.2 Field Metals Analysis by XRF. page 4-151. lines 39-43: The text states

that "the center and the vertices of an equilateral triangle with 0.9 meter (3-foot) sides
were cleared of vegetation and surface debris at each sampling location. A Spectrace

9000 XRF instrument was used in the field to record metals concentrations at the center
and the vertices of the triangle. Thus, four in situ XRF measurements were made at

each surface soil sampling location." Please provide an explanation for why the in situ

XRF readings were based on the triangulation sampling scheme that is utilized for
explosives.



25. Section 4.9.2.4 Assessment of XRF Use, page 4-163: The Ohio EPA maintains that the

use of both in situ an ex situ XRF analyses yields inconsistent results when compared to

the laboratory analysis. Therefore, the use of such technology will have limited

applicability and neither accurate or reliable enough to guide field investigations or soil

removal activities at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP).

26. Section 5.3.5 Natural Attenuation of Contaminants in LL12 AOCs: The text discusses

that "based on site characterization (Chapter 4)...," LL12 may be "a candidate for

natural attenuation remediation approach" and that "off-AOC migration of contaminants

from LL12 will be limited due to natural attenuation..."

a. Processes Considered: Are these conclusions on natural attenuation based on

the consideration of dilution alone or based on biodegradation, dilution, and other

processes combined? A discussion and supporting documentation that natural

attenuation is currently occurring at the site have not been included in the report.

b. Favorable Hvdrogeochemica! Conditions: The site characterization in Chapter 4

did not adequately address whether the known hydrogeochemical conditions of

the site are favorable for natural attenuation of the contaminants present at the

AOC. If natural attenuation is to be cited as a factor in reducing concentrations

of contaminants in groundwater and in limiting and reducing the migration of

contaminants offsite, please include the following information in the revised

report:

i) A discussion addressing the suitability of site-specific hydrogeochemical

conditions for natural attenuation processes beneath the site area.

ii) Appropriate documentation and discussion of the evidence and

processes supporting natural attenuation beneath the site area.

These discussions and documentation should include the procedures used to

demonstrate the natural attenuation of explosives and organic compounds.

c. Biotransformation: Section 5.2.4 indicated that TNT and DNT may undergo

biotransformation, based on information from culture studies in the laboratory.

The hydrogeochemical conditions under which these biotransformations take

place and whether such conditions exist in groundwater beneath the site are not

addressed. Beside these two groups of explosive compounds (TNT and DNT),

there was also RDX in groundwater. Whether this compound undergoes any

transformation is not addressed.

Please substantiate the above-referenced statements with respect to natural attenuation

with appropriate discussions, documentation, and data.

27. Section 5.5 Fate And Transport Modeling: The "constituents identified as CMCOPCs

(contaminant migration constituent of potential concern)" were evaluated using a

SESOIL model for vertical migration, and a AT123D model for lateral migration to the

receptor locations (p. 5-9).



a. SESOIL Model:

i) It is unclear as to the size of the source area(s) used in SESOIL model.

The installation should address whether the source size(s) used for the

model represents the area where groundwater contamination is known to

exist.

ii) The initial values used, along with the assumptions made to determine

whether a COC would reach groundwater table within 1,000 years (p. 5-

11), should be discussed in the revised report.

iii) Section 5.4.2 concerning the "Limitations and Assumptions of Soil

Screening Analysis" (p. 5-8) indicated that this analysis assumed no

biological and chemical degradation in the soil or aquifer. Whereas,

Section 5.5.2.1 indicated (p. 5-11) that SESOIL model output includes

"...degradation/decay." This inconsistency should be explained. The

input values summarized in Table 5-2 (p. 5-16) did not include the value

used for degradation/decay. Table 5-2 should include the values of all

input parameters.

b. AT123D Model:

i) Aquifer thickness: Table 5-2 lists aquifer thicknesses ranging from 5.2 m

to "4.4E-05 m." The latter thickness value should be checked for error.

The installation did not discuss the use of these aquifer thicknesses as

modeling parameters.

ii) Organic fraction data: The installation did not provide organic fraction

data documentation, such as sample depth and location, in the draft

report.

iii) Model Input Values: The installation did not provide all model input

values used for the AT123D model. What values were used for

longitudinal, transverse, and vertical dispersivities? What was the value

of the decay constant? What were the Kd and Rd values that were used?

iv) Hydraulic gradient: The installation did not provide the potentiometric

map used for calculating the magnitude of hydraulic gradient and did not

address if the hydraulic gradient used in the model represents the

maximum for the model area.

v) Hydraulic Conductivity: The installation indicated a hydraulic conductivity

ranging from 1.3E-02 to 4.4E-05 cm/day, based on site-specific slug

tests. It is unclear which hydraulic conductivity value was used as model

input and the location of the well where 1.3E-02 cm/day K value was

estimated.

vi) Heterogeneity: The installation should consider the presence of

heterogeneity beneath the site area and how heterogeneity could effect

groundwater flow and contaminant migration in the site area. Because of

heterogeneity, there could be preferential pathways which may allow

contaminants to migrate. The possibility of the presence of preferential



pathways beneath the AOC needs to be evaluated and its effect on
ground water flow and contaminant migration needs to be addressed in
the revised report.

vii) Sensitivity Analysis: The effects of input value uncertainty on the model
predictions are not evaluated and addressed in the report. The
installation should discuss how the chosen input values are appropriate
for the site and should conduct a sensitivity analysis to evaluate the
effects of uncertainty in the input values on the model predictions. The
installation should also identify the parameters that are sensitive, by
considering a range of input values expected for each of the parameters
at the site area.

viii) Calculations: The draft report did not present the retardation factors
calculations used for the analytical model. These calculations should be
documented in the revised report.

ix) Model Validation: The submitted report did not provide information to
validate the model's results. At present, no data is available between the
presumed source area and the point of compliance to determine if there
is a match between the model predictions and the observed
concentrations of COCs in the modeled area. With the available

information, an evaluation of whether the model predictions are valid for
the site area cannot be made.

x) Type of Source: The type of source (continuous/instantaneous) used in
the model should be indicated in the revised report.

xi) Concentration of Contaminants: Do the values of contaminant
concentration used in the model represent the maximum contaminant

concentration for the AOC? Are the monitoring wells, for which the

contaminant concentration is used in the model, located in the
downgradient direction from the source area(s)?

Because of the issues listed above, the predictions of the analytical models cannot be
evaluated. The installation should address each of the abovementioned issues.

2a Section 8.1.5 Groundwater: In the first bullet, the text states that "widespread migration
of explosives from soil to groundwater has not occurred." The definition
of "widespread" is unclear. A clarification of the definition of "widespread" should be
added this section, and any other pertinent sections, and the text should be modified
accordingly.

29- Appendix D, Piezometer and Monitoring Well Installation Loos : Please provide elevation
data for the corresponding depth interval on each of the monitoring well installation
diagrams.

30. Appendix H, Data Quality Assessment Report:

a Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QCV Laboratory analytical results and
chain of custody records were not submitted. This issue should be addressed.

b. Table 5 indicated that Nitrocellulose had an achieved detection limit of 0.36 ug/L
Table I-24 (Appendix I) indicated groundwater analytical results for



Nitrocelloulose as being non-cletect or non-detect/estimated at 500 ug/L. This
discrepancy should be discussed.

31 ■ Additional Bedrock Monitoring Wells: Explosives, propellants, zinc, cobalt, aluminum,
arsenic, minor semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), volatile organic compounds
(VOCs), and PCBs/pesticides were detected above the facility-wide background
standards in the unconsolidated aquifer during the 2000 ground water sampling event.
No impermeable layer is documented between the top of the Sharon Sandstone and the

overlying unconsolidated sediments at the LL12 area. Based on considerations of a
sandy lithology, the range of hydraulic conductivities, and the presence of possible
fractures in bedrock formation, the unconsolidated sands and Sharon Sandstone seem
hydraulically connected. This may warrant the installation and sampling of additional
bedrock monitoring wells in order to determine the full vertical and horizontal extent of
groundwater contamination at this AOC.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to me at 330-
963-1148.

Sincerely

Todd R. Fisher

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

cc: Bonnie Buthker, OFFO SWDO

Brian Tucker, CO DERR

Conni McCambridge, NEDO DDAGW

Bob Whelove, OSC

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Glen Beckham, USACE Louisville

John Jent, USACE Louisville

Steve Selecman, SAIC

Kevin Jago, SAIC

David Seely,

USEPA Region V

ec: Mike Eberle, NEDO DERR

Eileen Mohr, NEDO DERR



OhioEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

November 21, 2002

TELE (330) 425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft, Governor

Christopher Jones. Director

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT
PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES
SAND CREEK DUMP REMOVAL
FINAL WORKPLAN

Mr. Brian Stockwell

Project Manager

MKM Engineers, Inc.

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant
Building 1038

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Stockwell:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO)

SV^r7 and Remedia' ReSP°nSe (DERR) h id d L the'

RoaJ ?9™^1 Desi9n/Remov~al Acti™ at the Sand Creek Disposal

2.

3.

"Final Sampling and Analysis Plan Addendum for the Remedial Design/Removal
Action at the Sand Creek Disposal Road Landfill (AOC 34);" and

n^l/n^??- Safety and Health Plan Addendum for the Remedial
Design/Removal Action at the Sand Creek Disposal Road Landfill (AOC 34)."

™^hSpdApfil 2°01 and reCeived ** Ohio EPA on November 15. 2002 were
prepared by MKM Eng.neers, Inc. for the U.S. Operations Support Command (OSC). "

onni ,,., , Wlth respect to the draft documents dated
^uui, and the comment response documents dated May 1, 2001 Ohio EPA has the

following comments on the revised documents:

General Comments:

1. Ohio EPA requests a copy of the signed Action Memorandum for our files.

2. The Agency is aware of the funding problems that led to the delay of this project
However, in uture projects, please change the date on the submissions, so that hey
more accurately reflect the date they are submitted to and received by Ohio EPA (In
this case the three documents should be dated November 2002 instead of April 2001 )

-r:r;edcn recycled paper



MR. BRIAN STOCKWELL

NOVEMBER 21, 2002

PAGE 2

« The Aaencv is additionally aware of funding issues that led the proposed action to be
Scribed as a RemedialDesign/Removal Action. However, the stakeholders have
vefcalv aqreed that this should more accurately be described as an interim removal
acton (IRA) and! as such, the actions proposed in the workplans may not result in the
final area of concern (AOC) remedy.

documents, especially the copies submitted to the i

4. The term

term

5. Section

erm "mixed waste" has a specific regulatory definiticHV Please, do not use this
unless it is applicable. (WP page 2-2; FSP page 3-1; HASP page 2-4)

2 1 of the WP (page 2-2) - This section indicates that fill dirt/soil will not be

page 3-2; HASP page 2-4)

6 In Section 2.1.4 (page 2-4), there has been a change from removal of lebns^such that

SeS"«

,g that debris might be left in place. Each of these underscore Ohio EPA
aenerai comment # 1 that this action may not result in a final remedy for the AOC.
(Also applicable to FSP Section 3.1.4 page 3-3; HASP Section 2.1.1 page 2-6)

7. Please be advised that in order to use the Region 9 PmBmlnaj,< RsmeJJooGobJ

Section 2.1.8 page 2-6)



MR. BRIAN STOCKWELL

NOVEMBER 21, 2002
PAGE 3

9. In

3;

10. In

November 03, 1997 regarding thlTssue
Again, although these comments will not result in

me at 330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc:

ec:

Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO SWDO
Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, DERR, CO

Laurie Eggert, Ohio EPA, OFFO SWDO
Mark Patterson, RVAAP
John Cicero, RVAPP

LTC Tadsen, RVAAP

Bill Ingold, OSC

John Jent, USACE Louisville

Todd Fisher, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO
Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, DERR,' NEDO

°r9anization ch^ (FSP page 2-

d~ts dated

rbestr
COrresPondence (° OSC dated

no, ,„



OttBtt
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agcnc\

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

January 23, 2002

TELE (330; 425-9171 FAX (330] 487-0769 BobTaft. Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

NACA TEST AREA

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO) Division
of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the document entitled-
"Final, Phase I Remedial Investigation Report for the NACA Test Area at the Ravenna Army
Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio." This document, dated December 2001 and received at Ohio
EPA, NEDO, on December26,2001, was prepared by Science Applications International Corporation
(SAIC) for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) under contract number DACA62-94-D-0029
delivery order number 0077.

The final document was reviewed compared to the draft-final document, dated June, 2001 and the
comment response documents.

The document revisions are acceptable to Ohio EPA and the document is considered final by the
Agency.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact me at
330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, CO, DERR

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

David Seely, U.S. EPA, Region V

Conni McCambridge, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DDAGW

ec: Mike Eberie, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR

Kevin Jago, SAIC

John Cicero, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, OSC

Steve Selecman, SAIC

Pnr:ed on recycled paper



OtaEftt
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agenc\

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road TELE (330) 425-9i7i fax (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft> Governor
Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969 Christopher Jones, Director

September 12, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

LOAD LINE 11 IRA DRAFT REPORT

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, Ohio 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) has received and reviewed the

three-volume document entitled: "Interim Removal Action Report for Load Line #11,

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio 44266." This document, dated April

2002 and received at Ohio EPA on May 20, 2002, was prepared for the U.S. Army

Operations Support Command (OSC), Rock Island, Illinois, byMKM Engineers, Inc. under

contract number DAAA09-98-G-0001 and Delivery Order Number 0026. The following

comments were generated from Ohio EPA's review of this document:

General Comments

Comment # 1: It is Ohio EPA's understanding that all information, findings, and

recommendations pertaining to the IRA will also be provided, to some

degree, in the future LL-11 Rl report. All IRA data shall be folded into

the November - December 2000 Rl data for inclusion in the LL-11

Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment.

Specific Comments

Comment # 2: List of Acronyms, pages iii and iv. Please include the following

acronyms: 1) ACM (Asbestos Containing Material); 2) AP (Artillery

Primer); 3) PCHD (Portage County Health Department) and 4)

OHARNG (Ohio Army National Guard).

Comment # 3: Figure 1 -1 Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant Location Map. Please

provide a direction indicator on this figure.

Comment #4: Figure 1-2 Load Line 11 Interim Remedial Action Facility Location

Map. Load Line 11 has been omitted from the Legend of Sites.

Please add Load Line 11.

Primed on recycled paper



MR. MARK PATTERSON

SEPTEMBER 12, 2002

PAGE 2

Comment #5:

Comment # 6:

Comment # 7:

Section 1.2 Load Line 11 Background, page 1 -4,3rd bullet, lines 15-

16. The text states that "floors are covered with a non-conductive

material." What is the nature of this material.

Section 1.2 Load Line 11 Background, page 1-5. 5th bullet, lines 11

and 12. The text states that "the floor of AP-3 is covered with a

conductive lead liner. In the comment above, floors were covered in

a non-conductive material." Were these floors conductive or non-

conductive? Please clarify.

Section 1.3 Summary of IRA Activities, page 1-5, lines 34 and 35.

The text states that "the water was applied to the site ground surface

for infiltration." It should be mentioned in this section that water was

released in a manner that minimized erosion.

Section 3.2 Sewer/Sump Water Removal, page 3-1. line 35. Please

indicate in the text that a spreader bar was used to control the rate of

discharge.

Figure 3-0 Load Line 11 Interim Remedial Action Site Map. Please

add the exact sump locations to the figure and include them in the

legend.

Table 3-1 Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant Sump and Sewer Water

Results Load Line 11 Rl. Why does this table include soil background

criteria and Region 9 PRG residential soil values along with the sump

and sewer water results? Water results cannot be compared with soil

background and soil PRG values. Please make the appropriate

changes to the table.

Figure 3-3 Load Line 11 Interim Remedial Action Hot Spot Sampling

Location and Limits of Excavation. This figure shows "approximate

test trench excavation locations" just N-NW of the "hot spot." There

is no mention of these test trenches in the text of the document.

What is the nature of the test trenches? Please provide an

explanation for these trenches in the text.

Comment #12: All Figures. Please change the word "Remedial" to the word

"Removal" in the titles.

Comment #13: Section 4.0 Soil Assessment, pages 4-1 through 4-23. Please

specify the depths at which each of the samples were taken.

Comment # 8:

Comment # 9:

Comment # 10:

Comment # 11



MR. MARK PATTERSON

SEPTEMBER 12,2002

PAGE 3

Comment # 14: 7.0 References, page 7-1, Please include June 7, 2001 Ohio EPA

correspondence in References section.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to

contact me at 330-963-1148.

Sincerely,

Todd R. Fisher

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

Todd.Fisher@epa.state.oh.us

TF/kss

cc: Eileen Mohr, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO

Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Rob Whelove, OSC

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Rick Callahan, MKM, RVAAP

Stan Levenger, MKM, RVAAP

John Jent, USACE, Louisville

David Seely, U.S. EPA Region V

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO

Todd Fisher, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO (archive purposes)



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road ^ TELE (330) 425_gi ?1 FAX (33Q 487_076g Bob Taft, Governor

Twmsburg, Ohio 4408/-1969 ' Christopher Jones, Director

December 23, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

WfW&WINDHAM DUMP REMOVAL
FINAL WORKPLANS

Mr. Brian Stockwelf

Project Manager

MKM Engineers, Inc.

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

Building 1038

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Stockwell:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO),

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the
following documents:

__ 1. "Final Work Plan for the Remedial Design/Removal Action at the Paris-Windham Road
Dump(AOC51);"

2. "Final Sampling and Analysis Plan Addendum for the Remedial Design/Removal
Action at the Paris-Windham Road Dump (AOC 51);" and

3. "Final Site-Specific Safety and Health Plan Addendum for the Remedial
Design/Removal Action at the Paris-Windham Road Dump (AOC 51)."

These documents, dated April 2001 and received by Ohio EPA on November 15, 2002. were
prepared by MKM Engineers, Inc. for the U.S. Operations Support Command (OSC).

The above-referenced documents were reviewed with respect to the draft documents, dated
March 2001, and the comment response documents, dated May 1, 2001. Ohio EPA has the
following comments on the revised documents:

General Comments:

1. Ohio EPA requests a copy of the signed Action Memorandum for our files.

2. The Agency is aware of the funding problems that led to the delay of this project.

However, in future projects, please change the date on the submissions so that they
more accurately reflect the date they are submitted to and received by Ohio EPA. (In

this case, the three documents should be dated November 2002 instead of April 2001.)

5nr,;ed en recycled paper



MR. BRIAN STOCKWELL

DECEMBER 3, 2002

PAGE 2

3. The Agency is additionally aware of funding issues that led the proposed action to be

described as a Remedial Design/Removal Action. However, the stakeholders have

verbally agreed that this should more accurately be described as an interim removal

action (IRA) and, as such, the actions proposed in the workplans may not result in the

final area of concern (AOC) remedy.

Specific Comments: (Workplan designated as WP; field sampling plan designated as FSP;

quality assurance project plan designated as QAPP; and health and safety plan designated

as HASP.) All of Ohio EPA comments were addressed as requested. The specific comments

detailed in this section are primarily the result of changes requested by other stakeholder

reviewers. Although these comments will not result in a delay of the project, please address

the applicable comments by: a) ensuring that in future projects, that the unrevisedtextis not

carried forward, and b) attach a copy of this correspondence to all final Paris-Windham Dump

documents, especially the copies submitted to the information repositories.

4. Section 2.1. of the WP (page 2-2) - This section indicates that fill dirt/soil will not be

removed as part of this project, yet the text also indicates that excavators may be used

for larger items of debris, which would necessarily result in some soil removal. If soils

are removed during excavation, it should be disposed-of in accordance with all

applicable State and Federal rules, laws, and regulations. (Also applicable to FSP

page 3-2; HASP page 2-4.)

5. In Section 2.1.4 (page 2-4), there has been a change from removal of debris such that

the land is returned to the original contour, to surface debris removal. In addition, the

text indicates that a Schonstedt will be utilized to detect sub-surface anomalies and,

based upon this survey, the materials causing the anomalies maybe removed. First...

how does the change from "original contours" to "surface debris" removal impact upon

the volume of material removed and the adequacy of the cleanup? Second, given that

much of the debris is non-ferrous in nature, these materials will not be detected by the

Schonstedt. Third, the text indicates that the ferrous anomalies may be removed,

indicating that debris might be left in place. Each of these underscore Ohio EPA

general comment # 1 that this action may not result in a final remedy for the AOC.

(Also applicable to FSP Section 3.1.4, page 3-3; HASP Section 2.1.6 page 2-5.)

6. Please be advised that in order to use the Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals

(PRGs) for screening purposes at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP), the

following applies: for the cancer endpoint, the Region 9 number may be utilized,

however, for the non-cancer endpoint, 1/10 of the Region 9 value is utilized. (WP

Section 2.1.5, page 2-4; WP Section 7.0 page 7-1; FSP Section 3.1.5, page 3-3; HASP

Section 2.1.7, page 2-6)

7. In future documents, please remove the reference to the USEPA Investigation Derived

Waste (IDW) document. (WP Section 6.0, page 6-1)
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8. In future submissions, please update MKM's project organization chart. (FSP page 2-

3; HASP page 3-2)

9. In future submissions, please reference the revised facility-wide documents, dated

March 2001. (QAPP page iv)

10. Please be advised that decontamination liquids cannot be stored pending the final

remediation of the AOC. Please refer to Ohio EPA correspondence to OSC, dated

November 03, 1997, regarding this issue.

Again, although these comments will not result in a delay of the project, nor require an

additional revision, please address the applicable comments by: a) ensuring that, in future

projects, the unrevised text is not carried forward; and b) attach a copy of this correspondence

to all final Paris-Windham documents, especially the copies submitted to the information

repositories.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact

me at 330-963-1148.

Sincerely,

Todd R. Fisher

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

TRF/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, DERR, CO

Laurie Eggert, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAPP

LTC Tadsen, RVAAP

Bill Ingold, OSC

John Jent, USACE Louisville

ec: Eileen Mohr, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO

Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO
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25700Z REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF;

DE-9J

John Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, Ohio 44266-9297

Re: Letter of Acknowledgment

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

©©atp-i-^ance Evaluation Inspection

EPA I.D. No.: OH5 210 020 736
Dear Mr. Cicero:

On August 22, 2001, representatives of both the United States

Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA} and the Ohio

Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) inspected Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) located in Ravenna, Ohio. In response

to violations identified during the inspection, U.S. EPA issued a
Notice of Violation (NOV) on October 30, 2001.

On December 6, 2001, the U.S. EPA received your response to the

NOV. This letter is to inform you that the U.S. EPA has reviewed

your response and determined that additional enforcement action

need not be taken at this time.

This letter does not limit the applicability of requirements

evaluated, or of other federal or state statutes or regulations.

U.S. EPA and OEPA will continue to evaluate your facility in the
future.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter,

please contact Cindy Dabner of my staff at (312) 886-0743.

Sincerely yours,

Paul Little, Chief p

Compliance Section #2 } . iC

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch lo-- ;^^ ,i

cc: Gregory Orr, OEPA, NEDO v/ev1*^

Recycled/Recyclable-Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (40% Postconsumer)
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CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, Ohio 44266-9297

Re: Compliance Evaluation inspection

EPA I.D. No.: 0H5 210 020 736

Dear Mr. Patterson:

On March 26, 2002, a representative of the United States

Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) inspected Ravenna Army
Plant located in Ravenna, Ohio. The purpose of the inspection

was to evaluate your facility's compliance with certain

requirements of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

(RCRA), specifically storage and disposal of hazardous waste set

forth at Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-52 and 40 Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 260 through 270 and 279.

As of this writing, based upon information available to U.S. EPA,

our review of the inspection has not resulted in the detection of

violations of any of the specific RCRA requirements under

evaluation. This determination does not limit the applicability

of the requirements evaluated, other RCRA regulations, or

regulations under other environmental statutes. U.S. EPA will

continue to evaluate your facility in the future.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter,

please contact George Opek of my staff at (312) 886-1423.

Paul Little, Chief

Compliance Section 2

Enforcement and Compliance Assurance Branch

Recycled/Recyclable . Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 10O\> Recycled Paper (50"u Postconsumer)
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ATTENTION OF

DE-9J

CERTIFIED MAIL - 7001 0320 0006 0177 2442

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Department of the Army

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, Ohio 44266-9297

Re: RCRA Compliance Inspection

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

EPA ID No.: OH5 210 020 736

Dear Mr. Patterson:

On December 12, 2002, the Department of the Army's [DoA] Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

[RVAAP] was inspected by United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)

representative Duncan Campbell. Mr. Gregory Orr of the Ohio Environmental Protection

Agency [Ohio EPA] observed this inspection. The inspection evaluated compliance with

requirements of the Resource Conservation and Recover)- Act (RCRA) for generators.

Based on the information provided by you, review of the records and the physical observations of

the U.S. EPA inspector on December 12. 2002, we have determined that your installation

manages hazardous waste on an episodic basis. Hazardous waste may be generated as a result of

continuing decontamination and demolition work at RVAAP.

At the time of the inspection, your installation had not generated hazardous waste since February

of 2002 at which time it generated less than 100 kilograms of hazardous waste in the calendar

month. Thus, during the month of February of 2002. you operated as a Conditionally Exempt

Small Quantity Generator (CESQG). However, in the future should you generate hazardous

waste in excess of 100 kilograms in any one calendar month, you will then be subject to

requirements found in Ohio Administrative Code 3745-54 regulating generators.

Recycled/Recyclable - Printed witn Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 50% Recycled Paper (200.-. Postconsur
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U.S. EPA detected no violations of those RCRA requirements for which you were inspected.

Your installation will continue to be evaluated by U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA for compliance with

RCRA requirements on a periodic basis.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Duncan Campbell of my staff at

(312)886-4555.

Sincerely,

Paul Little, Chief

Compliance Section 2

Enclosure

cc: Greg Orr, Ohio EPA-NEDO



U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Region 5

RCRA INSPECTION REPORT

GENERAL FACILITY INFORMATION

U.S. EPA ID#:

Facility Name:

Facility Location:

City:

Legal Owner:

Region/District

Weather:

OH5 210 020 736

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP)

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna

Department ot the

Army

Ohio EPA - NEDO

Cloudy/low 30's

State: OH

Address:

Inspection Dat|H2/12/02

Zip Code:

City:

Washington

D.C.

Start Time:

9:30 am

Phone #:

County:

44266-

9297

State:

End Time:

11:30 am

(330)358-7311

Portage

Zip Code:

NOTIFICATION INFORMATION (EPA Form 8700-12)/TYPE OF FACILITY

Notified:

08/18/1980

Part A: 11/18/1980 Regulated As: TSD - Inactive Generation of hazardous waste:
but not yet RCRA closed Episodic Large Quantity Generator

Interim status for
storage and,.
treatment.of off- ,
spec munitions and
cleanup from
munitions
production

TYPE OF INSPECTION : RCRA CEI- EPA led inspection. Ohio EPA's Northeast District Office was
present during inspection.

INSPECTION PARTICIPANTS

U.S. EPA Inspector Duncan Campbell (ill ) 886-4555

Ohio EPA Inspector Greg Orr (330)963-1189

FACILITY CONTACTS

Ravenna

TolTest

Mark Patterson Environmental

Program Manager

James D. McGee Contract

Site Manager

(330)358-3005



Additional Information

NAC Codes- 928110 Military Reserve Armories & Bases

SIC - 9711 National Security

Other Environmental activities-

Persistent Bioaccumulative Toxics (PBTs) or

Chemicals of Concern (COC)-

RVAAP is not on the CERCLA National Priority List

Lead and PCBs generated from the decontamination and

demolition of buildings

Facility Description - Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant [RVAAP] came into existence in August of 1940, with
the purchase of 25,000 acres in Portage and Trumbull Counties in Ohio by the United States Government. In,
1980, the Department of the Army [DoA] submitted both a notification of its intent to generate hazardous waste
and a Part A permit application for interim status. In 1992, RVAAP submitted a part B permit application to
Ohio EPA for its treatment units located at Winklepeck Open Burn Grounds. In 1994, RVAAP withdrew its
permit application and began closing both the storage and open burn trays. Closure of Winklepeck was
completed and approved by Ohio EPA in 1998. In addition, three less-than-90 day storage areas were also

closed according to Ohio EPA requirements.

In 1999, the U.S. Army Industrial Operating Command (IOC), a major subordinate command of U.S. Army
Material Command transferred 16,064 acres of RVAAP to the National Guard Bureau. IOC remains responsible
for Installation Restoration Program (IRP) of 5,355 acres that became contaminated from ordnance production

from 1941 to 1972.

A total of 51 areas of contamination [AOCs] at RVAAP. The AOCs include open burning, open detonation, load
lines, wastewater treatment facilities, landfills, and land disposal sites. Cleanup of these areas is slated to be
completed by 2014. Contaminants include, residual TNT, RDX (research department explosives), HMX (high
melt explosives) and metals (antimony, arsenic, chromium and lead along with cyanide). Most contamination
resulted from RVAAP's practice of burning scrap ordnance, bulk explosives, and related materials as a way to

dispose of the waste it generated from production facilities.

RVAAP's primary mission was both as a depot storage [Portage Ordnance Depot] and an ordnance
manufacturing facility [Ravenna Ordnance Plant]. In 1943, these two facilities were combined and have gone
through several name changes before they became known as RVAAP. Load Lines 1-12 manufactured different
types of ordnance [load, assemble, and pack]. Production included medium and major caliber artillery, bombs,
mines, fuses, primers, and boosters. Contamination resulted from the melt-pour and drilling operations.
Explosive dust and vapors attached to the surfaces in the production areas. Maintenance crews routinely steam
cleaned these surfaces. Rinse waters seeped through cracks in the walls and floors and escaped into ground.
Rinse waters, known as "pink water," also leaked from conveyance systems before they were treated wastewater
treatment facilities. Earthen tanks were used to settle out treated wastewaters contaminating both the surrounding
ground and groundwater with pink water.

All ordnance production was curtailed in 1972. In 1992, the mission for RVAAP was changed from inactive-
maintained to modified caretaker status. Today, RVAAP is primarily used as a training ground for the Ohio
National Guard and the "static" storage of bulk explosives and propellants in 623 storage igloos. Over the years,
RVAAP has also been the storage site for DoD's strategic and critical materials. The DoD's Defense Logistics
Agency (DLA) manages these stockpiles in Buildings 835, 842, 843, and 844. Inside space is devoted primarily



to the storage of talc.

RVAAP engages in the generation of hazardous waste when funding is available for decontamination and
demolition of structures. At the height of its productivity there were more than 1,000 permanent structures
located at RVAAP. Today, more than half of the area is without electricity.

Summary of RCRA inspection findings:

DoAatRVAAhad:

1) generated one container (150 lbs) of hazardous waste during the calendar year 2002

2) updated its contingency plan in January 2002;

3) completed conversion of Bldg. 1047 to "Central" < 90 day storage area to replace the former practice of
storing hazardous waste in multiple locations at the site;

4) not begun Thermal Decomposition of Load Lines 6 and 9 and the Wet Storage.

Area of concern:

None.

Report submitted by

Reviewed by^ Date

Date Uw(_
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office
2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

(3301 425-9171

FAX (330) 487-0769 George V. Voinovich

Governor

®ctober10,2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES
OHARNG EA AND DOPAA

CPT Tom Daugherty

(AGOH-FM-EN)

2825 West Dublin-Granville Road

Columbus, OH 43235

Dear CPT Daugherty:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO)
Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the
documents entitled: "Preliminary Draft, Environmental Assessment of Enhanced Training and
Operations at the Ravenna Training and Logistics Site, Portage and Trumbuli Counties Ohio
(September, 2001), and "Draft, Description of Proposed Actions and Alternatives for the
Environmental Assessment of Enhanced Training and Operations at the Ravenna Training
and Logistics Site, Portage and Trumbuli Counties, Ohio (June 2000)" Both the
Emflronmental Assessment (EA) and the*»cnption of Proposed Actions and Alternatives
(O0PAAJ documents were prepared for the Ohio Army National Guard (OHARNG) and
received by Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR on August 29, 2002.

Please note that the comments in this correspondence solely reflect the review of the
documents by the DERR project coordinator with respect to the current and projected
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) activities at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant
(RVAAP). It is unclear as to whether or not these documents were submitted to Ohio EPA
Division of Surface Water (DSW), which may necessarily have more specific comments
including, but not limited to: existing surface water quality; proposed construction of hardened
stream crossings; storm water poiiuiion prevention; and the ecological resources that are
currently identified as existing at the installation.

Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR has the following comments on the submitted documents Please
note that specific page numbers are referenced for the EA and not the DOPAA. Given that
most of the DOPAA appears in the EA, any changes made to the EA should be made to the
corresponding section of the DOPAA.

General Comments:

1. For several years, Ohio EPA has been encouraging the Operations Support Command
(OSC) and the OHARNG to formalize the future use of the installation. Although it is
clear that the land will be utilized as a training and logistics site, it is less clear as to the

Primed on recycled saoer
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utilization of each specific area. As such, we have now reached an impasse with
respect to the ability to determine cleanup levels and depths of cleanup on the
remaining 1,481 acres. For example, OSC has indicated that chemical contamination

would be cleaned up to an industrial standard, which is clearly not protective of several
OHARNG land use scenarios. In addition, the OSC has indicated that unexploded

ordnance (UXO) would be removed only down to four feet below ground surface, yet

the OHARNG land use scenarios would require a cleanup depth of 9.5 feet to
accommodate an M-1 main battle tank in turret defilade. Further, Department of

Defense (DOD) directive 6055.9-STD requires a ten foot assessment depth for
unrestricted use (commercial, residential, utility, sub-surface, recreational and

construction activity).

In order to meet the common goals of cleanup and reuse of the RVAAP, the OSC and
OHARNG must come to agreement with respect to future land use of the remaining

1,481 acres of OSC land at the RVAAP. The sooner that future land use issues can

be resolved, the more efficiently investigations and remedial activities can be

undertaken, and the OHARNG can utilize those portions of RVAAP for training

activities.

2. Please reference Ohio EPA correspondence, dated March 5, 2001, which details the
Agency's involvement in the environmental investigation and restoration efforts at the

installation, as well as detailing over-arching issues at the RVAAP. In addition,
correspondence dated February 4, 2002 on the draft Integrated Natural Resources

Management Plan (INRMP) contains comments applicable to the recently-received

documents.

3. Please ensure that a copy of the EA and DOPAA are sent to the appropriate Ohio

EPA, DSW, personnel for review and comment. Personnel from DSW may
necessarily have more specific comments including, but not limited to: existing surface
water quality; proposed construction of hardened stream crossings; storm water

pollution prevention; and ecological resources that are currently identified as existing

at the installation. This comment is applicable to several portions of the submitted
documents. In addition, the appropriate State and local agencies that deal with cultural

and historical resources should also receive a copy of the documents for review and

comment.

4. One comment in the previously-referenced March 2001 and February 2002

correspondence indicated the need for on-site preservation of wetlands and other

sensitive areas, especially the Hemlock Gorge. The Hemlock Gorge area is one of the
rarest community types at the RVAAP and within Ohio as a whole. What plans are

being made for the preservation of sensitive areas such as (but not limited to) the

Hemlock Gorge? Section 2.2 of the report would be an appropriate place to insert this

information, as it discusses, in a broad sense, the long range planning, or Section

4,8.4 (special interest area) would be another appropriate location for this information.



CPTTOMDAUGHERTY

OCTOBER 10,2002
PAGE 3

Specific Comments:

5. Please make any necessary changes to the text of the Executive Summary (ES) based
upon changes made to the body of the report.

6. The text on page 2 (Section 1.1.2) should indicate that TolTest Inc. is the current
operating contractor. (This comment is also applicable to Section 1.1.3.3 on page 3.)

7. The text on page 2 (Section 1.1.2) should be revised to indicate that the Memorandum
of Agreement (MOA) transferring 16,164 acres was signed in December 1998 and the

DD1354, which transferred an additional 3,774 acres, became official on May 13,2002
(MOA signed in January and March, 2002).

8. In Section 1.1.3.2 (page 3), please specify the current number of OHARNG personnel

employed at the Ravenna Training and Logistics Site (RTLS).

9. The text in Section 2.1.2.3 (page 21) needs to be revised to indicate that (currently)
any demolitions that are conducted at Open Demolition # 2 are only done subsequent
to receiving an emergency permit from Ohio EPA, Division of Hazardous Waste
Management (DHWM).

10. In Sections 2.2.1.1 (page 30) through Section 2.2.8.2 (page 54), for each proposed

action or project, either the siting criteria or the proposed location portion of the chart

should clearly indicate whether or not the proposed location coincides with a known
area of concern (AOC).

11. In Sections 2.2.1.1 (page 30) through Section 2.2.8.2 (page 54), please provide
additional information regarding the materials utilized for constructing the proposed

hardened stream crossings, hardened tank trails, and hardened pads.

12. Please revise the text on page 66 (Section 4.3.3) to read as follows: "Only Load Line
4 and 24 of the inert storage warehouses...."

13. Update (in the revised EA) the date for the installation's current Spill Prevention

Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) plan, which is January 2002. (Also applicable
to Section 4.13.6 on pages 131-132).

14. In Section 4.4.4 (page 78), please add in the flashing furnace.

15. In Section 4.4.6 (proximate sensitive receptors) on page 78, please add text to the

revised report which details how it was determined that there was only a single

potential sensitive receptor within a one-mile radius of the RTLS. For example, was

a search conducted on the internet? (Comment also applies to Section 4.5.4 on page
83 and Section 4.10.9 on page 118).
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16 Please update Section 4.6 (geology, topography and soils) to be consistent with the
most recent facility wide workplan (SAIC, March 2001). In addition, please ensure that

the text is revised to indicate that the Lavery Till is found in the western portion of the

installation and the Hiram Till and associated outwash is present in the eastern two-

thirds of the facility.

17. In Section 4.7.2.1 (groundwater) on pages 94 - 95:

a Include a definition of "groundwater" in the revised text. Specifically, in the
second paragraph, there is the notation that the average depth to groundwater

is approximately 50 below ground surface (BGS). However, in the

CERCLA/IRP investigations being conducted at the installation, groundwater

is encountered in the unconsolidated aquifer at a depth much shallower than

50 feet.

b. Remove the statement in the text that indicates that the unconsolidated unit

"...is mostly undeveloped or unused as a water source." There are a significant

number of residential wells in the vicinity of the RTLS which utilize the

unconsolidated unit as their drinking water supply, obtaining both adequate

quantity and quality.

c. Please revise the text to indicate that the well logs are kept on file by the Ohio

Department of Natural Resources (ODNR), Division of Water.

18. Remove the statement from the text on page 95 (Section 4.7.3.1) which indicates that

"areas with statistically significant levels of contamination are denoted as AOCs...," as

this is incorrect.

19. Statistical tests other than the ANOVA are utilized during IRP investigations at the
RVAAP. Please cross-reference the most recent AOC-specific documents and the

facility-wide sampling plan to update this section of the report.

20. Provide the specific source for the list of potential sources of pollution at the RTLS and
update. For example, the PCB storage area and the pesticide storage area are listed;
however the pesticide building had a generator closure in September 2000 (in
accordance with OAC Rule 3745-66-11 and 14) and the PCB storage building received

a no further action (NFA) in September 1999. This comment also partially applies to

the text in Section 5.13.4 on page 194 and to Section 5.13.6 on page 197.

21. Update Table 4-8 (page 103) which details the State of Ohio Special Status Species
at RTLS. Updated lists can be found in the most recent IRP reports. For example, it

is noted that the river otter is not listed in the current table 4-8.
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22. What impact will the proposed Tactical Vehicle Maneuver Area (TVMA) have on
special interest area # 1. (Section 4.8.4, page 104)

23. Expand the last paragraph of Section 4.9.4 on page 111 to detail the proposed

activities and time tables for conducting additional archaeological investigations at the
RTLS.

24. With respect to consumption patterns (Section 4.11.4 on page 120), wouldn't it provide
more accurate information to ask the local population (rather than RTLS staff) if there

are local groups or identifiable populations that rely principally on fish or wildlife for
subsistence?

25. Please clarify the text in Section 4.12.1 (page 120) to clearly indicate whether or not
the well located at UTES in training area (TA) C is utilized for drinking water purposes.

26. In addition to the clean hard fill (CHF) area located along the western side of George
Road, please add text to the revised report that the three change houses at Load Line

1, which were excavated into bedrock, may also be used as CHF sites. In addition, the

text should clearly indicate that the local health departments are the agencies
designated to deal with CHF issues. (Section 4.12.3 on page 121).

27. In Section 4.13.2 (regulatoryframework) on page 124, please revise the textto indicate
that if unstable munitions are detonated at Open Demolition Area (ODA) # 2, it is only
done subsequent to receiving an emergency permit from Ohio EPA.

28. Although technically correct that RVAAP is not on the National Priorities List (NPL),

please be advised (and revise the text accordingly), to indicate that the installation
scored high enough utilizing the Hazard Ranking System (HRS) to be listed. (Also

applicable to Section 4.13.2 on page 124 and Section 4.13.5 on page 126.)

29. In Section 4.13.3 on page 124, please clarify what is meant by "hypo solution."

30. Please update the bulleted portion of Section 4.13.3 on page 125, as the listing and
current status of the treatment and storage facilities is incorrect.

31. Please remove the statement from the text on page 126 (Section 4.13.5) which

indicates that "The third site, Open Demolition Area # 2 will begin RCRA closure
pending approval of the revised closure plan." ODA # 2 is not undergoing closure.

(This comment is also applicable to Section 5.13.6 on page 197, which discusses the
locations of the potential proposed actions with currently identified AOCs.)

32. Additional text should be added to Section 4.13.5 (page 127), which clarifies what is
meant by a "response complete" or "RC" under the IRP. This term does not

necessarily mean that any action or remediation has taken place at a particular AOC,
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it may merely mean that the site or AOC falls under a different regulatory program and

is, therefore, ineligible for IRP funding,

33 The second full paragraph on page 127 (Section 4.13.5) which lists activities or
projects conducted under the IRP needs to be updated, as the list is incomplete.

34 In Table 4-16 (pages 127-129), please be advised that Ohio EPA does not concur that

the listed potential constituents of concern (PCOCs) at each AOC is all-inclusive.

35. In Table 4-16 (pages 127-129), please clarify that the priority status is based upon the

Relative Risk Site Evaluation (RRSE) process.

36. In Section 4.13.7.1 (page 131), please remove the statement from the text which
indicates that the RVAAP mass-produced explosives, as this is not correct.

37 In Section 4.13.7.4 (PCBs) on page 132, please include additional text in the revised
report that indicates that paint utilized during construction at the RVAAP contained

PCBs. (Also applicable to Section 5.13.3 on page 194 and Section 5.13.6 on page

195.)

38. Please revise the last sentence in Section 4.13.7.5 (radioisotopes) on page 133 to

read: "The site is anticipated to be remediated to an industrial standard for
radioisotopic contamination; however, the analytical confirmation data is still pending.

39 Section 4.13.10 (page 133 - 134) references the removal of several underground
storage tanks (USTs) and the excavation and disposal of contaminated soils. Please

provide the closure reports to Ohio EPA.

40 In Section 5.1.5 (page 138), please ensure that the terms "will" and "shall" are defined
in the revised report. Are both of these terms being utilized (as in statutes or

contracts) where the word is generally imperative or mandatory?

41. In Section 5.2.2 (page140, item # 3), please revise the text to ensure that only fresh

water will be utilized for dust control/suppression techniques.

42. In Section 5.2.2 (page 141, item # 5), please specify what is meant by "...processes

that supercede regulatory procedures."

43. Please add a key at the end of table 5 -1 (pages 143 -146), that describes the various

standard mitigation measures.

44. In Section 5.3.2 (page 147), please provide additional details as to what constitutes "no

on-Post land use impacts."
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55. In Appendix 1, there is a figure which details the competing build alternative for the
aviation project. Please provide a figure in the revised EA which details the preferred
alternative.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact
me at 330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

Tim Morgan, RVAAP

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR

Todd Fisher, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR
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4<5 The text on page 152 (Section 5.5.2) indicates that there is the potential for an
- Environmental Noise Management Plan (ENMP) to be prepared for the RTLS. Please

update this section to indicate whether or not an ENMP will be prepared and the
proposed schedule for preparation and review/comment.

46 The text on page 171 (Section 5.8.3.3) indicates that "...field surveyed jurisdictional
' wetland delineations must be performed to accurately estimate potential wetland

impacts." Please provide, in the revised EA, the proposed schedule for review and

comment.

47 The text on page 175 (Section 5.9.2) indicates that Phase 1 archaeological
' ' investigations have identified 11 sites proposed for National Registry of Historic Places

fNHRPV six of which lie within the proposed project areas. When will a final eligibility
determination be made on these six sites? Evaluation of these (and other sites) is
critical when determining the suitability of alternatives.

48 The text on page 179 (Section 5.9.3) for actions 3, 4, 5 and 8B indicates that
archaeological surveys needed to be conducted prior to implementation. The text for
Action 8B indicates that ten bridges need to be evaluated for NHRP eligibility. Please
provide schedules for the archaeological and NHRP eligibility determinations.

49 In Section 5.9.6 (mitigation measures), please provide a schedule for the performance
of Phase I or Phase II cultural resources investigations.

50 Please add to the text the appropriate Ohio EPA RCRA citations to the list of
requirements for the construction of new hazardous waste storage areas or buildings.
(Section 5.13.6, page 196) This comment is also applicable to Table 5-13 on page

205.

51 Section 5 13 6 on page 197 discusses the proposed action locations if they would
happen to coincide with current AOCs. Please refer to the first comment in this
correspondence, which stresses the need for clear communication between the
OHARNG and the OSC regarding future land use issues.

52 On paqe 197 (Section 5.13.6), the term "clean" is utilized and must be defined.
"'" Currently as written, the term clean will be interpreted to represent the regulatory

(specifically RCRA) context. This comment is also applicable to Table 5-13 on page

205.

53 On page 197 (Section 5.13.6), the term "usable" is utilized and must be defined. This
comment is also applicable to Table 5-13 on page 205.

54 In Appendix 1, please provide an additional figure which overlays the currently
identified AOCs on to the proposed actions and alternatives.
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wmm 26,2001

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Re: Potential Orders with the Army for Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

Dear Mr. Patterson:

On May 1, Ohio EPA participated in a conference call with representatives from

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant and the Army, Industrial Operations Command,

concerning their proposed Order, which was faxed to Ohio EPA on March 28, 2001.

During this phone call, the Army clarified that they are willing to put the entire

installation under Orders with the state, if that would allow them to receive permit

exemptions or waivers of requirements at 3 sites currently regulated under the solid

waste and hazardous waste programs. These three sites would then be investigated

and remediated under the CERCLA program, meeting all substantive requirements.

The Army feels that it makes sense to proceed with such a approach, since Ravenna

Army Ammunition Plant is a closing facility, and they wish to have all clean ups

completed within the next 7 to 10 years.

While Ohio EPA recognizes that these sites are currently regulated under other state

programs, there is an advantage to the investigation and cleanup at Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant if a CERCLA approach were taken at these contaminated areas. For

example, each of the currently regulated units are within larger potential areas of

contamination that are being investigated under CERCLA. By taking a more site wide

approach, a better ground water and surface water monitoring network could be

designed with available funding, instead of focusing and sampling only around

regulated units. In addition, other issues such as the incorporation of Natural

Resource Damage restoration during the clean up could also be included in the Orders.

However, Ohio EPA also recognizes that the negotiation of Orders with the Army may

potentially take a significant amount of staff resources before it is completed. The Army

has stated that they are willing to enter into an Order if we will waive permitting and

administrative requirements at these sites currently regulated under other programs.

However before we start committing resources to this effort, we would like to determine

how willing the Army is to address Ohio concerns and issues as part of this agreement.
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Below is a list of items that Ohio EPA feels should be included in these Orders:

Items Specific to Entire Installation:

1. Activities necessary under the investigation and cleanup of the entire installation

would be covered under the orders (both removal and remedial actions.)

2. Institution of an installation-wide groundwater monitoring program. The number and

locations of monitoring wells, in addition to the constituents of concern to be analyzed

for as well as the frequency of sampling etc. can be resolved during negotiations, but

we need to ensure that Open Detonation Area 2, the deactivation furnace, and the

Ramsdell Quarry Landfill are adequately monitored to address any hazardous waste or

solid waste concerns.

3. Institution of an installation-wide surface water monitoring program.

4. Incorporation (where applicable) of site restoration during remediation activities to

satisfy potential Natural Resource Damage Claims at the installation.

4. Clear definition of roles and responsibilities of all parties involved under the Orders.

5. The Army agrees to obtain state approval before any investigation or remediation is

initiated.

6. Enforceable schedules for investigation and remediation activities necessary at the

installation (similar to language that we have under other Orders with Federal facilities.)

7. Though a waiver from permits for hazardous waste treatment may be appropriate,

individual site permits for discharges to air or surface water (if necessary for the

remediation) should be obtained.

Items specific to three sites regulated under hazardous waste or solid waste

rules:

1. Open Detonation Area (PDA) #2: A small portion of this site is currently being

regulated under hazardous waste laws. This site would be falling under RCRA closure

rules, but the Army would like to continue to use this site to treat unexploded ordnance

found during the CERCLA investigations. If Ohio EPA would agree to a permit waiver

or waiver from closure requirements under hazardous waste rules, the following items

would need to be included in the Order:
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a. Regularly scheduled groundwater monitoring for site specific constituents should

continue at this Area of Concern for as long as it is actively being used for detonation

purposes. Groundwater monitoring during this period should incorporate the Part B

permit requirements (OAC 3745-54-90 through 3745-55-01). However, modifications

to these requirements may be agreed upon during the negotiation of and finalization of

the Orders (see installation ground water monitoring plan discussed in the General

items

b. Open Detonation Area #2 should be subject to similar requirements that any

Treatment, Storage, and Disposal facility would be subject to comply with while it was

still being used for open detonation and/or open burning. Therefore, the Army should

be required to submit to Ohio EPA a plan (for review and approval) that provides the

following: facility and unit description (what the Army plans to do with the ODA until

final closure) as outline in OAC rules 3745-50-44 and 3745-54-13; an outline of

procedures to prevent hazards from occurring as outlined in OAC rule 3745-50-44 and

3745-54-44; an outline of procedures to prevent hazards from occurring as outlined in

OAC rule 3745-50-44 and 3745-54-44; a contingency plan as outlined in OAC rule

3745-54-51 and 3745-56-27; and, a personnel training plan as outline in OAC rule

3745-50-44 and 3745-54-16.

c. Agreement that once Open Detonation Area #2 is no longer needed, that the entire

site (both the RCRA portion and CERCLA portion) will be remediated as necessary.

2. Deactivation Furnace:

a. A closure plan has been submitted for the deactivation furnace. The Army agrees

to resolve any outstanding issues concerning the closure of this unit. Post-closure

activities would also be addressed under these Orders.

b. Regularly scheduled groundwater monitoring for site specific constituents should

continue at this Area of Concern until it is incorporated into an installation-wide

groundwater monitoring program under the CERCLA program.

3. Ramsdell Quarry Landfill (RQL):

a. Regularly scheduled groundwater monitoring for site specific constituents should

continue at this Area of Concern until it is incorporated into an installation-wide

groundwater monitoring program under the CERCLA program. Until an installation-

wide groundwater monitoring program is instituted or until the 30 year post closure

monitoring period is over, the groundwater monitoring program at this Area of Concern

should incorporate the requirements of OAC 3745-27-10. However, modifications to
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these requirements may be agreed upon during the negotiation of and finalization of the

Orders.

b. The facility should complete their 30 years of post-closure care activities per OAC

3745-27-14.

c. If RVAAP is exempted from the groundwater monitoring requirements of 3745-27-

10, an exemption from the groundwater monitoring requirements mentioned in 3745-27-

14 would also need to be granted.

After you have a chance to review this list, Ohio EPA would like to set up a conference

call with the Army to discuss how to proceed with these negotiations. If you have any

questions or would like to discuss this matter further, please contact Eileen Mohr at

(330)963-1221.

Sincerely,

Graham E. Mitchell, Chief

Office of Federal Facilities Oversight

cc: Mark Navarre, Legal/CO

Cindy Hafner, DERR/CO

Tom Winston, SWDO

Bill Skowronski, NEDO

Rod Beals, DERR/NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR/NEDO

Todd Fisher, DERR/NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW/NEDO

Greg Orr, DHWM/NEDO

Dennis Bush, DAPC/NEDO

Dennis Lee, DSW/NEDO

Mike Hopkins, DAPC/CO

Kurt Princic, DSIWM/DHWM, NEDO

Jarnal Singh, DSIWM/NEDO

MuratTukel, DSIWM/NEDO

Frank Markunus, Akron Regional Air Quality Management

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO/SWDO
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eecember 19, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

SITEWIDEHHRA

Dr. David Brancato

Department of the Army

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 59

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Dr. Brancato:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO) and

Central Office (CO), Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), and Ohio EPA,

Southwest District Office (SWDO), Office of Federal Facilities Oversight (OFFO), have

received and reviewed the document entitled: "BVAAP's Facility Wide Human Health Risk

Workplan." This workplan, dated September 26, 2002 and received by Ohio EPA on

September 30, 2002, was prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for the

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP).

This correspondence represents a compilation of comments from all Ohio EPA reviewers, and

follows the same general format as the document itself.

1. Revise the title of this workplan from "RVAAP's Facility Wide Human Health Risk

Workplan" to "RVAAP's Facility Wide Human Health Risk Assessment Workplan."

2. On page 1, please reference the Preliminary Review (PR)/Visua! Site Inspection (VSI)

as the first step in the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective

Action process.

3. Section 1.0, Introduction: Section 1.0 should be revised for clarity. The introduction

should be more general, with fewer specifics on regulations and the hierarchy of

management and the installation action plan (IAP) process than are currently given in

the document. The present text goes into great detail regarding several fundamental

processes and decision-making for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP);

this discussion should be more general (less details), clear, and written with respect

to conducting human health risk assessments. The introduction appears to serve as

an installation management plan for addressing contamination, rather than a guidance

on how human health risk assessments will be conducted.

Pniled on iecycied saoe
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4. Section 1.0, Introduction, page 1, last paragraph: In the second to last sentence on

this page, replace "established health criteria" with "has exceeded acceptable criteria

established in CERCLA and the NCP." Make this change throughout the document

for consistency and specificity regarding how and where "acceptable criteria" is

defined. Also, add to the end of this sentence, "and is used to determine if remedial

action is necessary." In the last sentence, please spell out the acronym, CSM. All

acronyms should be spelled out when first mentioned in the report. The last sentence

of this paragraph (on page 2, under CERCLA Section 120...) should be moved and

inserted after the sentence that ends "....or BRA is used to determine quantitatively

if the sites or any of its units have exceeded established health criteria " and before

the sentence that states, "As indicated in the RFI guidance (EPA, 1989), a site-specific

risk assessment...."

5. Please modify the spelling of "fuse" to "fuze" throughout the document.

6. In the section that details the past military activities in the Preliminary Assessment

(PA), please also include Areas of Concern (AOCs), such as the Pistol Range and the

40 mm Range. In addition, please revise the last bullet to read: "Various dump areas

that occur along roads and creeks." (Page 2)

7. Section 1.0, Determination of the Scope of the Assessment, page 2, second

paragraph: Revise the first sentence for clarity to read: "The scope of the human

health risk assessment(s) within RVAAP is to characterize the risk to humans exposed

to Contaminants of Potential Concern (COPCs) at the Areas of Concern (AOC) or

Exposure Unit (EUs)." Revise the end of the second sentence to state: "The human

health risk assessment(s) will focus on individuals impacted by substances in the

environment, under both current and future land use exposure scenarios." Remove

the third sentence, or revise and expand the discussion of this concept in detail for

more clarity. Several potential risk management and area management considerations

are discussed. Specifically, terms such as exposure unit must be defined and clarified,

and examples given. An exposure unit may be defined as the extent of contamination

for which exposure to a receptor is possible and considered a complete exposure

pathway. The use of preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) in Interim Actions (lAs) as

Remedial Goal Options (RGOs), as well as discussion of the completion of lAs

(paragraph after bullets on page 2), must be defined and discussed in detail. The term

"hot spot" must be defined. Hot spots have been defined as localized areas of

contamination. Care should be used when using the term "hot spots." The term

should be used and discussed in terms of methods or decisions required when a hot

spot is identified. A clear definition and example of the use of the EU should be given

in Section 1.0.
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8. Section 1.0, Determination of the Scope of the Assessment, page 2 , last paragraph,

and page 3, second paragraph: Risk management and the use of information from

other sites to determine if they are comparable should be discussed in an

independent, separate section of the human health risk assessment (HHRA) Work

Plan.

9. On page 2, please revise the text in the second last paragraph that discusses the

endpoint of the interim removal actions (IRAs) conducted at RVAAP. Up to this point

in time, the IRAs which have been conducted (Building T-5301 and the Pesticide

Storage Building) have had, as the endpoint, background conditions.

10. Please add additional text to the bottom of page 2 which would detail how site-specific

RGOs will be utilized.

11. The text on the bottom of page 2 indicates that the analytical data will be screened

against the Region 9 PRGs. Please provide additional detail in the text that indicates

that the carcinogenic endpoints are screened against the Region 9 PRGs, while the

non-carcinogenic endpoints are screened against 0.1 X the Region 9 PRGs. (This

comment is also applicable to page 20, Section 2.1.5.2.)

12. Section 1.0, Determination of the Scope of the Assessment, page 3: The first partial

sentence on the top of the page should be revised to state what action will take place

if AOCs are not comparable, or if the concentrations are greater than the AOC being

used for comparison. The text should clearly state when screening level risk

assessments are conducted and when the process moves into the next step, such as

the baseline risk assessment. Remove the last sentence from the top paragraph (i.e.,

"Therefore, cost estimates should account for ").

13. Section 1.0, Determination of the Scope of the Assessment, page 3, last paragraph:

The use and implementation of PRGs in the screening stages, risk assessment

screening, and RGO development should be discussed as separate sub-sections in

the report where appropriate. For instance, how the Region 9 PRGs will be used for

screening and at what stage of the investigation this will take place, should be

discussed clearly and in detail in this workplan. Topics such as any adjustments for

multiple chemical exposure, and additivity, should also be addressed in this discussion.

14. Revise title of Section 1.1 to read: "Description and Background of the Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant Facility."

15. Please revise the text on page 3 as follows (in the facility-wide description):".... the

City of Ravenna..."
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16. Update the text on page 4 to reflect the latest Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)

between the Army, National Guard Bureau (NGB), and the Ohio Army National Guard

(OHARNG) regarding the transfer of land.

17. On page 5, please revise the date that the Silas Mason company operated the

ammonium nitrate line to read "1949."

18. On page 6, please revise the name of the company referenced in the October 1982

date to read "Physics International Company."

19. On page 6, please confirm that Load Line 2 should be included in the list of Load Lines

where all the transite has been removed.

20. Please revise the text on page 6 (entry May 1999) to accurately reflect the acreage

transferred to the OHARNG.

21. On page 6, please add another entry which details the latest MOA between the Army

and the OHARNG.

22. On the top of page 7, please confirm that, at Load Lines 1 through 4, TNT and

Composition B were loaded into tanks.

23. On page 7 (first paragraph), the text details the potential constituents of concern

(PCOCs) at the fuze and booster lines (Load Lines 5 through 11). Please check and

confirm whether or not PETN was ever stored, managed, or loaded into any munitions

items at the fuze and booster lines.

24. Section 1.1, page 7: The last sentence of the first paragraph beginning on page 7

states, in part: "...all residual dust and spills were washed into the storm drainage

system." Please revise the sentence to clarify to which load lines this statement

applies.

25. In the second last paragraph on page 7, please confirm the explosive known as RCX.

Ohio EPA is unfamiliar with this explosive acronym. In addition, please add HMX as

a potential contaminant.

26. Section 1.1, page 7: A table that summarizes the COPCs discussed in the last three

paragraphs on this page would be a helpful addition to the report.

27. Section 1.2, Environmental Settings: Maps such as the zone of influence for

groundwater wells, surface water drainage areas, storm sewer drains, etc., would be

a helpful addition to this report and would also help visually determine areas of
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potential exposure. As an alternative, indicate in the revised text that such

maps/graphics would be supplied in the AOC-specific documents.

28. In Section 1.2.2.2 (page 9), the text indicates that the Sharon Conglomerate is a

"porous, coarse-grained, grey-white sandstone that often exhibits thin layers of milky

white quartz pebbles." The Sharon Conglomerate is a second cycle sedimentary rock,

and the pebbles are comprised of quartzite. Please revise the text accordingly.

29. In Section 1.2.3.1 (page 10), please add additional text to the revised workplan which

indicates that the unconsolidated unit is used as a source of drinking water for a good

percentage of residents in the vicinity of the RVAAP. (This comment is also applicable

to page 11.)

30. In Section 1.2.3.3 (page 11), the text indicates that all but two of the production wells

have been abandoned at the facility, and these two, located in the central portion of

the facility, provide sanitary water to the remaining site personnel. Please provide

additional discussion in the text regarding the production well located at the former site

of Building T-5301. (This comment is also applicable to page 14).

31. Based upon field observations from10/29 - 31/02, the statement that "All water bodies

support an abundance of aquatic vegetation and ponds have fish" needs to be revised.

(Page 12)

32. The text on the bottom of page 12 indicates that, due to access limitations, fishing is

no longer permitted at the RVAAP. Please confirm this observation, as it is Ohio
EPA's understanding that OHARNG personnel are allowed to participate in catch and

release fishing at the installation. In addition, the text on this page directly contradicts

the text on page 14 (second full paragraph).

33. Section 1.2.3.5, Surface Water Utilization, page 13: The last sentence on the top of
the page should also include potential use of surface water by OHARNG troops for

training, and also other site workers, who may also use these water bodies.

34. Please provide additional background information/sources in the revised text on page

13, which details whether or not Hinkley Creek and the South Fork of Eagle Creek are

utilized for recreational and agricultural purposes.

35. In Section 1.2.4 (page 13), please provide additional information in the revised text as

to why the City of Ravenna was excluded as the nearest significant upwind urban area.

36. Please revise the text on page 13 (Section 1.2.5) that indicates that the Michael J.
Kirwan reservoir serves as a possible water source. It has been confirmed with Ohio

EPA's Division of Drinking and Ground Waters' (DDAGW) personnel that the reservoir

is not used as a public water supply source.
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37. Section 1.2.5, Site Use, page 13: Define "restricted access industrial" as stated in the

first sentence of this section. This sentence should clarify and specifically state that,

currently, there are no or limited formal future land use controls in place that are

enforceable and documented. The second paragraph should state that the

surrounding land use is primarily residential in a rural setting. The sentence should

also clarify that this is the current land use, and potential future land uses should also

be discussed in this section (basically, clarify the text so reader knows what current

land use is and what potential future land use may be).

38. In Section 1.2.5, please revise "Hinley" to read "Hinkley." (Page 13)

39. Please revise the text on page 14 in two places (second paragraph) to read "Sharon"

Conglomerate.

40. Section 1.2.5, Site Use, page 14: Second full paragraph: Revise first sentence to

include use of surface waters by recreational users, OHARNG troops, and site

employees.

41. Section 1.2.5, Site Use, page 14: The bulleted items should include the following

potential future uses: use as a full-time OHARNG training area, residential, and any

other appropriate potential future uses that may be applicable.

42. On page 14 (Section 1.2.6), the text states: "..wetland areas at RVAAP include

seasonal wetlands, wet fields, and forested wetlands." The text also indicates that

many of the wetland areas are associated with anthropogenic settling ponds and

drainage areas. In the revised text, please reference the OHARNG constructed

mitigation wetland in the western part of the installation.

43. Please update the flora and fauna lists based upon Table 2-3 of the Load Line 1

Report, as the list in this workplan is not all inclusive.

44. In the description of investigations at the RVAAP (pages 16-17), please add to the

revised text the first Relative Risk Site Evaluation (RRSE) report. In addition, please

revise the entry under "1998" which indicates that USACE conducted the RRSE, as

this work was conducted by the U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive

Medicine (USACHPPM), not USACE.

45. In the text on the bottom of page 17, please provide additional information in the

revised text as to the differentiation between "heavy metals" and "metals." (This

comment is also applicable to the top of page 18.0)
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46. Please revise the text on the bottom of page 17 to read: "Contaminants in Load Lines

5 through 11 include, but are not limited to, metals and explosives."

47. In Table 18:

A. The potential sources of contamination list is not all inclusive. For example,

landfills and other dump sites are not considered;
B. Where surface water is identified as a potential migration pathway, sediment

should also be noted;

C. How were the various receptor groups chosen, given that there has not been

an agreed upon land use between the Operations Support Command (OSC)

and the OHARNG?

48. Section 2.0, Comprehensive Data Package for the HHRA, page 18: Section 2.0 needs
additional clarification, as it is not clear what is being discussed in this section. It is
assumed that the data quality objective (DQO) process is being discussed, however,

a better introduction to the process and how it is to be applied at RVAAP is needed.
Also if an ecological assessment is required for any AOC, then often the same data
are used for both purposes. Section 2.0 should indicate that the decision for the need
of an ecological assessment is required before a comprehensive sampling plan is
developed, to ensure that the data collected are of appropriate quality, are in

appropriate media, and have detection and method limits low enough to be of use for
both assessments. Please add additional clarifying text.

49 Section 2 0 Comprehensive Data Package for the HHRA, page 18: The objective
given under Section 2.0 should include the complete, to the extent practicable, extent

of contamination, in addition to the nature of contamination.

50 Section 2.1, DQO Process to Determine Data Required for HHRA in the Investigation
of AOCs/EUS at RVAAP, page 18: Table 1, Preliminary Conceptual Site Model
(CSM) should include a column entitled, exposure medium/media, for clarification

purposes. Also, another likely receptor group, and one that was clearly requested by
the public, was that of the recreator and/or hunter/trapper. A trespasser and potential
FBI trainees should also be included in the receptor list. Please make the appropriate

changes to Table 1 and ensure consistency with receptors evaluated in other AOCs
and documents, such as Open Demolition Area (OD) # 2, and Load Lines 1 and 12.

51 piease clarify the text on page 19 (Section 2.1.2) that indicates that the grid sampling
also serves as a guide to conducting the biased sampling. Up to this point in time, the
grid sampling has been used in areas outside of known or suspected contamination,

and has not been used in the biased sampling process.
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52. Section 2.1, DQO Process to Determine Data Required for HHRA in the Investigation

of AOCs/EUS at RVAAP, page 19: The paragraph titled: "Exposure Scenario," should

be revised and corrected for grammatical errors.

53. On the top of page 20, please replace the word "deflate" with "defilade."

54. As a point of information (no text change required on age 20), currently the only

acceptable field testing is the Jenkins method for explosives contamination

determination. X-Ray Fluorescence (XRF) has not been demonstrated to be an

adequate or accurate enough method to determine the extent of contamination or to

direct removal actions.

55. On the top of page 22, please add additional text to the revised workplan which

indicates that it is a team decision as to whether or not the calculated sample size is

cost prohibitive.

56. Section 2.1.4, Define the Boundaries of the Study [AOC/EU]: Section 2.1.4 briefly

discusses an approach to identify "hot spots" at an AOC/EU. Additional information

will be required on an AOC/EU basis that gives full details on how hot spots are to be

identified. The information in Section 2.1.4 is currently not sufficient to describe how

hot spots will be identified. Please add additional information in the revised text that

gives specific details on how hot spots will be identified at AOC/EUs. See comment

# 7 above.

57. Section 2.1.4, Define the Boundaries of the Study [AOC/EU]: Section 2.1.4 introduces

a new term "Area of Interest." It is not clear if this term is meant to be area of concern

or exposure area. Please clarify. Also, it should be stated in Section 2.1.4 that the

exposure units are to be defined in conjunction with the complete determination of

nature and extent of contamination. This includes the identification of contamination,

if present, at depths greater than 916". For residential scenarios, depths to 13 feet are

evaluated. Depths greater than this may need to be considered for OHARNG troop

activities.

58. Section 2.1.5.1, Specify Action Level for the Study: This section should be expanded

to discuss in detail how the EPA Region 9 PRGs will be used and implemented in the

various stages of the investigation and remedial decision making process (i.e.,

adjustments?, additivity?, acceptable levels?, point of compliance for evaluation of

COPCs in remedial action documents such as FS, EE/CAs, etc.?).

59. In Section 2.1.9.1, please remove toluene from the list of common laboratory artifacts.

In addition, please revise the text in this section to read as follows: "Chemicals that

are detected infrequently, except explosives and propellants...."
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60. Section 2.1.9, Data Tabulation, page 23, second to last bullet: Revise the text to

indicate "Background concentrations if appropriate" and clarify that background is by

default, the lesser of the maximum detected value or the statistically calculated value.

61. Section 2.1.9.2, Concentration-Toxicity Screen, page 23-24: Please remove the

reference to drinking water maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), as MCLs are not to

be used as screening values.

62. Section 2.1.9.2, Concentration-Toxicity Screen, page 24: In the last two paragraphs,

a sentence should be included to state that the default is to use the maximum detected

value, if the statistically calculated value exceeds this concentration.

63. Section 2.1.9.2, Concentration-Toxicity Screen, page 24: The concentration-toxicity

screen should not be used for other than what has been described and approved in

the past. Only maximum concentrations are to be used during the screening step.

Averages, including the 95% upper confidence limits, are not acceptable. Compounds

whose maximum concentration values exceed the screening criteria are to be carried

forward into the risk assessment. In addition, the upper tolerance limit is not to be

utilized. Please revise the Section 2.1.9.2 to incorporate these comments.

64. Section 2.1.9.3, Background Screen, page 24: It may be appropriate to complete the

background screen prior to completing the concentration-toxicity screen.

65. Section 3.1 Conceptual Site Model, page 25: Please remove the last bullet "Area Use

Factor," as this is not part of a conceptual site model.

66. Please revise the heading in Section 3.1.1 to read: "Potential contaminant release

mechanisms and transport pathways include, but are not limited to, the following."

67. Section 3.1.2, Potential receptors include the following: Section 3.1.2 identifies some

possible receptors and exposure pathways. It is not clear what the "possible" notation

is attempting to convey. In Section 3.1.2, will the FBI trainer/trainee be included as

potential receptors? Please clarify Section 3.1.2. In addition, please add ingestion of

soil to all relevant potential receptors in the list and those receptors that are not

currently in the list, but are applicable to this site (i.e., FBI Trainees, full-time OHARNG

Guard troops, etc.).

68. In Table 2, Exposure Pathways for Receptors at AOC/EU, RVAAP:

A. This table is not complete and, as such, could not be reviewed. Please provide

a complete table for review in the revised document.
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B. Please add a key to the table which explains what each number under the

potential receptor means; and

C. In the revised workplan, please indicate which pathways are considered to be

complete.

69. Table 2, Exposure Pathways for Receptors at AOC/EU, RVAAP: The footnote (a) on

Table 2 appears to be from an earlier version of either the Load Line 1 or 12 Technical

Memorandum. Please review the DRAFT Responses for Ohio EPA Comments to the

"Final Technical Memorandum, Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment

Aproach for the Load Line 1 and Load Line 12 Phase II Remedial Investigations,

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio." These comments, dated June 22,

2001, and the results from follow-up discussions, have essentially finalized this table

and the approach (e.g., the exposure assumptions) for the selected receptors at

RVAAP.

70. In Section 3.1.3 (pages 27 - 28), please spell "plume" consistently throughout this

section.

71. Section 3.2.3, Ingestion of Chemicals in Beef and Milk, page 29 (if no dairy cows, then

eliminate milk from the equation): The use of a blanket contaminant concentration

factor is not appropriate. The concentration of chemical contaminants in venison

should be consistent with the methods used in the ecological risk assessment

workplan. This comment was also made on the Load Line 1 and 12 Technical

Memorandum. Include the calculation that will be used to estimate contaminant level

in venison (page 30).

72. Section 3.2.3 Ingestion of Chemicals in Beef/Pork and Milk (if no dairy cows, then

eliminate milk from the equation): It would be appropriate to not assume that ingestion

of beef/pork or dairy products would be a likely future use at the site. If residential

properties are developed on a former AOC, it would be likely that those properties

would not be hobby farms. Given the amount of uncertainty associated with the

estimation of exposure of human receptors to home grown food-stuffs and the low

probability that farms would be developed on the properties, it would be acceptable not

to evaluate potential exposure via these exposure pathways. However, exposure to

potential contamination via ingestion of venison should be evaluated. Include the

calculation that will be used to estimate contaminant level in venison.

73. Table 3, Parameters Used to Quantify Exposures for Each Medium and Receptor at

AOC/EU, RVAAP: Exposure time for the National Guard Trainee is set at eight hours

day-1. Please clarify that the trainee is only on site for eight hours per day. Could

trainees be at the site for 24 hours? If so, the exposure time needs to be adjusted
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accordingly. In addition, if the trainees are on site for only eight hours day-1, then

please justify why the soil ingestion rate (surface and subsurface) is apportioned over

24 hours and not event driven, such as might be likely for the National Guard

exposure. The equation given for ingestion of soil essentially apportions the ingestion

of 24 hours. Therefore, the resulting soil ingestion is only 33 mg d-1. The increase in

soil ingestion (i.e., 100 mg d-1) was initially selected based on information that

supported a higher soil exposure and ingestion rate for the National Guard trainees.

It is recommended that the soil ingestion for the National Guard trainees be event

driven and, therefore, the time variable be removed from the exposure calculation.

This comment is also appropriate for other media exposure via ingestion (e.g.,

sediment).

74. Table 3, Parameters Used to Quantify Exposures for Each Medium and Receptor at

AOC/EU, RVAAP: It has been identified that future use of the RVAAP property might

include intermittent training and more recently, full time occupation and training.

Therefore, it is recommended that the National Guard trainee scenario be evaluated

to consider longer exposure durations and frequency. Generally, unrestricted use of

a property is predicated on the demonstration that exposures based on a residential

scenario are protective. However, in the case of a full-time National Guard trainee, the

residential scenario may not be protective, due to the higher media exposure as the

result of training activities. Therefore, it is recommend that either a full-time National

Guard trainee scenario be developed, or a comparison be made to expected

exposures from the current residential scenario. If the residential exposure scenario

is determined to be protective for a full-time National Guard trainee receptor, then the

residential scenario may continue to be used as a determination of protection for

unrestricted use. A full discussion of the comparison should be provided in the revised

Facility-wide Human Health Risk Assessment Work Plan.

75. Table 3, Parameters Used to Quantify Exposures for Each Medium and Receptor at

AOC/EU, RVAAP: Footnote V in Table 3 should be updated. A public review draft

is available: Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume 1: Human Health

Evaluation Manual (Part E, Supplemental Guidance for Dermal Risk Assessment,

Interim), EPA/540/R/99/005 and should be cited if the information given in the table is

consistent.

76. Table 3, Parameters Used to Quantify Exposures for Each Medium and Receptor at

AOC/EU, RVAAP: The comment below was taken from comments on the previously-

submitted Load Line 1 and 12 Technical Memorandum. As no changes were made

to the table, the comment is still germane.

The use of the listed volatilization factor for surface water is not appropriate, and also

may not be appropriate for the evaluation of groundwater under the National Guard

trainee scenario. The volatilization factor listed in Table 2 (in all categories) has been

cited from U.S. EPA, RAGS, Part B, Development of Risk-Based Preliminary
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Remediation Goals, 1991. This "volatilization" constant (K, from Andelman 1990) is

commonly referred to as Andelman's K, and is to be used to assess exposure to

volatile organic compounds [VOCs] (specifically VOCs with a Henry's Law constant

greater than 1 x105 atm-m3 mole"1 and a molecular weight of less than 200g mole1) as

the result of indoor/household use of potable water {e.g., showering, laundering, dish

washing, etc.). During the development of Andelman's K, certain assumptions had

to be made to derive this volatilization factor that further render this value unsuitable

for assessing exposures to unconfined air spaces and surface waters. These

assumptions include: the volume of water used in a residence for a family of four (720

L day"1); the volume of air contain within the house (150,000 L); and an air exchange

rate of 0.25 m3hr1. Therefore, the method and cited volatilization factor is

inappropriate in estimating exposure to VOC-contaminated surface water. The cited

volatilization factor given in Table 2 should be corrected and/or replaced with an

appropriate method to evaluate exposure to VOCs from contaminated surface waters.

The use of Andelman's K for exposure to VOCs from surface water would only be

appropriate for the National Guard trainee, if the surface water was being used as

potable water source and exposures within the barracks or housing units were

consistent with the modeled exposures used to develop the constant. Please ensure

the volatilization constant used in the risk assessment is appropriate and used

consistently within the constraints of the model's limitations.

There are methods that would be considered appropriate to estimate the concentration

of VOCs in air that moves across a contaminated surface water body. These methods

are based on the taking the Henry's Law constant of each VOC, and estimating the

residence time of an air mass moving over the water body. By using this information,

an estimate can be made as to the possible concentration of VOCs in the air mass.

Further details can be provided upon request.

In addition to the inappropriate use of the Andelman's K constant to evaluate exposure

to VOCs from contaminated surface water, the units given in Table 2 should be

changed to better reflect the actual value. Andelman's K (0.0005) is a unitless

constant. It is, however, commonly given with a conversion factor of 1000 Lm3 that

is used so the resulting air concentration is expressed in units of mg m"3. When the

use of Andelman's K is appropriate, it should be cited as given in the original paper or

the U.S. EPA, RAGS, Part B, Development of Risk-Based Preliminary Remediation

Goals, 1991, guidance document as 0.0005 x 1000 L m3.

77. Section 4.2.1, Target Organ Toxicity: the second sentence of the last paragraph on

page 46 states: "(l)f more than one organ is affected at the threshold, the more

severely affected is chosen." When multiple organs are identified at the threshold

concentration, then all identified organs should be listed as target organs. For

example, if the liver and kidneys were identified to be adversely affected by a

compound at the NOAEL or LOAEL in the critical study, then the compound would be
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cumulatively considered with both the hepatoxins and nephrotoxins in the risk

assessment. Please revise Section 4.2.1 to reflect the above information.

78. Please revise the text in Section 4.2.1.1 to read: "....corresponding oral values,

provided there is no evidence..."

79. Section 4.2.1.2, Gastrointestinal Absorption Factor (GAF): Section 4.2.1.2 discusses

the extrapolation of oral toxicity criteria to absorbed dose equivalents for use in the

evaluation of exposures via the dermal route of exposure. This section should be

revised to be consistent with Chapter 4, Toxicity Assessment of the review draft of

RAGS, Volume I: Human Health Evaluation Manual (Part E, Supplemental Guidance

for Dermal Risk Assessment) EPA/540/R/99/005. One example of an item to be

revised includes the default GAF of 0.9.

80. Section 4.3.1, Lead: Section 4.3.1 should also cite the U.S. EPA Memorandum,
Revised Interim Soil Lead Guidance for CERCLA and RCRA Corrective Action

Facilities, July 1994. This guidance describes a flexible approach for evaluating sites

contaminated with lead. The approach offers both qualitative and quantitative methods

for the evaluation of lead exposure.

81. Section 6.0, page 50: The introduction to this section should discuss how the risk

assessment(s) and the information gathered during the risk assessment(s) fits into and

functions in the remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) process.

82. Section 6.0, Derived Risk-Based Cleanup Objectives: Section 6.0 should provide the
equations and input values to those equations used to derive the PEF value given on

page 51. Also, the Soil Screening Guidance: Technical Background Document 1996

should be used to develop the PEF values for both the residential receptors and the

National Guard trainees, as the PEF values are not expected to be the same for both
receptors. In addition, site-specific information is required to determine the appropriate

PEF values. Some of these inputs include the source area (in acres), percent

vegetation cover, mean annual wind speed, etc. Please include all information

required to calculate a PEF value for each AOC/EU.

83. Section 6.0, page 50: This section should discuss in detail how risk-based cleanup

objectives will be calculated when multiple chemicals and multiple exposure pathways

are present. This should also include a discussion on how these will be developed,

in order to ensure that the cumulative target risk goals and hazard index are not

exceeded when multiple chemicals and multiple pathways are present.

84. Section 7.0, Uncertainty Analysis, page 52: Condense the last paragraph of the

section to just state that Monte Carlo analysis is an option or tool that can be

considered and used in uncertainty analysis.
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85. Please include any or ail applicable appendices.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact

me at 330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

1st

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Laurie Eggert, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, CO, DERR

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

John Jent, USACE

Bob Whelove, OSC

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR

Todd Fisher, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

TELE (330) 425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0769
BGb Taft, Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

SITEWIDE SURFACE WATER

Mr. John Jent

Department of the Army

US Army Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 59

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), Division

of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), and Central Office (CO), Division Surface Water

(DSW), Ecological Assessment Section (EAS), have received and reviewed the document entitled:

"Draft, RVAAP's^B^ Wide Surface Water Assessment Workplan." This workplan, dated

November 19, 2002 and received by Ohio EPA on November 21, 2002, was prepared by the U.S.

Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP).

This correspondence represents a compilation of comments from all Ohio EPA reviewers, and follows

the same general format as the document itself.

General Comment on Meeting Minutes: Please note that the sitewide surface water scoping

meetings were held on October 29 - 32, 2002.

Workplan Comments:

1. On page 4, 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence, please change "hazardous waste investigations" to

"remedial investigations." The term "hazardous waste" has exclusive meaning, and should not

be used loosely in the text. (Section 1.0)

2. Please revise the sentence on page 4 to read: "...waters entering and leaving the RVAAP

facility, specifically targeting...." (Section 1.0)

3. Please revise the text on page 4 as follows (in the facility-wide description, Section 1.1): "....

the City of Ravenna..."

4. Please modify the spelling of "fuse" to "fuze" throughout the document.

5. Update the text on page 5 (Section 1.1) to reflect the latest Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)

between the Army, National Guard Bureau (NGB) and the Ohio Army National Guard

(OHARNG) regarding the transfer of land. In addition, please specify the exact acreage

transferred.

Printed on recycled pacer
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6. In the section that details the past military activities in the Preliminary Assessment (PA), please

also include Areas of Concern (AOCs), such as the Pistol Range and the 40 mm Range. In

addition, please revise the last bullet to read: "Various dump areas that occur along roads and

creeks." ( Section 1.1, page 5)

7. On page 5 (Section 1.2), please add additional text to the revised workplan which indicates

that the unconsolidated unit is used as a source of drinking water for a good percentage of

residents in the vicinity of the RVAAP.

8. The text on page 6 (Section 1.2.1.1) indicates that due to access limitations, fishing is no

longer permitted at the RVAAP. Please confirm this observation, as it is Ohio EPA's

understanding that OHARNG personnel are allowed to participate in catch and release fishing

at the installation.

9. Please provide additional background information/sources in the revised text on pages 6 - 7

(Section 1.2.1.1) which details whether or not Hinkley Creek and the South Fork of Eagle

Creek are utilized for recreational and agricultural purposes.

10. On page 7, under Section 2 (Determination of the Scope of the Assessment), add the following

document - September 30, 1989 Addendum to Biological Criteria for the Protection ofAquatic

Life: Volume II: Users Manual for Biological Field Assessment of Ohio Surface Waters,

October 30, 1987 (Updated January 1, 1988). Please see Attachment One for a more

complete list of documents and publications which should be referenced in the workplan.

11. On page 7 (Section 2.1: bullet one), please note that the QHEI evaluates more than just

physical stream bed habitat. Delete the word "bed." Macro-invertebrate should read

macroinvertebrate. Under bullet three, aquatic chemical seems redundant with surface water.

The sentence should end with "aquatic biological results."

12. On page 7, Section 3, delete the word "quantified" from the second sentence. The last

sentence on page 7 should be replaced with the following: A score between 45 and 60

suggests some habitat limitations and falls into a range between Modified Warmwater Habitat

and Warmwater Habitat. The appropriate aquatic life use designation assigned will depend

on the habitat characteristics which are most limiting to aquatic life.

13. On page 8, Section 3.1, this section and Section 3 cover the same information. Ohio EPA

recommends deleting Section 3 and replacing it with Section 3.1.

14. On page 8, Section 3.1.1, add the following: A lake/pond QHEI evaluation form in

development at Ohio EPA (Roger Thoma, NEDO, DSW, personal communication) will be used

to assess physical habitat features at all pond sampling locations.

15. Ohio EPA recommends that Section 3.2 (page 8) be deleted and replaced with Section 3.2.1

(with some changes noted below).

16. On page 9, Section 3.2.1, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence, delete the word "most" before RVAAP.
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17. On page 9, Section 3.2.1, 3td paragraph, 1st sentence, add the text "in streams" after uses.

Change Table 7-17 to Table 7-15 (this number changes with the rule revisions this month).

18. Page 9, Section 3.2.1, last paragraph. In the second to last sentence, change WWH to

"applicable."

19. On page 9, Section 3.2.1, add a paragraph as follows: Attainment/non-attainment of aquatic

life uses for ponds has not been developed by Ohio EPA. However, fish communities will be

sampled using boat electrofishing techniques similar to rivers. Within each pond, a 500 meter

distance (if possible) along the shoreline will be sampled. Comparable to river sampling sites,

an effort will be made to collect ail available stunned fish. Fish will be counted, weighted,

identified to species, and evaluated for external anomalies. Fish results will be used to

calculate IBI and Mlwb scores at each pond sampling location, along with the specific metrics

that comprise the IBI. The metrics used for calculation of the IBI will include those which are

used for boat electrofishing sites. Results from potentially contaminated pond locations will

be compared to physically similar, on-site reference ponds.

20. Ohio EPA suggests deleting Section 3.3. It is redundant with Section 3.3.1

21. Please insert the following language for Section 3.3.1 in place of the existing verbiage: The

macroinvertebrate community at the RVAAP sampling locations will be sampled qualitatively,

and where flow conditions permit, quantitatively. The quantitative sample consists of a

composite sample of five modified Hester-Dendy multiple plate samplers. The samplers are

placed in flowing water and allowed to colonize for six weeks. The samplers are then collected

and all the macroinvertebrates colonizing the Hester-Dendy samplers are identified to the

lowest practical level and counted. When the quantitative samples are collected, a qualitative

sample will also be collected. At sites where insufficient flow prevents collecting a quantitative

sample, a qualitative sample will be collected. The qualitative sample consists of an inventory

of all the observed macroinvertebrate taxa collected from all the available habitat types at a

sampling location. The RVAAP pond sampling locations will be sampled qualitatively and

quantitatively using Hester-Dendy samplers. Activity traps will also be used to sample the

macroinvertebrate and amphibian community of the ponds. The activity (funnel) traps are

similar to minnow traps only made of window screening. The trap consists of an aluminum

screen cylinder with fiberglass screen funnels facing the inside of the trap from each open end.

Macroinvertebrates, amphibians, and fish enter the trap through the funnel ends and are

unable to escape. Ten traps will be used for one 24 hour sampling period in each pond. The

traps will be spaced uniformly around the perimeter of the pond at a depth sufficient to almost

submerge the trap. After 24 hours, the traps are emptied and the contents preserved for later

identification and counting. The contents of each trap are processed separately.

22. On page 10, Section 3.4.1, add the following to the 1st sentence after the word to "biocriteria

(for streams only)." For your reference, attachment 2 is a pdf file of the narrative ranges of

biological quality, that could be added as an appendix to the workplan.

23. On page 10, Section 3.4.1, revise the sentence to read: "and thus may require some remedial

action." Also for the last sentence, add the following after range - "or all of the measured

indices are in the fair range."
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24. Please keep in mind that although throughout the workplan reference is made to the WWH

use, some of the streams at RVAAP may be a different aquatic life use (modified warmwater,

coldwater, limited resource water, exceptional warmwater).

25. Please insert the following language for Section 3.4.4 (page 11): The results of the IBl and

Mtwb fish data, as well as the qualitative, quantitative and activity trap data for

macroinvertebrates from the study sites, will be compared to corresponding data from the

facility reference ponds.

26. The following area number of comments on Table 1 (page 12):

a. Please add grain size to the list of parameters for sediment samples;

b. Cyanide will be measured as total. This is fine for sediment, however, for surface

water, free cyanide is the preferred analyte. The Ohio Water Quality Standards have

criteria only for free cyanide. To complicate matters, until very recently, U.S. EPA did

not have a free cyanide lab method developed. So, labs (including Ohio EPA's) were

only able to test for total cyanide;

c. Herbicides are listed for testing, however, they are not listed in the Facility-Wide

Sampling and Analysis Plan for Environmental Investigations at RVAAP (March 2001).

Which herbicides will be tested, and why?;

d. Add ammonia-N and total phosphorus under water for all samples;

e. Unless there is a significant concern about PCBs and pesticides on-site, we

recommend testing these parameters only once in the water samples (not twice as

indicated); and

f. What is the reason for testing for sulfide, both in sediment and water? Sulfide should

be deleted unless there is a site-specific reason for testing.

27. On page 12, Section 4, last paragraph, change the anticipated time frame of sampling to June

- August, 2003.

28. In Table 2, the following are some corrections to site location names and information:

Site S-1: Delete "trib" from Sand Creek in site location.

Site S-10: Add "downstream RR" in site location.

SiteSFE-1: This stream is not South Fork Eagle Creek, but an unnamed tributary to the SF

Eagle Creek.

SiteSFE-2: This stream is not South Fork Eagle Creek, but an unnamed tributary to the SF

Eagle Creek.

Site SFE-3: Delete under site location "from Kelly's Pond(LL-2)."
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If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact me at

330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

C

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

attachments

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Laurie Eggert, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, CO, DERR

Dave Altfater, Ohio EPA, CO, DSW

Mike Gray, Ohio EPA, CO, DSW

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

John Jent, USACE

Bob Whelove, OSC

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR

Todd Fisher, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road TELE (330) 425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0769 Christopher Jones, Director

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969 K

Dprpmber 23 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT
December IS, ^ PORTAGETTRUMBULL COUNTIES

SITEWIDE SWFACE WATER

Dr. David Brancato

Department of the Army

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

P.O. Box 59

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Dr. Brancato:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), Division
of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), and Central Office (CO), Division of Surface Water
(DSW) Ecological Assessment Section (EAS), have received and reviewed the document entitled.
"Draft RVAAP's Facility Wide Surface Water Assessment Workplan." This workplan, dated
December 19 2002 and received via e-mail by Ohio EPA on the same date, was prepared by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP).

This correspondence represents a compilation of comments from all Ohio EPA reviewers, and
follows the same general format as the document itself.

1. On new page 5, please add in the meaning of the acronym "BRACO," and add this new

entry to the workplan's acronym list.

2. Under "Objectives" (new page 9): add Mlwb with the IBI in parentheses.

3. As Section 3.2 (Fish Lotic and Lentic) was not deleted as previously requested by the

Agency, please revise as follows:

a 2nd paragraph, last sentence: Replace last sentence with the following -"The overall

IB! score is compared to biocriteria values listed in the Ohio water quality standards,
in addition to narrative ranges developed by Ohio EPA for the appropriate

ecoregion."

b The list of IBI metrics in the workplan is for wading sites, not headwater sites.
Change the following metrics: number of sunfish species to number of headwater
species number of sucker species to number of minnow species, number of
intolerant species to number of sensitive species, percent top carnivores to percent
pioneering species, and proportion of individuals as simple lithophihc spawners to

number of simple lithophilic species.

c Last paragraph, replace 3rd sentence with the following: "Relative numbers and
relative weights are adjusted to represent a 0.3 km sampling reach for headwater

and wading sites and 1.0 km for boat sampling sites."

Printed on recycled paper
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d. Last paragraph, replace last sentence with the following: "The Mlwb is based on a

scoring range of 0 to12, with 0-5 being "very poor" and greater than 9.5 being

"exceptional" quality."

4. On new page 13 (Section 3.4.1), change the text to read as follows: "...'fair category.' which

may...."

5. On new page 13 (Section 3.4.1), please revise the text to read as follows: "Impacts due to

upgradient, off-installation activities that may...."

6. On Table 2: As your response to Ohio EPA comments indicates, S-1 should be S-2.

Subsequent to revising the document in accordance with this correspondence, please send hard

copy versions of the final workplan to the appropriate Ohio EPA personnel.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact me at

330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Dave Altfater, Ohio EPA, DSW, EAS, CO

Mike Gray, Ohio EPA, DSW, EAS, CO

Laurie Eggert, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, DERR, CO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Elizabeth Ferguson, USACE Louisville

Paul Zorko, USACE Louisville

John Jent, USACE Louisville

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO

Todd Fisher, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO
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Dayton, Ohio 45402-2911
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CONTRACTf.

RETURN FOR Hi,

TELE: (937) 285-6357 FAX: (937) 285-6249

Re:

Bob Taft. Governor
Maureen O'Connor. It Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant
PortagerTrumbull Counties
£ttture Land Use

The Adjutant General's Department
Attn: Col. Gregory Wayt

Col. William Zieber

Col. Matthew Kambic

2825 West Dublin-Granville Road
Columbus, Ohio 43235-2789

Mr. K.R. Youngman

US Army Operational Support Command
Attn: AMSOS-IS

One Rock Island Arsenal

Rock island, Illinois 61299-6000

Dear Sirs:

?nh«^r !9'-i°??' rePresentatives of ^e Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
(Ohio EPA) met with Mr. Henry Crain of the Operations Support Command (OSC) to
discuss several issues related to the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) One of
the discussion items, which involves both the OSC as well as the Ohio Army National
Guard (OHARNG), is the issue of future land use.

For several years, the Ohio EPA has been encouraging the OSC and the OHARNG to
formalize the future use of the installation. Although it is dear that the land will be utiiized
as a training and logistics site, it is less clear as to the utilization of each specific area As
such, we have now reached an impasse with respect to the ability to determine clean-up

H?,nlfPu °f clean-uP.on the fining 1,481 acres. For example, OSC has
indicated that chem.cal contamination would be cleaned-up to an industrial standard which
isdeariynotprotedve of several OHARNG land use scenarios. In addition, the OSC has
indicated that unexploded ordnance (UXO) would be removed only down to fourfeet below
ground surface, yet the OHARNG land use scenarios would require a clean-up depth of
9f5feetto accommodate an M-1 main battie tank in turret defilade. Further Department
of Defense (DOD) directive 6055.9-STD requires a 10 foot assessment depth for
unrestricted use (commercial, residential, utility, sub-surface, recreational and construction
activity).

RAVENNA. GEW.WPD
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In the recent Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that was signed in March, 2002 between
the OSC and the OHARNG. an additional 3,774 acres was transferred to the National
Guard Bureau (NBG). Within this MOA, the term "clean closure" was utilized ItTs
aisconcerting to note that there is no agreement between the OHARNG and the OSC as

?nlTr nh?T2 °f th!S tem- AS 3 P°int °f information. *is term has regulatory meaning
under Ohio Administrate Code (OAC) 3745-55-11 which details closure performance
s andards and in a general sense, means that a site is cleaned up to free release
standards and is suitable for any future use.

Currently, the Feasibility Study (FS) stage has been reached at several Areas of Concern
(AOCs) on the installation. In the first two stages of this process: remedial action
objectives are developed; general response actions for each medium of interest are
formulated; the volumes or areas of media to which the response action(s) would be
applied are determined; applicable technologies for clean-up are identified and evaluated'
and, the selected representative technologies are assembled into alternatives represent^
a range of treatment and containment options. The third phase of the FS consists of
analyzing the alternatives with respect to the nine evaluation criteria developed to address
the Comprehensive Environmental Response and Compensation Act (CERCLA)
objectives. Chief among these are the threshold criteria which must be met as they relate
to statutory find.ngs that must be made in the Record of Decision (ROD) These two
criteria are: overall protection of human health and the environment and compliance with
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs). Clearly, based upon the
components of the FS and the nine evaluation criteria, without having knowledge of the
future land use, no further progress on AOC evaluation and clean-up can occur

nu°IdoeM^° meet the COmm°n 9Oals of cleanuP and reuse of the RVAAP, the OSC and
OHARNG must come to agreement with respect to future land use of the remaining 1 481
acres of OSC land at the RVAAP. Until that occurs, Ohio EPA will have to continue to
require an evaluation of all potential future land use including the child and resident farmer
scenarios. In addition, the environmental team cannot begin to look at any potentially
applicable institutional land use controls because we do not have any assurance (qiven
that land use cannot be agreed-upon) that the appropriate parties would enforce the

In closing the Ohio EPA proposes that a meeting be held with the appropriate personnel
from the OSC and OHARNG. The sooner that future land use issues can be resoWeS the
more efficiently investigations and remedial activities can be undertaken, and the OHARNG
can utilize those portions of RVAAP for training activities.
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Sincerely,

Graham E. Mitchell, Chief

Office of Federal Facilities Oversight

GEM/br

cc: Chris Jones, Director, Ohio EPA

Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, SWDO, OFFO
Eileen Mohr, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR
John Cicero, RVAAP

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, OHARNG, RVAAP
Henry Crain, OSC AMSOS-ISR

Bob Whelove, OSC, AMSOS-ISR
Rosemary Vermost, OSC AMSOS-1SM
Paul Woodhouse, OSC AMSOS-ISM

ec: Rod Beals, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR

Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR
Todd Fisher. Ohio EPA, NEDo', DERR



Patterson, Mark

From: Eileen Mohr [eileen.mohr@epa.state.oh.us]
Sent: «BfiSday, January 22, 2002 2:51 PM

To: Christopher Kenah; Michael Slattery; john.p.jent@lrl02.usace.army.mil
Cc: Charlotte Hammar; Conni McCambridge; Diane Kurlich; Nancy Rice; Scott Williams;

pattersonm@osc.army.mil

Subject: Arsenic Occurrences in Groundwater
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Patterson, Mark

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:

Christopher Kenah [Christopher.Kenah@epa.state.oh us]
•Wednesday, January 23, 2002 2:54 PM

Eileen Mohr

Charlotte Hammar; Conni McCambridge; Diane Kurlich; Kathy Pinto; Kirk Leifheit; Michael
Eggert; Michael Slattery; Nancy Rice; Scott Williams; Todd Kelleher; Tom Allen;
pattersonm@osc.army.mil

Re: Arsenic Occurrences in Groundwater
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Hi Michael ana Christopher:
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ONoEPft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agenc>

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twmsburg. Ohio 44067-1969

TELE ,3yj 425.9171 FAX l330. 4b/-0769

CONTRACT!

BF.TTTRN FOR l-'ll

Bob Taft, Governor

Christopher Jones. Director

I, 2002

John Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT; OH5-210-020-736; PORTAGE COUNTY:

FIRST QUARTER 1999 GROUND WATER MONITORING DATA, DATED JUNE 3,1999,

RECEIVED JUNE 28,1999; SECONDQUARTER1999GROUNDWATER MONITORING

DATA, DATED SEPTEMBER 1, 1999, RECEIVED SEPTEMBER 7. 1999; THIRD

QUARTER 1999 GROUND WATER MONITORING DATA, DATED DECEMBER 1,1999,

RECEIVED DECEMBER 16. 1999; FOURTH QUARTER 1999 GROUND WATER

MONITORING DATA, DATED FEBRUARY 1, 2000, RECEIVED FEBRUARY 9, 2000;

AND 1999 SUPPLEMENTARY ANNUAL REPORTING FORM FOR GROUND WATER

INFORMATION, DATED FEBRUARY 2, 2000, RECEIVED FEBRUARY 14, 2000

Dear Mr. Cicero:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency {Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), received

the above referenced. The documents were submitted by the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

(RVAAP), located at 8451 State Route 5, Ravenna, Ohio. The ground water monitoring program

at the site is in accordance with Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) rules 3745-54-90 through 3745-

55-02.

The Ohio EPA has the following comments regarding the submittals.

COMMENTS:

COMMENTS FIRST QUARTER 1999:

1. The following statistically significant differences between the background well DET-1 and

the cited downgradient wells were documented:

pH (DET-2, -3, and -4);

specific conductance (DET-2, -3, and -4);

barium { DET-3);

calcium {DET-2, -3, and -4); and

sodium (DET-2, -3, and -4).
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2. Explosive compounds were detected in upgradient well DET-1 (RDX, 0.057 ug/L) and

downgradient well DET-4 (HMX, 1.1 ug/L; RDX, 0.41 ug/L). RVAAP indicates that there

is not a statistically significant difference between the background well and the

downgradient well because RDX is detected in the background well. Although there may

not be a statistically significant difference between DET-1 and DET-4 with respect to RDX,

this fact has no bearing on whether there is a statistically significant difference in the HMX

concentrations. This should be taken into consideration during the evaluation of statistical

differences in all future sampling events.

3. In the narrative, page 4, the concentrations of RDX and HMX detected in wells DET-1 and

DET-4 are reported in mg/L. In looking at the laboratory data sheets, the concentrations

are actually in ug/L. A revised page 4 should be submitted for insertion into this report. In

the future, RVAAP should ensure that correct units are used throughout the data reports.

4. The Laboratory Case Narrative indicates that the sample for metals analysis obtained from

DET-3 required additional acid preservation upon receipt at the laboratory. Because this

sample was not properly preserved in the field, the metals data for DET-3 are considered

to be minimum values. In the future, care must be taken to properly preserve samples in

the field. Failure to properly field preserve samples may result in invalid data and may

require the resampling of the affected wells for the affected constituents.

COMMENTS SECOND QUARTER DATA

1. The following statistically significant differences between the background well DET-1 and

the cited downgradient wells were documented:

specific conductance (DET-2, -3, and -4);

arsenic (DET-4);

calcium (DET-2, -3, and -4); and

sodium (DET-2 and -3).

2. Explosives were detected in DET-4 (RDX, 0.23 ug/L) and DET-2 (nitrobenzene, 0.049

ug/L). These concentrations are estimated values because they are below the reporting

limits of 0.50 ug/L and 0.20 ug/L, respectively. Nitrobenzene also was reported as an

estimated value (0.095 ug/L) in the method blank. It should be noted that although the

concentrations are estimated values, it is assumed that the compounds detected actually

are present in the respective ground water samples.

COMMENTS THIRD QUARTER DATA

1. The following statistically significant differences between the background well DET-1 and

the cited downgradient wells were documented:

specific conductance (DET-2, -3, and -4);

calcium (DET-2 and -3);

sodium (DET-2 and -3).
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2. Explosive compounds were detected below the reporting limits in the following cited wells.

The concentrations reported are estimated values.

DET-1 (HMX, 0.13ug/L);

DET-2 {1,3-DNB, 0.036 ug/L; HMX, 0.12 ug/L);

DET-2, duplicate sample (1,3-DNB, 0.04 ug/L; HMX, 0.18 ug/L);

DET-3 (1,3-DNB, 0.036 ug/L; HMX 0.15 ug/L);

Field blank (1,3-DNB, 0.038 ug/L; HMX 0.21 ug/L).

The contamination in the field blank indicates cross contamination may be occurring or that

the decontamination water supply is contaminated. RVAAP should ensure that the

decontamination water supply is not contaminated and that procedures are implemented

to prevent any cross contamination of samples.

It should be noted that although the concentrations are estimated values, it is assumed that

the compounds detected actually are present in the respective ground water samples.

4. The ground water contour map does not include an arrow(s) showing the estimated ground

water flow direction(s). In the future, such an arrow(s) should be included on these maps.

COMMENTS FOURTH QUARTER DATA

1. The following statistically significant differences between the background well DET-1 and

the cited downgradient wells were documented:

specific conductance (DET-2, -3, and -4);

calcium (DET-2 and -4);

sodium {DET-2 and -3); and

iron (DET-3).

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me at (330) 963-

1189.

rf*

Gregory Orr

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

GO:ddw

cc: Jeremy Carroll, DHWM, CO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

ec: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Todd Fisher, DERR, NEDO
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Patterson, Mark

From: Whelove, Robert W

Sent: V&nday, April 08, 2002 6:04 PM

To: 'Citron, Stan Civ AMCCC01'

Cc: Crain, Henry; Patterson, Mark

Subject: RE: Ohio EPA letter on Draft RVAAP Orders

I have a problem with timing on this —the state is going to want this now and i can't really give it to them till the next IAP or two.

really would like to delay the gw agreement until i am more sure of what I've got a t RVAAP in order to minimize the number of
wells i sink and what i have to monitor for. In fact this may be pie in the sky. but if i cleaned up the sources and then sunk a

minimum of wells, i think i will be using army resources very wisely—-Stan i am not good at language-i am an engineer not a
lawyer.

—Original Message

From: Citron, Stan Civ AMCCC01 [mailto:CITRONS@hqamc-exchg.army.mil]

Sent: Monday, April 08, 2002 4:29 PM

To: 'Whelove, Robert W

Subject: RE: Ohio EPA letter on Draft RVAAP Orders

Bob-

thought I addressed it in the last para. If you think it needs more emphasis, please provide some suggested language.

Stan

Original Message

From: Wheiove, Robert W [mailto:WheloveR@osc.army.mjl]

Sent: Monday, April 08. 2002 3:59 PM

To: 'Citron. Stan Civ AMCCC0)'; Simmons. Jewel Civ AMCISOl; Whelove, Robert W; Mack, Tara C: Patterson. Mark

Cc: Crain. Henry

Subject: RE: Ohio EPA letter on Draft RVAAP Orders

what about that surface water and monitorinng concerns will be worked out in partnering sessions in the future.?

Original Message

From: Citron, Stan Civ AMCCC01 [mailto:CITRONS@hqamc-exchg.army.mil]

Sent: Monday, April 08, 2002 1:25 PM

To: Simmons, Jewel Civ AMCISOl; 'whelover@osc.army.mil1; 'mackt@osc.army.mir; 'Mark Patterson1

Subject: FW: Ohio EPA letter on Draft RVAAP Orders

Jewel/Bob/Tara/Mark -

1. During our conf call, we discussed the following potential concerns in the attached letter

from the the State's responding to our proposed F&O:

a. All sites under the F&O (General Comment 1).

b. State approval before any investigation/remediation (General Comment 5).

c. Enforceable schedules (General Comment 6).

d. One dispute resolution mechanism (Additional Comment 1)

e. Individual AOC permits (Additional Comment 3).

2. We discussed the following potential compromise to address the State's concerns. The

F&O would be revised include all RCRA and CERCLA sites provided that -

4/9/02
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(a) The final step in the F&O dispute resolution process would require a joint decision
by the Ohio EPA Director and DA (Mr. Fatz). If the Ohio EPA Director and DA could not

reach a joint decision, the parties would take appropriate administrative/legal action to
resolve the dispute.

RATIONAL - This establishes a single dispute resolution process. More importantly, it

would reduce the Army's concerns about state approval of investigation/remediation and

enforceable schedules on all the RVAAP sites since the Ohio EPA and Army leadership

would ultimately make a joint decision on these matters.

(b) The RVAAP work schedules would be developed through the existing IAP

process. However, if RVAAP and the State weren't able to agree to a work

schedule/extension for CERCLA sites, the Army would have an automatic 1 year extension

on these sites. If the Army still required an extension after the one year extension, the

Army would request an extension in accordance with the F&O procedures .

RATIONAL - The OSC/RVAAP indicated that we don't have adequate resources to request

formal extensions on all the CERCLA sites. However, we could agree to enforceable

schedules provided there is a one year automatic extension. This would give the Army a

buffer to resolve most site cleanups but provide the State a role in approving extensions if

we can complete the work within the one year period. Any disputes regarding extensions

would be subject to the dispute resolution process.

3. This proposed compromise addresses the major issues raised in the State's letter but

includes safeguards to protect the Army's interests. If OSC/RVAAP support this approach,

we should seek DA approval to contact the Ohio EPA with this proposal. If the Ohio EPA

supports this concept, we can resume negotiations to finalize the F&O (e.g., address the

State's requirement for site specific AOC's, the site wide gw and surface water

inspection programs, the 30 year post-closure requirement for the Ramsdell Quarry

Landfill, etc.). If this proposal is not acceptable to the Army or Ohio EPA, we should

terminate the current F&O negotiations but RVAAP should proceed with negotiating an

F&O to get an exemption for the OB/OD RCRA permit requirement.

Stan

Original Message

From: Citron, Stan Civ AMCCCOI

Sent: Friday, March 22, 2002 11:11 AM

To: Simmons, Jewel Civ AMCIS01

Cc: German, John Civ AMCCCOI

Subject: FW: RVAAP - Approval to Initiate Formal F&O Negotiations

Jewel -

If we put all of the RVAAP sites under the F&O. this would that all these sites are subject to F&O milestone

requirements (Section VI.D.). The F&O states that the Ohio EPA will consider availability of funding in reviewing

requests to adjust milestones (Section VI.C), consult with RVAAP prior to disapproving a milestone extension, and

provide a written statement of reasons for disapproving the extension (Section VI.F.). If there's a dispute on a milestone

extension, the final decision will be signed by the Director of the Ohio EPA and subject to administrative or judicial

appeal according to applicable law (Section IX.D).

By signing the F&O, we'd get more favorable treatment of the RVAAP RCRA sites but allow the Ohio EPA to

establish milestones at a non-NPL site. If we aren't able to agree to a F&O. 1 suppose that we would continue to address

the RCRA sites under RCRA closure and continue to address ihe oilier sites under CERCLA. Suggest we talk with the

4/9/02
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OSC/RVAAP folks to get a better sense of the pro's and con's of having a comprehensive F&O. However, ultimately

this is an Army policy question as to whether or not we should put the entire RVAAP program under the F&O.

Stan

Original Message

From: Simmons, Jewel Civ AMCIS01

Sent: Friday, March 22, 2002 9:33 AM

To: Cram, Henry: Murphy, Richard: Citron, Stan Civ AMCCCOI

Cc: 'tiemeierk@osc.army.mil'; 'whelover@ioc.army.mil'; 'Onewokae. Cyril O'

Subject: FW: Ohio EPA issues with the RVAAP Orders

Gentlemen,

Rick would like to know why we are unable to work-through the state's concerns that will allow us to incorporate the

four Haz-Waste sites into Ravenna IR program under the proposed AO. Bonnie (Ohio Regulator) has indicated to Rick

that she is willing to work with the Army on lead agency and dispute resolution issues, using such provisions as

reservation of rights for all parties, and addressing their concern on enforceable schedules through force majeure

provisions.

The state wants to know if the Army can accept these conditions. I think Rick would like for us to find a way to work

this out. Any and all thoughts welcome. 1 will be meeting with Rick today at 3:30 pm EST.

Jewel

Original Message

From: Newsome. Richard E Mr ASA-I&E

Sent: Wednesday. March 13,2002 12:17 PM

To: Simmons, Jewel Civ AMCIS01

Cc: Wilson, Karen S ACSIM

Subject: FW: Ohio EPA issues with the RVAAP Orders

Jewel,

1 spoke with Bonnie today to better understand her concerns in the e-mail below. The State is willing for the four state

regulated units to be rolled into the Army's CERCLA cleanup if the Arm\ is willing lo enter into an order that would: (I)

incorporate the rest of the Ravenna IRP into the agreement, currently there are 53 Areas of Concern in the Ravenna 1RP,

and (2)provide some guarantee that the groundwater monitoring, and potential cleanup, at these four units will continue

under the IRP.

She indicated the state is willing to work with the Army on lead agenc\ and dispute resolution issues, e.g.. reservation of

rights for all parties, and address our concerns on enforceable schedules, e.g. via a force majeure provision.

The state wants to know if the Army can accept these conditions. If not. we can go back to the separate program for the

four units, (address under state law■■■'regulatory provisions), and the rest of the iRP.

Please review and gi\e me a call

4/9/02
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Rick

Original Message

From: Bonnie Buthker [manty;B»nmeSiuhkenSepa.sUUe olr.us]

Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2002 3:57 PM

To: Newsome, Richard E Mr ASA-I&E

Subject: Ohio EPA issues with the RVAAP Orders

Hi Rick:

Sorry I couldn't reach you today to discuss the RVAAP Orders issues. I'll outline it briefh in this email, and maybe we
could discuss this later today or tomorrow .

In Spring of last year, the Army OSC command approached us with a draft set of Orders for the Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant. Army's proposal to enter into Orders with the state if that would allow them to receive permit

exemptions or waivers of requirements at 4 units currently regulated under the solid waste and hazardous waste

programs. These four units would then be investigated and remediated under the CERCLA program, meeting all

substantive requirements. The Army felt that it made sense to proceed with such a approach, since Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant is a closing facility, and they wished to have all clean ups completed within the next 7 to 10 years.

While we understood why the Army felt their approach was justified, we had concerns about entering into negotiations

to develop an Order. (In the past when we had attempted to negotiate Orders with the Arm> for this site, significant

resources were expended on both sides without ever reaching an acceptable agreement.)

Therefore, to try to determine if their was a chance of working out an acceptable agreement (before dedicating resources

to this effort), on June 26. 2001, Ohio EPA sent a letter outlining what items would need to be included into the Orders

before we would be willing to proceed further with negotations. After the letter was sent, we had two additional

conference calls with the Army OSC representatives to clarify our concerns. Al the conclusion of each call. Ohio EPA

was assured by the Army that we were close to resoK ing these issues.

In February 2002. we received the revised draft of the Orders from the Army. Since we had been very clear about what

items we wanted to be addressed in the Orders (though both conference calls and our letter), we were confident that the

Orders would only need minor revisions before an acceptable agreement could be reached. However, when we reviewed

the Orders, we found that the Orders did not include main of the items we felt were necessary. In addition, we were told

by the installation point of contact, Mark Patterson, that this was the Army's final position, and that any negotations

would only be to include minor wording changes.

That's why I gave you a call to discuss this. If the Arm> is not willing to incorporate our issues, then further negotiations

are a waste of resouces (both the Army and Ohio EPA's). However, if this isn't the Army's final position, then there is

still a chance we can develop an agreement acceptable both to the Arm\ and the state.

Since we're drafting a letter back to the Army on their Orders, it would be good to know what your position is on the

Orders. If you could let me know when we can discuss this, I would really appreciate it.

Take care,

Bonnie

Original Message

From: Mack, Tara C [mailto:Mack V a ok,army.mil]

Sent: Monday. March 25, 2002 3:02 PM

To: 'scitron@hqamc.army.mil'

Subject: FW: Ohio EPA letter on Draft RVAAP Orders

Stan.

Attached is the letter from Ohio FPA regarding the revised draft orders for

RVAAP. It is my understanding, per our phone conversation, that Rick

4/9/02
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Newsome will be handling negotiations with the Ohio EPA. This office would

like to continue to be notified as this progresses. As you may know, Mr.

Whelove has some concerns regarding the OEPA's position. I have also

attached an e-mail that our office received from Mr. Whelove re^ardjna his

concerns about the OEPA's position. This office would like lo make sure

that those concerns are addressed at some point in the process. Thank you

for your assistance.

Tara C. Mack

AMSOS-GC

4/9/02
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2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

OHARNOWIiflP*

CPTTom Daugherty

(AGOH-FM-EN)

2825 West Dublin-Granville Rd.

Columbus, OH 43235

Dear CPT Daugherty:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), Division

of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the document entitled:

"Draft, Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and Environmental Assessment for the

Ravenna Training and Logistics Site and the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Portage and Trumbull

Counties, Ohio." This document prepared by AMEC Earth and Environmental, and dated August

2001, was received by Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR, on January 17, 2002.

Please note that the comments in this correspondence solely reflect the review of the document by

the DERR project coordinator with respect to the current and projected Installation Restoration

Program (IRP) activities at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) installation. It is unclear

as to whether or not this document was submitted to Ohio EPA, Division of Surface Water (DSW),

which may necessarily have more specific comments including, but not limited to: existing surface

water quality; proposed construction of hardened stream crossings; storm water pollution prevention;

and. the ecological resources (flora and fauna) that are currently identified as existing at the

installation.

Comments in this correspondence will follow the same general format as the document itself.

General Comments:

1. The Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) was prepared in order to

"support and accommodate accomplishment of military missions while providing for natural

resources stewardship and management." The INRMP thus encompasses the missions of

both the Ohio Army National Guard (OHARNG) and the Army's Operation Support Command

(OSC). The stated mission of the OHARNG at the RVAAP/Ravenna Training and Logistics

Site (RTLS) is "..structured to command, operate, manage, and administer services of the

facility, as well as assign the use of resources to ensure training and logistical support to

National Guard units from within the state of Ohio, National Guard units from other states,

other Reserve Components, certain elements of Active Components, Federal Government

organizations, state and local agencies and civic groups. As such, it is my understanding that

the OHARNG utilizes a five-year plan to plan for future training needs and activities. The

stated mission of the OSC is to provide for the "...indefinite safe and secure storage of

energetic materiel (munitions), and environmental remediation of contaminated areas."

Pnr:ed on recycles pacer
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One of the challenges that is continually faced in any process is ensuring that all parties

integral to the decision-making are in direct communication. Integral to this communication

is ensuring that the stakeholders are communicating both short and long range plans to one

another, and that the stakeholders are in agreement with respect to these plans. Throughout

the work conducted at the RVAAP as part of the IRP investigation and remediation activities,

it has become clear that the OHARNG and the OSC have very different expectations and

assumptions as to the future use of the areas that currently are contaminated with process-

related wastes (ex. explosives, heavy metals, etc.), unexploded ordnance (UXO) and

ordnance explosive wastes (OEW). In addition, it is apparent that there is no firm plan on the

part of the OHARNG as to the scope of the intended training to be conducted at the

RVAAP/RTLS, for example, whether or not a tactical airstrip will be constructed at the

installation has not been resolved.

It is recommended that coordination meetings within the OHARNG and between the OHARNG

and the OSC be conducted, so that the reasonable future use of the property is determined

and agreed-upon. in addition to being beneficial to both the OHARNG and the OSC, it will

greatly assist the IRP environmental team in making sound decisions regarding cleanup

levels, depth of UXO removal, etc..

(This comment is applicable to numerous portions of the text.)

2. Please reference Ohio EPA correspondence, dated March 5,2001, which details the Agency's

involvement in the environmental investigation and restoration efforts at the installation, as

well as detailing over-arching issues existing at the RVAAP.

3. Please ensure that a copy of the INRMP is submitted to the appropriate Ohio EPA, DSW,

personnel for review and comment. Personnel from DSW may necessarily have more specific

comments including, but not limited to: existing surface water quality; proposed construction

of hardened stream crossings; storm water pollution prevention; and the ecological resources

(flora and fauna) that are currently identified as existing at the installation. (This comment is

applicable to numerous portions of the text.)

Specific Comments:

1. The text on page 2-2 should specify what areas are included in the 1,418 acres that will

constitute the RVAAP by the end of fiscal year (FY) 01.

2. Please revise the text in section 2.5 (page 2-2) that states: "...installation and was done during

none ammunition production periods...." so that the intent of the sentence is clarified. In

addition, in the same paragraph, change the word "room" to "roam."

3. If available, please provide the chemical composition of the deer repellant "Zip." (Page 2-3)

4. On page 2-3, please add text to the report which indicates that fires have also been started

by the careless use of torches in various load line areas (even though they have been

prohibited in designated areas).
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5. In addition to the types of Areas of Concern (AOCs) identified at the RVAAP, please include

items such as landfills, uncontrolled dump sites, RCRA units, etc. (Page 2-4)

6. The text in section 2.6 (page 2-4) indicates that "Studies to date indicate that most of the

contamination is isolated to specific locations around process buildings and treatment sites

within the top one ortwo feet of soil..." The studies that are being referenced should be cited

and, in addition, please note that several of the IRP studies have indicated site-related soil

contamination at depths greater than two feet. Please adjust the text accordingly.

7. The text on page 2-4 (section 2.6) states the following: "Of the several high priority AOCs

sampled to date, surface water contamination has only been found at the Erie Burning

Grounds (AOC 2) and in the associated drainage ditches." This statement is incorrect and

should be modified or removed from the text. The contractor is referred to the list of IRP

documents specified in Ohio EPA correspondence (dated March 5, 2001) and also to one of

the two established public information repositories (Ravenna and Newton Falls public libraries)

or to the environmental files of the RVAAP Environmental Program Manager, for the most

recent IRP site information.

This comment is also applicable to text found on pages 11-31, 11 -45, and 13-10.

8. The text on page 2-5 indicates that the documented surface water contamination {RDX) is

considered "minor." Please define on what basis or compared to what standard the

contamination has been determined to be "minor."

9. Remove the following statement from the text of the INRMP: "No groundwater contamination

has been found in any of the groundwater monitoring wells installed as part of the installation

restoration program." Site-related contamination has been detected in several monitoring

wells installed as part of the IRP program, RCRA groundwater monitoring programs and solid

waste monitoring programs. {Page 2-5)

10. Remove the following statement from the text located on page 2-5: "All monitoring to date

indicates that the aquifers under the RTLS/RVAAP are not contaminated." Site-related

contamination has been detected in several monitoring wells installed as part of the IRP

program, RCRA groundwater monitoring programs and solid waste monitoring programs.

11. On page 2-5, please revise the text to indicate that most, but not ail, AOCs are delineated with

fencing or Siebert stakes. There are several AOCs that are not marked with either fencing or

Siebert stakes, for example, Paris-Windham Dump, the Sand Creek Dump, etc..

12. Please confirm that the tactical airstrip has been removed from the five year plan for the

RTLS/RVAAP. (Page 3-5) This comment is also applicable to Table 12-3.

13. In section 3.3.2 on pages 3-6 to 3-7, please include the construction and use of tank trails as

one of the training activities that have the potential to cause soil or vegetation disturbance.
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14. If the above-referenced airstrip still has the potential to be constructed, is an Environmental

Impact Statement (EIS) required? (Page 4-2)

15. In section 4.4.4, the roles of both Ohio EPA and the United States Environmental Protection

Agency (USEPA) should be specified. (Page 4-4)

16. Please revise the text in section 5.2 on page 5-1 to indicate that the Lavery Till is found in the

western portion of the installation and the Hiram Till and associated outwash is present in the

eastern two-thirds of the facility. This comment is also applicable to section 5.3.1 on page 5-2.

17. On page 5-2, please provide the source for the "chemical makeup of typical unimproved

grounds."

18. On Table 5-2, please provide citations for all the references utilized in constructing this table.

19. Please revise the text on page 5-9 to read as follows: "Few of the farm fields ever had

drainage systems and those that did were abandoned " (Comment also applicable to

section 13.5.6.1 on page 13-9)

20. Please revise the text in section 5.4 to state: "Oil and gas development must also be done

in accordance with all state and federal environmental regulations." The role of the Ohio

Department of Natural Resources (ODNR), Division of Oil and Gas, should be cited. (This

comment is also applicable to section 13.5.7 on page 13-9)

21. On Table 5-3 located on page 5-11:

a. Please revise the name of the Cobbs Pond complex to read: "Upper and Lower

Cobbs Pond."

b. Please contact MKM Engineering at the RVAAP to inquire about recent analytical

testing conducted at Cobbs Pond.

c. Please revise the name of "Criggy's Pond" to "Griggy's Pond." (This comment also

applies to page 5-37)

22. In section 5.5.5, located on page 5-14, please revise the text with respect 50 foot static water

level (SWL). In particular, please provide the citation for this SWL depth and specify that this

is with respect to the bedrock unit(s), not the unconsolidated material.

23. Please revise the text in section 5.5.5 that indicates that the unconsolidated unit is "...mostly

undeveloped or unusable as a water source." This statement is not correct, as many residents

in the vicinity of the RVAAP rely upon and utilize the unconsolidated material as their sole

water source. In addition, upon what criteria is the term "unusable" based?
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24. On page 5-15, please remove the sentence from the text which states as follows: "To date,

there have been no contaminates of concern identified in any surface water samples." This

statement is incorrect.

25. One of the comments in the previously-referenced March 5, 2001 correspondence from Ohio

EPA indicates that there needs to be on-site preservation of wetlands and other sensitive

areas, especially the Hemlock Gorge. The Hemlock Gorge area is one of the rarest

community types at the RVAAP and within Ohio as a whole. What plans are being made for

the preservation of sensitive areas such as (but not limited to) the Hemlock Gorge? (Page 5-

21)

26. On pages 5-34 and 5-35, in three places, please change the name of the AOC referenced to

Erie Burning Grounds.

27. Section 7.3.4 on page 7-4 discusses a proposed surface water monitoring program. Is a

groundwater quality monitoring program also planned?

28. In goals 2, 3, and 4 detailed on page 11-2, one of the objectives listed for each goal should

indicate that there will be coordination between the RTLS/RVAAP and the appropriate

regulatory agencies.

29. In goal # 6 described on page 11-3, please add as one of the objectives: coordination and

communication with the IRP environmental program manager. Data from the investigation

and remediation activities under the IRP program is constantly updated, and would provide

useful information to the collection and management goal of the RTLS/RVAAP.

30. Section 11.4.4.8 on pages 11-17 and 11-18, present the guidelines that are to be utilized

during timber harvesting operations. Please be aware that if there are fuel spills during the

operations - depending upon the location (i.e., if the spill enters into waters of the state) or

quantity, the contractor may be required to contact Ohio EPA.

31. In section 11.5 on pages 11-18 and 11-19, the text should state that the rate of all herbicide

application will be conducted in accordance with the prescribed guidance.

32. The sentence on page 11-26 (fire protection) that states: "There are occasional demolition

operations associated with the environmental restoration program at the installation" should

either be expanded, or removed from this portion of the text.

33. Please provide the criteria utilized for making the determination as to whether or not timber

harvesting would be conducted in riparian areas. (Page 11-28)

34. Please obtain and reference a copy of Ohio EPA's recent document which discusses

headwater stream assessment methods. (Page 11-29)



CPTTOMDAUGHERTY

FEBRUARY 4, 2002

PAGE 6

35 in section 11.14.3.1, please add to the listed potential mission conflicts, that white tailed deer

management has also impacted upon the IRP field activities at the RVAAP.

36. At an appropriate point in the text of the INRMP, there should be a listing of the ponds that

are fished and whether they are solely catch and release.

37 Please provide information in the revised text (pages 11 -43 and 11 -43), as to whether or not
the hunters that are allowed into the RTLS/RVAAP undergo a security check.

38. In section 13.4.4, please provide additional information as to what constitutes "intensive

monitoring." (Page 13-3)

39 Insection14 0 please referencethe appropriate IRP documents. Several of these documents
were referenced in Ohio EPA, March 5,2001, correspondence. In addition, please revise the

spelling of "Moore" to "Mohr."

If you have any questions or comments concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to

contact me at 330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Graham Mitchell, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Bob Davic, Ohio EPA, DSW, NEDO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Tim Morgan, RVAAP

ec: Mike Eberle, Supervisor, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO



Patterson, Mark

From: Eileen Mohr [eileen.mohr@epa.state.oh.us]
Sent: Wednesday.^gffiuary 09, 2002 1:30 PM
To: Derek.Romitti@aec.apgea.army.mil; Bonnie Buthker; Brian Tucker; Laurie Eggert Todd

Fisher; SpaarT@ioc.army.mil; Glen.Beckham@lrlO2.usace.army.mil;
John.P.Jent@lrl02.usace.army.mil; Francis.Zigmund@nwkO2.usace.army.mil;
tom.tadsen@oh.ngb.army.mil; PattersonM@osc.army.mil; WheloveR@osc armv mil

Subject: RE: Draft IA? 2002 y

Hi Mark:

1 have rovisweci the cor■ t&nir.ant asgesstsent: porcic:: of l1i-,j 1 /-.» and fiav'.;

just a tevj comments (nice "job! } :

1. In the FT 2C31 projects section... as a FY:, the Ohio FI-A r.as

already completed the review of the preliminary draft report fcr Load
Line 1.

2. in tho FT2001 section, there is the notation tnat the Load line 11

?I Stiid IRA reports are scheduled to be received by June 2002. Both

rer-rts were t:. be received ir. October 2001... what is the oolay?

3. 1.1: tne FT2 " H2 secticr., ;■■ ■; h the C51:>ck Quarr", -.nd Ancnor ":"esr Area

.?O;Cs t.hut 1 re-.-iewed w;:re tor RIs, :.:;: 1 RAs. As r\:~r: l.he 1 a:, j-^ue

describing work to be conducted at t-ese 2 AOCs would r.eed tr :-:'
5;: 1 u s t e d a c c c r d i r: g 1 y .

4 . I already sent you suggested revisions on the- rest of (.he Ilk'? via

snail rrail. Tho comments in here S-'vd m the ot her document reflect bet::

Toad's a rid rsy review.

Tnanris for «„ vour worx. er. this Mark'

■•: c j ec; Coordinator

livisioi: ot Emergency an."; Rerediai Resoonse

2113 East Aurora Road

Twinsburg, OH 44087

33C-963-I221

332-487-0769 ; FAX)

e::.ail: Fileen . Mohr@epa .state . oh . us

>>> "Pat terse::, hark" < Patters onHC^cs ;. army . trl

At.anhed _s update - " I-"Y 2G-)'l nant As s

I'll need to get any co:r.:r.cn" s back by 1 '16 on this and ike draft TAP 1

on 12/20. Tnanks tor your :_olp.

har k Patterson

Ravenna Army Au:imurii t io:: P_ar:t

^4S- State Rcuto 5

Ravenna, OH -442CG

( 3 3 0; 353-7311



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agencv

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road _,_,,_ " """" ~—~ — ~— ■—-

Twinsburg, Ohio 440S7-1969 ( } 425"9171 fAX ■;33°J 487-0769 Bob Taft, Governor
Christopher Jones, Director

^etOber 15, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT
PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES
PAINT SAMPLING PLAN
THERMAL DESTRUCTION PROPOSAL

Mr. John Cicero

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant
8451 State Route5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Cicero:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO)
?o™°lffmer^°y and Remedial Response (DERR) and Southwest District Office
(SWDO), Office of Federal Facilities Oversight (OFFO), have received and reviewed your
correspondence, dated October 04, 2002, and the attached sampling plan entitled" "PCB
Sampling Plan for Applied Dry Paints at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant" The
correspondence and sampling plan were received on October 07, 2002.

The Agency has the following comments on the sampling plan:

1. Please notify Ohio EPA of the proposed sampling date at least fourteen (14) days prior
to the sampling event. Ohio EPA will be collecting split samples of the various paint
colors with the contractor. f

2. Please advise the Agency as to which extraction method (and the rationale for
selection) will be utilized for PCBs, as the text currently indicate* that one of two
methodologies may be employed. The extraction Method utilized should be
consistent, not only for all the contractor's samples, but also for the split samples.

3. In the revised sampling plan, please add text to the revision which indicates that the
site-wide Health and Safety Plan (HASP) and any applicable sections of the site-wide
Field Sampling and Analysis Plan (FSAP) and Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)
will be adhered to during the sampling event. The latest version of these documents
is March 2001.

4. Please ensure that dedicated sampling equipment is utilized or that samplinq
equipment is properly decontaminated between waste streams. The site-wide
decontamination procedure can be found in Section 4.4.2.8 of the March 2001 FSAP

ed on rec.c ea caosr



ONoEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road v« - *m« " ' ' " * "—" : ' -~
Twinsbwfl. Ohio 44087-1969 ELE (33°' 425"9171 FAX (330) 487-°769 Bob Taft- Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

December 3, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

„ w , „ THERMAL DECOMPOSITION WORKPLAN
Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO)
Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the
following documents;

A. "Work Plan for the Thermal Decomposition and 5X Certification of Load Lines 6 & 9
and Wet Storage Igloos 1,1 A, 2, and 2A, Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant Ravenna
Ohio 44266;"

B. "Explosive Safety Submission for the Thermal Decomposition and 5X Certification of
Load Lines 6 & 9 and Wet Storage Igloos 1,1 A, 2, and 2A, Ravenna Army Ammunition
Plant, Ravenna, Ohio 44266;" and

C. "Safety and Health Plan for the Thermal Decomposition and 5X Certification of Load
Lines 6 & 9 and Wet Storage Igloos 1, 1A, 2, and 2A, Ravenna Army Ammunition
Plant, Ravenna, Ohio 44266."

The documents, dated October 2002 and received at NEDO on November 18, 2002 were
prepared by MKM Engineers, Inc. for the U.S. Army Operations Support Command (OSC)
under contract number DAAA-09-02-C-0029.

The Agency has the following comments on the documents (WP = Workplan- ESS =
Explosives Safety Submission; and HASP = Health and Safety Plan) related to environmental
issues. If comments are applicable to one or more documents, the comment will be made
only once and the applicable section/page of the other document(s) will be referenced.

General Comments:

1. The initiation of the workplan (and supporting documents) is dependant upon the
issuance of a burn permit from the Akron Regional Air Quality Management District
(ARAQMD). In addition, the proposed thermal destruction (TD) hinges on the
acceptability of the environmental position paper which, as of this date, has not been
received.

°r nted on recycled pa
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2. During the presentation made by MKM, OSC, and Neal Environmental Services (NES)
to various regulatory agencies on September 04, 2002, Mr. Chip Porter of the Portage
County Health Department (PCHD) had several questions regarding the proposed
activities relative to wind speed, wind direction, etc. Please ensure that Mr Porter's
concerns are addressed.

3. Were the above-referenced workplans placed in the two information repositories for the
Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP), such that the general public had/has the
opportunity to provide comments on the proposed plans? (Also applicable to WP
Section 2.4.3.1 on pages 14 - 15.)

4. Please comment on the potential for dioxin production as a result of the incomplete
combustion of PCBs.

5. Please submit a copy of the letter from the Department of Defense Explosives Safetv
Board (DDESB) approving the ESS.

Workplan (WP):

1. Please revise the meaning of the acronym "IOCP" found on page v.

2. The workplan indicates that the TD is planned for Wet Storage (WS) igloos 1, 1A, 2,
and 2A. The WS area of concern also contains two other igloos identified as 3 and 3a!
Please explain why these two igloos are not included in the proposed work (WP
Section 1.1.2, page 1; WP Section 1.4.3, page 4; WP Section 2.2 1 page 6" WP

Section 2.2.2, page6;WP Section 2.10.1.2, page 19; ESS Section 1.3.1, page2;ESS
Section 7.1, page 6; ESS Section 7.3.1, page 11; HASP Section 3.2.3, page 10)

3. In Section 1.1.2 (page 1), if there is contamination beneath the WS igloos, it will be
necessary to determine the nature and extent of the contamination in a subsequent
phase of work.

4. In Section 1.1.2 (page 1), please add Ohio EPA to the list of agencies to be contacted
in the event that visible bulk explosives are encountered under concrete floor slabs at
either the load lines or WS area. (Also applicable to WP Section 2 2 2 page 9" WP
Section 2.10.6, page 24; ESS Section1.2, page 1; ESS Section 7.2, page 7" ESS
Section 7.3, page 11; ESS Section 7.7, page 14)

5. As a point of information, the fact that the removal of building/igloo footers will not be
conducted under this scope of work (SOW) indicates the need for future investigative
and remedial work. (WP Section 1.1.2, page 1; ESS Section 1.2, page 1)

6. In Section 1.1.4 (page 2), if there are any changes made to the WP that impact upon
environmental issues, Ohio EPA also needs to be notified.
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7. In future submissions, please ensure that Ravenna is referred to as being a city not
a town. (WP Section 1.2, page 2; HASP Section 3.1.1, page 9)

8. Update Section 1.3 (page 2) to reflect the latest transfer of land between the Army and
the National Guard Bureau (NGB). (Also applicable to ESS Section 2 0 paqe 3" HASP
Section 3.1.2, page 9) '

9. Section 2.1.2 (page 5) indicates that RVAAP is not a known Chemical Warfare Materiel
(CWM) site. Please revise the text to indicate that RVAAP is on the Non-Stockpile
Chemical Materiel Project (NSCMP) list, due to the suspected Mustard Agent Burial
Site. (Also applicable to ESS Section 12.3, page 19)

10. Please define what is meant by "slab removal restrictions." (WP Section 2 1 2 oaae
6) ■ ■ 'H y

11. Please provide additional explanation as to the rationale behind potentially using TD
on non-explosive buildings (NEB). The main point of TD was based on the fact that it

would be utilized on buildings that could not safely be demolished using more
conventional techniques. The Agency requests further discussion on this issue (Also
applicable to WP Table 1; ESS Section 7.1, page 6; ESS Section 7.7 page 14- HASP
Section 5.2.1.1, page 25) '

12. Table 1 indicates that the majority of buildings at Load Line 6 may have handled
mercury fulminate. It is Ohio EPA's understanding that Load Line 6 could have been

retro-fitted to handle mercury fulminate, i.e., there was a design contingency to handle
this compound, but that, based upon process information and history, the main primary
explosive at this Load Line was lead azide. Please confirm and adjust the table
accordingly. In addition, is there any existing de-classified information regarding the
testing conducted at this Load Line, such that a more accurate list of explosives
compounds used at this AOC could be generated?

13. Please provide additional information in Section 2.2.2 (page 9) regarding the amount
of water that will be utilized to flood any cracks in the concrete floors at the WS igloos

and Load Lines, prior to the slabs being demolished/removed. If there is any residual
contamination in the buildings, it may be mobilized and enter the groundwater. This
potential issue would be handled under any subsequent Remedial Investigation (Rl)

by the installation of monitoring wells. (Also applicable to HASP Section 5 10 1 paae
32) M y

14. Please add Ohio EPA's spill number (1-800-282-9378) to the list of emergency
response numbers in Section 2.4.3.1 on page 15. Additionally, in WP Sections 5.3.7

(page 39) and 5.4.1 (page 40), the spill number must be called if there is a discharge
into the Waters of the State. (Also applicable to HASP Section 12.11.2, page 69)

15. Section 2.4.3.3 on page 16 indicates that "No other permits have been identified to be
required for the execution of work under this scope of work." This has yet to be
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determined, as the environmental position paper has not yet been received and
reviewed by this Agency.

16. Section 2.6 (page 16) should also indicate that the paint at the Load Lines has been
demonstrated to contain PCBs and other metals in addition to lead.

17. If the floor sweepings potentially contain paint chips, they must be containerized and
characterized and disposed of in accordance with all applicable State and Federal
rules, laws, and regulations. (WP Section 2.7 page 16)

18. With respect to Table 3 (Waste Stream and Disposition) on page 17:

a. Please provide a description of the "biopad." Decontamination water should be
containerized, characterized and disposed of in accordance with all applicable
State and Federal rules, laws, and regulations.

b. Sump water may potentially be applied to the ground surface, only if the water
is determined to be in accordance with the details and conditions of Ohio EPA's

e-mail, dated October 18, 2002. (Also applicable to WP Section 2 10 5 page
24; ESS Section 7.6, page 13)

c. With respect to the transport of the resulting concrete to the on-site Clean Hard
Fill (CHF) areas, please contact Ohio EPA's Division of Solid Waste

Management (DSIWM) and the PCHD, to ensure that this option is acceptable.
(This comment is also applicable to WP Section 2.10.4, page 23; WP Section
2.10.5, page 24; WP Section 2.10.6, page 24; ESS Section 7.5, page 13; ESS
Section 7.7, page 14: HASP Section 5.8.1, page 30)

d. Please refer to Ohio EPA's e-mail, dated October 18, 2002, regarding the
sampling suite for the sump water and revise accordingly.

e. Please add to the analytical suite the following constituents for the paint chips-
full TCLP and PCBs.

f. Further discussion is requested regarding the sampling frequency for the
resulting ash. The sampling frequency, as specified, may not result in a

representative sample. (This comment is also applicable to WP Section 2 10 3

on page 22; ESS Section 7.4, page 12; HASP Section 5.7.1, page 29)

g. Please ensure that the proposed analytical testing is acceptable to the disposal
facility(ies) utilized.

19. Please discuss in Section 2.10 (page 18) whether or not any noise monitoring at the
perimeter of the installation will be conducted. (Also applicable to WP Section 5 6
page 41)
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20. Please provide additional information regarding the desensitization of the WS igloos
When will the "desensitization" take place? Please explain why fuel will be utilized
instead of the "kill solution" that the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) typically
utilizes. (WP Section 2.10.1.2, page 19; ESS Section 7.3, page 10; HASP Section
5.5.1, page 28)

21. Section 2.10.1.3 (page 20) indicates that the interior of the Load Lines and the WS
igloos will be sprayed with fuel oil on the day of the proposed burn. Please provide an
explanation for this departure from the presentation given to the regulatory agencies
on September 04, 2002. Are there any floor drains in the vicinity where the fuel is
proposed to be sprayed? If so, what precautions will be taken? With respect to

potential health and safety issues (for example explosive atmospheres), have they

been determined to be moot based upon the fact that the roofing will have been
removed?

22. On page 23 (Section 2.10.4), please provide additional information as to the
"designated location" for debris removal. (Also applicable to ESS Section 7.5, page 12)

23. The text on page 23 (Section 2.10.4) indicates that "soil from the earthen-cover (igloos)
will be staged for re-use during site restoration activities." This will only be done

subsequent to the determination that the soil is not contaminated with any human-
made constituents, and that the metals concentrations are consistent with the facility-
wide background. (Also applicable to ESS Section 7.3, page 10; ESS Section 7 5
page 13; HASP Section 5.8.1, page 31)

24. Please revise the text on page 23 (Section 2.10.5) to indicate that there is only one (1)

sump at Load Line 6. (Also applicable to HASP Section 5.9.1, page 31)

25. On page 24 (Section 2.10.5), please provide additional information as to how the lead
liners (in the sumps) will be decontaminated.

26. Please comment on the potential for the lead in the lining of the sumps to migrate
through cracks in the sumps during the TD. (WP Section 2.10.5, page 24)

27. Please comment on the potential for the release of asbestos fibers from the lead lined
sumps during the TD. (WP Section 2.10.5, page 24)

28. Please confirm with the accepting disposal facility that the lead lining from the sumps
can be disposed of along with other asbestos containing material (ACM) (WP Section
2.10.5, page 24)

29. In Section 2.10.7 (page 25), please provide additional information as to how the soil will
be "desensitized." In addition, what is the cut-off concentration for lead in the soil
before analyses for azides will be conducted? (Also applicable to ESS Section 7 8
pages 14-15; HASP Section 5.11.1, page 33)
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30. Section 2.13 (pages 28 - 30) describes explosives demolition operations (if needed)
If it is determined that unexploded ordnance (UXO) needs to be demolished please
contact Ohio EPA, Division of Hazardous Waste Management (DHWM) for the
appropriate permits.

31. In Section 2.13 (page 29), please define who the "appropriate parties" are in the event
of an impending demolition shot.

32. In Section 2.18 (page 31), please add Ohio EPA to the distribution list for the site
specific removal report (SSRR).

33. In Section 5.3.6 (page 39), please provide specific examples of what constitutes
"discarded material."

34. In Sections 5.5.1, 5.5.2, 5.5.3 and 5.5.4 (page 40), please specify how paniculate,
hydrocarbon, carbon monoxide, oxides of nitrogen and sulfur emissions, and odors will
be controlled.

35. Provide a project schedule as referenced on page 43.

36. In Appendix A, please re-label figure 4 to read, "Load Line 9 Site Map."

37. In Appendix B, please provide Attachment F (drawing # 1500.101).

Explosives Safety Submission (ESS):

Please reference/respond to ESS comments that are detailed in the workplan section above.

38. In Section 3.3 (page 4), please consult with Ohio EPA regarding potential sampling
locations at the WS igloos.

39. In Section 4.1 (page 4), please confirm that no UXO items have been found at Load
Lines 2 - 4. (Also applicable to Section 6.0 page 5)

40. If the items detailed in Section 7.2 # 1 on page 7, i.e., mercury switches, PCB ballasts,
etc., are not removed prior to the TD, they must be included in all loading calculations
for air emissions.

41. In Appendix A, please insert a map of the WS igloos.

Health and Safety Plan (HASP):

Although Ohio EPA does not have regulatory jurisdiction over HASPs, the following comments
are offered for your consideration. In addition, please reference/respond to HASP comments
that are detailed in the workplan section above.
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42. On table 2 (page 12), please reference the fact that PCBs are also found in the various
Load Line paints.

43. Please revise the text on page 17 to indicate that this project will likely be initiated in
the cold weather months. (Also Section 13.18, page 78)

44. Please complete the last sentence found in Section 4.6.4.6 (page 20).

45. On page 29 (Section 5.6.1), please clarify the meaning of the acronym "PEB " (Also
applicable to Table 5 on page 50)

46. In Section 5.6.2 (page 29), please add another bullet to the text indicating that there
may be inhalation hazards.

47. Please revise the text in Section 6.8 (page 37) to indicate that RVAAP requires that a
First Responder be a member of the team. (Also applicable to Section 8.5.1, page 47)

48. The text in Section 7.10 on page 45 indicates that no safety showers will be required
as personnel will not be potentially drenched with materials that pose a threat to the
skin. Please clarify this statement in light of the proposal to spray fuel oil into the WS
igloos and Load Lines on the day of TD.

49. Please be advised that it is likely that any responding ambulance would only be able
to provide basic life support (BLS) and not advanced life support (ALS). There is the
possibility that if ALS is required, that an intercept would need to be arranged (HASP

Section 8.5.1, page 48; HASP Section 8.5.2, page 48; HASP Section 218 4 paqe 67"
HASP Section 12.9.1, page 68)

50. Please be advised that Robinson Memorial Hospital is a provisional Level III trauma
center. If a higher level of support is needed, the injured party would need to be taken
to a different trauma center in the nearby vicinity. (HASP Section 8.5.2, page 48)

51. Please clarify the first sentence in Section 11.1.2 on page 55.

52. In Table 6 (page 59), please clarify whether or not all emergency calls are to be routed
through Post # 1.

53. What criteria will be utilized to determine if a fire is "large" or "small" and when
firefighters will be called in to extinguish the blaze. (HASP Section 12.5, page 60)

54. If a contaminated worker needs to be taken to the hospital, notify the BLS, so that the
squad and hospital can take the appropriate precautions. (HASP Section 12 8 3 Daae
66) • ■ -K y

55. Throughout Appendix A, please modify the forms to read "Load Lines."
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56. In Appendix B, please provide an explanation for why the task hazard assessment
forms are not signed.

57. Please confirm that the Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs), especially # 32 and
# 39, were reviewed by OSC Safety.

Please contact Ohio EPA to discuss the issues and concerns raised in this correspondence
prior to the initiation of the TD. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
me at 330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Bob Princic, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DAPC

Greg Orr, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DHWM

Jarnal Singh, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DSIWM

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

Chip Porter, PCHD

Steve Uecke, PCHD

Lynn Malcolm, ARAQMD

Sean Vadas, ARAQMD

Kendall Moore, U.S. EPA, Region V

Rick Callahan, MKM

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR

Todd Fisher, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR



MEMO

(DRAFT)

TO: Bill Ingold, Army Operations Support Command (OSC)

Khodi Irani, MKM Engineers, Inc.

FROM: Ernie Neal, Neal Environmental Services, LLC (NES)

RE: Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP)- Environmental

Enforcement Issues

DATE: 4iwaaiyll,2002

Purpose - Evaluate the Environmental Enforcement Actions and Policies of Ohio

EPA and U.S. EPA

Over the past two years, the RVAAP has received environmental enforcement actions

(e.g. Notice of Violation) from both the Ohio EPA and U.S. EPA Region V regarding

hazardous waste activities. The environmental infractions generally involved basic

administrative and record keeping issues, which, on a practical basis, are expected to be

realized by many entities during annual regulatory inspections.

However, in consideration of the concern on behalf of the Army regarding enforcement

matters, NES is proposing that a review of environmental enforcement policies,

inspections and follow-up actions by the combined agencies will assist the OSC/RVAAP

in determining the on-going compliance status and severity of environmental violations

reported at the facility.

Goal - Develop a Report for OSC/RVAAP presenting the policies and hazardous

waste environmental enforcement actions of the two agencies and their perception

of RVAAP compliance. Also, the report will indicate the frequency, type and level

of enforcement actions initiate by both agencies and if agencies' actions are

generally observed to be fair and reasonable.

Task - 1 -Est. Time - .75 days

Outline preparation, telephone contact and establishment of agency visits and record

research.



Task - 2 -Est. Time - 1 clay

Meet with OEPA Division of Hazardous Waste Management staff to review hazardous

waste management policies, procedures and 2001 records on statewide environmental

violations.

Task - 3 -Est. Time - 1 day

Meet with OEPA-Northeast District Office staff to review hazardous waste management

policies, procedures and 2001 records regarding OEPA-NEDO hazardous waste

enforcement actions. (Note - the RVAAP is located in the northeast district of OEPA).

Task - 4 -Est. Time - 1 day

Meet with U.S. EPA Region V (Chicago) representatives of the Waste, Pesticides and

Toxics Division, Enforcement and Compliance Branch to review hazardous waste

management policies, procedures and 2001 records on Ohio and one additional region V

state regarding environmental violations.

Task - 5 - Estimated Time 2.5 days

Develop a consultant report for OSC/RVAAP reflecting OEPA/U.S. EPA policies,

procedures of hazardous waste environmental enforcement actions as well as the

frequency, level and fairness of these actions.

Estimated Project Costs

Consulting Services 6.25 days

or 50 hours @ $98.00 - S4,900.00

Expenses-Air Travel to Chicago- Est. (ir S150.00 \v/14 days notice

Airport Parking and mileage costs - $ 30.00

Travel to OEPA-NEDO mileage costs - S140.00

Meals - $ 30.00

Est. Expenses $ 350.00

Total Estimated Costs $5,250.00

Cc: Mark Patterson, RVAAP
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4--January, 2 0 02, Mark Patterson, Eileen Mohr, Bonnie Buthker,

and John Jent held a conference call to discuss means of

streamlining, both time and money, the ongoing environmental

activities at the RVAAP, OH. The following items were agreed
upon.

Document Preparation and Reviews

A In preparing reports, etc., refer to the Facility-Wide plans

as much as possible; ex- Site History, AOCs, Environmental
Setting, etc.

B Utilize standard report outlines. By in large, most Corps

SOWs have attempted to utilize those detailed in the USEPA

Guidance Documents.

C Upon receipt of the review comments from a Draft Report, the

AE/Contractor will prepare detailed responses prior to the
comment resolution meeting. In cases where review comments

conflict with each other, if the AE cannot resolve conflicting

comments, he/she should bring these to the attention of the

contracting agency (Corps or OSC)and prepare the response

according to the decision of the contracting agency.

D Subsequently, the Draft Report along with detailed responses

to comments (hard copy and CD) will be provided to the public

for its review.

E At the review comment resolution meeting, additional,

hopefully, minor comments will be generated and these will be

addressed in the Final Report, along with any comments

generated by the public from its review of the Draft Report

and the initial detailed responses to comments

F Where it is cost effective, replacement pages will be provided

instead of completely new volumes. Replacement pages and new

covers, along with a cross-reference sheet that delineates

which pages have been replaced will be provided. Special

emphasis will be made to not copy appendices containing boring

logs, laboratory data, etc. except where such changes are

necessary.

G The CD of the Final Report will include a detailed table of

responses to comments, but otherwise will be a finished

document clear of all Draft Report material that was changed.

H In preparing reports attempts will be made to increase ease of

reading, as with the use of bullets, subparagraph numbers,

line numbers on both Draft and Final Reports, etc.

I Check on the possibility of securing Government rates for Fed-

Ex shipments, instead of private rates.

J Utilize regular mail, e-mail, etc instead of Fed-Ex where

rapid shipment is not required.

Work Plans

A Generally, the AE/Contractor will attempt to conduct an

informal, but organized field visit with the main participants

to enable preparation of a fairly detailed, agreed upon Draft

Work Plan.

B The Work Plans will refer as much as prudently possible to

already described methods, tests, etc. detailed in the

Facility-Wide plans.
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C AE/Contractor will prepare only one Sampling and Analysis Work
Plan which shall contain all necessary information, i.e., not

a separate work plan and sampling plan.

D With the informal field visit prior to preparation of the

Draft Work Plan, hopefully, changes to the Final Work Plan

will be minimized. Again, where prudent, replacement pages
shall be used.

4 The Louisville-Corps is preparing a Facility-Wide Guide for

performing human health and ecological risk assessments. Once

these guides are finalized, they shall be used for all risk

assessments, and as project specific work plans utilize the

Facility-Wide plans, the assumptions documents for risk

assessments will utilize and refer to the Facility-Wide Risk

Assessment Guidelines as much as possible.

5 Waste Management

A Instead of utilizing 55-gallon drums for collection of solid

IDW, utilize a single roll-off box for all solid IDW within a

large area of investigation/remediation.

1 Take a representative composite sample of the contents of

the roll-off box, conduct a TCLP test on that sample and

dispose of according to the results of that test.

2 Keep any obviously contaminated materials, as indicated by

color, odor, etc separate from the roll-off box, test and

dispose of accordingly.

B -Check on the possibility of utilizing the City of Ravenna

facilities for disposing of liquid IDW, especially development

water, etc that is thought to contain little or no

contamination.

6 Prepare a generic Feasibility Study with presumptive remedies

according to media, contaminant, and size.

7 Laboratory Analyses

A Where it can be documented that there was no use of a given

chemical of concern, as secondary explosives at some of the

fuze and booster load lines, the number of such analyses will

be drastically reduced, or in some cases eliminated.

B The necessity for analyzing for nitrocellulose is to be

checked. If no health or ecological risk are demonstrated,

analyses for nitrocellulose may be eliminated. J. Jent is to

check.

C QA/QC

1 There has been some discussion of the Louisville Chemistry

Guideline requiring additional measures that increase the cost

of laboratory analyses. J. Jent is to check.

2 As a general policy, detection limits are to be as low as

possible with common, commercially available analysis

techniques.

3 Attempt to reduce or scale back any QA/QC requirements that

can prudently be made. J. Jent is to check.
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AOC Boundaries

Many of the AOC boundaries were rather generally defined. Where

appropriate and on a case-by-case basis, the boundaries of a

given AOC may be changed m consultation with the OH EPA.

Field Methods

A The use of cost effective field analysis methods, including
mobile labs, is to be encouraged where it is prudent.

B The recent exhaustive attempt to utilize XRF for analysis of
metals will be relooked at by Dr. Samir Mansy.

C Another search will be made to determine if any other field

methods are appropriate for use at the RVAAP. Paul Zorko is

to check.
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Vaughn Elementary School, Trumbull County

Summary of Total Arsenic Results

Main Well

(entry pt)

Main Well

(raw)

Back-up Well

daw)

12/1/98

15.4 ug/1

12/3/01

53.9 ug/1

12/13/01

109 ug/1

(2/14/01

119 ug/1

12/17/01

noug/i

1/9/02

36.2 ug/1*

38.6 ug/1*

<2 ug/1*

2/11/02

17.4 ug/1

48 ug/1*

<5ug/l

<2ug/T*

Notes -

* samples collected by Ohio EPA

- entry point is the first lap after pressure tank and treatment, if any exists

- The school serves a population of approximately 275 students and teachers.

-Ohio EPA average use for elementary schools is 15 gallonsper day per person, total daily use is 4125

gallons

- There is no water treatment ai the school.

- Vaughn Elementary was closed for winter break from December 20th through January Is1, therefore no

water was used during that time.

prepared by Nancy Rice, Division of Drinking and Ground Waters, Ohio EPA - 3/22/02
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Summary of Private Well Sampling for Arsenic Around Vaughn Elementary School.

Trumbull County

Please note That this information was gatheredfromfaxes andphone conversations with

representatives of the Trumbull County Health Department For complete information, please

contact them direct at 330-675-2489. Ohio EPA, DDAGWdoes not regulate wells that serve

private homes.

A total of 57 private wells were initially tesied for arsenic, in January, 2002, based on requests

from the homeowners. The samples were analyzed by Tri-State Laboratories, which is not an

Ohio EPA certified lab for testing public water systems. The sample results ranged from non-

detectable to the highest result of 40 ug/1. The majority of ihe elevated arsenic levels appear to

be on Braceville-Robinson Road.

The Ohio Department of Health returned on March 6, 2002, to resample 21 of the original pri vate

wells. This data is not yet available.

There are discussions regarding extending a water line from Newton Falls up to the area of the

school. This is being addressed by the Health Department and the County Sanitary Engineer.

prepared by Nancy Rice, Division of Dnnking and Ground Waters, Ohio EPA - 3/22/02
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Fax

Transmission

LaBrae Local Schools

Date:

To:

January 27, 1999

Michelle Tarka/Ohio EPA

330 963-4760

o-t

From: John Leeper

1015N. LoaviKRd.

Leavitteburg. OH 4443C

OurPhore: (330)B9«-1592

Our Fax (33°) 688-7806

Number of pages including this cover page:

/

Per your request

LaBrae Middle School Well Log

Information supplied by local plumber pertinent to water well at LaBrae Middle
School. 544Braceville Robinson Rd., Newton Falls, OH 44444.

There is an 8" well casing. The pumping system consists of 126' of 2*
galvanized steel pipe with a 5 HP - MO volt 1 phase pump.

Please advise if additional inlormatton is needed. Phone 1 330 898-1592.

Thank you

Please calf if you experience any transmission problems.

^Jc> l^-.
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Environmental Protection Agency Fact Sheet

March 2002

What is arsenic?

Arsenic is a common,

naturally occurring element

in the earth's crust.

The most common use

for arsenic in the United

States is for wood preser

vation, but it also is used in

paints, dyes, soaps, metals

and semi-conductors.

What are the

health effects of

arsenic?

Consumption of food

and water are the major

sources of human arsenic

exposure.

Exposure to inorganic

arsenic carries some health

risks, and the amount of

nsk is related to the dura

tion and level of exposure.

At very high levels, such as

300 - 30.000 parts per

billion, arsenic can cause

acute, or immediate health

effects such as vomiting,

bloody diarrhea, abnormal

heart rhythm, and a "pins

and needles" sensation in

the hands or leet. Such

high levels have not been

reported in Ohio's public

water supply compliance

samples. Exposure to

arsenic at lower levels for

long periods of time can

add to a person's risk of

developing lung, bladder,

skin, kidney, nasal pas

sage, liver and prostate

cancer. Other long term,

non-cancer effects include

skin changes, cardiovaecu-

Arsenic Facts for Public

Water System Customers

lar, pulmonary, tmnnunologi-

cal, neurological and

endocrine (diabetes)

effects. The drinking water

standard is set to lower the

risk from chronic, or long

term, health effects since

exposure can be as long as

a lifetime if arsenic is in

your home water supply

Why is arsenic in

drinking water?

Arsenic can be found in

water as a result of natural

or human activities. Higher

levels of arsenic tend to be

found more in ground water

sources than in surface

water sources. The main

source of arsenic found in

ground water is the natural

weathering and erosion of

rocks and minerals. Evi

dence from Ohio's ground

water ambient monitoring

network, suggests that most

arsenic found in Ohio's

ground waters is of a

natural origin.

Mow do I know if I

have arsenic in my

water?

If you obtain your

drinking water from a

community water system

such as a city, village, or

mobile home park, you

should receive a Consumer

Confidence Report in the

mail every year which

explains what contaminants

have been found in your

water If arsenic has been

detected m your water, it

will be disclosed in the

report, if you would like to

know if arsenic has been

detected at a non-transient,

non-community system

such as a school or other

place of business, you can

call the water supplier or

Ohio EPA for its latest

drinking water test results.

If your drinking water

comes from a private well,

contact your local health

department for information

on arsenic levels in your

area or about having your

water tested.

What is the limit

for arsenic in

drinking water?

The current limit for

public water systems,

called a maximum contami

nant level or MCL, is 005

milligrams per liter (mg/L),

which is the same as 0.05

pans per million (ppm).

Laboratories also may

report levels in micrograms

per liter (^g/L). which is the

same as parts per billion

(ppb). The MCL in micro-

grams per liter is 50 y-OVL,

Fifty micrograms per

liter has been the US

Environment! Protection

Agency (U.S. EPA) stan

dard for arsenic since 1975

when it adopted the Public

Health Service standard

originally established in

1942 in 1996, Congress

directed U.S. EPA to revise

the arsenic standard. A

new. lower MCL of 001

mg/L (10 ng/L)was final-
ized in October 2001-

Community and non-

iransient non-community

public drinking water

systems in Ohio must meet

this new standard by

January 2006.

Why is the

standard being

lowered?

In evaluating the

current MCL, U.S. EPA

requested art expert panel

at the National Academy of

Sciences to review world

wide studies of the health

effects of arsenic to deter

mine trie health risks at

various levels of exposure.

The panel concluded that

the risk level at 50 yip/L

was higher lhan previously

though! and that the stan

dard should be lowered.

U.S. EPA believes that (he

final MCL of 10 mq/L
maximizes health risk

reduction at a cost justified

by the benefits. The new

MCL ifi expected to prevent

approximately 19 to 31

cases and five to eight

deaths from bladder cancer

per year in the United

Slates. An additional 19-25

lung cancer cases and 16

to 22 lung cancer deaths

are expected to be avoided

overy year. The estimated

yearly cost of lowering the

MCL is between $i and

$327 per household,

depending on the size of

Division of Drinking and Ground Waters, P.O. Box 1049. Columbus, Ohio 43216-1049 (614) 644-2752
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Arsenic Facts for Public Water System Customers

the water system affected

Small public water systems

serving fewer than 500

people will have the highest

costs per household or

individual.

Why doesn't the

new standard take

effect right now?

Public water systems

will need time to plan,

finance, design and con

struct new treatment

systems- The lime involved

in each step of the process-

obtaining loans, receiving

plan approval, making land

purchases, performing

treatment pilot studies,

resolving zoning issues,

and laying new water lines

can lake months to years.

For this reason the US

EPA granted all systems a

capital improvement

extension, giving them until

January 2006 to make

needed changes, tn addi

tion, U.S. EPA has deter

mined thai exposure to

arsenic levels between the

new and old standard

between January 2001 and

January 2006 does not

pose an unreasonable risk

to health.

What if my water

has arsenic above

the new standard

of10*ig/L?

While most water

systems in Ohio meet the

current standard of 50 f±g/L

for arsonic, approximately

160 systems have found

arsenic at or above 10 ng/L

at least once since 1999.

Ohio EPA will he working

with public water systems

identified as having arsenic

levels above the new

standard in an effort to

bring them into compliance

before the January 2006

deadline. Some systems

wilt have to add treatment,

while others may seek a

new source of water, such

as a new well or even tie

into a regional water

system that meets the new

standard. In Ihe meantime,

at levels below 50 iig/L it is

sale to use the water for

bathing and cooking where

tne water will not be con

sumed, such as in boiling

vegetables. Although the

U.S- EPA has said that

there is no unreasonable

risk to health at this time,

for water that is to be

consumed or used m

preparing baby formula,

soups, etc , the consumer

may make a personal

choice to substitute bottled

water for tap water.

Some treatment

devices that remove arsenic

at the tap are available.

Proper maintenance of any

home treatment device is

critical to effectively remove

arsenic, as well as to avoid

bacterial contamination.

Consumers can contact the

National Sanitation Founda

tion at 1-800-673-8010 or

www.nsf.org to find out

which treatment devices are

certified for arsenic re

moval. Pretreatment of your

water may be required

For more

information:

• U.S.EPA's arsenic Web

site: http://www.Bpa. gov/

safewater/arsenic.html

• The Safe Drinking Water

Hotline: 1 -800-426-4791

• Ohio EPA Division of

Drinking and Ground

Waters (DDAGW):

614-644-2752

• Ohio EPA DDAGW Web

site: bttpj/wv/w.epa.state.

ob.us/ddagw

• Ohio Department of

Health (Private Wells):

614-466-1390
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.Wate^incident shows

need for awareness

DEAR EDITOR: 'pi- '"":
■The high levels of arsenic

4

j^B high levels tf arsenic dtitiwrtwl
'."in thVtirinktrig water'anceSiaed by!
children at BracevjHe's Yasgfen Ele-^
memary School should, like Sept 11,

be a waKe-upcalL'Acccrdinfi to^the
•.Rational Academy»pf;Sclrac«faiv;
' souc levels*abovethreepfirfaiperhll'
-;to are Asabctates with teaithtis^

especially farjung and
CficAndthe-CSuoePA
nothing to worry about mJBr&cevfflfi!
..4tl8.h|ghtimetotek(
"tw head Out of the sand

'ground aujuouDd the Rsvosca aiso* ■
nal, whj^isjwily-poqutedjrlth;;

■:'• nates. Va^ighnElfiTnentary School is'.

t!^,t;;reer
flows, from the "expansive^Arsenal,
home to Just about every Lethal poflu-

taut tnwigiivftblf, Anenk his been a
long-term resident of the Arsenal.
Sail and, water samples, 59 of them,

taken from the Arsenal in late 1SS8 by
the government revealed distributing
levels of arsenic in several regions,
iflrlivting the northeast section close

to Braceville. * ■

.In 1999, management of this and
many other «mfaminatpri areas of

the Arsenal was transferred, not to

the EPA, but to the Ohio National
Guard. In their Final Management
Plan, published last October, the
Guard basically 'tiwwigM'ft any threat

posed by this high concentration of
contaminates to children since
"there are seldom children present at

the (Arsenal) as visitors, and no chil
dren reside at" the Installation." The
same publication (which, on its title
page spells our county as Trumble")
riftimt that no "exceptionally minor*
ity*based or exceptionally low in
come" families lire near the Arsenal,
and that .no "child care centers,

' schools,' paxfes' or other concentra*
tarns o£jchildren exist on ox within
the' immediate'vicinity of the instat

^Siu^distortoiffaWB
rication do eft exactly inspire oonfi-
dence'tnat the Arsenal's arsenic |
threat will disappear anytime soon.

Will the real guardians of our chil- i
dren plsase speak up, before it is too

late?
The REV. WARNER LANGE

"-.— Newton Falls



RE Ohio EPA letter on Draft RVAAP Orders.txt

From: Bates, Dennis

Sent: Monday, Wferch 25, 2002 8:16 AM

To: Whelove, Robert W; Grain, Henry; Patterson, Mark

Cc: Jackson, Thomas; Murphy, Rick; Mack, Tara C

Subject: RE: Ohio EPA letter on Draft RVAAP Orders

1 understand your frustration, but I don't think we can afford to

cut off negotiations. I'm net saying we should give in, but as y<

u may see from AMC/DA involvement, we are getting their help too.

Frankly, I don't know what other options we nave but negotiation

Dennis

Original Message

From: Whelove, Robert W

Sent: Friday, March 22, 2002 12:47 PM

To: Crain, Henry; Patterson, Mark

Cc: Bates, Dennis

Subject: FW: Ohio EPA letter on Draft RVAAP Orders

OEPA has gone too far in their demands. We have

verbally or in writing to enforceble schedules

up and I am recommending that we cease negotiat

s demand of their1s. We have shared with them f

our years the Installation Action Plan meetings

wed anyone from the state who wanted to attend.

r management and Federal Facilities personnel a

sure. We agreed to their demands for a surface

which we are starting in the third quarter of

e next two years we have agreed with them to w

r monitoring plan.

never agreed both

on our CERCLA clean

ions because of thi

or about the last f

where we have alie

They have had thei

t the last two for

water investigation

this year and in th

rk out a groundwate

This transfer of groundwater under the RCRA sites can and should b

e worked out under something other than this order as it stands no

w. We think we could naturally attenuate many of these sites under

CERCLA and that would still protect the state and the citizens in

the area.

We have many wells at our sites now and we either come up with low

levels above MCL's in the middle of the facility or we are clean.

We have installed some wells in the perimeter and they have come

up clean.

We recommend we cease negotiations under this order and seek some

other mechanism to come up with an agreement. It is not in the Arm

Page 1



RE Ohio EPA letter on Draft RVAAP Orders.txt

y's best interest to proceed.

Original Message

From: Onewokae, Cyril 0

Sent: Friday, March 22, 2002 9:50 AM

To: Whelove, Robert W

Cc: Onewokae, Cyril 0

Subject: FW: Ohio EPA letter on Draft RVAAP Orders

Original Message

From: Whelove, Robert W

Sent: Friday, March 22, 2002 9:46 AM

To: Onewokae, Cyril O

Subject: FW: Ohio EPA letter on Draft RVAAP Orders

forwarded for your down loading--bob w.

Original Message

From: Bonnie Buthker [mailto:Bonnie.Buthker@epa.state.oh.us]
Sent: Thursday, March 21, 2002 1:19 PM

To: PattersonM@osc.army.mil

Cc: Diane Kurlich; Eileen Mohr; Graham Mitchell; Greg Orr; Jarna

Singh;

Kurt Prrncic; Mark Navarre; Rod Beals; Todd Fisher; "Robert

Whelove"<WheloveR@osc.army.mil

Subject: Ohio EPA letter on Draft RVAAP Orders

Mark:

Please see attached. Hard copy with attachments will be sent to y

ou.

If you have any questions, please give me a call.

Take care,

Bonnie

Page 2



FW: V ,o HPA issues with the RVAAP Orders Paue j of3

Patterson, Mark

From: Whelove, Robert W

Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2002 1:28 PM

To: Patterson, Mark

Cc: Crain, Henry

Subject: FW: Ohio EPA issues with the RVAAP Orders

We are to work out the issues without an ORDER. Yours Bob Whelove Jr

Original Message

From: Simmons, Jewel Civ AMCISOl [mailto:SIMMONSJ@hqamc-exchg.army.mil]
Sent: Tuesday, April 02, 2002 12:12 PM

To: 'WheloveR@osc.army.mir

Subject: FW: Ohio EPA issues with the RVAAP Orders

Original Message

From; Simmons, Jewel Civ AMCISOl

Sent: Tuesday, April 02. 2002 12:52 PM

To: \vhelover@osc.army.mil'

Cc: Crain. Henry

Subject: FW: Ohio EPA issues with the RVAAP Orders

Bob.

FYI. on RVAAP. Guidance from DA. Bottom-line "Work it out if at all possible." Don't waste the State of OH's time and money

> Jewel Simmons

> AV1C DF.RP Manager

>Comm: 703-617-3890

>DSN: 767-3890

> Fax:-7252

Original Message

From: Simmons. Jewel Civ AMCISOl

Sent: Friday, March 22, 2002 9:33 AM

To: Crain, Henry; Murphy, Richard: Citron. Stan Civ AMCCCOI

Cc: 'tiemeierk<%)sc.army.mil'; 'vvhelover@ioc.army.mil'; 'Onewokae, Cyril

O'

Subject: FW: Ohio EPA issues wilh the RVAAP Orders

Gentlemen.,

Rick would like to know why we are unable to work-through the .state's concerns that will allow us lo incorporate the four Haz-W;iste sites

into Ravenna IR program under the proposed AO. Bonnie (Ohio Regulator) has indicated to Rick that she is willing to work with the Army on

lead agency and dispute resolution issues, using such provisions as reservation of rights for all parties, and addressing their concern on
enforceable schedules through force majeure provisions.

The state wants to know if the Army can accept these conditions. I think Rick would like for us to find a way to work this out. Any and

all thoughts welcome. 1 will be meeting with Rick today at 3:30 pm EST.

4/2/02



FW: P_ io ETPA issues with the RVAAP Orders p 1 of3

Jewel

Original Message

From: Newsome, Richard E Mr ASA-l&E

Sent: Friday, March 22, 2002 8:40 AM

To: Simmons, Jewel Civ AMCISOI

Subject FW: Ohio EPA issues with the RVAAP Orders

Once again.

Rick

Original Message

From: Newsome, Richard E Mr ASA-l&E

Sent: Wednesday, March 13. 2002 12:17 PM

To: Simmons, Jewel Civ AMCISOI

Cc: Wilson, Karen S ACSIM

Subject: FW: Ohio EPA issues with the RVAAP Orders

Jewel.

I spoke with Bonnie today to better understand her concerns in the e-mail below. The State is willing for the tour state regulated units to
be rolled into the Army's CERCLA cleanup if the Army is willing to enter into an order that would: (1) incorporate the rest of the Ravenna IRP
into the agreement, currently there are 53 Areas of Concern in the Ravenna IRP. mid (2)provide some guarantee that the groundwater
monitoring, and potential cleanup, at these four units will continue under the IRP.

She indicated the state is willing to work with the Army on lead agency and dispute resolution issues, e.g.. reservation of rights for all
parties, and address our concerns on enforceable schedules, e.g. via a force majeure provision.

The state wants to know if the Army can accept these conditions. If not. we can go back to the separate proeram tor the four units,
(address under state law/regulatory provisions), and the rest of the IRP.

Please review and give me a call.

Rick

Original Message

From: Bonnie Buthker [mailto:Bonnie.Buthker//epa.state.oh.u.^]

Sent: Tuesday. March 12. 2002 3:57 PM

To: Newsome. Richard E Mr ASA-I&E

Subject: Ohio EPA issues with the RVAAP Orders

Hi Rick:

Sorry I couldn't reach you today to discuss the RVAAP Orders issues. I'll outline it briefly in this email, and maybe we could discuss this later
today or tomorrow.

In Spring of last year, the Army OSC command approached us with a draft set of Orders for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant.Army's
proposal to enter into Orders with the state if that would allow them to receive permit exemptions or waivers of requirements at 4 units
currently regulated under the solid waste and hazardous w aste programs. These four units would then be investigated and remediated under the

CERCLA program, meeting all substantive requirements. The Army felt that it made sense to proceed with such~a approach, since Ravenna
Army Ammunition Plant i.s a closing facility, and they wished to have all clean ups completed \\ ithin the next 7 to 10 years.' While we
understood why the Army felt their approach was justified, we had concerns about entering into negotiations to develop an Order. (In the past

4/2/02



FW: (^ io EPA issues with the RVAAP Orders p.ll>

S Orders WIth the Arrny for this sile-significant resources were expended

^^^•^^w if thei!'.was a chancc ^Wking out an acceptable agreement (before dedicating resources to this effort) on June
26 2001, Ohio EPA sent a letter outhnmg what .terns would need to be included into the Orders before we would be willing to proceed further
with negotations. After the letter was sent, we had two additional conference calls with the Army OSC representatives to clarify our concerns
At the conclusion of each call, Ohio EPA was assured by the Army that we were close to resolving these issues. "'

In February 2002 we received the revised draft of the Orders from the Army. Since we had been very clear about what items we wanted to be
addressed in the Orders (though both conference calls and our letter), we were confident that the Orders would onlv need minor revisions '
before an acceptable agreement could be reached. However, when we reviewed the Orders, we found that the Orders did not include many of
the items we felt were necessary. In addition, we were told by the installation point of contact. Mark Patterson, that this was the -\nm \s final
position, and that any negotations would only be to include minor wording changes.

That's why 1 gave you a call to discuss this. If the Army is not willing to incorporate our issues, then further negotiations are a u aste of
resouces (both the Army and Ohio EPA's). However, if this isn't the Army's final position, then there is still a chance we can develop an
agreement acceptable both to the Army and the state.

Since we're drafting a letter back to the Army on their Orders, it would be good to know what your position is on the Orders If you could let
me know when we can discuss this, I would really appreciate it.

"fake care.

Bonnie

4/2/02



F:\USERS\JRAYERS\3016\MACOM 3016 memo 13FebO21

S: 24 May 02

SFIM-AEC-PCC (200-1 a)

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION

SUBJECT: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 3016 Report

1. Reference letter, EPA, October 18, 2001, regarding above subject (end 1)
(instructions are also provided with this letter).

2. This memorandum requests that the MACOMs review information intended as part

of the Army's response to the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The Army is
responding to the EPA's request for an inventory of all Federal facilities that treat, store
or dispose of hazardous waste. Section 3016 of RCRA requires this inventory. For

your convenience, the US Army Environmental Center (USAEC) has used data in

existing Army environmental databases, the Environmental Quality Report (EQR) and

the Defense Site Environmental Restoration Tracking System (DSERTS), to identify

which installations must report, and to prepare draft facility questionnaires for those

installations potentially meeting reporting requirements. The MACOMS are requested
to review data provided in the enclosures and comment back to the USAEC POC by
24 May 02.

3. First, please validate that the installations in lists "A" and "B" (end 2) must be

reported in the RCRA 3016 inventory. The EPA defines the reporting criteria as "any

Federally owned or operated facility at which hazardous waste is stored, treated, or

disposed, or has been disposed" (see top of questionnaire). Installations in list "A" have
reported a hazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal facility (TSDF) in the EQR

and clearly meet RCRA 3016 reporting criteria. Installations in list "B" were reported in

the 1996 RCRA 3016 inventory but have not been reported as a TSDF in the EQR, so

we are not certain they meet reporting criteria. We question whether these installations

in list "B" were correctly reported in 1996, but have no information on installation TSDF

activity prior to the first EQR data submissions in 1997. Therefore, we ask that you tell

us which, if any, of the installations in list "B" must be reported in the 2002 RCRA 3016

report. List "B" may also include facilities that are no longer owned by the Army. We

ask that you notify the USAEC POC of any installations that meet reporting criteria but

are no longer owned by the Army. The EPA has requested that a "Formerly Owned"

facility questionnaire be completed for these installations.

4. For installations that you confirm must be reported in RCRA 3016, we ask that you

review and update the completed installation questionnaires (end 3). The data for the

questionnaire is contained in a Microsoft Access database made to approximate the

format of the original EPA questionnaire. The USAEC POC will e-mail two electronic

versions of this database to your MACOM POC. The first will be a "read only" database



SFIM-AEC-PCC

SUBJECT; Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 3016 Report

of the Army's 1996 questionnaires provided for your reference. The second database
will be submitted to the EPA and should be updated to reflect the current status of your
installations. Please coordinate with your installations to review and correct the "
information within this database. You may update the questionnaires electronically or
by marking up a hard copy. In either case, it should be returned to the USAEC POC.

5. In accordance with the enclosed EPA instructions, subsequent to MACOMs and
installations completing their review and updates, installations should submit
completed copies of the questionnaires to their authorized state RCRA regulator.

6. There are several enclosures with this memorandum. Please note that you are only
receiving the installation data for those that fall under your MACOM.

7. The HQDA POC is Ms. Jennifer Leonard, DSN 223-0547 or (703) 693-0547 e-mail-
Jennifer.Leonard@hqda.army.mil. The USAEC POC is Mr. Jim Ayers Booz-Allen &
Hamilton, Inc., DSN 584-7070 or (410) 436-7070; e-mail: James.Ayers@aec apqea
army.mil; facsimile (410) 436 -1675.

FOR THE ASSISTANT CHIEF OF STAFF FOR INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT:

3 Encls RICHARD A. HOEFERT
as Colonel, GS

Director, Environmental Programs

DISTRIBUTION:

ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICE

(ATBO-GE/MS. DEBORAH POTTER), US ARMY TRAINING & DOCTRINE

COMMAND, BLDG 5, 3D FLOOR, SUITE A, 5A NORTH GATE RD FT MONROE
VA 23651-1048

(AMCIS-A/MR. KRISHNA GANTA), US ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND 5001
EISENHOWER AVE, ALEXANDRIA, VA 22333-0001

(AFEN-ENE/MR. RUDY STINE), US ARMY FORCES COMMAND 1777 HARDEE
AVE, SW, BLDG 200, FT MCPHERSON, GA 30330-1062

(CONT)



SFIM-AEC-PCC

SUBJECT: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 3016 Report

DISTRIBUTION: (CONT)

(MAEN-EV/MR. EUGENE ROOD), US MILITARY ACADEMY OFFICIAL MAIL &
DISTRIBUTION CENTER, 646 SWIFT RD, WEST POINT NY 10996-1905

(APEN-E/MR. MICHAEL HARADA), US ARMY, PACIFIC, FT SHAFTER HI 96858-
5100

(MCFA-E/MR. GILBERT GONZALEZ), US ARMY MEDICAL COMMAND 2050
WORTH RD, FT SAM HOUSTON, TX 78234-6000 '

(NGB-ARE/COL RICHARD MURPHY), NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU ARMY
NATIONAL GUARD READINESS CENTER, 111 SOUTH GEORGE MASON DR
ARLINGTON, VA 22204-1382

(AFRC-ENV/MR. GEORGE GRICIUS), US ARMY RESERVE COMMAND 1401

DESHLER ST, SW, FT MCPHERSON, GA 30330-2000
(CSTE-ILE-ENV/MR. MIKE VOGT), US ARMY TEST & EVALUATION COMMAND
PARK CENTER IV, 4501 FORD AVE, ALEXANDRIA, VA 22302-1458

(MTPAL-FE/MR. MR. TOM DOUTHIT), MILITARY TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT
COMMAND, HOFFMAN BLDG II, 200 STOVALL ST, ALEXANDRIA VA 22332-5000

(ANSP-IS-EV/MR. DAVID KEYS), US ARMY MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
103 THIRD AVE, BLDG 42, FT LESLEY J. MCNAIR, DC 20319-5058

(SOEN/MR. CRAIG NAKAJO), US ARMY, SOUTH PO BOX 34000 FT
BUCHANAN, PR 00934-3400

(SMDC-ENV/MR. BARRINEAU), ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICE US ARMY SPACE AND

MISSILE DEFENSE COMMAND, PO BOX 1500, HUNTSVILLE AL 35807-3801



Mark Patterson

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Phone: 330-358-7311

FAX: 330-358-7314

Email: pattersonm@osc.army.mil

To:

Fax:

Phone:

Re:

Frank Jones

3i9-7S3 -72/2

US EPA letter

From:

Pages:

Date: I

CC:

Mark Patterson

fmtoz

□ Urgent □ For Review □ Please Comment D Please Reply □ Please Recyclt

• Comments:

Frank,

Estimate for shipping scales follows.

Thanks

Mark Patterson
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OVERNITE TRANSPORTATION COMPANY

PO BOX 1216 / RICHMOND, VA 23209-1516 / (800) 227-8046 ~"

Date: July 14, 2002

Sending to: Mark Patterson

Location:

Fax number: 330 358 7314

The rate estimate provided on this fax is based on the information provided to Overnite and is not a

binding rate This estimate is not intended for invoicing purposes and Overnite Transportation accepts no

responsibility if it is used as such.

Actual charges will be based on information as it appears on the bill of lading. Rates shown are

government tender rates and are only applicable for freight moving on Government Bills of Lading (GBLs).

Commercial bills of lading may also be used if the government contract specifies. These must be reimbursed

by the government and have the proper endorsements on the commercial bill of lading at the time the freight

is tendered to Overnite. Sales terms for the freight must be FOB origin prepaid and charge back (see below).

Tender and rates reflect those in effect at the time of inquiry and may be subject to change.

Origin:

Destination:

Weight

Tender;

52638

44266

400

7129

Estimated rate: $67.50

Quote number: 2315845

Comments:

Thank you for using Overnite,

Brenda Nichols

TERMS OF SALE: FOB origin, freight prepaid and charged back.

Title passed to buyer at origin

Buyer owns goods in transit

Buyer files claims (if any).

Seller pays freight charges to carrier, then collect from buyer by adding amount to invoice.



FILE MEMORANDUM

TO: Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) Files: "Wetoi Range,

fcftcftor T*st Area, C-Block Quarry and Suspected Mustard Agent
Stirial Site

FROM: Todd Fisher and Eileen Mohr, NEDO DERR

DATE: February 26, 2002

RE: Revised Remedial Investigation (Rl) and Interim Removal Action

(IRA) Scopes of Work (SOWs)

The revised SOWs for the above-referenced areas of concern (AOCs) were received on

02/21/02 and reviewed relative to: the draft SOWs received on 11/14/01; Ohio EPA

comments on the draft SOWs dated 11/19/01; and, the conference call between Ohio

EPA, RVAAP and MKM personnel on 02/21/02.

General Comment:

1. On all of the SOWs, there is the potential that the proposed action(s) may not completely

resolve existing contamination issues. If this is determined to be the case, the Ohio EPA

reserves the right to require additional investigations, removals, risk assessments, etc.

Pistol Range IRA:

Ohio EPA concurs that of the two presented options, that the excavation option is the preferred

and most effective option As such, this is the option discussed in the comments below: (The

"Soil Screening" option should be removed from the SOW).

2. Please respond to Ohio EPA comments # 5, 51, 52, 53, 55 and 57 detailed in the 11/19/01

memorandum referenced-abovc.

3. Based upon the previous analytical results, the Agency's position is that the top foot of

soil from the entire embankment should be removed (i.e., not just the bottom portion of

the embankment deemed to represent the impact zone).

4. Based upon the previous analytical results which indicate that the material would fail

TCLP for lead, the soil excavated from the bottom portion of the embankment (i.e. the

main impact zone) should be containerized immediately subsequent to excavation. If the

soil is placed/stockpiled on the ground, as proposed, it would be considered a waste pile

and subject to RCRA closure.

5. As the soil (contaminated but non-hazardous) from the upper portion of the embankment

is also proposed for disposal at a licensed facility, please containerize these materials



subsequent to excavation rather than creating a stockpile.

6. Please scope in a (to be determined - TBD) number of confirmation samples of the soil

that will remain in the embankment. This is to ensure that there isn't any residual

contamination from previous activities left in place. At a minimum, the samples should

be analyzed for Target Analyte List (TAL) metals.

7. Please describe how it will be ensured that there isn't any contamination left in the

embankment at a depth of greater than 1 foot. Excavations greater then 1 foot may be

necessary in some instances.

8. Please describe the methodology by which it will be determined that there is no

contamination in the intervening creek, the shooting "fan", and areas outside and beyond

the embankment due to poor shooting. Any potential contamination needs to be

remediated.

9. In the Action Memorandum, please ensure that there is a section which indicates that if

the Ohio Army National Guard (OHARNG) docs not utilize this range within 5 years that

additional characterization, risk assessment, and additional remedial action may be

required by the State and that it will be conducted by the Army.

10. Please add sections to the SOW that discuss investigation-derived waste (IDW) handling

and the reports which will be generated and reviewed by all stakeholders.

11. What is the position of the OHARNG regarding the potential for conducting an IRA vs. a

Rl which was initially proposed? Please ensure OHARNG input into the process.

12. What is the ultimate remedial goal of this IRA, i.e. analytes below site-determined

background? This needs to be discussed and agreed-upon by the stakeholders.

Anchor Test Area IRA:

13. Please respond to Ohio EPA comments # 5 and 49 detailed in the 11/19/01 memorandum

referenced-above.

14. Provide clarification in the SOW as to the number of shallow soil samples. At one point

the text indicates 16 samples, at another, 20 samples.

15. Please clarify whether or not there will be 3 separate sets of soil samples for propellanl

analyses taken from within the sand pit. (There is a contradiction on two different pages

of the SOW.)

16. Revise task number 3 to indicate that the 130 cubic yards was estimated based upon

USACHPPM data (not IRA data).



17. If there is a chance that the excavated soil will be hazardous, please ensure that it is

immediately containerized subsequent to excavation, i.e. do not stockpile it as proposed.

(Refer to the applicable comment above on the pistol range.)

18. If contamination is determined in the 0-11 interval at sampling locations where subsurface

samples are not proposed; then contingency samples will need to be utilized to determine

the extent of contamination and necessary excavation. Ensure that the contingency

samples that are proposed for this effort arc sufficient such that additional

mobilization/characterization efforts will not be required.

19. What is the ultimate remedial goal of this IRA, i.e. analytcs below site-determined

background? This needs to be discussed and agreed-upon by the stakeholders.

C Block Quarry IRA:

20. Please respond to Ohio EPA comments # 5, 51, 52, 53, 55 and 57 detailed in the 11/19/01

memorandum referenced-above.

21. Has USAGE determined what was contained in the aluminum bottles observed on the

bottom ofthe quarry? (Comment #39 in the 11/19/01 Ohio EPA memorandum.) The

contents, or suspected contents, of these containers may impact upon the proposed

analytical constituent list.

22. What is the ultimate remedial goal of this IRA, i.e. analytes below site-determined

background? This needs to be discussed and agreed-upon by the stakeholders.

23. In Task #3, please revise the text to indicate that the soil is contaminated, but not

hazardous, based upon USACHPPM and USACE data.

24. Based upon the presence of corroded drums in several areas ofthe quarry, increase the

confirmation sampling for VOCs to include each area which contains remnants of drums.

Also, add a minimal number of asbestos samples to the confirmation samples where

transite is currently present.

Suspected Mustard Agent Burial Site RI:

25. Provide additional information as to when the 549"' EOD unit of Ft. Meade was recently

contacted regarding the July 1970 request for their presence on site.

26. Ensure, in writing, that any plans regarding investigations at potential CWM sites do not

need to be reviewed and approved by the USACE Huntsville Center of Expertise.

27. Revise the SOW to indicate, that if monitoring wells are installed, that the analytical

results would solely indicate whether or not there has been an impact upon the local

groundwater. This task alone would not indicate the nature and extent of any potential



soil contamination.

28. How will the perimeter of the suspected burial area be determined? Will this be based

upon the geophysical surveys, the remnants of the fence, etc.? It is incumbent upon the

Army and the contractor to ensure that they are not conducting intrusive activities in the

suspected burial area.

29. As discussed during the 02/21/02 conference call, please ensure that the groundwater

sample obtained for the RVAAP full-suite of analyses is collected from a down-gradient

monitoring well.

30. The scope proposes to analyze ground water samples for the following Mustard agent

decomposition products: Thiodiglycol; Chloroform; 1-4, dithianc; and 1-4, oxathiane. Is

thioxane the same as 1-4, oxathiane? If not, should thioxane be included as one of the

decomposition analytes? Will any ground water samples be submitted for

bis(ch!oroethyl)polysulfide analysis?

31. For both safety and decontamination purposes, will M1NICAMS. OP-FTIR, or any other

monitoring devices/technologies be used to detect CWM during this investigation?

cc: Bonnie Buthker, OFFO SWDO

Conni McCambridgc, NEDO DDAGW

Mark Patterson. RVAAP

Brian Stockwell, MKM

LTC Tom Tadsen. RVAAP OHARNG

ec: Mike Eberlc. NEDO DERR

files: Pistol Range

Anchor Test Area

C Block Quarry

Mustard Agent
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Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, Ohio 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

RE: REVISED RAVENNA ARMY

AMMUNITION PLANT (RVAAP)

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (Rl) AND

INTERIM REMOVAL ACTION (IRA)

SCOPES OF WORK (SOWS) FOR

JUSTOL RANGE, ANCHOR TEST AREA,

C-BLOCK QUARRY, AND SUSPECTED

MUSTARD AGENT BURIAL SITE

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), Division

of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the above-mentioned

Scopes of Work (SOW). Theses revised SOWs were received on 02/21 /02 and reviewed relative to:

the draft SOWs received on 11/14/01; Ohio EPA comments on the draft SOWs dated 11/19/01; and,

the conference call between Ohio EPA, RVAAP and MKM personnel on 02/21/02. The following

comments were generated by Todd R. Fisher and Eileen T. Mohr, RVAAP Project Coordinators.

General Comment:

1. On all of the SOWs, there is the potential that the proposed action(s) may not completely

resolve existing contamination issues. If this is determined to be the case, Ohio EPA reserves

the right to require additional investigations, removals, risk assessments, etc.

Pistol Range IRA:

Ohio EPA concurs that of the two presented options, that the excavation option is the preferred and

most effective option As such, this is the option discussed in the comments below: (The "Soil

Screening" option should be removed from the SOW.)

2. Please respond to Ohio EPA comments # 5, 51, 52, 53, 55 and 57 detailed in the 11/19/01

memorandum referenced above.

3. Based upon the previous analytical results, the Agency's position is that the top foot of soil

from the entire embankment should be removed (i.e., not just the bottom portion of the

embankment deemed to represent the impact zone).

4. Based upon the previous analytical results which indicate that the material would fail TCLP

for lead, the soil excavated from the bottom portion of the embankment (i.e., the main impact

zone) should be containerized immediately subsequent to excavation. If the soil is

placed/stockpiled on the ground, as proposed, it would be considered a waste pile and subject

to RCRA closure.

on recyc td ^
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5. As the soil (contaminated but non-hazardous) from the upper portion of the embankment is

also proposed for disposal at a licensed facility, please containerize these materials

subsequent to excavation rather than creating a stockpile.

6. Please scope in a (to be determined - TBD) number of confirmation samples of the soil that

will remain in the embankment. This is to ensure that there isn't any residual contamination

from previous activities left in place. At a minimum, the samples should be analyzed for

Target Analyte List (TAL) metals.

7. Please describe how it will be ensured that there isn't any contamination left in the

embankment at a depth of greater than one foot. Excavations greater then one foot may be

necessary in some instances.

8. Please describe the methodology by which it will be determined that there is no contamination

in the intervening creek, the shooting "fan," and areas outside and beyond the embankment,

due to poor shooting. Any potential contamination needs to be remediated.

9. in the Action Memorandum, please ensure that there is a section which indicates that if the

Ohio Army National Guard (OHARNG) does not utilize this range within five years, that

additional characterization, risk assessment, and additional remedial action may be required

by the State, and that it will be conducted by the Army.

10. Please add sections to the SOW that discuss investigation-derived waste (IDW) handling and

the reports which will be generated and reviewed by all stakeholders.

11. What is the position of the OHARNG regarding the potential for conducting an IRA vs. a Rl,

which was initially proposed? Please ensure OHARNG input into the process.

12. What is the ultimate remedial goal of this IRA, i.e., analytes below site-determined

background? This needs to be discussed and agreed upon by the stakeholders.

Anchor Test Area IRA:

13. Please respond to Ohio EPA comments # 5 and 49 detailed in the 11/19/01 memorandum

referenced above.

14. Provide clarification in the SOW as to the number of shallow soil samples. At one point, the

text indicates 16 samples, at another, 20 samples.

15. Please clarify whether or not there will be three separate sets of soil samples for propellant

analyses taken from within the sand pit. (There is a contradiction on two different pages of

the SOW.)

16. Revise task number 3 to indicate that the 130 cubic yards was estimated based upon

USACHPPM data (not IRA data).
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17. If there is a chance that the excavated soil will be hazardous, please ensure that it is

immediately containerized subsequent to excavation, i.e., do not stockpile it as proposed.

(Refer to the applicable comment above on the pistol range.)

18. If contamination is determined in the 0-11 interval at sampling locations where subsurface

samples are not proposed, then contingency samples will need to be utilized, to determine the

extent of contamination and necessary excavation. Ensure that the contingency samples that

are proposed for this effort are sufficient, such that additional mobilization/characterization

efforts will not be required.

19. What is the ultimate remedial goal of this IRA, i.e., analytes below site-determined

background? This needs to be discussed and agreed-upon by the stakeholders.

C Block Quarry IRA:

20. Please respond to Ohio EPA comments # 5, 51, 52, 53, 55 and 57 detailed in the 11/19/01

memorandum referenced above.

21. Has USACE determined what was contained in the aluminum bottles observed on the bottom

of the quarry? (Comment # 39 in the 11/19/01 Ohio EPA memorandum.) The contents, or

suspected contents, of these containers may impact upon the proposed analytical constituent

list.

22. What is the ultimate remedial goal of this IRA, i.e., analytes below site-determined

background? This needs to be discussed and agreed-upon by the stakeholders.

23. In Task # 3, please revise the text to indicate that the soil is contaminated, but not hazardous,

based upon USACHPPM and USACE data.

24. Based upon the presence of corroded drums in several areas of the quarry, increase the

confirmation sampling for VOCs to include each area which contains remnants of drums.

Also, add a minimal number of asbestos samples to the confirmation samples where transite

is currently present.

Suspected Mustard Agent Burial Site Rl:

25. Provide additional information as to when the 549th EOD unit of Ft. Meade was recently

contacted regarding the July 1970 request for their presence on site.

26. Ensure, in writing, that any plans regarding investigations at potential CWM sites do not need

to be reviewed and approved by the USACE Huntsville Center of Expertise.

27. Revise the SOW to indicate that, if monitoring wells are installed, the analytical results would

solely indicate whether or not there has been an impact upon the local groundwater. This task

alone would not indicate the nature and extent of any potential soil contamination.
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28. How will the perimeter of the suspected burial area be determined? Will this be based upon

the geophysical surveys, the remnants of the fence, etc.? It is incumbent upon the Army and

the contractor to ensure that they are not conducting intrusive activities in the suspected burial

area.

29. As discussed during the 02/21/02 conference call, please ensure that the groundwater sample

obtained for the RVAAP full-suite of analyses is collected from a down-gradient monitoring

well.

30. The scope proposes to analyze ground water samples for the following Mustard agent

decomposition products: Thiodiglycol; Chloroform; 1-4, dithiane; and 1-4, oxathiane. Is

thioxane the same as 1-4, oxathiane? If not, should thioxane be included as one of the

decomposition analytes? Will any ground water samples be submitted for

bis(chloroethyl)polysulfide analysis?

31. For both safety and decontamination purposes, will MINICAMS, OP-FTIR, or any other

monitoring devices/technologies be used to detect CWM during this investigation?

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at (330)

963-1148.

Sincerely,

Todd R. Fisher

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

TRF/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Conni McCambridge, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DDAGW

Brian Stockwell, MKM

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP, OHARNG

Files: Pistol Range, Anchor Test Area, C Block Quarry, Mustard Agent

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR



RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

SCOPE OF WORK

MUSTARD AGENT BURIAL SITE (AOC 28) RI

SITE DESCRIPTION

This site is a 15-by-lS-by 18-foot area where mustard agent was reportedly buried prior to 1950 according

to former employees. In 1969, the 68th EOD unit excavated a suspected mustard agent burial site nearby

and found one 50-gallon drum and seven small rusty cans. No contamination was found during the

excavation. An unidentified and undocumented source reported that the site had not been correctly

identified and was adjacent to the area excavated, in 1970. RVAAP requested the 549th EOD of Fort

Meade. who was responsible for the 6Slh EOD activities, to investigate another area in the same general
location- In July 1970, the 549Ul stated they would comply with the request. The 549th was contacted
concerning this operation and stated they were not familiar with the subject and that records dating back to

1971 were no longer available. There have been no attempts to excavate this new site, and it was fenced

off. The fence has since fallen.

In 1998 Science Applications Internationa! Corporation (SAIC) performed a geophysical investigation at

the second proposed mustard agent burial site location. The puipose of this investigation was to both

delineate the boundaries of the suspected burial site and identify anomalies that potentially represent buried

containers. As reported in the SAIC Geophysical Survey Results. Suspected Mustard Agent Burial Site

(RVAAP-28), dated 9 March 1998, several areas with metallic responses were identified. Although there

were no definitive findings that clearly1 delineate a former burial site, it cannot be ruled out that one

anomaly could represent a buried container.

USACHPPM DATA

> Two (2) surface soil samples were collected from the site. Subsurface soil, surface water, sediment

and groundwater were not evaluated as part of this investigation.

> Surface soil samples were analyzed for metals and thiodiglycol (mustard agent decomposition by

product).

> Report identifies the site surface soil to be a potential media for contaminant migration due to lack of

any physical barriers around the site.

r- Surface soil samples indicated a maximum concentration of arsenic at 5.38 mg.kg.

> There is a Potential Receptor Pathway for soil since access to the site is not restricted.

o
>- Relative Risk Site Evaluation for this AOC was scored LOW. |T1

>

RI OBJECTIVES O
O

Initiate groundwater-moniioring operations to characterize the nature and extent of mustard agent •

contamination at the suspected burial site. Information obtained from this portion of the RI will be used to jt?
help direct subsequent investigations and removal operations, if necessary. Z*

>

0)

00
Tl



RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

SCOPE OF WORK

MUSTARD AGENT BURIAL SITE (AOC 28) RI

MUSTARD AGENENT BURIAL SITE SCOPE OF WORK

r Research historical she information to provide the most accurate account of site activities.

a- Prepare work plans for site investigation operations. Specific activities to be covered within the work

plans will include:

Implementation of the Department of the Army Interim Guidance for Biological Warfare Material

(BWM) and Non-Stockpile Chemical Warfare Material (CWM) Response Activities dated

September 5. 1997.

Installation of four (4) ground water monitoring wells outside the perimeter of the suspected burial

site to evaluate potential migration of contaminants (see site map). (As long as the probability of

encountering Chemical Weapons Material (i.e., mustard agent) is categorized as Improbable

or Remote as per VS Army Safety Procedures contained in AR-385-10).

S Each monitoring well will be installed to monitor the first aquifer at maximum planned depth

of thirty (30) feet below ground surface (bgs) or less. Bedrock may be encountered prior to

saturated conditions, therefore, borings may be completed using air rotary technology as per

the Facility-Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan. Air rotary operations will require additional

funds for monitor well installations. These costs arc not included in this price quote.

J One groundwater sample will be collected from each well (4 total) and submitted to the

laboratory for the analysis:

• Mustard agent decomposilion by products:

- Thiodiglycol

- Chloroform-

- 1-4, dithiane

- 1-4, oxathiane

Additionally, 10% of the groundwater samples will also be analyzed for TAL Metals

(filtered), Explosives. Propellants, Cyanide. VOCs, SVOCs, and Pest/PCB.

UXO personnel will be present during all intrusive she operations.

Following data validation, a Mustard Agent Site report will be submitted to the OSC and OEPA

for review. The report will summarize and present all pertinent results, observations, analytical

results, data validation, conclusions and recommendations.
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Mr. John A. Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Re: February 7, 2002 Revised Draft Orders; Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

Dear Mr. Cicero:

This letter follows Ohio EPA's review of your February 7, 2002 letter and revised draft

administrative consent order for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP). Last

summer, Ohio EPA and the Army participated in several conference calls concerning

the Army's proposal to enter into orders with Ohio EPA to exempt three units currently

regulated under the solid waste and hazardous waste programs. Under the Army's

proposal, these units would be investigated and remediated under Ohio EPA's remedial

response program, following the CERCLA approach outlined in the NCP, 40 CFR Part

300, and meeting all substantive requirements of Chapter 3734 of the Ohio Revised

Code (ORC) and applicable rules. The Army felt that it made sense to proceed with

such an approach, since the RVAAP is closing, and the Army wished to have all clean

ups completed within the next 7 to 10 years.

While it is understood that these units are regulated under ORC chapter 3734, Ohio

EPA acknowledges the potential advantages of the remediation of these units as part of

a site-wide investigation and cleanup at the RVAAP using a CERCLA approach.

These regulated units are within larger areas of contamination that are being or will be

investigated under CERCLA. By taking a site-wide approach, a better ground water

and surface water monitoring network could be designed with available funding,

instead of focusing and sampling only around regulated units. However, since these

units are regulated under state solid and hazardous waste facility laws, Ohio EPA has

an effective regulatory mechanism to ensure that the necessary monitoring of these

units continues to occur. Therefore, Ohio EPA is not willing to consider exemptions of

solid or hazardous waste facility requirements for these units unless, at a minimum, the

Army commits to: 1) ensuring that ground water and surface water will be regularly

monitored at these units, and will continue for the entire RVAAP after the Army has

completed all of its monitoring obligations for these units under ORC chapter 3734; and

2) continuing to acknowledge Ohio EPA's regulatory authority to ensure that the

investigation and remediation of the RVAAP is performed in accordance with all

applicable requirements. See Ohio EPA's June 26, 2001 letter (copy attached).
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We also recognized that the negotiation of Orders with the Army would probably require

a significant amount of staff resources to complete. Ohio EPA is not willing to commit

resources to this effort unless the Army is willing to address our concerns and issues.

During the May 1, 2001 conference call, and in Ohio EPA's June 26, 2001 letter, Ohio

EPA clearly stated this position. In addition, this position was clearly stated during

conference calls on July 11, 2001 and August 8, 2001 between Ohio EPA and the

Army, where Ohio EPA was asked to clarify our June 26, 2001 letter. At the conclusion

of each call, Ohio EPA was assured by the Army that we were close to resolving these

issues. If we had not felt that the Army had committed to address our concerns in its

revised draft Orders, we would have concluded our discussions in 2001 with a negative

recommendation regarding the requested exemption order.

Ohio EPA has completed its review of the February 7, 2002 revised draft Orders. While

we appreciate the Army's effort in redrafting the document, Ohio EPA is dismayed that

most of the items that we requested in our June 26, 2001 letter are not addressed in the

revised draft Orders. Below is a list of those items:

Items Applicable to Entire Installation:

1. Activities at all CERCLA, RCRA, and Solid Waste Areas of Concern necessary for

the investigation and cleanup of the entire installation would be covered under the

orders.

2. Institution of an installation-wide groundwater monitoring program. The number and

locations of monitoring wells, in addition to the constituents of concern to be analyzed

for as well as the frequency of sampling, etc., could be resolved during negotiations, but

we need to ensure that Open Detonation Area 2, the Deactivation Furnace Area, and

the Ramsdell Quarry Landfill are properly monitored to achieve the objectives of the

hazardous waste and solid waste facility requirements. The facility-wide ground water

monitoring program should include the components of OAC 3745-54-90 through 3745-

55-011 and OAC 3745-27-10. Basically, Ohio EPA expects a regularly scheduled

ground water monitoring program, consisting of a defined set of monitoring wells, with a

defined list of analytes, a method of evaluating the data to determine if contamination is

migrating, provisions to determine rate and extent, and if necessary corrective actions.

Provisions for modifying this monitoring program should also be included in the Orders.

See Director's Final Findings and Orders between the Ohio EPA, the Department of

Energy, and Flour Daniel, Inc for the Fernald Environmental Mangement Project

(September 7, 2000) (copy attached).

3. Institution of an installation-wide surface water monitoring program (with provisions

for modification as needed).
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4. Clear definition of roles and responsibilities of all parties under the Orders.

5. The Army agrees to obtain state approval before any investigation or remediation

(under the current CERCLA Areas of Concern (AOC) or these 3 units) is initiated.

6. Enforceable schedules for all investigation and remediation activities necessary at

the installation, including both the current CERCLA AOCs and these 3 regulated units,

(this is similar to language that we have under other Orders with Federal facilities.)

Items specific to units regulated under hazardous waste or solid waste rules:

1. Open Detonation Area fODA) #2: A portion of this unit is regulated under

hazardous waste laws. This unit is subject to RCRA closure rules, but the Army would

like to continue to use this unit to treat unexploded ordnance found during the CERCLA

investigations. If Ohio EPA is to consider an exemption of the hazardous waste facility

closure requirements, the following items would need to be included in the Order:

a. Regularly scheduled ground water monitoring for site-specific constituents should

continue at this AOC for as long as it is actively being used for detonation purposes.

This monitoring should, at a minimum, incorporate the components of OAC 3745-54-90

through 3745-55-11. However, modifications to these requirements may be discussed

during the negotiation of the requested Orders.

b. Open Detonation Area #2 is subject to the same requirements that apply to any

Treatment, Storage, or Disposal facility while it is still being used for open detonation

and/or open burning of hazardous waste. Therefore, the Army should be required to

submit to Ohio EPA a plan (for review and approval) that provides the following: facility

and unit description (what the Army plans to do with the ODA until final closure), as

outlined in OAC rules 3745-50-44 and 3745-54-13; procedures to prevent hazards from

occurring, as outlined in OAC rules 3745-50-44 and 3745-54-44; a contingency plan,

as outlined in OAC rules 3745-54-51 and 3745-56-27; and a personnel training plan, as

outlined in OAC rules 3745-50-44 and 3745-54-16.

c. Agreement that once Open Detonation Area #2 is no longer needed, that the entire

unit (both the RCRA portion and CERCLA portion) will be remediated as necessary.

2. Deactivation Furnace:

a. A closure plan has been submitted for the deactivation furnace. The Army must

agree to resolve any outstanding issues concerning the closure of this unit. Post-

closure activities would also be addressed under requested Orders.
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b. Regularly scheduled groundwater monitoring for site-specific constituents should

continue at this AOC until it is incorporated into an installation-wide groundwater

monitoring plan under the CERCLA program.

3. Ramsdell Quarry Landfill:

a. Regularly scheduled ground water monitoring for site-specific constituents should

continue at this AOC until it is incorporated into an installation-wide ground water

monitoring plan under the CERCLA program. Until an installation-wide ground water

monitoring plan is instituted or until the conclusion of the 30-year post-closure

monitoring period, the ground water monitoring program at this AOC should comply with

the requirements of OAC 3745-27-10. However, modifications of these requirements

may be discussed during the negotiation of the requested Orders.

b. The facility should complete the requisite 30 years of post-closure care in

accordance with OAC 3745-27-14.

c. If Ohio EPA is to consider an exemption from the ground water monitoring

requirements of OAC 3745-27-10, an exemption from the ground water monitoring

requirements in 3745-27-14 should also be considered.

In addition to these major items, Ohio EPA has additional concerns with language.

These major concerns with the revised draft Orders are listed below:

1. The draft Orders propose one dispute resolution mechanism for these units, and a

second dispute resolution mechanism for the remaining sites under the IRP program.

Ohio EPA feels one dispute resolution mechanism should be developed for the RVAAP

site, due to the potential for confusion with two separate dispute resolution

mechanisms.

2. Though the revised draft Orders mention the intent of the Army to protect indigenous

natural resources at the installation, the document does not discuss the incorporation

(where applicable) of site restoration during remediation activities to address potential

Natural Resource Damage claims at the installation. This issue needs to be resolved.

At a minimum, the requested Order must include a Reservation of Rights provision

regarding the State's potential NRD claims.

3. Though an exemption from permit requirements for hazardous waste treatment may

be appropriate, individual AOC permits for discharges to air or surface water (if

necessary for the remediation) would still be required. The revised draft Orders not

only request an exemption from the hazardous waste and solid waste requirements for

these units, but also suggest that Ohio EPA recognize that all response actions

pursuant to CERCLA are exempt from the requirement to obtain permits. This position
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is contrary to our discussions on this issue during our conference calls.

Please clarify whether the February 7, 2002 revised draft Orders contain the Army's

final position concerning these issues. If this is the case, this stance is unacceptable,

and contrary to previous discussions between the Army and Ohio EPA. As such, Ohio

EPA would see no benefit in continuing negotiations with the Army regarding your

request.

If you wish to discuss this matter further, please contact Eileen Mohrat (330) 963-1221

Sincerely,

Graham E. Mitchell, Chief

Office of Federal Facilities Oversight

attachments (2)

cc: Mark Patterson, RVAAP

Bob Wheiove, Army OSC

Mark Navarre, Legal/CO

Cindy Hafner, DERR/CO

Tom Winston, SWDO

Bill Skowronski, NEDO

Rod Beals, DERR/NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR/NEDO

Todd Fisher, DERR/NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW/NEDO

Greg Orr, DHWM/NEDO

Dennis Bush, DAPC/NEDO

Dennis Lee, DSW/NEDO

Mike Hopkins, DAPC/CO

Kurt Princic, DSIWM/DHWM, NEDO

Jarnal Singh, DSIWM/NEDO

Frank Markunus, Akron Regional Air Quality Management

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO/SWDO
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August 12, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

NITROCELLULOSE

Mr. Mark Patterson

Environmental Program Manager

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA), has received and reviewed the information

provided by representatives of the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) regarding the issue of testing for nitrocellulose at the RVAAP.

The RVAAP had requested concurrence from the Agency that nitrocellulose be eliminated from future

environmental testing conducted at the installation. Ohio EPA does not concur with the elimination

of testing for nitrocellulose, based upon the following reasons:

1. The elimination of nitrocellulose from the analytical suite at RVAAP would result in the State

being inconsistent with what is being required at other federal facilities within the State of Ohio.

2. Nitrocellulose is an identified constituent of concern (COC) at the RVAAP that is directly

attributable to Army activities. Analytical selection is based upon what may or may not be

present at an area of concern (AOC). COCs cannot be eliminated solely based upon whether

or not there is a currently defined toxicological effect. (For example, will it be requested in the

future that some of the constituents on the target analyte list - TAL - that are currently known

not to be toxic, be removed from the analytical testing suite?)

3. The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) process requires that the nature and

extent of contamination is determined at the particular site under investigation. By eliminating

a known installation-specific COC during the investigation phase, there is no possible way that

one of the main objectives of a RI/FS can be achieved, and neither risk evaluations nor

adequate remedial decisions can be made for a particular AOC.

4. Currently, propellants are not being analyzed for in each sample which is obtained during the

environmental investigations. For the most part, the analyses are only being done on a 10%

basis, and selectively located in the area in which they would most likely be found (if present).

As such, the cost factor in conducting the analyses for nitrocellulose should not be prohibitive.

5. The Agency does not disagree, based upon the information supplied by the USACE, that

nitrocellulose has low toxicity to most receptors that have been exposed to this compound.

However, compounds with low toxicity may still have deleterious effects on receptors. This is

most often associated with ecological receptors. For example, a site in the Northeast District

Office (NEDO) released large amounts of calcium carbonate into a river. Although calcium

carbonate is not very toxic, the release over the years essentially turned the river bottom to

cmied on recycled pacer
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concrete, which subsequently had a severe adverse impact on the aquatic community. As

such, toxicity alone is not enough to eliminate a compound, as non-chemical impacts (physical

stresses) may also impact upon ecological receptors. Another example, iron is usually not a

risk driver for most of our sites, but sometimes the precipitation of iron from either leachate or

groundwater seeps can cover stream bottoms and create problems for benthic organisms. Is

that something which could occur at RVAAP (with respect to nitrocellulose), at much lower

concentrations than what would be considered a safety hazard? Is there any data to support

what those concentrations might be?

6. Another concern regarding the elimination of nitrocellulose, would be if (for some reason) the

toxicity of this compound was re-evaluated, and a toxicity value was determined. If the

distribution of this contaminant is not determined during the initial Rl process, and it is clearly

a COC, then the nature and extent of this compound would need to be re-assessed. This, in

the long view, would be more costly to the Army.

Ohio EPA has demonstrated in the past the willingness to work with the Army with respect to analyzing

the obtained environmental samples for the constituents that make sense, i.e., sampling based upon

process knowledge, historical information, visual observance, etc. The Agency will continue to work

with the Army in this manner, however, Ohio EPA cannot support the wholesale elimination of

nitrocellulose from the analytical testing suite at the RVAAP.

I trust that this correspondence clarifies Ohio EPA's position regarding this issue.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Laurie Eggert, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, CO, DERR

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, OSC

David Brancato, USACE Louisville

John Jent, USACE Louisville

Paul Zorko, USACE Louisville

Kevin Jago, SAIC

Rick Callahan, MKM

Susan McCauslin, Spec-Pro Inc

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR

Todd Fisher, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR
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September 12, 2002 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT
PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES
NITROCELLULOSE

Dr. David Brancato

Department of the Army

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Louisville District

P.O. Box 59

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Dr. Brancato:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) has received and reviewed vour
corresnnnrtenre, dated September 3, 2002. and vnur *mJ*nr* ^^a ^Tll™!™^^

wasO^ipf'' iCe °fHFederal FaCiliti6S Ove^ht OFVoTinSng^^Torit was Ohio EPAs assumption that the issuance of the September 4, 2002 email and revised
correspondence supercedes the official correspondence, dated September 3 2002 (sen via
regular mail) and received at NEDO on September 6, 2002. l

Please cross-reference Ohio EPA's correspondence dated August 12,2002 Specificallv the last
paragraph states: "Ohio EPA has demonstrated in the past the willingness to wo"Ve A mv
with respect to analyzing the obtained environmental samples for the constituents that make sense
i.e sampling based upon process knowledge, historical information, visual observance etc The
Agency will continue to work with the Army in this manner, however. Ohio EPA cannot 'upport the
ZTrZ!°n ° "ltrooe"ulose from the ana'^al testing suite at the RVAAp!" Based upon
the Armys commitment ,n the second to the last paragraph of the September 03
correspondence wh,ch states: "Again, the Army wants to assure the Agency where nitrocellulose
was stored, used ,n booster manufacture or demolition (OB/OD, or burn areas), test no o the
same will occur only for the purpose of determining characteristic failure," "^es no, appear.ha'
the Army and Ohio EPA are very far apart on this issue. However, Ohio EPA would a°so add o the
above-referenced Army statement that nitrocellulose would also be tested for in areas in whch
demilitanzaton activities occurred. In addition, the Agency does not concur that the potential fetinn
of Areas of Concern AOCs) on page 2 of the September 3,2002 correspondence is compee(e
only Load Line 7, W^klepeck Burning Grounds and Open Burning/Open Demolifen a eas a^e
referenced). Ohio EPA requests input on each generated AOC-specific scope of wo°k (SOW) as
to whether or not nitrocellulose should be included on the analyte list. This request L consisted
with all of the work previously and currently conducted at the installation consistent

■".nied on recycled paper
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QPIOMLgggsffically Related to USACF ResBpjsesJoJheAugusnz^OOa Ohio EPA

Comment #1:

Comment # 2:

that "■•■**eil"toe was a constituent of potential concern

Comment # 3:

2T"::ieltC?lmtnl#36.etaled ab°vewith <^«'o Load Line # 1 references iin

support an informed risk management decision regarding which fto be S

i
or AOC-specific COPCs are evaluated. ?EP%54o)g 89/004)
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Comment # 4:

sss^i?ssc-r,s=sr;r-
Comment # 5:

Comment # 6:

The revised USACE response to Ohio EPA's comment indicates

In conclusion, Ohio EPA reiterates the following:

1 - Ohio EPA has demonstrated in the past the willingness to work with the Armv with

2. The Agency does not concur that the potential listing of AOCs on page 2 as well m th*
aenpra natpnnnoQ <=+oh thmi inhm it th^ o~ + u « Hoy^ ^, ds wen as tne

throughout the September 3, 2002 correspondence, is complete.
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PAGE 4

3. Ohio EPA requests input on each generated AOC-specific SOW as to whether or not
nitrocellulose is included on the analyte list. This request is consistent with all of the work
previously and currently conducted at the installation.

I trust that this correspondence clarifies the Agency's position on this issue If you have anv
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 330-963-1221.

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bonnie Buthker, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO

Laurie Eggert, Ohio EPA, OFFO, SWDO
Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, DERR, CO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tadsen, RVAAP

BobWhelove, OSC

Elizabeth Ferguson, USACE Louisville
John Jent USACE Louisville

Paul Zorko, USACE Louisville
Kevin Jago, SAIC

Rick Callahan, MKM

Susan McCauslin, SpecPro Inc

ec: Mike Eberle, Ohio EPA, DERR, NEDO

Todd Fisher, Ohio EPA, DERr', NEDO
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21-OE. Aurora Road TELE (330)425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0769 v BobTaft, Governor
Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969 Christopher Jones. Director

7; 2002- RE: PORTAGE COUNTY

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PU\NT
WWVVA'lhR SYSTEM

PWS ID NO. 6784812

STU ID NO. 6761284

Mr. John Cicero, COR

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 SR 5

Ravenna, Ohio 44266

Dear Mr. Cicero:

On February 4, 20011 met with Mr. Jim McGee of TolTest, Inc. to conduct an evaluation
of the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) public water supply system.

The purpose of this evaluation was to determine the ability of the facility to provide

adequate, safe and potable water meeting the Ohio EPA primary and secondary drinking

water rules. General supervision of the operation and maintenance of public water supply

systems is a function of this agency as set forth in section 6109.04 of the Ohio Revised
Code.

The evaluation revealed the following about which we have comment and/or
recommendation:

1. SYSTEM SUMMARY

With the recent increase in National Guard personnel, the water system serving

Building 1037 and Building 1038, both administration buildings, and Building F-6,

called Post 1 guarding the Main Gate, now serves over 25 people and qualifies as

a public water system. The water system is defined as a non-transient non-

community (NTNC) public water system. Over a twenty-four hour period, five

people, 3 for the US Army and 2 with TolTest, Inc, the operating contractor, work

in Building 1037, a total of thirty-seven people, 25 with the National Guard, 10 with

MKM Engineering and 2 with SpecPro, both doing contract work, work in Building

1038 and a total of four guards work in Building F-6. This totals approximately 46

people per day served by the water system. The existing system consists of one

well followed by a pressure tank and three ion exchange softeners (one is not in

use). The well is located behind the fence west of Building 1039 and the pressure

tank and softeners are located in Building 1037. The Public Water System

Identification Number (PWS ID NO) is 6784812 and the Standard Treatment Unit

Identification Number (STU ID NO) used to identify water samples is 6761284.

■ n:erj on recycled ^a
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2. SYSTEM OPERATIONS

A. To begin operating as a public water system background information must
be gathered on the system. The well water is to be tested for the same
chemical parameters as a newly drilled well to determine compliance with
established standards. At the time of the evaluation a list of these
parameters was given to Mr. McGee. Please make arrangements to have

these tests completed as soon as possible. In addition, detailed plans of the
system including the well, pressure tank, softeners and water lines must be

submitted to this office for review. I also left with Mr. McGee information
necessary for the submittal of detailed plans. These plans should be

completed and submitted with the well chemical results. We understand that

approximately 30 additional National Guard will soon be stationed at RVAAP

and will be working out of building 1038, therefore, the plans will be reviewed
for capacity to serve approximately 80 people.

B. The ground around the well slopes towards the well casing and at the time
of this evaluation there was standing water at the base of the casing. The

area around the well must be landscaped so that all water is directed away

from the well. Standing water could potentially seep down the casing or

erode grouting and cause contamination of the ground water. The top of the

well casing must remain at least 12 inches above grade.

C. During the inspection of the water system the well pump was turning on and
off very quickly. The pressure tank did not appear to be effectively

controlling the operation of the well pump. It appears that the pressure tank

is too small and/or the bladder inside the tank may be split. The current

situation will result in shortening the life of the pump. Please inspect the

pressure tank and determine what corrections must be made. These

corrections can be proposed on the detailed plans.

D. We recommend that the brine tanks be periodically cleaned and disinfected.
Brine tanks can harbor bacteria. This bacteria can then enter the drinking

water system during regeneration. An air gap should also be provided

between the waste lines and the top of the drain.

E. We also recommend installing both a raw sample tap and a sample tap after

the softener. A sample tap should be smooth nosed and have a controlled
flow. A new raw sample tap will be better designed for collecting samples

than the hose connection by the pressure tank and the sample tap after the

softener can be used for testing the softeners as well as being used for

collecting chemical samples from the entry point to the system as discussed
in Comment #5.
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3. BACTERIA SAMPLING REQUIREMENTS

In accordance with Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) Rule 3745-81-21, all NTNC
water systems are required to submit water samples for analysis to an approved

laboratory and to receive results indicating one TOTAL COLIFORM NEGATIVE"
sample per quarter. Any other result requires additional samples to be collected in

accordance with the regulations. If you receive any result other than a total coliform

negative, please contact me for direction. You may wish to use a portable

dishwasher connector to control the water stream after you remove the screen. Be
sure to disinfect the faucet, and connector if used, prior to collecting the sample.

All sample results must be forwarded to this office. The quarters have been
established as follows:

January 1 - March 31

April 1 -June 30

July 1 - September 30

October 1 - December 31

Mr. McGee has been taking water samples to Adams Water Laboratory for bacterial

analyses. The last sample was collected on January 2, 2002. The result was

negative. This sample result will satisfy the January-March 2002 monitoring

quarter. The next sample will be due between ApriM and June 30, 2002.

4. BACTERIA SAMPLE SITING PLAN

Bacteria sampling is to be conducted in accordance with a formal bacteria sample

siting plan. This plan is to locate and document each routine sample site as well as

the upstream, downstream sites as required in the event a total coliform positive

result is received. Sampling procedures should also be included. A sample outline

has been developed to provide guidance. This outline was given to Mr. McGee for

his reference. Your plan should include a routine sample site in each building.

Sampling throughout the year should rotate among these sites and the sampling

schedule should be documented. Complete your plan using the provided outline
and forward a copy to me for our files.

5. CHEMICAL MONITORING CALENDAR

You will be receiving a chemical monitoring calendar from our central office in

Columbus. In accordance with OAC Rule 3745-81-23/24, NTNC systems are

required to monitor for inorganic chemicals, volatile organic chemicals and synthetic

organic chemicals. These samples are to be collected from the entry point to the

distribution system, the first faucet after the softeners. The chemical monitoring

calendar for each year will list the exact chemicals to be collected and the exact

time frame in which they are to be collected. When you receive this calendar please
review it carefully and follow it accordingly.
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6. LEAD AND COPPER MONITORING

In accordance with OAC Rule 3745-81-86, lead and copper monitoring is required
to determine the corrosiveness of the water. Five first draw samples are to be

collected from either restroom or kitchen taps. The five samples, two from each of

the administrative buildings and one from Post 1, are to be collected in the first six-
month monitoring period between January and June 2002 and the same five sites

are again to be sampled in the second six-month monitoring period between July

and December. All results must be forwarded to this office on the proper forms. If

results from both periods are satisfactory then monitoring can be reduced to once
per year.

7. SAMPLE COLLECTION INFORMATION

Please be reminded that when submitting water samples for analyses, the forms

accompanying the samples must be correctly filled out including various

identification (ID) numbers. This includes your PWS ID Number-6784812 and your

STU ID Number-6761284. When collecting bacteria or lead and copper samples

the Distribution Sampling Monitoring Point ID is DS00O. When collecting chemical

samples from the entry point to the system, the Entry Point Monitoring Point ID is

EP001. Please make sure that these identification numbers are correctly filled out
on your sample forms.

CERTIFIED OPERATOR REQUIREMENTS

This water system will be classified as a Class A water supply system. The

operation of the system must be placed under the responsible charge of a properly

certified operator. Together with your classification letter you will be given

instructions on obtaining Limited Class A and Unrestricted Class A licenses. Upon

receipt of this information, please respond immediately.

9. LICENSE TO OPERATE

All water systems must obtain a license to operate. The license fee for NTNC is

calculated based on population served. For systems serving a population of less

than 150 people, the fee is $56.00. You will be receiving your license and fee bill

from our central office in Columbus.

10. SOURCE WATER ASSESSMENT PROGRAM (SWAP)

The 1996 Amendments to the Safe Drinking Water Act require Ohio EPA to conduct

source water assessments for all public water systems. The assessment of your

water system will assist you in identifying the potential threats to your water supply,

and help you develop protective strategies for your water supply. For more

information about Ohio's Source Water Assessment and Protection Program see
the enclosed brochure.
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11 SYSTEM CHANGE /DETAILED PLAN APPROVAL

In general, most changes to your water system require approval by this office. In
the future, please contact me regarding any potential changes or additions to your
system prior to any installation or construction.

I would like to thank Mr. McGee for his assistance with this evaluation. If additional
information or assistance is desired, please contact me at the Northeast District Office
Twinsburg, (330) 963-1235.

Respectfully,

Often

Environmental Specialist

Division of Drinking and Ground Waters

LAOxa

pc: TolTest, Inc, Mr. Jim McGee

Portage County Health Department

Dave Evans, DDAGW, CO



STREET ADDRESS:

OhfeEft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

MAILING ADDRESS:

Lazarus Government Center

122 South Front Street

Columbus, OH 43215

Re:

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT US ARMY

8451 ST RT 5

RAVENNA OH 44266

Lazarus Government Center

P.O. Box 1049

lumbus, OH 43216-1049

Pit/Office

Noncommunity Water System

PWSID: 6784812

Issue Date: 11/06/02

Effective Date: 12/20/02

CERTIFIED MAIL

Proposed action of the Director:

This letter is notification (1) that the Director of the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) is

proposing to classify your public water system as a Class A public water system and (2) that you must

place the responsibility for the operation of your public water system with a properly certified operator.

Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) Rule 3745-7-03 requires all public water systems, except transient

non-community public water systems, with no serious public health or environmental hazards serving 250

or fewer persons be classified. CLASS A IS THE LEAST RESTRICTED CLASSIFICATION ALLOWED.

To be classified as a Class A public water system, the system must meet all of the following requirements

contained in OAC Rule 3745-7-03(C):

1. be a community or non-transient non-community public water system which serves a

population of no more than 250, or a transient non-community public water system which

serves a population greater than 250;

2. use only purchased water or ground water source(s);

3. does not provide precipitative (lime) softening; and

4. have no serious public health or environmental hazard associated with the operation of the

public water system.

The effective date of your Class A classification is shown above and on the enclosed certificate. The

classification worksheet is available for your review at either your Ohio EPA District Office or at the Ohio

EPA's Division of Drinking and Ground Waters Central Office in Columbus.

NO ACTION IS REQUIRED ON YOUR PART FOR THE CLASS A PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM

CLASSIFICATION TO BECOME EFFECTIVE ON THE DATE SHOWN ABOVE AND ON THE

ENCLOSED CERTIFICATE.

Appeal rights:

This is a proposed action of the Director. If you think this Class A classification is incorrect, you may appeal

this proposed action. Your request for an adjudication hearing must be received by the Ohio EPA within

thirty (30) days of issuance of this proposed action. At the adjudication hearing, you may appear in person

or be represented by an attorney, and you may present evidence at such hearing and examine witnesses.

A request for an adjudication hearing must be in writing and sent to: Hearing Clerk, Ohio EPA, 122 South

Front Street, P.O. Box 1049, Columbus, Ohio 43216-1049. At that hearing you may address points you

believe to be in error in the classification of your system.



Steps required for compliance:

Once the proposed classification of your public water system becomes effective, you are required to

place the operation of the public water system in the responsible charge of an operator holding at least

a Limited Class A certification in order to comply with the certified operator requirements of OAC Rule

3745-7-02. Your system has the following options to come into compliance with that rule:

1. Complete and return the enclosed Limited Class A Certification Application within forty-five

(45) calendar days following the date of this letter, or by February 12, 2003, whichever is

earlier. This option is available to you or your designees meeting certain minimum

requirements as described in the attached fact sheet. This option is not available after

February 12, 2003. The application must be signed by both the owner or their authorized

representative and the operator. A separate application is required for each operator seeking

a Limited Class A certification; or

2. Obtain the services of an adequately certified operator to be in the responsible charge of the

water system. The operator may hold one of the following certifications: Class A, I, II, III, or

IV Water Supply Operator or a Class I or II Water Distribution Operator. The operator may be

either a full-time employee meeting the requirements of OAC Rule 3745-7-02(C), or a contract

operator meeting the requirements of OAC Rule 3745-7-02(E); or

3. Provide training so that your present personnel may successfully obtain adequate certification.

Please note that a satisfactory arrangement for "part-time" technical supervision may be

required during this interim period.

Please inform the Ohio EPA in writing of your compliance with the new classification. Information

should be sent to the Ohio EPA, Division of Drinking and Ground Waters, 122 South Front St., P.O.

Box 1049, Columbus, Ohio 43216-1049 within forty-five (45) calendar days following the date of this

letter as to your system's current compliance with the certified operator regulations. Your response

should list the (1) name, (2) address, (3) certificate number and (4) designated responsibility for each

operator employed by your public water system.

If a review of your compliance status shows you are not in compliance, you will be advised of a

compliance schedule for your public water system.

Any questions you may have regarding public water system classification may be directed to our

Operations Unit. For any questions about operator certification, contact our Certification Unit. Both

are at the Ohio EPA, Division of Drinking and Ground Waters, 122 South Front St., P.O. Box 1049,

Columbus, Ohio 43216-1049, (614) 644-2752.

Sincerely

Michael G. Baker, Chief

Division of Drinking and Ground Waters

cc: Engineering and Operations Section

Journal Room

Northeast District Office

File

Enclosures: Certificate of Classification

Limited Class A Certification Application

Fact Sheet



Did You Know...

» Less Ihan one gallon of gasoline can pollute one

million gallons of ground water.

* One person uses 29,200 gallons ofwater a year.

* Only 3 percent of the waier on earth is drinkable.

* < iround water conlaminalion is holh difficult and

cosily to clean up.

The following chemicals are potential

sources of ground water contamination:

Cleaning products, Automotive products, Fuel oil,

Furniture strippers, Lawn & garden products

(fertilizers & pesticides), & Oil-based paints.

What YOU can do to HELP

A PROTECT*

Your Water Supply

1. Have your septic system inspected and pumped at

least every three years. Do not use septic tank

additives or pour left-over chemicals down a sink or

loilet.

2. Apply fertilizers and pesticides at (or below) the

recommended rates. Overapplication of these prod

ucts can contaminate your water supply. If possible,

:lo not use these chemicals near your well.

3. Recycle or properly dispose of unneeded chemi-

jals. Do not pour wastes down storm drains.

1. If you spill a chemical outside, absorb it with old

rags or paper towels. Do not wash chemicals inlo the

around.
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Ohio's

Source Water Assessment &

Protection Program

The 1996 amendments to the Safe Drinking Wa

ter Act require Ohio EPA to conduct source water

assessments for all public water systems. Ohio

EPA staff are now working on completing assess

ments in your county. The assessment of your

water system will assist you in identifying the

potential threats to your water supply and help

you develop protective strategies for your water

supply.

The Source Water Assessment & Protec

tion process consists of four steps:

1) Delineate the Protection Area.

Ohio EPA will identify the area that contributes

water to your tvell(s). The protection area will be

based on the area from which ground water will

flow to a well in five years. The size of this area

will vary based on how much water your well

pumps.

Map ol protecthwi area and potential contaminant sources.

^0- J X >». ^^ SO1!K( I.W.A \VM
f^; S \ \. ^"\~"—-— l^t<m*"l I(>N AREA

[Ionic Cooking ^S. ^il&'-^^n^" v/ ' /

Example of a completed inventory farm.

Potential Contaminant Sources

Heather's Home Cooking

Sources Within Property Boundary

Code

0-t

0-2

0-6

K)-\'\

Source

Above gmuiitl lank

(_ lieiniea] storage

1-criilizer application

Seplic System*

Comme ills

200 gallons tiUinc I'uel oil, 10 years old

Small ipiantiiy cleaning product:.

Apply lo landscaped areas

Over 50 years old

Sources Outside Properly Boundary

(..ode

A-6

C-28

Source

( tops: ( mn. Noytew

Landscape linns

Name/

Address

Km.* f ami

171. Oak Si

Swinewheir. UH

99999

CilCCH Me

ISt Oak .SI

Snmtwlwre, Cill

Source oT

Information

i'ield Survey

lield Survey

* Potential Pathogen Source

3-D view oi pumping well ami protection area.

2) Inventory Potential Contaminant Sources. After the source water protection area has beer
determined, Ohio EPA will send you a map showing the boundaries of the protection area, the locations of

potential contaminant sources that were identified through state and federal databases (landfills

hazardous waste sites, etc.), and forms and instructions on completing the Potential Significant Contami

nant Source Inventory. Ohio EPA will ask you to verify the locations of the identified facilities and locate

any additional potential contaminant sources. An Ohio EPA staff person will then visit your site to answer

your questions and assist you in completing the inventory.

3) Complete a Susceptibility Analysis. Ohio EPA will determine the likelihood that your drinkinc

water could become contaminated. This susceptibility analysis will be based on the geologic sensitivity of

your ground water resource, the potential contaminant sources within the protection area, well integrity,

and information on water quality. The analysis will conclude with recommendations on the types of

protective strategies that may be most useful and effective in protecting your ground water resources

from contamination.

4) Develop <& Implement Protection Strategies. Protective strategies for non-community water

systems will consist primarily of education and the implementation of best management practices (for

potential contaminant sources located on the water system's property). For example, the public water

system should make sure that any chemicals used on site are properly stored, handled, and disposed of, and

septic systems are properly maintained. The water system also should develop an emergency preparedness

plan to ensure that the owner and any employees know how to minimize or avoid contamination in the event

of an emergency. Ohio EPA will assist you in developing protective strategies for your water supply and will

provide you with information on what you can do to make sure your drinking water is protected.



OioEfft
State of Oliio Environmental Protection Aqene\

Northeast District Office

2110 E, Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

December 13,2002

TELE i330i42b-9171 FAX :330, 487-0769 'Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

OH5-210-020-736

PORTAGE COUNTY

CEI NOTICE OF COMPLIANCEJohn Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297

Dear Mr. Cicero:

On December 12, 2002, Duncan Campbell, representing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (U.S.

EPA), Waste Pesticides and Toxics Division, Enforcement, Compliance and Assurance Branch

(WPTDECAB), and I, representing the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency's (Ohio EPA), Division of

Hazardous Waste Management (DHWM), conducted a hazardous waste compliance evaluation inspection

(CEI) of Ravenna Arsenal Ammunition Plant (RVAAP), located at 8451 State Route 5, Ravenna, Ohio. The

purpose of the inspection was to determine RVAAP's compliance with Ohio's hazardous waste laws and rules

as adopted under the Ohio Revised Code (ORC) Chapter 3734 and Chapter 3745 of the Ohio Administrative

Code (OAC). Jim McGee, of TolTest, Inc., and Mark Patterson of RVAAP, represented the facility.

From April 1, 1950 through September 30, 1993, RVAAP operated the facility, located at the address above.

The facility, owned by the United States Army, engaged in the storage and treatment of munitions and

munition derivatives RVAAP operated an Open Burning ("OB") area, an Open Detonation ("OD") area, a

deactivation furnace, pinkwater treatment plants and a hazardous waste storage area in accordance with the

interim standards found in the Ohio Administrative Code ("OAC") Chapters 3745-65 et seq. since 1980.

Currently RVAAP is undergoing closure under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,

and Liability Act (CERCLA or Superfund), and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) at this

site. Hazardous waste generated at the site include: lead-based paint chips, mercury switches, lead anchors,

acetone, and explosive material.

A copy of our checklist is enclosed for your information. At the time of the inspection, was evaluated for

compliance with applicable Hazardous Waste Regulations. No violations of Ohio's hazardous waste laws

were found during this inspection.

Failure to list specific deficiencies in this communication does not relieve RVAAP from the responsibility of

complying with all applicable regulations. Please be advised that present or past instances of non-compliance

can continue as subjects of pending or future enforcement actions.

Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call me at (330) 963-1189.

Sincere^,

AJ
regory Orr

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

GO:ddw

cc: Tammy McConnell, DHWM, CO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

ec: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Jarnal Singh, DSIWM, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

recycled pace-



H:/ERP/BROWN/COST-TO-COMPLETE FY02 QA PROGRAM

SFIM-AEC-ERP (200) ^^2 Jan 02

MEMORANDUM FOR SEE DISTRIBUTION

SUBJECT: UBiMo-Complete (CTC) Quality-Assurance Sampling Program

1. References:

a. CFO Act of 1990, Public Law 101-576.

b. US Army Audit Agency, Audit Report: AA 01-332, 29 Jun 01, subject: Financial

Reporting of Liabilities: Data Collection and Compilation.

c. Memorandum, Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management, DAIM-ED-R,

3 Dec 99, subject: Draft Report on the Audit of the Installations Restoration Program.

d. Management Guidance for the Defense Environmental Restoration Program

(DERP), September 2001.

2. The 1990 Chief Financial Officers (CFO) Act (ref 1a) requires Department of

Defense agencies to report environmental liabilities. The DERP CTC estimates form

the basis of the environmental liabilities reported in the Army's annual financial

statements. Incomplete, inaccurate, and unsupported liability data hinders the Army's

efforts to obtain a favorable opinion on its financial statements as well as limits the

usefulness of the data to managers of the environmental programs.

3. Reference 1 b found that environmental liabilities for restoration projects totaling

about $1.2 billion were not adequately supported because field operating activities

hadn't made adequate progress in documenting cost estimates. The report

recommended several actions for improving supporting documentation including the

implementation of a Quality-Assurance Sampling program specified in reference 1c.

4. Beginning in February 2002, the US Army Environmental Center will be conducting

cost-to-complete reviews at selected Installation Restoration Program and Base

Realignment and Closure sites. The installations with selected sites will be notified

through the MACOM. The CTC program manager will handle this coordination. Site

selection criteria and procedures for validating CTC documentation are included in

enclosure 1.



SF1M-AEC-ERP

SUBJECT: Cost-to-Complete (CTC) Quality-Assurance Sampling Program

5. Reference 1d require the Army to ensure the reliability and completeness of the data

used to calculate CTC estimates. The CTC reviews as provided in the enclosure will

ensure CTC estimates are complete, up-to-date and fully and formally documented in a

manner that will withstand an audit.

6. The USAEC POC is Mr. Hopeton D. Brown, at (410) 436-1531 (DSN 584); FAX

(410) 436-1548; and e-mail hopeton.brown@aec.apgea.army.mil,

FOR THE COMMANDER:

End DOMINIQUE K. EDWARDS

Acting Chief

Environmental Restoration Division

DISTRIBUTION:

ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICE

(ATBO-GE/MR. MCCLAIN/MR. HOLSINGER/MR. BLUMEWEAVER), (ATBO-R/

MR. LEDERLE/MS. MILLS), US ARMY TRAINING AND DOCTRINE COMMAND, 3A

BENARD ROAD, BLDG 105A (INSIDE MOAT), FT MONROE, VA 23651-5000

(AMCIS-A/MR. GANTA/MR. SIMMONS/MS. ANDEREGG), (AMCIS-B/MR. DAVIDSON)

US ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND, 5001 EISENHOWER AVE, ALEXANDRIA, VA

22333-0001

(AFPI-ENE/MR. GRICIUS), (AFPI-BC/MR. BONILLA), US ARMY FORCES

COMMAND, 1777 HARDEE AVE, SW, BUILDING 200, FT MCPHERSON, GA

30330-1062

(APEN-V/MR. KUBECKA), US ARMY, PACIFIC, BUILDING T-104, FORT SHAFTER,

HI 96858-5100

(CEMP-R/MS. RIVERS), (CEMP-RI/MR. GREGG/MR. BALLIF/MR. ROSS),

(CEMP-M/MR. LUCAS), (CELD-ZE/MR. ROBINSON), (CEMP-B/MR. LEE),

US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 441 G STREET, NW., WASHINGTON, DC

20314-1000

(MCFA-E/MR. CARDENAS/MR. GONZALEZ), US ARMY MEDICAL COMMAND, 2050

WORTH RD, FORT SAM HOUSTON, TX 78234-6000

(ANSP-IS-EV/MR. KEYS), US ARMY MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON,

103 THIRD AVE, BUILDING 42, FT LESLEY J. MCNAIR, WASH DC 20319-5058

(ANEN-RO/MR. FRENCH), US ARMY MILITARY DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON,

103 THIRD AVENUE, FORT LESLEY J. MCNAIR, MD 21719-5058

(MTPAL-FE/MR. DOUTHIT), (MTRM-M/MS. GRAVES), MILITARY TRAFFIC

MANAGEMENT COMMAND, HOFFMAN BLDG II, 200 STOVALL STREET,

ALEXANDRIA, VA 22332-5000

(CONT)



SFIM-AEC-ERP

SUBJECT: Cost-to-Complete (CTC) Quality-Assurance Sampling Program

DISTRIBUTION: (CONT)

(AFRC-ENV-RC/MR. GRICIUS/MS. WATSON), US ARMY RESERVE COMMAND

1401 DESHLER STREET, SW, FT MCPHERSON, GA 30330-2000

(CSTE-ILE-ENV/MR. VOGT), US ARMY TEST AND EVALUATION COMMAND PARK

CENTER IV, 4501 FORD AVENUE, ALEXANDRIA, VA 22302-1458

(NGB-ARE/MS. FATZ), NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU, ARMY NATIONAL GUARD

READINESS CENTER, 111 SOUTH GEORGE MASON DRIVE, ARLINGTON, VA

22204-1382

(NGB-ARE-I/MR. HILYARD), NATIONAL GUARD BUREAU, BLDG E4430, 1st FLOOR,

ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MD 21010-5420

(SMDC-EN/MR. DAVIS), US ARMY SPACE AND MISSILE DEFENSE COMMAND,

PO BOX 1500, HUNTSVILLE, AL 35807-3801

(MAEN-EV/MR. ROOD/MR. SHANDLING/MR. BUSKO), US MILITARY ACADEMY,

OFFICIAL MAIL AND DISTRIBUTION CENTER, 646 SWIFT ROAD, WEST POINT,

NY 10996-1905

CF(W/ENCL):

HQDA

(SAIE-ESOH/MR. NEWSOME), 110 ARMY PENTAGON, WASH DC 20310-0110

(DAIM-BO/MS. FLYNT/MR. DOHERTY), (DAIM-ED/COL HOEFERT), (DAIM-ED-R/

MS. WILSON), ACSIM, 600 ARMY PENTAGON, WASH DC 20310-0600

ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICE

(AMSEL-LE/DR. OTT), (AMSEL-PE-BR/MR. KENCIK), US ARMY COMMUNICA

TIONS- ELECTRONICS COMMAND, FT MONMOUTH, NJ 07703-5024

(CSTE-DTC-IM-E/MS. KOSKO), US ARMY DEVELOPMENTAL TEST COMMAND,

314 LONGS CORNER ROAD, ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MD 21005-5055

(AMSIO-MAI/MR. MURPHY), (AMSOS-MAI-ER/DR. CRAIN), US ARMY OPERATIONS

SUPPORT COMMAND, BLDG. 390, 4th FLOOR, NW RODMAN AVE., ROCK

ISLAND, IL 61299-6000

(SOSMA-ISE-R/ MR. MATTHEWS), US ARMY OPERATIONS SUPPORT COMMAND

FACILITIES SUPPORT, 1 ROCK ISLAND ARSENAL, ROCK ISLAND, IL

61299-5500

(AMSSB-OET/MR. MARTIN), (AMSSB-ISR/MR. CERAR), US ARMY SOLDIER AND

BIOLOGICAL CHEMICAL COMMAND, 5183 BLACKHAWK RD., ABERDEEN

PROVING GROUND, MD 21010-5424

(AMSTA-RM-XEM/MR. TIGHE) US ARMY TANK-AUTOMOTIVE AND ARMAMENTS

COMMAND, 6501 E. ELEVEN MILE RD., BLDG. 205, WARREN, Ml 48397-5000

(CONT)



SFIM-AEC-ERP

SUBJECT: Cost-to-Complete (CTC) Quality-Assurance Sampling Program

CF (W/ENCL): (CONT)

ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICE

(AMSAM-RA-EMP-IR/MS. RAWSON/MR.HASTINGS), US ARMY AVIATION AND

MISSILE COMMAND, REDSTONE ARSENAL, AL 35898-5300

(CECRL-CD/MR. MCKAY), US ARMY COLD REGIONS RESEARCH AND

ENGINEERING LABORATORY, 72 LYME RD, HANOVER, NH 03755-1290

(AMSRL-OP-IN-RE/MR. CRAIG) US ARMY RESEARCH LABORATORY, 2800

POWDER MILL RD., ADELPHI, MD 20783-1145
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INFORMATION PAPER

SFIM-AEC-ERP

22 Jan 02

SUBJECT: Criteria for Site Selection and Documentation of CTC Reviews

1. Purpose: Describe procedures for selecting sites and validating CTC
documentation.

2. Discussion:

a. On 28 Feb 00, the US Army Audit Agency (AAA) recommended the Assistant

Chief of Staff for Installation Management (ACSIM) require installations to prepare and

maintain documentation that supports the quantities and proposed actions in the cost-

to-complete (CTC) estimate. In response, the ACSIM stated, the "USAEC will institute

field audits to verify supporting documentation to the requirements identified for cost-to-

complete."

b. Beginning in Feb 02, the U.S. Army Environmental Center (USAEC) will be

conducting cost-to-complete reviews at selected Installation Restoration Program (IRP)

and Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) sites. The following protocol will be used

to determine sites selected for review:

(1) Sites with deficiencies identified during the AAA audit of the Army FY 2000

financial statements.

(2) Sites with remedial action costs greater than $5 M scheduled for execution in

FY 2003 or FY 2004.

(3) Sites where cleanup versus study phase estimates are disproportionate (e.g.,

large study cost with small cleanup costs, design costs with no associated cleanup

costs, design costs greater that 40% of the associated cleanup costs).

(4) Sites where there is a material change in the financial liability. A material

change is defined as evidence that a change of more than 10 percent of the prior year

ending balance (up or down) will occur.

c. The CTC Program Manager will notify the MACOM and USAEC Restoration

Oversight Manager which installation and sites have been selected for review.

d. The CTC Program Manager is responsible for collecting this information and

coordinating the review with the MACOM and the installation.

3. CTC Reviews:



a. The CTC reviews will begin on or after 15 Mar 02. Every effort shall be made to

perform the reviews by telephone. In the event telephone interviews cannot be

accomplished, the CTC Team will visit the installation upon MACOM approval. The

reviews shall ensure preparation of CTC estimates in accordance with the DERP

guidance and DoD-FMR 7000.14. It shall also ensure documentation of environmental

restoration cost information is in accordance with Statement of Federal Financial

Accounting Standard (SFFAS) No. 5 and SFFAS No. 6.

b. The FY 2001 CTC Detail Sheet will be used as the basis for conducting the

review. Reviews will address the following issues:

(1) Determine whether the CTC estimates reflect the environmental restoration

strategy and sequence as presented in the Installation Action Plan or BRAC Cleanup

Plan.

(2) Determine whether the CTC estimates for sites without a feasibility study are

developed using the RACER software.

(3) Determine whether the CTC estimates document environmental cost

information in accordance with SFFAS No. 5 and SFFAS No. 6. SFFAS No. 5 provides

the definition of a liability and establishes accounting standards for the federal

government. SFFAS No. 6 provides information and accounting standards on cleanup

cost liabilities.

(4) Determine whether the CTC estimates are supported by adequate

documentation. Army guidance requires quantities and proposed actions reported on

the CTC Detail sheet for any DERP site is supported by documentation. If no

documentation exists in the form of a report (i.e., site is still in the investigation phase),

the installation environmental coordinator must prepare and maintain a Memorandum

for Record (MFR) documenting assumptions used for the estimate.

(5) Determine whether personnel engaged in the development of CTC estimates

or preparation of environmental restoration liability reports have attended or scheduled

the Cost Estimating training required by the DERP guidance.

(6) Determine whether there is evidence of documented management review of

CTC estimates.

(7) The results of each CTC review will be documented on the CTC Review Chart

(attached). Deficiencies identified will be forwarded to the installation through the

MACOM.

Hopeton D. Brown/(410) 436-1531

Approved By:
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PteS*
2110 E. Aurora Road

Chn&!oP^r Jones, Director

Mr. Mark Patterson
Environmental Program

Ravenna, OH 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

C.



MR. MARK PATTERSON

JULY 8, 2002
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