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OhteEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

(330)425-9171

FAX (330) 487-0769
George V. Voinovich

Governor

March 11, 1999 Re: GROUND WATER MONITORING

RAMSDELL LANDFILL

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

600 Martin Luther King Place

P.O. Box 59

Attn.. CEORL-ED-GS

Louiseville, KY 40201-0059

Attn.: Mr. John Jem P.E.

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) has completed a review ofthe December 1998 Monthly

Report for the Ramsdell Quarry Landfill, which was received at the Northeast District Office (NEDO) on
January 11, 1999, and reviewed by the Division of Drinking and Ground Waters (DDAGW) on March 1,

1999. The monthly report was supplied to the Army by its contractor SAIC to summarize what activities have
been completed during the previous month. Ground water at this site is being monitored under the 1990
municipal waste rules (OAC 3745-27-10).

The following deficiency was noted upon review of this document:

In the section "Task 8 Monitoring," it states that all of the analytical results from the October 20 and
21, 1998, sampling event have been received and the data validated. It further states that Attachment
1 provides a summary of the status of laboratory analyses for all monitoring events performed to data.
It appears, however, that Attachment 1 has not been modified to document that all of the sampling results
have been received and the data validated. Attachment 1 should be modified accordingly.

Please modify Attachment 1 and submit the amended Attachment to Ohio EPA as a replacement page to be
incorporated into the December 1998 Monthly Report. If you have any technical questions reearding this review.
please contact Diane Kurlich at 330-963-1150. Please submit all correspondence to Jarnal Singh, Division of Solid
and Infectious Waste Management, Northeast District Office, Ohio EPA, 2110 East Aurora Road Twinsburs Ohio
44087. ; ' &'

Sincerely

Jarnal Singh, RS

Environmental Specialist

Division of Solid and Infectious Waste Management

JS/cI

pc: Kurt Princic, DSIWM-NEDO

Virginia Wilson, DSIWM-NEDO

Duwayne Porter, Portage Co. HD

File :[LAND/Ramsdell/GRO/67]

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW-NEDO

Eileen Mohr, Site Coordinator, DERR, NEDO

Mark Patterson, IOC-RVAAP

Printed on recycled paper



OrtoERtv
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

(330)425-9171

FAX (330) 487-0769

George V. Vomovich

Governor

March 15, 1999 Re: Ground Water Monitoring

Ramsdell Landfill

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

600 Martin Luther King Place

P.O. Box 59

Attn: CEORL-ED-GS

Louiseville, KY 40201-0059

Attn: Mr. John Jent P.E.

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) has completed a review of the January 1999

Monthly Report for the Ramsdell Quarry Landfill, which was received at the Northeast District Office

(NEDO) on February 10, 1999, and reviewed by the Division of Drinking and Ground Waters (DDAGW)

on March 2, 1999. This monthly report was supplied to the Army by its contractor SAIC to summarize

what activities have been completed during the previous month. Ground water at this site is being

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

The following deficiencies were noted upon review of this document:

In the section "Task 8 Monitoring," it states that the quarterly sampling schedule will be changed

to February and March 1999. At a December 1998 meeting, the facility discussed discontinuing

the sampling ofMW-1 through MW-5. The regular semiannual sampling required by OAC 3745-

27-10 D (4) would then be conducted by SAIC on MW-6 through MW-11 as part of the quarterly

hydrogeologic investigation sampling. The facility regularly samples the wells at the landfill

during the second and fourth quarters. If the facility decided to pursue sampling MW-6 through

MW-11 instead of MW-1 through MW-5, then the parameters list for the hydrogeologic

investigation was to be expanded to include all of the required post-closure monitoring parameters.

The sampling schedule for SAIC was to be modified to February and April so that a sampling

event would be conducted during the second quarter of 1999.

From the information in the monthly report, it is unclear if the facility is planning to pursue using

the newly installed wells as its post-closure ground water monitoring system. Although the

parameters list has been expanded, the last quarterly sampling event for the hydrogeologic

investigation is apparently scheduled for March. This would place the sampling event in the first

quarter. To sample the post-closure ground water monitoring system during the correct quarter,

the sampling event should be moved to April.

Prrtec on recvcled pdoer
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Facsimile

Transmittal

Quomerra Incorporated

4101 Shuffel Dr.

North Cowan. Ohio 4-4720

(330) 497-939$ Switchboard

(330) 966-9792 Direct Inward Dial

(330) 497-0772 Fax

straitbfSiauanterra.com E-Mail

uanterra

Oat*:

Number ofPages:

Deliver to.'

Company;

Fax Nnmber;

From:

Fax Number:

Comments:

May 18,1999

• 3

Stan Levenger

R&R International / Ravenna Arsenal

330 358-2021

Rebecca Strait. Project Manager (Dirt

330-497-0772

Stan - Please review the parameter lists and number of sets for the two sampling events ...just so I'm

covered on parameters and numbers of sets (including blanks, dupa, MS/MSD sets where required).

Tharks!

Beck

7

Confincmlalliy Nonce:

Tt't rfr:j-ricr:5 rtccrmpflnying ll'ti Lc'^copy ntft*»:j»on to-vmi* oorlldwiinl mfhrirfil'tin whlrh

ntave U'vc» r«*Kcd Dim lilueopj in errof. plenw wiiii' u« initrfi-.laioly by iriuplionfi 10 arfinge for ;he retuin ofil
COpyif. i, dinr-L-uiiur. o.- freaking nCa-iy a; ten in rellnnceonih»con;o"!>of Ihuisletupltd in&vmNionit ttdnly t

T.ic infbrnmion .1 ii-.tenftoi <mTy ("or IK? lie ofih? :tcLri=ntn.i

d»£Uificai« io ,is (irj jovi «r* hereby noul'iti ilaj any ^Kioour
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Environmentnl

RAWSDELL LANDFILL

9 sets (<;ount includes sufficient bottles ror 6 wens / Fieic) Blank / Dup / MS/MSD)

Volatlles ~

TOC •"

Phenols "'
Cyanide '"'"

Total Metals -

COD ^

Combine: Total Alkalinity

TDS -

Chloride ^

pH -

Speo.Conductance -

Turbidity ~

Combine: Ammonia

NO2/NO3

Total Phosphorus

Explosives

(3 40 mL Vials w/HCL)

(2 40 mL Vials W/H2SO4)

(1L amber W/H2SO4)

(250 mL P w/NaOH)

(1LPW/HNO3)

(250 mL P W/H2SO4)

(1LP)

(1LPW/H2SO4)

(250 mL P w/H2SO4)

(2ea1Lamber)

COCs / Custody seals / Labels / Temp blank - Please label coolers "RAMSDELL LANDFILL"

Name: Becki Strait Date: 5/16/99
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£ltW;

SUPPLY REQUEST FORM

Quote*: 28939

Site: Ravenna (Caretaker Contract)

Address Shipping Address

Client Code:

Client Name: R & R International, Inc. Same - either ship

or send by courier

Address: Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route S

Ravenna. OH 44266

Telephone: 330-358-2020

Contact: Stan Levenger

Client to be Charged For Q Supplies □ Shipping ^ No Charge

Supply Charges: Shipping Charges:

Date Charged: Lot*: PO£

Quanterra Shipper Requested: ^ 4 Coolers (MIN) D Sample Shuttle □ Box

Date Needed: 6/11/99 p.m. Number of Shippers:

Shipment Method: Least cost (ship or courier) Weight:

Description of Shipment:

WATBR SAMPLES

OP WELLS

8 Sets (count Includes sufficient bottles for 4 wells / Field Blank / Dup / MS/MSD)

150.1, pH • Aqueous (500 mL w/NP)

120.1, Conductance, Specific

180.1, Turbidity

160.1, Solids, Filterable (TDS)

6010A/7841/7470A Metals (24 elements) (1 ea Liter W/HN03) a

8330, Explosives (KNX) (2 ea Liter Amber)

COCs / Custody seals / Labefs / Temp blank ~ Please label coolers "OD AREA"



INTERNATIONAL, INC

R&R INTERNATIONAL, INC.

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Tel. (330)358-3005

Fax (330) 358-2021

June 4, 1999

THRU:

TO:

Subject:

Contracting OfEe€r"s Representative

Ravenna Anny Ammunition Plant

8451 StaafRoute5

Ravetfna, Ohio 44266-9297

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087

Ann: Mr. Greg Orr

Groundwater Monitoring, Open Detonation Area and Ramsdell Quarry

Ravenna armv Ammunition Plant

Dear Mr. Orr:

This letter will serve to confirm that we will be conducting the second quarter 1999 groundwater

sampling at the Open Detonation Area on 07 and 08 June 1999. Sampling at the Ramsdell Quarry will

conducted on 09 and 10 June 1999. The current plan is to conduct monitor well purging operations on

June 07 (OD Area) and 09 (Ramsdell) June 1999. The monitor well sampling operations will be

conducted on 08 (OD Area) and 10 (Ramsdell) June 1999.

Should you have any questions or comments regarding this matter then please do not hesitate to

contact R&R International at (330) 358-3005. The Army IOC point of contact is Mr. John Cicero Jr.,

COR at (330) 358-7311.

Respectfully,

R&R INTERNATIONAL, INC.

Stan Levenger

Site Manager

SL/alc

Response and Reliability - Engineering our Environment

ABERDEEN. MD

(410) 27:-1001 ■1002

COLUMBUS. OH

(614)751-5344

DENVER. CO

(303)322-1511

PITTSBURGH, PA

(412)257-2101



MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT FOR JULY 1999

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS - LOUISVILLE DISTRICT

RAMSDELL QUARRY GROUNDVVATER INVESTIGATION

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

RAVENNA, OHIO

CONTRACT NO. DACA27-97-D-0025

DELIVERY ORDER NO. 0003

1.0 Activities/Accomplishments During the Month

Task 8 Monitoring

SAIC completed groundwater level measurements in July 1999. We removed the

water level monitoring data loggers and stored them at Building 1036 for future use.

Twelve months of groundwater level measurements have been completed. SAIC

completed validation of the analytical results from the May 1999 storm event sampling.

All work under Task 8 is now complete.

Task 16 Revision of Draft DFA Closure Plan

SAIC received direction on July 12 to commence revision of the Deactivation

Furnace Area (DFA) Draft RCRA Closure Plan pursuant to the technical direction

provided by the USACE. SAIC began work on July 19 after receiving a document markup

from the USACE including the necessary technical direction. The revised Draft DFA

Closure Plan will be submitted to the USACE on August 2, 1999 for review prior to

submittal to the Ohio EPA at a later date that has yet to be decided.

Task 9 Draft Final Report

SAIC initiated preparation of the Draft Final Report.

2.0 Progress Chart/Deliverables

Table 1 shows the current percent complete for each project task. Table 2 is a

listing of project deliverables showing planned and actual submittal dates. Attachment 1 is

a progress chart showing the current status of the project.



Table 1. Percent Complete

Task

1.0 Field Investigation

2.0 Analytical Investigation

3.0 Unexploded Ordnance

4.0 Investigation-Derived Waste

5.0 Draft Initial Phase Report

6.0 Draft Initial Phase Report Meeting

7.0 Final Initial Phase Report

8.0 Monitoring

9.0 Draft Final Report

10.0 Draft Final Report Meeting

11.0 Final Report

12.0 Implement OD Groundwater Monitoring

13.0 RAB Support

14.0 Closure Design of OD Area

15.0 RCRA Amendments

16.0 RCRA DFA Draft Closure Plan

17.0 Setting/Locating WBG Reference Monuments

Table 2. Project Deliverables

Deliverable

Draft Work Plan Addenda

Final Work Plan Addenda

Draft Initial Phase Report

Final Initial Phase Report

Quarterly Monitoring Report - #1

Quarterly Monitoring Report - #2

Quarterly Monitoring Report - #3

Draft Final Report

Final Report

RAB Newsletter -#1

RAB Newsletter - #2

Scheduled

5/26/98

7/3/98

9/23/98

1/21/99

TBD

4/15/99

6/13/99

9/22/99

11/25/99

6/16/99

TBD

Complete

100%

100%

100%

96%

100%

100%

100%

100%

0%

0%

0%

Not funded

50%

Not funded

Not funded

0%

100%

Actual

5/26/98

6/24/98

9/25/98

1/21/99

12/30/98

4/15/99

6/13/99

_

6/16/99

-



Table 2, Continued

Monthly Reports Monthly 6/10/98

7/6/98

8/10/98

9/10/98

10/9/98

11/10/98

12/10/98

1/11/99

2/10/99

3/10/99

4/9/99

5/10/99

6/10/99

7/9/99

8/10/99

3.0 Issues/Concerns

SAIC has received technical direction to commence Task 16 (DFA Draft Closure

Plan) and has begun work in advance of receiving funding for this task. We anticipate
receiving funding in August 1999.

4.0 Planned Activities for Next Month

SAIC anticipates offsite disposal of two drums of purge water via a waste disposal

subcontractor (AETS). We plan to continue preparation of the Draft Final Report. SAIC

expects to begin planning for preparation of the second and final RAB newsletter.



ACTIVITY ID

EARLY

START

EARLY REM

DUR

1998

MAY JUN t

1999

IAN | FEB f MAR APR | MAY | JUN JUL AU

.00.00 24APR98A

24APR98A

29JUL98A

24APR98A

RQO:k03. oo

RQOl.02.0 0

RQ01.04.00

RQOl.05.00

RQOl.^7^00

RQO 1^08. 00

RQ0K06. 00

RQOl.09.00

RQOl.10.00

RQ02.00.00

RQO3.00.00

RQ04.00.00

1MAY9J5A

3JUN98A

5JUN98A

7JUL98A

7JUL98A

j?6MAY98A

2 4JUN9 8A

29JUL98A.

10JUL98A

7JUL98A

11JUL98A

13JUL98A

20JUL98A

10JUL98A

13JUL98A

15JUL98A

23JUL98A

Task 1

21JUL98A 18SEP98A

Scoping Meeting

Draft Work Plan Addenda
i i

& Draft Work Plan Meeting

Final Work Plan Addenda
i

fej"""H Monitoring Well Installation
i

^Surface Water Sampling

8 Sediment Sampling

9 Sample Existing Wells

MConstruct Staff Gauge

8 Topographic Survey

6JUL98A 10JUL9SA

31JUL98A 22SEP99

g. qo.oq

RQ05.01.00

HQOb.03.00

RQOb.05.00

RQ06.00.00

RQ07.00.00

RQ08.00.00

RQ08.04.0 0

RQ08.01.00

RQO8.01.01

RQ08.03.01

RQ08.01.02

RQ08.03^02

RQ08.01.03

_ 7AUG98A

7AUG98A

26SF.P98A

2DEC98A

4DEC98A

4SEP98A

4SEP98A

18SEP98A

2 0OCT98A

11FEB99A

10APR99A

Task 2 - Analytical Investigation

HTask 3 - UXO Support

^[-- ", r!_ , i r, l t. i -. i

Task 5 - Draft Report, Initial

25SEP98A

2bSEP98A

2DEC98A

3DEC98A

21JAN99A

4JUL99A

4JUL99A

20SEP9 8A

21OCT98A

30OEC98A

14FEB99A

4APR99A

12APR99A

1?S Prepare Draft Report
i i

Submit Draft Report to USACE

'USACE Review of Draft Report

Task 7 - Final Report, Initial

Task 6 - Draft Report Meeting

Task 4 - IDW Disposal

HLow Water Sampling Event

12nd Quarterly Monitoring Well Sampling

Submit 2nd Quarterly Report

Task 8 - Followup Monitoring
I i i

Monthly Water Level Readings

3rd Quarterly Monitoring Well Sampling

* Submit 3rd Quarterly Report

§4th Quarterly Monitoring Well Samplin

1
I'liA Dat ,■ 9AUG99

f)<tta Date i3JUL99

P(6joc:t Si.di't 24APR98

Ptoiect finish 31DKC99

Ic) Prinidvera Systems. Inc.

Louisville Corps of Engineers

Ramsdell Quarry GW Investigation

DO 03: Project Schedule

Checked _ Approved

"It- I . ., t 1



ACTIVITY II)

EARLY

START

KAKLY

FINISH

REM

DUR

1998
1999

TAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG

RQ08.03.03

RQ08.03.04

26MAY99A_ 28MAY99A

13JUN99A

RQ09.00.00

RQ09.01.00

RQ09.02^00

RQ09.03.00

15JUL99A 22OCT99

1SJUL99A 22SEP99

22SEP99

23SEP99 22OCT99

92

62

_0

30

RQ10.00.00 8NOV99 10NOV99

HQ11.00.00 11NOV99 31DEC99

_l0:P° 3_1JUL98A__ 31DEC99

RQ13.G0.10 17JUL99A 29OCT99

RQ17.00.00 22JUL98A 24JUL98A

51

162_

99

■. . I ..) MKj

Dr.i f t_ V inai Report

8 Storm Event Sampling

^ Submit 4th Quarterly Report

Task 9 - Draft Final Report L" .__

J Prepare Draft Report

O Submit Draft Report

USACE Review of Draft Report

7:25k 16 Draft Final Report

i > ■*; •■ r !

Task 13 - RAB fr"""""1"""""

nti

_Task 10 - Draft Final Report Meeting

—-IT';;- t
Task 11 - Final Report

Task 16 - Revisions to DFA Closure Plan

f i '>r, i i '..'■ if- ,:i, t ■-■■ ■

fiOptional WGB Survey

Plot Ddt.e 9AUG39

n.its Dat.o 23JLIL99

I'tojiTt StdiL 24APFI9e

rrojefl. Finish 31DEC99

(cl Primavera Systems, Inc.

Louisville Corps of Engineers

Ramsdell Quarry GW Investigation

DO 03: Project Schedule

Approved __



Science Applications International Corporation o
-4n Employee-Owned Company —

August 10, 1999

Mr. Kevin Jasper

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Louisville District

Attn. CEORL-DL-B (Jasper)

P.O. Box 59

Louisville, Kentucky 40201-0059

Reference: Contract No. DACA27-97-D-0025, Delivery Order No. 0003: Ramsdell

Quarry Groundwater Investigation at the Ravenna Army Ammunition

Plant, Ravenna, Ohio

Subject: Deliverable - July 1999 Monthly Progress Report

Dear Mr. Jasper:

Please find enclosed the Monthly Progress Report for July 1999 for the Ramsdell Quarry

Groundwater Investigation at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio. This monthly

report includes the activities/accomplishments by task during the past month, a progress chart,

percent complete summary, project deliverables listing, issues and concerns, and plans for next

month.

If you have questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at (423) 481-8761.

Sincerely,

SCIENCE APPLICATIONS INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION

Stephen B. Selecman

Project Manager

800 Oak Ridge Turnpike, P.O. Box 2502, Oak Ridge, Tennessee 37831 (423) 481-4600
Other SAIC Offices- Albuquerque. Colorado Springs. Dayton. Falls Clurci. Hunrsville, Las Vegas. Los Allos. Los Angeles. McLean. Oak Ridge. Orlando. San Diego, Seattle, and Tucsc



Mr. Kevin Jasper

August 10. 1999

Page 2 of 2

C: Bill Ingold, IRI

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

Jarnel Singh, Ohio EPA

Eileen Mohr, Ohio EPA

Stan Levenger, R&R International

Ike Diggs, SAIC

Kathy Dominic, SAIC

Kevin Jago, SAIC

Vincent Krivda, SAIC

Project File



INTERNATIONAL, INC.

X 1
Thru: Contracting Oncer's Representative

Ravenna Anny Ammunition Plant

8451State Route 5

Ravenna, Ohio 44266-9297

To: Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Lazarus Government Center

122 South Front Street

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

Data Management Section

P.O.Box 1049

Columbus. OH 43216

R&R INTERNATIONAL, INC.

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8453 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Tel. (330) 358-3005

Fax (330) 358-202!

September 1, 1999

Reference: First Annual Ramsdeil Landfill Groundwater Sampling Event Results at RVAAP

FCID # 67-00-06

Dear Sir or Madam:

Attached please find the groundwater monitoring information for the June 1999 sampling event

at the Ramsdeil Landfill. Please feel free to contact the undersigned with any questions or comments

regarding this information.

Sincerely,

R&R International, Inc.

Stan Levenger

Site Manager

Cc: OEPA.NEDO

Attachments

Response and Reliability - Engineering our Environment

ABERDEEN. MD

(410)272-1001/1002

COLUMBUS. OH

(614)751-5344

DENVER, CO

(303)322-1511

PITTSBURGH. PA

(412)257-2101



OhfeEfft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road TELE 435.917! FAX (330) 487-0769 Bob Tart, Governor
Twinsburg, Oh,o 44087-1969 Christopher Jones. Director

September 24, 1999 Re; Ground Water Monitoring

Ramsdell Landfill

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

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

a review of the Final Initial Phase Report, Ground Water Investigation for the Ramsdell Quarry Landfill.

This document was received by Ohio EPA on January 21, 1999, and was reviewed by the Division of

Drinking and Ground Waters (DDAGW) on September 9, 1999. The ground water monitoring

investigation is in response to Ohio EPA's concerns regarding the adequacy of the facility's ground water

monitoring system and the information available concerning the site specific hydrology. These concerns

were detailed in the August 21, 1997 Ohio EPA letter to the facility. Ground water at this site is being
monitored under the 1990 municipal waste rules (OAC 3745-27-10).

COMMENTS

Please review and address the following comments concerning the review on this submittal.

1. On page 2-13, the arsenic concentration reported for RQL mw-007 is 89.4 ug/L. According to the

data summary in Appendix D, this concentration should be 59.4 ug/L. For accuracy, page 2-13

should be corrected and a replacement page should be submitted to Ohio EPA for insertion into
the report.

2. On page 2-4, the term "greywacke" is used. Cross section A-A (figure 2-2) should be modified

such that the term "greywacke" does not appear in the report.

3. Future report submissions should include copies of internal Chains of Custody (COC). In

particular, the COCs from the North Canton, Ohio Quanterra laboratory to the Knoxville,

Tennessee and West Sacramento, California facilities, where explosives' analyzes are conducted,
should be included in the report (Appendix D).

4. Several notations were made in the case narrative (Appendix D) that water samples collected for

cyanide analyzes were preserved in the laboratory. Please provide an explanation as to why these

were not preserved in the field.

Printed on recycled papet



INTERNATIONAL, INC.

Novembers, 1999

R&R INTERNATIONAL, INC.

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Tel. (330) 358-3005

Fax (330) 358-2021

THRU: Contracting Officer's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna. Ohio 44266-9297

TO:

Subject:

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg. Ohio 44087

Attn: Mr. Jarnal Singh

Groundwater Monitoring, Ramsdell Quarry

Ravenna Armv Ammunition Plant

Dear Mr. Singh;

This letter will serve to inform you that we will be conducting the second semi-annual 1999

groundwater sampling at the Ramsdell Quarry on December 1 and 2, 1999. The current plan is to

conduct monitor well purging operations on December 1. The monitor well sampling operations will be

conducted on December 2. 1990.

Should you have any questions or comments regarding this matter please do not hesitate to

contact R&R International at (330) 358-3005. The Army IOC point of contact is Mr. John Cicero Jr..

CORat(330)358-7311.

Respectfully,

R&R INTERNATIONAL, INC.

aJlue
Stan Levenger

Site Manager

-7

Cc: Portage County Combined General Health District. Attn: Stephen Ueckc

SL/sm

Response and Reliability - Engineering our Environment

ABERDEEN, MD

(410)272-1001/1002

COLUMBUS. OH

(614)751-5344

DENVER. CO

(303)322-151 1

PITTSBURGH. PA

(412)257-2101



2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

November 19, 1999

OhfeEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office
■ —

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

Christopher Jones, Director

RE: GRQUND WAT£R M0N[T0RING

RAMSDELL LANDFILL

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

Mr. John Jent P.E.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
600 Martin Luther King Place
P.O. Box 59

Attn.. CEORL-ED-GS

Louiseville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) has completed a review of the Monthly
Reports for the Ramsdell Quarry Landfill for months February 1999 through July 1999 The

2SC

Sincerely

'Jamal Singh, RS
Environmental Specialist

Division of Solid and Infectious
Waste Management

JSxl

pc: Kurt Princic, DSIWM-NEDO

V.rg.niaWilson^DSIWM-NEDO
Diane Kurhch DDAGW-NEDO

Eileen Mohr, Site Coordinator, DERR-NEDO
File:

Printed on recycled paper
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2110 E.Aurora Road

Twmsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

November 19, ] 999

Mr. John Jent P.E.

Martin Luther King Place
P-O. Box 59

Attn.. CEORL-ED-GS
Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent-

COMMENTS

i.

2.

Northeast District Office

TELE (330, 425-917, FAX (330, 487-0769
Bob Taft, Governo

Christopher Jones, Directo

RE: GR°UND WATER MONITORING
RAMSDELL LANDFILL

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

pmied on recycled paper



Mr. JohnJentP.E.
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
November 19, 1999
Page 3

been submitted to Ohio EPA As *viA» a u ,

requested for future sampllng event^e 0«SSSSrT^**«**»«
EPA recommends that the facility be reminded ofksTetn I, * ^ been imP^mented. Ohio
n a timely manner. Written responses th Ma T2 T99f'" "" OhiO E?A C°mments
immedmtelv. Requested changed in pmocoT^^L2 HCOmmef should be submitted
may result in delations being cited in the future immediately. Failure to do so

In conclusion, please submit to Ohio EPA idrih inn i
Monit R items s^SKs?r;r7ionrrq«> g-^^
rece.pt of tins letter. Although Comments 2 and 6 do not reauL ^ ab0Ve Within 30 da-vs ofyour
hould ensure that they are incorporated Z touTe Z^ZZ f^™mb^™.^ facility
(Comment 9), previous Ohio EPA comments iZTotS 8 I! Md rep0ItS' As noted above

Sincerely

■-'(

Jarnal Singh, RS

Environmental Specialist
Division of Solid and Infectious
Waste Management

JS:cl

Kurt Princic, DSIWM-NEDO
Virginia Wilson, DSIWM-NEDO
Diane Kurlich, DDAGW-NEDO

Eileen Mohr, Site Coordinator, DERR-NEDO
Duwayne Porter, Portage Co. HD
Mark Patterson, IOC-RVAAP

File: [LAND/RamsdelJ/GRO/67]



INTERNATIONAL, INC.

R&R INTERNATIONAL, INC.

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

Tel. (330) 358-3005

Fax (330) 358-2021

November 24, 1999

THRU: Contracting Officer's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna. Ohio 44266-9297

TO: Ohio Environmental Protection A^encv

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087

Artn: Mr. Gres On-

Subject: Groundwater Monitoring, Open Detonation Area and Ramsdell Landfill,

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

Dear Mr. On:

This letter is to notify- you that we will not be conducting groundwater sampling at the above

referenced sites as we had previously scheduled for November 22 and 23, 1999 COD Area) and

December 1 and 2, 1999 (Ramsdell Landfill). A notification letter will be forwarded to your attention

when revised sampling dates are determined.

Should you have any questions or comments regarding this matter please do not hesitate to

contact R&R International at (330) 358-3005. The Army IOC point of contact is Mr. John Cicero Jr..

COR at (330) 358-7311.

Respectfully,

R&R INTERNATIONAL, INC.

Stan Levenger

Site Manager

SL/sm

Cc: Jarnal Singh, Ohio EPA

Stephen Uecke, Portage County Combined General Health District

Response and Reliability - Engineering our Environment

ABERDEEN. MD

(410)272-1001/1002

COLUMBUS. OH

(614)751-5344

DENVER. CO

(303)322-1511

PITTSBURGH, PA

(412)257-2101



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

^ 0^44087-1969 TELE (33°} 425"9171 FAX (330) 487"0769 Bob Taft' Governor
Christopher Jones, Director

flovember24, 1999 Re: Ground Water Monitoring

femsdell Landtill ^

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

ATTN: Mr. John Jent, P.E.

CEORL-ED-GS

600 Martin Luther King Place

P.O. Box 59

Louiseville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) has completed a review of the document
First Annual (1999) Ground Water Sampling Event Results, for the Ramsdell Quarry Landfill facility
This document was received by Ohio EPA on September 7, 1999. The sampling event was conducted
on June 6 through 8, 1999. Ground water at this site is being monitored under the 1990 solid waste
rules (OAC 3745-27-10). " ' '

The following comments concern the review of this document.

1. Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-27-10 (D)(7) states in part that, "All ground-water
analysis and statistical analysis results generated in accordance with paragraphs (D)(3) to (D)(6)
and paragraph (C)(2) of this rule shall be submitted to the director or his authorized
representative not later than sixty days after sampling the well or not later than fifteen days
after receiving the analysis results, whichever is sooner."

The ground water monitoring wells at Ramsdell Landfill were sampled on June 8 1999
Therefore, the results of the analyses of the ground water samples and the statistics associated
with the analytical results should have been submitted to the Ohio EPA by August 8 1999

The facility did not submit the results to the Ohio EPA until September 17, 1999.

The facility is in violation of OAC 3745-27-10 (D)(7). In the future, the facility should ensure
that the results of its semiannual sampling events, along with the associated statistical analyses
are submitted to the Ohio EPA within the time frame documented in OAC 3745-27-10 (D)(7).'

wATi "FirSt AmUal RamSddl LandflU Ground Water SamPlin§ Event Results at
RVAAP. Because sampling is conducted on a semiannual basis, it would be more accurate to
refer to each sampling event as "semiannual" rather than "annual." In addition, it would also be

Printed on r»cyd*] paptr
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7. The number of background samples used in the statistical analysis varied from 26 to 29 As per
previous communications with the facility, the background data set should be limited to the

most recent eight sampling events. In the future, the background data set should be limited to
the data from the most recent eight sampling events. When the facility begins to use the data
from the newly installed monitoring system at the Ramsdell Landfill, the initial statistical
analysis will have only six or seven samples in the background data pool. The number of

background samples used in the background calculations should increase by one sample each
sampling event until eight samples are obtained. Then the background data set should be
composed of the most recent eight samples.

8. The facility indicated in the cover letter that Levene's Test of Homogeneity of Variance was
conducted on each indicator parameter to determine if the data met the requirement of equal
variances that is implicit in using a parametric ANOVA. If the variances were not equal a non-

parametric ANOVA was used to statistically analyze the data. However, it appears that the

specific conductivity data failed the Levene's Test indicating the variances are not equal A

parametric ANOVA was still used to statistically analyze the data. The facility should confirm
its calculations and if the variances are not equal the data should be re-analyzed using a non-
parametric test. Results of the confirmation and, if necessary, the re-analysis of the data should
be submitted to the Ohio EPA for review.

9. On the Monitoring Well Purging Form for MW-l an NA appears in the blank for "Stickup
Height." The "NA" should be defined. If it means "not applicable," this should be explained.
All of the wells at the Ramsdell Landfill have above ground completions, therefore, all of the
wells should have a stick-up height.

10. There are discrepancies in the dates of purging and sampling that are documented on the
"Monitoring Well Purging Form," "Field Sampling Report," and Figures 3 and 4 from the
sampling and analysis plan. Forms for the same well may indicate that purging occurred on

June 7 or June 6, depending upon which form is being read. All of these forms should be proof
read, any changes should be initialed, and all discrepancies should be corrected. The sheets
should then be resubmitted for review and insertion into this report. In the future, the facility
should ensure that such discrepancies do not occur.

11. Although there are discrepancies in the documentation of when purging was conducted at the
site (see Comment 10), it appears that more than 24 hours may have elapsed between the
completion of purging and the start of sampling activities. Unless a monitoring well has an
unusually slow recharge, purging and sampling activities should occur within one 24 hour
period. In the future, the facility should ensure that purging and sampling activities are
completed within a 24 hour period.

12. Page 4 of the cover letter that summarizes the sampling and analytical activities is missing from
the report. This page should be submitted for review and insertion into the report.



R&R'S RESPONSE TO THE OEPA NOVEMBER 24, 1999 COMMENTS

RAMSDELL LANDFILL REPORT

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

Paae 1

Description EPA Comment R&R Response To Comment

SECIFIC COMMENTS

Item 1

Item 2

Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-27-10 (D)(7) states in part that,

"All ground-water analysis and statistical analysis results generated in

accordance with paragraphs <D)<3) to (D)(6) and paragraph (C)(2) of this

rule shall be submitted to the director or his authorized representative not

later than sixty days after sampling the well or not later than fifteen days

after receiving the analysis results, whichever is sooner.""

The ground water monitoring wells at Ramsdell Landfill were sampled

on June 8. 1999. Therefore, the results of the analyses of the ground

water samples and the statistics associated with the analytical results

should have been submitted to the Ohio EPA by August 8, 1999. The

facility did not submit the results to the Ohio EPA until September 17,

1999.

The facility is in violation of OAC 3745-27-10 (D)(7). In the future, the

facility should ensure that the results of its semiannual sampling events,

along with the associated statistical analyses, are submitted to the Ohio

EPA within the time frame documented in OAC 3745-27-10 (D)(7).

this report is titled 'Tirst Annual Ramsdell Landlill Ground Water

Sampling Event Results at RVAAP." Because sampling is conducted on

a semiannual basis, it would be more accurate to refer to each sampling

event as "semiannual'" rather than '"annual." In addition, it would also be

helpful if at least the year the sampling was conducted were included in

the title. In the future, the report titles should refer to the sampling

events as "semiannual" and at least the year the sampling was conducted

should be added.

We agree that the results for the June 1999 sampling event at the

Ramsdell Landfill were submitted later than 60 days from the

sampling date. The reason for the delay is based upon concerns with

the analytical results. As noted in comment number 6, there were

concerns with the laboratory results and QA/QC. We had numerous

conversations with the laboratory representatives regarding the

detection of various compounds in the QA/QC samples. The

laboratory conducted an internal QC investigation in an attempt to

resolve the issue. They investigated internal systems and potential

external sources such as sample bottle suppliers. The laboratory was

not able to make an absolute determination of the QA/QC

contamination. Based upon the laboratory's inability to pinpoint a

potential source for the issues an independent detailed data validation

was conducted. The laboratory investigation and data validation

required a significant amount of time for completion. Should this

situation reoccur in the future, R&R will contact the OEPA directly

to notify of potential delays.

Noted. The requested changes to the report title will be included in

future reports.

c:\i-amsdell Umdfiil\matrix I 199 comments.doc



R&R'S RESPONSE TO THE OEPA NOVEMBER 24, 1999 COMMENTS

RAMSDELL LANDFILL REPORT

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

Paac2

Description

Item 3

Item 4

EPA Comment

This should be the last sampling event in which the old monitoring wells

(MW-1 through MW-5) are used for semiannual compliance monitoring.

It is the understanding of the Ohio EPA that the facility planned to

change its compliance monitoring system to include the new wells

RWLmw-006 through RWLmw-009 once a year's worth of data were

available. The collection of data from the new system should have been

completed in May 1999. Therefore, the facility should plan to use the

newly installed monitoring system beginning with the second semiannual

sampling event of 1999. If this is not in keeping with the facility's

current plans, immediate notification of such should be sent to the Ohio

EPA.

The "Results of Analysis" section reported that there was statistically

significant evidence of contamination at the Ramsdcll Quarry Landfill

for TOC and specific conductance in MW-3, and for specific

conductance in MW-5. This is consistent with historical results.

However, it has been determined that the present monitoring system

{MW-1 through MW-5) may not provide representative ground water

samples (see August 21, 1997. letter from Ohio KPA to the facility). The

facility is currently in the process of installing, sampling, and collecting

background data from a new monitoring system that promises to provide

samples that are more representative of the actual conditions in the

vicinity of the landfill. Thus, at this time, the facility need not initiate

any additional activities in response to these "triggers."'

R&R Response To Comment j

Groundwater samples were collected by SAIC from monitor wells

RQLMW-006 through RQLMW-011 during July, September and

October, 1998 and February, April and May, 1999 under a U. S.

ACOE contract. A review of the analytical results generated from

these sampling events indicates that the water quality parameters

used as a basis for statistical analysis at this site were not analyzed

for in the 1998 samples. Therefore, additional sampling of the new-

wells is needed to establish the required data base of four quarters of

analytical data for statistical purposes. R&R can either sample the

old monitoring wells for compliance monitoring with statistical

analysis for the second semiannual sampling event in 1999, or can

sample the new well system as planned, without performing ,

statistical analysis of the new well data until an adequate analytical

data base is generated.

Noted.

c:\ramsdell landfill\matrix I 199 comments.doc



R&R'S RESPONSE TO THE OEPA NOVEMBER 24, 1999 COMMENTS

RAMSDELL LANDFILL REPORT

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

Pase 3

| Description

Item 6

Item 7

EPA Comment

1 he laboratory method blank, the trip blank, and the field blank all

contained detectable concentrations of contaminants. Compounds

detected in the various blank samples included mercury, zinc,

chlorobenzene, 1,2-dichloroethane, toluene, acetone, methylene chloride,

carbon disulfide, and chloroform. Low concentrations of methylene

chloride, chlorobenzene, and 1,2-dichloroethane were detected in some

of the samples obtained from the monitoring wells. The facility has

attributed the detection of low concentrations of these VOCs in the

ground water samples to be due to laboratory contamination. The data

validation report indicated that the laboratory contamination may have

originated due to carry over problems in the VOC analyses or to

contamination in the digestion or instrument during the inorganic

analyses. It appears that in either case, the laboratory contamination can

be eliminated by improved QA/QC practices at the laboratory. The

facility should work with the laboratory to ensure that improved QA/QC

practices arc implemented so that laboratory contamination is not a

problem in the future. If the laboratory cannot guarantee that its

practices will be improved such that laboratory contamination of the

samples does not occur then the facility should seek a different analytical

laboratory that can prevent such contamination.

The number of background samples used in the statistical analyses varied

from 26 to 29. As per previous communications with the facility, the

background data set should be limited to the most recent eight sampling

events. In the future, the background data set should be limited to the

data from the most recent eight sampling events. When the facility

begins to use the data from the newly installed monitoring system at the

Kamsdell Landfill, the initial statistical analysis will have only six or

seen samples in the baekground data pool. The number of background

samples used in the background calculations should increase by one

sample each sampling event until eight samples are obtained. Then the

background data set should be composed of the most recent eight

samples.

R&R Response To Comment

Noted. As discussed in item 1 R&R conducted an investigation

regarding the QA/QC problem at the laboratory. We are continuing

our work with the laboratory QA.

Noted. R&R was unaware of this issue which was apparently

communicated with a previous contractor. We will build the

background data set for the new monitor wells to eight samples.

After eight samples are in the background data base, only the eight

most recent samples will be used for comparison. Revised statistical

analyses based upon the eight most recent semi-annual sampling

events are attached.

c:\ramsdell landfill .matrix 1 1W comments.doc



R&R'S RESPONSE TO THE OEPA NOVEMBER 24,1999 COMMENTS

RAMSDELL LANDFILL REPORT

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

Pa«e4

Description

Item 8

Item 9

Item 10

EPA Comment

1 he facility indicated in the cover letter that Levene's Test of

Homogeneity of Variance was conducted on each indicator parameter lo

determine if the data met the requirement of equal variances that is

implicit in using a parametric ANOVA. If the variances were not equal,

a non-parametric ANOVA was used to statistically analyze the data.

However, it appears that the specific conductivity data failed the

Levene's Test indicating the variances are not equal. A parametric

ANOVA was still used to statistically analyze the data. The facility

should confirm its calculations and if the variances are not equal, the data

should be rc-analyzed using a non-parametric test. Results of the

confirmation and, if necessary, the re-analysis of the data should be

submitted to the Ohio KPA for review.

On the Monitoring Well Purging Form for MW-I, an NA appears in the

blank for "Stickup Height." The "NA" should be defined. If it means

"not applicable," this should be explained. All of the wells at the

Ramsdell Landfill have above ground completions, therefore, all of the

wells should have a slick-up height.

I here are discrepancies in the dates of purging and sampling that are

documented on the "Monitoring Well Purging Form," "Field Sampling

Report," and Figures 3 and 4 from the sampling and analysis plan.

Forms for the same well may indicate that purging occurred on June 7 or

June 6. depending upon which form is being read. All of these forms

should be proofread, any changes should be initialed, and all

discrepancies should be corrected. The sheets should then be

resubmitted for review and insertion into this report. In the future, the

facility should ensure that such discrepancies do not occur.

R&R Response To Comment

Noted. Statistical analysis of specific conductivity, based upon the

eight most recent semi annual sampling events, was conducted. The

requirement of equal variances was not met for this parameter, and a

non-parametric Kruskal-Wai lace Test was applied to the data.

Statistically-significant evidence of contamination was not noted in

any of the downgradient wells for this parameter. The statistical

analyses are attached for your review.

The stickup height has been added to the form; the corrected form is

attached for insertion into the report.

Noted. Purging occurred on June 7. The field sheets have been

corrected and the changes initialed. The corrected sheets are

attached for insertion into the report.

c:\ramsddl landfill'matrix I 19*) commen Is,doc



R&R'S RESPONSE TO THE OEPA NOVEMBER 24, 1999 COMMENTS

RAMSDELL LANDFILL REPORT

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

Pane 5

Description

Item

Item

1

2

EPA Comment

Although there are discrepancies in the documentation of when purging

was conducted at the site (see Comment 10), it appears that more than 24

hours may have elapsed between the completion of purging and the start

of sampling activities. Unless a monitoring well has an unusually slow

recharge, purging and sampling activities should occur within one 24

hour period. In the future, the facility should ensure that purging and

sampling activities are completed within a 24 hour period.

Page 4 of the cover letter that summarizes the sampling and analytical

activities is missing from the report. This page should be submitted for

review and insertion into the report.

R&R Response To Comment

The corrected forms indicate that sampling was conducted at all

wells within 24 hours from the completion of purging.

Noted. The omission of page four appears to be the result of the

copy process. A copy of page four is attached for your review.

c:\ramsdell landfill matrix 1 199 commenls.doc



Ohk£R\
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

June 2, 1999 RE: ravENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT
PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES
DRAFT, EBG WORKPLAN

Mr. John Jent

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

600 Martin Luther King Jr. Place
P.O. Box 59

Attn: CEORL-ED-GS

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) has received and reviewed the two-volume
draft workplan emitted, "Draft, Sampling and Analysis Plan Addendum No. 1 for th Phase
Remedial Investigation of the Erie Burning Grounds at the Ravenna Army Ammumt on P nt
Ravenna Oh,o" and "Draft, Site Safety and Health Plan, Addendum No. 1, for the Phase I
Remedial Investigation of the Erie Burning Grounds at the Ravenna Army Ammunition P ant »
The documents, dated May 1999 and received at the Northeast District Office (NEDO) on M y
12 1999, were prepared by the contractor for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE)
Louisville District, under contract number DACA-62-94-D-0029

Copies of the above-referenced documents were reviewed by personnel in the Division of
rrXfrw^ a"™edlal ResPonse (DERR) and the Division of Drinking and Ground Waters
DDAGW anrfl-i^TP°* repreSentS a c°mPUation of comments from DERR and
DDAGW, and will follow the same general format as the documents.

Volume 1 - Sampling and Analysis Plan

General Comments:

1 Throughout the draft workplan, it is indicated that potential impacts on the groundwater

lor? „! TnCal 3CtlVitieS 3t th£ Ene Bumine Gro"nds (EBG) Area of Conclrn
(AOC) and the determination of groundwater as a potential migration pathway will be

Tvhae oepa r uprthe soil rrim guidance vaiues for ie^ *SI
S^ /T-^^^^ (aS 3 SOle1^ UtiHzed techni^e) »d had

weZuhe ERC I. rr8 m£etingS' ^ neC6SSity for inStalli«8 -o^toringwells at the EBG, either in th.s phase of work or during future investigative activities

The evaluation of the importance of the groundwater pathway as an exposure route will
not be complete without AOC-specific data. Although monitoring wells have been
mstalled and the AOC-specific geology at other portions of the installation have been
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MR. JOHN JENT

JUNE 2, 1999

PAGE - 2 -

described, such information which is specific to the EBG is also required. The minimum
geologic information necessary to use leaching values should include, but not necessarily
be limited to: depth to groundwater, composition of the aquifer (clay, sand, gravel
bedrock, etc.), and whether the aquifer is confined or unconfined. In calculating soil
leaching values, AOC-specific information, such as soil PH, soil organic carbon content
oxidation-reduction conditions, iron oxide content, cation exchange capacity, and major'
.on^chemistry, are necessary. This is particularly true for metals, which is one of the
installation-specific classes of potential contaminants of concern (PCOCs).

The OEPA agrees that a hydrogeologic investigation at the EBG can be deferred until
AOC-specific data regarding the concentration of contaminants in soil is available
However, if soil contamination is documented, the determination as to whether a
hydrogeologic investigation is to be conducted, or whether groundwater is an exposure
paAway, will not be made on the basis of generic leaching values alone. If the intent is to
utilize leaching information in the decisions concerning the potential for groundwater
contamination at this AOC, then it is recommended that the workplan be modified to
include provisions for the collection of the AOC-specific data.

Any groundwater discussions in the text of the draft workplan should be modified to
reflect this position.

2. Throughout the course of the text, it is indicated that the distribution of PCOCs will be
evaluated with respect to the facility-wide background criteria for all significant media
1 his is an acceptable approach, subsequent to the resolution of outstanding

comments/issues related to background that were detailed in 04/19/99 correspondence
from the OEPA.

Any background/PCOC discussions in the text of the draft workplan should be modified
to reflect this position.

Specific Comments:

™]r. . le te*} On PaSe M t0 indJcate that, currently, the Ohio National Guard
(ONG) does not utilize much of the facility for training purposes. Alternatively, this
sentence could be stricken from the text.

4. As a point of information, at some point in time, the installation map will need to be
revised to indicated that there are currently 51 AOCs. (Figure 3-2)

5. The symbol used to define the AOC boundary should be added to the legend of Figure



MR. JOHN JENT

JUNE 2, 1999
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6. On page 1-9, please make a notation in the text that indicates the historical data that is
referenced may be of limited usefulness, due to quality assurance/quality control
(QA/QC) issues, elevated detection limits, etc..

7. Please revise the sentence on page 1-10 to read: "For surface water, only the maximum
concentration of lead exceeded the hazard criteria, as defined by the RRSE"

8. In section 3.1, please insert a bullet into this portion of the text that clearly indicates that
the groundwater pathway will be evaluated using AOC-specific data and, if soil
contamination is documented, will be addressed during a second phase ofinvestigatory
work at the AOC. '

9. Provide assurance that the data screening approach presented in this draft workplan is
consistent with the approach utilized at the Winklepeck Burning Grounds (WBG).
(Section 3.3.3)

10. The text on page 3-9 indicates that chloride is considered to be an essential nutrient.
Please provide additional documentation to support this position. It is this Agency's
experience that elevated chloride may also be indicative of a contaminant source.

11. The last bullet on page 3-9 indicates that concentrations will be compared to action

levels, to determine ifAOC conditions warrant additional characterization or action.
Please define what the "action levels" are that are referenced. The purpose of a remedial
investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) is to determine the nature and extent of

contamination. If contamination is detected during this Phase 1 RI, please be advised that
additional investigative activities/action will be required.

12. As detailed in comment # 1, the generic soil leaching values included on Table 3-5 in
section 3.4.2.1 cannot be used without AOC-specific hydrogeologic information, to either
eliminate the graundwater pathway of exposure or to eliminate the need for a
hydrogeologic investigation in future phases of work at this AOC. This is especially
pertinent in the event that soil contamination is documented at this AOC.

13. In section 3.4.2.2, please revise the text to indicate that the USEPA Region IV
preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) for tap water will be utilized, (page 3-36)

14. In section 3.4.3 (screening level comparisons), please refer to previous OEPA comments
regarding background determination (comment # 2) and what is considered an essential
human nutrient (comment # 10). (page 3-38)

15. If non-dedicated sampling equipment is utilized during this investigation, the collection
of rmsate blanks will be required at the appropriate frequency, (page 4-16)
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16. The text on page 4-18 indicates that the contingency soil samples will be utilized to
evaluate the horizontal extent of contaminated areas based upon visual observation.
Please be advised that the limited number of contingency samples may not be sufficient to
determine the extent of horizontal contamination.

17. On figures 1-4 and 4-3, please add to the legend the rectangular-shaped symbol that
appears on these maps.

18. The second bullet on page 4-25 reads, "Below the 48-inch RCP west of EBG (surface
water exit pathway." Please indicate in the text the meaning of the acronym "RCP."

19. In section 4.2.1.4, the text indicates that surface soil samples collected from the borrow
area north of Track 49 and the wooded area south of the "T-area" will not be submitted

for propellant analysis. Please provide justification for this decision, as propellants may
have been disposed of in these areas.

20. Please revise the text on page 4*27 to read as follows: "If field observations indicate
evidence of contamination, then the collection depth for the VOC sample will be
adjusted, in order to obtain the observed contamination:'

21. Please revise the text on page 4-29 to indicate that the sediments from the EBG may also
represent a transport pathway off of this AOC.

22. Please provide an explanation for the lack of monthly reports for the Phase 1 RI for EBG
(page 5-1)

23. The text of the field notes in Appendix B (page B-4) indicates that there is a "hard layer"
present at EBG, and that samples of the "hard layer" as well as the sediments below the

"hard layer" should be obtained. Please confirm that samples of the "hard layer" as well
as the sediments beneath this layer will be obtained during this Phase 1 RI.

Volume 2 - Site Safety and Health Plan

Although the OEPA does not have regulatory authority over health and safety plans (HASPs), the
following comments are offered for your consideration:

24. In section 1.1, the text should be revised to indicate that the RVAAP caretaker is R&R
International, not Mason and Hanger, (page 1-1)

25. Revise Table 1-1 to indicate all PCOCs at EBG, including explosives, propellants, _,.
volatile organic compounds etc. In addition, please define what is meant by "minute
quantities." (page 1-2)

semi-



MR. JOHN JENT

JUNE 2, 1999
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mT ing thiS corresP°ndence, please do not hesitate to contact me at

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO, SWDO

Diane Kurlich, NEDO, DDAGW

David Seeley, USEPA Region V

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, IOC

Steve Selecman, SAIC



OhteEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road TELE (330) 425.9171 fax (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft, Governor
Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969 Christopher Jones, Director

July 30, 1999 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

EBG WORKPLAN - FINAL

Mr. John Jent

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

600 Martin Luther King Jr. Place

P.O. Box 59

ATTN: CEORL-ED-GS

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), Division of

Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the two-volume draft

workplan entitled, "Final, Sampling and Analysis Plan Addendum No. 1 for the Phase I Remedial

Investigation of the Erie Burning Grounds at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant." The

documents, dated July 1999 and received at NEDO on July 26,1999, were prepared by the contractor

for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE), Louisville District, under contract number DACA-
62-94-D-0029.

The revised documents were reviewed with respect to the draft documents, and the results of the

comment resolution meeting held on June 16, 1999 at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant
(RVAAP).

OEPA has the following comments on the revised documents:

1. In the sections describing equipment decontamination procedures (4.1.2.6, 4.2.2.7.

and 4.3.2.6), the text should indicate that a 2% HC1 rinse will be utilized. '

2. In section 5.4, the text should read, "All sample labels, logbooks, field records, and

field form information will follow the structures identified in Section 5 4 of the
Facility-Wide FSAP."

A copy of this correspondence will be attached to the final two-volume document and, as such,

replacement pages do not need to be submitted to the Agency. Mobilization and field investigative

efforts for the Erie Burning Ground (EBG) Phase I Remedial Investigation (RI) may commence on
August 2, 1999.

Printed on recycled paper
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MR. JOHN JENT

JULY 30, 1999

PAGE - 2 -

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: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO, SWDO

Diane Kurlich, NEDO, DDAGW

Brian Tucker, CO, DERR, EAU

David Seely, USEPA Region V

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, IOC

Steve Selecman, SAIC Oak Ridge

Kathy Dominic, SAIC Dayton



ONoEFft
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

September 13, 1999 RE: Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

Portage/Trumbull Counties

Draft ODA #1 Phase 1 Workplan

Mr. John Jent

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

CEORL-ED-GS

600 Martin Luther King Jr. Place

P.O. Box 59

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

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

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

volume document entitled "Draft, Sampling and Analysis Plan, Addendum No.l for the Phase 1

Remedial Investigation of the Demolition Area #1 at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant,

Ravenna Ohio" and the "Draft, Site Safety and Health Plan, Addendum No. 1 for the Phase 1

Remedial Investigation of the Demolition Area #1 at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant,

Ravenna, Ohio." The documents, dated September 1999, and received at OEPA on September 7,

1999 were prepared by the contractor for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) -

Louisville District under contract number DACA62-94-D-0029.

The OEPA NEDO DERR has the following comments on the draft documents:

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (SAP)

General Comment:

1. Throughout the draft workplan, it is indicated that potential impacts on the groundwater

as a result of activities at the Demolition Area #1 and the determination of groundwater

as a potential migration pathway will be evaluated based upon soil screening guidance

values for leaching to groundwater. The OEPA agrees that this is a screen that can be

utilized, but takes the position that it cannot be used as a replacement for installing Area

of Concern (AOC)-specific monitoring wells at the Demolition Area #1. The OEPA

agrees that a hydrogeologic investigation at the Demolition Area #1 can be deferred until

AOC-specific data regarding the concentration and distribution of contaminants in the

soil and sediment is available. However, as soil contamination was documented during
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Mr. John Jent

Page 2

the Relative Risk Site Evaluation (RRSE) investigation, monitoring wells will be

installed at this AOC as part of the Phase II Remedial Investigation (RI) activities.

Specific Comments:

2. On page 1-1, please provide the appropriate references for the historical information

presented.

3. Is there any reason to suspect the presence of ordnance and explosives (OE) in the

wooded areas adjacent to the Demolition Area? Will OE survey work be conducted in

these areas? (Page 1-7)

4. In the site conceptual model section (CSM), the soil discussion should be modified to

indicate that the "push-out area" (west side of the Demolition Area) may also be a source

of contamination. Are samples planned for this area? (Page 3-2, Table 4-3)

5. In the CSM section regarding groundwater, please refer to comment # 1 detailed above.

In addition, it is noted that other potential site-related contaminants based on operational

history are volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Please adjust the text accordingly.

(Page 3-2)

6. Please provide clarification in the text that the "ejection zone" is equivalent to the "kick-

out" zone. (Page 3-3)

7. The text on page 3-10 indicates that "Screening levels based on industrial land use are

also provided for reference, as the NACA Test Area will ultimately be transferred to the

Ohio Army National Guard." Please note that potential Ohio National Guard (ONG)

usage of this area would more appropriately be characterized as "managed recreational",

not industrial as the text indicates. Please adjust the text accordingly.

In addition, the text indicates that ecological risk screening will be conducted for surface

water and sediment. The text should also indicate that ecological risk screening will be

conducted for soil. Please adjust the text accordingly.

8. Please revise the text on page 3-39 to indicate that "essential human nutrients are not

considered AOC-related and will not be considered potential COPCs, unless they are

elevated such that they may indicate a potential contaminant source. "



Mr. John Jent

Page 3

9. On Table 4-2:

a. Please provide an explanation for the plan to take five (5) sub-surface soil samples

for the semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) and four (4) sub-surface

samples for VOC analyses.

b. Please provide an explanation for the lack of proposed VOC and PCB samples at

the 3-5 foot depth.

c. Twenty-eight (28) sub-surface samples are proposed for the 3-foot depth. As such

there should be three (3) quality control (QC) samples obtained.

d. In the sub-surface quality assurance (QA) soil samples, please provide an

explanation for how the total number of QA samples can be less than the

individual number of samples.

10. The text on page 4-11 indicates that "Contingency soil samples will be used to evaluate

the horizontal extent of contaminated areas based on visual observations." Please be

advised that it is unlikely that two contingency samples will be able to accomplish this

purpose.

11. Page 4-17 indicates that two additional surface water samples will be designated as

contingency samples and will be chosen after field efforts begin. These contingency

samples should be reflected in the summary table (Table 4-2).

12. Provide an explanation for the lack of monthly reports to be submitted as pan of the

Demolition Area #1 effort. (Page 5-1)

13. Table 5-1 indicates that several sample locations are To Be Determined (TBD). The

corresponding text of the workplan (in section 4) should provide the rationale/criteria for

the selection of these TBD samples.

14. On Table 1-1 (in the Quality Assurance Project Plan - QAPP), please provide an

explanation for the lack of sediment duplicate samples for VOCs and PCBs; and the lack

of surface water duplicate samples for VOCs, SVOCs, and PCBs.

SITE SAFETY AND HEALTH PLAN

15. On page 1-1, please provide the appropriate references for the historical information

presented.



Mr. John Jent

Page 4

The OEPA has no objection to the commencement of field activities based upon the draft

workplan and the schedule contained therein. The revised (final) workplan should be submitted

subsequent to the resolution of any outstanding issues.

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

cc: Bob Princic, NEDO DERR

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO SWDO

Diane Kurlich, NEDO DDAGW

Brian Tucker, CO DERR

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, IOC

David Seeley, USEPA Region V

Steve Selecman, SAIC



ONoEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

TELE (330) 425-9171 FAX (330) 487-0769Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969 BobTaft. Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

October 18, 1999 re: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT
PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES
FINAL - ODA # 1 WORKPLAN

Mr. John Jent

U.S Army Corps of Engineers

CEORL-ED-GS

600 Martin Luther King Jr. Place
P.O. Box 59

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), Northeast D.stnct Office (NEDO)
Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR) has received and reviewed the revised
two-volume document entitled, "Final, Sampling and Analysis Plan, Addendum No. iforTe
Phase 1 Remedial Investigation of Demolition Area # 1 at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant
Ravenna Ohio and the "Final, Site Safety and Health Plan, Addendum No 1Ste I

SnTo!T»8Th°h°fDem°Ht'°n^ # ' at the Ravel™ Army Ammunition Plant, " '
Ravenna, Ohio. The documents, dated October, 1999 and received at NEDO on October 14
999, were prepared by the contractor for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE)

Louisville District under contract number DACA62-94-D-0029. "

The revised documents were reviewed with respect to the draft documents, and the comment
resolution conference call held on September 23, 1999. comment-

OEPA, NEDO, DERR has the following comments on the revised documents:

The text on pages 3-1 and 3-2 indicate that, "Groundwater will be evaluated only
through the use of a screening sample (Geoprobe) because, to date, no confirmed
source of contamination has been identified at Demolition Area 1 (Section 3 2 1)"
This statement is not correct, as the Relative Risk Site Evaluation (RRSE) data
indicates that at least one soil sample showed explosives contamination
specifically, 2,4,6-TNT at a concentration of 23,000 mg/kg.

During the September 23, 1999 conference call, OEPA reiterated the need for the
installation of monitoring wells at the Demolition Area # 1 during future work
phases, as soil contamination has already been documented at this Area of
Concern (AOC).

No text changes will be required to this document, however, the installation of
monitoring wells will be required in future work phases.

1.
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MR. JOHN JENT

OCTOBER 18, 1999

PAGE - 2 -

2. OEPA reiterates (as a point of information) its position on the use of groundwater

sample results obtained from a geoprobe sampling device. Specifically, if the

groundwater contains contaminants, any concentration that is obtained will be

considered a minimal value. In addition, if the groundwater sample does not

contain contaminant concentrations, it will not be considered definitive proof that

no groundwater contamination exists. No text change is required.

Mobilization for field work may commence on October 18, 1999 as planned.

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

330-963-1221.

Sincerelv.

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Diane Kurlich, NEDO, DDAGW

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO, SWDO

Brian Tucker, CO, DERR

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, IOC

David Seeley, Region V

Steve Selecman, SAIC



R&R INTERNATIONAL, INC.

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

845 1 State Route 5

Ravenna. OH 44266

Tel. (330) 358-3005

Fax (330)358-2021

INTERNATIONAL, INC.

April 20, 1999

Through: Mr. John Cicero

Contracting Officer's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant ^T 1~jW_1 yjfj*

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297

To: Mr. Greg On

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, OH 44087

Subject: Ravenna Army Ammunition plant OD Area laboratory issues

Dear Mr. Orr:

Groundwater at the OD Area is currently monitored quarterly under a RCRA Part A Permit according to

OAC 3745-54-90 through 3745-55-01. The original site Groundwater Monitoring Plan was submitted

12 June 1992. An Amended Groundwater Monitoring Plan for the OD Area was submitted to the OEPA

during October 1997. This amended plan specifies that the provided list of site specific analytical

parameters be run at the OD Area replacing the list in the original plan. Laboratory detection limits

(DL's) for each site specific analyte are listed in the plan. RVAAP has decided to also implement the

site wide Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)

Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) for the OD Area. The increased laboratory and field QA will

allow the OD data to be used in the CERCLA laboratory analysis data base.

Based upon the new data quality objectives (DQOs), a new laboratory was selected that could meet the

DQOs and requirement for the Army Corp of Engineers laboratory certification. A review of the DLs

provided in the Amended Groundwater Monitoring Plan indicated that several of the SW846 8330

explosive compounds (1,3-DNB, 2,4,6-TNT, and 1,3-DNB) had listed DLs that could not be met with

regular consistency by the laboratory. Further, a review of the CERCLA Facility Wide QAPP indicated

that the DLs listed for these compounds in the OD Area Amended Groundwater Monitoring Plan were

generally significantly lower than those listed in the QAPP. Based upon these differences a review of

the DLs being used for CERCLA investigations was conducted. The review indicated that the DLs

being utilized for current CERCLA investigations were lower for some compounds and higher for

others. The following table shows the comparison between the three documents or data.

Response and Reliability - Engineering our Environment

ABERDEEN. MD COLUMBUS. OH DENVER. CO PITTSBURGH. P-W/ ,

(410)2-2-1001/1002 (614)751-5344 (303)322-1511 (412)257-2101 V^yff



Mr. John Cicero

COR. Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

April 20. 1999

Page 2 of 2

EXPLOSIVE COMPOUND DETECTION LIMITS

1,3-DNB

2,4-DNT

2,6-DNT

CERCLA Work (1)

0.2

0.13

0.13

Nitrobenzene 0.2

1,3,5-TNB

2,4,6-TNT

HMX

RDX

Tetryl

* Units ug/1

(l)-DL"sused

(2)-DL"ssited

t3)-DL"s sited

0.2

0.2

0.5

0.5

0.2

for current CERCLA investigations

in Facility Wide SAP/QAPP April 96

in the Amended Groundwater Monitor 1

Facility OAPP (2)

3.0

0.1

0.1

10.0

2.0

3.0

20.0

20.0

50.0

•Ian OD Area October 97

AT RVAAP

ODGWPlanO)

0.11

0.08

0.3

0.3

0.26

0.12

1.0

0.84

0.25

Based upon the variance in SW 846 8330 listed compound DLs at RVAAP, we are requesting a variance

to the OD Area Groundwater Monitoring Plan. It is proposed that the DL/s in the plan be modified to

match those currently being used for the site CERCLA work for explosive compounds analyzed by SW

846 8330. The approval of this variance will:

• Reduce confusion for the laboratory regarding the requirement for different SW846 8330

DL's at various sites at RVAAP

• Reduce the potential for matrix problems that would likely be encountered at levels

approaching the laboratory's method detection limit.

• Ensure consistencv of data collected across RVAAP,

Sincerely,

R&RflNTERNATIONAL GROUP, INC.

Stan Levenger,

Site Manager

CF: Cdr, IOC, (Messrs. Ingold/Whelove
OEPA (MS. Mohr/MS. Kurlich)



ONoEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

STREET ADDRESS: _

1800 WaterMark Drive

Columbus, OH 43215-1099

TELE: (614) 644-3020 FAX: (614) 644-2329

MAILING ADDRESS:

P.O.Box 1049

Columbus. OH 43216-1049

May 5, 1999 Completion of Partial Closure

Ravenna Arsenal Ammunition Plant (RVAAP)

Ravenna, Ohio

Building 1601 & Open Burning Ground (OBG)

U.S. EPA ID No.: OH5 210 020 736

U.S. Army Ravenna Arsenal Ammunition Plant

Attn: Mr. Mark Patterson

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, Ohio 44266

Dear Mr. Patterson:

According to Ohio EPA records, on February 12, 1998, the Director of the Ohio EPA approved

closure plans for the hazardous waste storage area (Building 1601) and the open burning ground

area (OBG) of the Ravenna Arsenal Ammunition Plant (RVAAP). The facility is located at 8451 State

Route 5 in Ravenna, Ohio. The Ohio EPA has also received certification documents stating that the

units have been closed according to the specifications in the approved closure plan. Ohio EPA

District Office personnel completed a closure inspection on April 15, 1999.

Based on this inspection, the Ohio EPA has determined that Building 1601 and OBG have been

closed in accordance with the approved closure plan and Rules 3745-66-12 through 3745-66-15 of

the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC). RVAAP remains a hazardous waste treatment, storage and

disposal (TSD) facility.

If you have any questions concerning the closure process or the current status of the facility, please

contact the Ohio EPA, Northeast District Office, Attn: Gregory Orr, 2110 E. Aurora Road, Twinsburg,

Ohio 44087, tel: 330-425-9179.

Sincerely yours,

f

Thomas E. Crepeau, Manager

Data Management Section

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

cc: Stephanie McClure, DHWM

Gregory Orr, DHWM, NEDO

g:\users\dsha rpe\fl ravenn .pa r
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George V. Voinovich. Governor

Nancy P. Hollister, LI. Governor

Donald R. Schregardus, Director



ONdEFft
Stiite of Ohio hnvironmental 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

May 18. 1999 RE: OD LABORATORY ISSUES

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

OPEN DETONATION AREA

OH5-210-020-730

PORTAGE COUNTY

John Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna. OH 44266-9297

Dear Mr. Cicero:

Ohio EPA is in receipt of your letter dated April 20, 1999 concerning the open detonation area

(OD) laboratory issues. The Army submitted the letter to request that the detection limits for the

analysis of explosives in ground water for the RCRA monitoring program to be revised to those

currently being used for the analytical work being completed under the CERCLA program. The

Army has decided to meet the same data quality objectives for the data collected for the RCRA

program that it does for the CERCLA program. The new laboratory has different detection limits

for explosives that it can achieve with confidence.

Your request to modify the detection limits documented in the RCRA ground water monitoring

program for the OD is granted.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please do not hesitate to call me at

(330)963-1189.

Sincerely,

t

Gregory Orr

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

GO:ddb

cc: Sherry Slone, DHWM, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DGW, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

Pr nted on recycled paper



INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION

TO: GREG ORR, ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST, DHWM-NEDO

FROM: D1ANFKURLICH, HYDROGEOLOG1ST, DDAGW-NEDO

SUBJECT: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT (OH5-210-020-730), PORTAGE

COUNTY, WORK PLAN FOR THE MONITORING WELL INSTALLATION,

WELL ABANDONMENT, GPS SURVEY, AND TRACER-DYE STUDY,

DEMO AREA-2, DATED JULY 15, 1999

DATE: AUGUST 5, 1999

INTRODUCTION

The Army has submitted the above referenced document to detail work to be done at

Demolition Area 2, also known as the Open Detonation Area. The work to be

completed includes the installation of a new upgradient well for the RCRA ground water

monitoring system. At the request of DHWM, the DDAGW has reviewed the document

and has the following comments.

COMMENTS

1. In an effort to standardize procedures and facilitate the production and review of

workplans at the facility, a Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan was written

as part of the CERCLA activities at this facility. It was recommended that the

workplan currently under review incorporate the procedures for well

abandonment, drilling, and installation already approved in the facility wide

document. This has been done to some extent by inclusion of sections of the

facility wide plan into the present workplan. However, because only specific

sections and portions of sections were included, pertinent information has been

omitted and the present workplan must be modified to be complete.

Alternatively, the facility could have simplified the process by referencing large

portions of the previously approved document with any modifications noted. For

example, under a heading "Well Development," could have been the statement,

"Well development procedures documented in Sections 4.3.2.3.11 through

4.3.2.3.11.4 of the Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan will be followed."

This may have prevented pertinent information from being omitted.

2. Although the title indicates that the workplan includes details of a GPS survey,

this information does not appear to be included in the document. This

information should be added, or the title should be revised.



GREGORR-IOC

PAGE 2

AUGUST 5, 1999

3. On pages 1 and 2, the facility states that the present upgradient monitoring well,
DET-1, was installed as part of a 1983 investigation at the site. The document,'
"U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene Agency Hazardous Waste Management

Study No. 37-26-0442-84" is referenced. This information is incorrect.

Monitoring well DET-1 was installed in 1992. The details of its installation are

included in the document, "Geohydrologic Study No. 38-26-KF95-92, Soils,

Ground Water, and Surface Water Characterization for the Open Burning and

Open Detonation Areas, Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio, 23-

27 March and 20 April-5 May 1992." The information on these pages should be

corrected. It is recommended that the contractor consult the correct reference

document concerning the construction of DET-1 and the hydrogeology of the site
prior to beginning work.

4. In Section 1.2.2.4, the second paragraph should document that the shales as

well as the unconsolidated glacial till and buried valley deposits are utilized by

residences and businesses in the vicinity of the Arsenal for drinking water

supplies. This can be confirmed, if necessary, by consulting the numerous well
logs available for.residences and business in the area surrounding the site.

5. In the last sentence of the first paragraph of Section 2.2, it states that, "Specific
procedures ... are described in Section xx." It is unclear to which section

reference is being made. Is it to a section in this document or a section in the
Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan? This should be clarified and the
sentence revised.

6. In the third sentence of the second paragraph of Section 2.2, it states that drilling
equipment will be "steamed cleaned with pressurized hot water." Normally,

steam cleaning and cleaning with pressurized hot water are two different
procedures. Please clarify this sentence.

It also states in this paragraph that all drilling equipment will be cleaned prior to
arrival at the site. All drilling equipment also should be cleaned upon arrival at

the site, prior to commencement of drilling activities. Section 4.3.2.1.1 of the
Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan should be consulted and this

paragraph should be modified accordingly.

A Drill Rig Operational Checklist is referenced in this paragraph. It is unclear if
this checklist is the one that appears in the Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis

Plan or a different one. If it is the one in the Facility Wide Sampling and Analy^k

Plan, this should be cited. If it is a different one, a copy of the checklist should
be included in this workplan.
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7. Additional information is needed in Section 2.2.1.1 concerning the materials to

be used for monitoring well construction. For example, the Schedule of PVC, the

type of joints, and the screen slot size must be documented. Sections 4.3.2.2

and 4.3.2.2.1 of the Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan should be

consulted and Section 2.2.1.1 of the current workplan should be modified

accordingly.

8. More information, such as material composition and size, is needed in Section

2.2.1.3 concerning the filter pack. Section 4.3.2.2.2 of the Facility Wide

Sampling and Analysis Plan should be consulted and Section 2.2.1.4 of the

current workplan should be modified accordingly.

This section also mentions the possible addition of water to the well. Provisions

for the analysis of the source of any water added to the well should be included

in this workplan. Section 4.3.2.2.4 of the Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis

Plan should be consulted and this section of the current workplan should be

modified accordingly.

9. Additional information is needed in Section 2.2.1.5 concerning the composition of

the cement grout to be added to the annular space of the well. Section 4.3.2.2.2

of the Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan should be consulted and Section

2.2.1.5 of the current workplan should be modified accordingly.

10. A diagram showing the proposed construction of the well (e.g., Figure 4-6 of the

Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan) should be added to the workplan.

11. Section 2.2.3.1 discusses the collection of environmental samples. It is unclear

how many samples the facility plans to submit for laboratory analysis and what

analysis are to be preformed. This should be clarified. In addition, the

decontamination procedures to be used for the split spoon sampler are not

documented. Section 4.4.2.8 of the Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan

should be consulted and decontamination procedures should be added to

Section 2.2.3.1 of the current workplan.

12. In Section 2.2.3.1.2, it states that ground water samples will be collected as part

of development procedures. It further states that this is discussed under the

section on well development. However, the section on well development,

Section 2.2.4, does not mention the collection of any samples. This should be

clarified.

13. Sections 2.2.3.2 and 2.2.3.3 should be combined. The information recorded on

each boring log should include all of the applicable items documented in Section
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4.3.2.4.1.1 of the Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan. Table 4-2 from the

Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan also should be included in this

workplan to fully describe what information will be included on the boring log.

Additional information concerning what information will be included on the well

construction log also should be added to this section. Section 4.3.2.4.1.2 of the
Facility Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan should be consulted.

14. Additional information is needed before the tracer dye study is initiated. This
includes the following:

a. Although tracer dye tests are frequently used in fractured bedrock and

karst topography where ground water flow velocities tend to be higher, its

use in a glacial till seems somewhat questionable. The facility should use

site specific information concerning hydraulic conductivity and ground

water flow velocities to determine whether it is practical to expect to detect

the dye in the downgradient wells within the expected life to the dye

(before the dye breaks down). Information concerning the success of

such tests in glacial tills also should be submitted. If no dye is detected in

the downgradient wells, then the tracer dye study will be considered

inconclusive by the DDAGW.

b. More information concerning the composition of the dye and how long it

will persist in the aquifer should be submitted. This information should

include an MSDS sheet for the proposed dye.

c. Information concerning how the presence of the dye in the monitoring

wells may affect the regular RCRA ground water analytical samples

collected from the wells should be documented. The same information

should be submitted for the charcoal dye receptors.

d. Additional documentation of the procedures to be followed in conducting
the dye tracer test also should be submitted.

e. Bullet c indicates that a workplan will be prepared and submitted for

approval prior to initiation of the test Some indication as to when the

facility plans to conduct the test should be submitted. The facility is

reminded that it should plan for a minimum 30 day review time for the

workplan by the Agency. Additional time also should be planned for

revisions to the workplan. The timing of the submittal of the workplan and

of conducting the test should be planned, accordingly.
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15. It appears that a large portion of Table-1 has been omitted. This should be

confirmed and the missing information added to the workplan.

CONCLUSIONS

The above comments should be addressed and the modified document should be re-

submitted for review prior to work beginning at the site.

Reviewed by Scott Williams, Geologist 4, CHMM, DDAGW-NEDO.

DK:bo

ec: Christopher Khourey, Geology Program Supervisor, DDAGW-NEDO

Ahmed Hawari, Acting Group Leader, DHWM-NEDO

pc: Jeff Patzke, Unit Supervisor, DDAGW-CO

Tracking ID#: 07-20-99-02-1-71-1/4336



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

TELE (330) 425_g171 pAX (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft, Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

September 7, 1999 RE: Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

Portage/Trumbull Counties

DDESB Submittal - DA #2

Mr. William Ingold

U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command

AMSIO-ACE-D

Procurement Directorate

Rock Island, IL 61299-6000

Dear Mr. Ingold:

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

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR) has received and reviewed the '
documents entitled, "Department of Defense Explosive Safety Board Application for Ravenna

Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio" and "Geophysical Survey, Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio." Both documents, dated August 31, 1999, were prepared by

the contractor for the U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command (IOC), Environmental

Contracting Division, and were received at OEPA NEDO on August 31,1999.

The OEPA NEDO DERR has the following comments on the above-referenced documents:

GENERAL COMMENTS:

These comments have applicability throughout the entire submittal:

1.

2.

Copies of the documents should be submitted to Mr. John Jent of the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers (USACE) - Louisville District for review and comment/approval. The USACE

is an integral partner in the environmental investigation and restoration activities beine
conducted at the RVAAP.

Copies of the documents should be submitted to Mr. Greg Orr of OEPA's Division of

Hazardous Waste Management (DHWM) for review and comment. In addition to being
an integral partner in the environmental investigation and restoration activities at the

RVAAP, part of the proposed activities are to be conducted in a defined RCRA unit. In

addition, any potential detonation of Ordnance and Explosive (OE) or Unexploded

Ordnance (UXO) will necessarily be conducted subsequent to receiving the appropriate
permit(s) from OEPA DHWM.

Printed on recycled papei
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3. On August 16-17, 1999, representatives from: USACE (Louisville and Huntsville

Districts); IOC Safety Office; U.S. Army Technical Center for Explosives Safety

(USATECS); U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Center of Expertise for Ordnance and

Explosives (CEOECX); RVAAP; and, OEPA met at RVAAP to initiate

OE/UXO/Hazardous Toxic and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) activities at the installation.

During the meetings, a site visit was made to several Areas of Concern (AOCs) including
Demolition Area # 2. The following was noted:

a. A 1952 aerial photograph and several plans of the site were reviewed prior to

going out into the field. The documentation indicated that several different

arrangements of pits, trenches, etc. located on both the north and south sides of

Sand Creek had been utilized through the years for demolition destruction of
UXO and OE.

b. On the "cleared" path to several piles of fuzes and other miscellaneous munitions

on the south side of Sand Creek, two pieces of OE/UXO were observed and
marked for future reference.

c. Plant personnel have historically indicated that white phosphorous was buried

south of Sand Creek and west of the main road into Demolition Area #2. In

addition, there exists on file at RVAAP, a standard operating procedure (SOP) for
the burial of these rounds.

4. During an August 26, 1999 conference call between Mark Patterson (RVAAP). John Jent

(USACE), Eileen Mohr (OEPA) and yourself, the following issues/concerns were raised
regarding the proposed UXO/OE clearance project:

a. It was reiterated that OEPA NEDO DHWM personnel need to be an integral part
of the proposed project.

b. It was requested that workplans be submitted to the RVAAP environment team

for review and comment and/or review and approval purposes. The workplans

were to contain additional information not found in the DDESB submittal

including (but not limited to): an erosion and sedimentation plan (E&S); a map

delineating the RCRA v. CERCLA portions of this AOC; and, a more detailed

explanation of the "surgical removal" technique and how the soil disturbance

would impact future studies at the AOC, etc. Please provide a schedule for when
the draft workplans will be received.
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE EXPLOSIVES SAFETY BOARD (DDESB)

APPLICATION:

5. The DDESB application should include updated historical and analytical information

found in the Phase I Remedial Investigation (RI) report for eleven (11) high priority

AOCs (dated May, 1997) and additional information collected from the RCRA unit

subsequent to 1997. These documents contain information on Demolition Area #2 and

copies of this information are on file at the RVAAP. (Pages 1, 3 and 4)

6. Provide an explanation for how the "certain suspected areas" of Demolition Area #2 were

selected for geophysical studies. (Page 1)

7. In the section describing the disposal range, the text indicates that "Historical records

indicate that the disposal operations were performed by placing munitions in a hole

approximately 4 feet deep and then covering the munitions with soil." It is my

understanding that several of the holes were utilized more than one time, making it very

likely that contamination/scrap may be found at a depth greater than 4 feet. (Page 1)

8. Please provide a revised schedule, as the start date for the proposed activities is stated as

September 6, 1999. The revised schedule should contain the anticipated approval date for

the activities by the DDESB. (Page 4)

9. All decontamination fluids must be containerized, characterized, and disposed of in

accordance with all applicable State and Federal rules, laws, and regulations. (Page 5)

10. How will it be ensured that decontamination is complete, i.e to a 5x level? (Pages 5, 6

and 8)

11. Assuming that permit(s) are obtained from OEPA DHWM to detonate the OE/UXO, it is

highly recommended that the general public be notified of the event(s) by the installation,

and that activities are not conducted on days with significant/low cloud cover. (Page 6)

12. The text on page 8 indicates that "all washed metal fragments will be flash burned to a 5x

level." The OEPA concurs that this additional safety factor is prudent. However, with

respect to the flash burning, please contact Mr. Frank J. Markunas, Akron Regional Air

Quality Management District, Citicenter- Suite 904, 146 South High Street, Akron OH

44308, phone: 330-375-2480 to inquire as to what permit(s) may be necessary to conduct

this operation. The Akron Air Agency is the designated authority for implementing state

and federal air pollution regulations in Portage County.

13. The text on page 11 indicates that if a piece of safety equipment is not operating correctly.

and field repair cannot be made, that the item will be tagged and removed from service.
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Please provide additional information in the text as to whether or not back-up

instrumentation will be on-site. If back-up equipment is not on-site, it is assumed that

site activities will cease until replacement equipment is received. (Page 11)

14. On Figure 2-3, the fragmentation arcs should be labeled.

GEOPHYSICAL SURVEY:

15. Please refer to applicable comments detailed above, especially comment #6.

16. Please provide a text to accompany the geophysical maps. The text should include an

interpretation of the results, a discussion of whether the entire gridded area is to be

surveyed, how areas were selected for further investigation and removal if the anomalies

do not appear on both the early and late channel EM-61 and MAG-858 surveys, etc.

17. Please include Appendix A in the revised 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

cc: Bob Princic, NEDO DERR

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO SWDO

Jarnal Singh, NEDO DSIWM

Greg Orr, NEDO DHWM

Diane Kurlich, NEDO DDAGW

. Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Frank Markunas, Akron Air Agency

John Jent, USACE Louisville

Bob Whelove, IOC

David Seeley, USEPA Region V
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From: Eileen Mohr

To: john.pjent@lrl02.usace.army.mil; Patterson, Mark

Date: 10/14/99 2:16PM

Subject: Re: SOW

Mark and John

Three quick questions:

1. Will the estimated number of samples be adequate given the size of a couple areas? Do we need to

have a couple contingency samples built in?

2. Will propeliants be analyzed for in the obtained samples? (At one point in the SOW they are

mentioned, then they aren't).

3. How wilt we make the determination as to which samples appear to have the most metals

contamination? Vsual? XRF?

As a FYI- Greg and I just finished drafting our comments on the draft OD 2 workplan that VISTA put

together. Hopefully it will go out today or tomorrow.

Eileen

>» "Patterson, Mark" <PattersonM@ioc.army.mil> 10/14/99 01:57PM >»

Sorry. Forgot to attach it. Here it is.

Mark

What SOW??

>» "Patterson, Mark" <PattersonM@ioc.army.mil> 10/14/99 01:03PM >»

Eileen,

John prepared SOW and already put in my changes. Please review and

email back comments to John and me if that's O.K. since SOW is brief.

Thanks

Mark

rV^X^

titti tw^<- 0j2,0. So
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From: "Patterson, Mark" <PattersonM@ioc.army.mil>

To: 'Eileen Mohr' <eileen.mohr@epa.state.oh.us>

Date: 10/14/99 2:02PM

Subject: SOW

Sorry. Forgot to attach it. Here it is.

Mark

What SOW??

>» "Patterson, Mark" <PattersonM@ioc.army.mil> 10/14/99 01:03PM >»

Eileen,

John prepared SOW and already put in my changes. Please review and

email back comments to John and me if that's O.K. since SOW is brief.

Thanks

Mark

CC: '"Jent, John P LRL02'" <John.P.Jent@lrl02.usace.army.mil>
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DRAFT - 1

DEMOLITION AREA #2

SOW for CERCLA WORK

I General

The AE/Contractor is performing emergency removal of OE/UXO

from five (5) areas within the Demolition Area #2 at RVAAP. Such

removal will involve excavating earth to a depth of 4-ft.

Funding for these purposes is from IOC Base Production Support.

To supplement these functions in a prudent and cost effective

manner, IOC CERCLA funding will provide for initial sampling and

analysis for explosives, total TAL metals, and TCLP testing for

metals prior to initiation of the OE/UXO removal activity; and

payment for proper off-plant disposal of any hazardous soils

excavated; these activities are part of CERCLA based

environmental remediation of portions of Demolition Area #2

(RVAAP-4).

Based on the results of the initial testing, an estimate of

the amount of hazardous soil materials to be excavated and the

corresponding costs to properly dispose of these materials off-

site will be made and added to the Contract. As part of this

estimation, unit costs for disposal of hazardous soil will be

agreed upon by the Contractor and the U.S. Government.

At completion of the OE/UXO removal, the contract will be

modified to account for the actual amount of hazardous soil

removed.

The results of the explosives and total TAL metals testing

will be utilized in future CERCLA investigative/remedial work.

II Methods of Investigation

All investigative work, including provisions for

decontamination (except only a 2-percent hydrochloric acid rinse

will be used instead of a 10-percent solution) and IDW, is to be

performed in accordance with the Facility-Wide Sampling and

Analysis Plan for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant; Ravenna,

Ohio, except the surface sampling of explosives.

Surface (0 - 12" deep) soil samples for explosives and/or

propellant testing (both field screening and laboratory) shall be

composited from three (3) subsamples situated in a roughly
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equilateral triangle, with each leg about 3' in length. All other surface (0 - 12") soil samples

shall be taken from the approximate middle of the triangle. All

samples taken below 1' shall also be taken below the approximate

middle of the triangle.

Ill Initial Sampling

III-A Method of Sampling

At each of the locations detailed below, a hand auger will be

utilized to recover a surface soil sample (0 - 12") deep, a

second, subsurface sample (1 - 3') deep, and a third, subsurface

sample (3 - 4') deep. These surface and subsurface samples

shall be forwarded to a laboratory for analysis for explosives,

total TAL metals, and TCLP metals.

OE avoidance will be provided by the Contractor during all

field investigation activities.

III-B Location of Samples

At the large,OE/UXO site adjacent to the south side of Sand

Creek, four (4) hand auger locations will be located at areas

that appear to have the most potential for metals contamination.

At each of the other four OE/UXO areas, two (2) hand auger

locations will be located at areas that appear to have the most

potential for metals contamination.

All hand auger locations will be mutually agreed upon by the

RVAAP Environmental Coordinator, the OEPA, and the Contractor.
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From: Eileen Mohr

To: Patterson, Mark; Prakash Raja

Date: 10/27/99 4:24PM

Subject: Revised Demolition Area # 2 Workplan - OE/UXO

Mark and Prahash:

I reviewed the revised Demolition Area #2 workplan that was recieved on 10/21/99 with respect to the

draft document and the OEPA correspondence dated 10/15/99.

All of the revisions made to the draft document are in accordance with what was requested in the

above-referenced OEPA correspondence. However, comment # 12 (dealing with the disposition of

investigation-derived waste) was not addressed in the revised document.

The OEPA requests that an addendum to the revised document regarding the IDW be submitted to the

Agency. The addenda should specifically address the items detailed in comments 12a and 12b in the

10/15/99 correspondence.

If you want to have a conference call to discuss this issue, please feel free to contact me at 330-963-1221

Eileen

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

2110 East Aurora Road

Twinsburg, OH 44087

330-963-1221

330-487-0769 (FAX)

email: Eileen.Mohr@epa.state.oh.us

CC: Bob Princic; Bonnie Buthker; Greg Orr
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From: Eileen Mohr

To: john.p.jent@lrl02.usace.army.mil; Patterson, Mark; Prakash Raja

Date: 11/1/99 12:07PM

Subject: Revised OD Area # 2 Workplan - Appendix F

Mark, Prakash, and John

I reviewed Appendix F regarding Investigation Derived Wastes (IDW) that was submitted to OEPA via

email on 10/27/99. I have the following comments on Appendix F:

1. subsequent to resolving the issues detailed in this email, the OEPA requests that a complete hard copy

of the revised workplan be submitted to the OEPA (i.e., not via email). A formal letter from OEPA DERR

will then be generated indicating that the plan has been revised in accordance with OEPA comments.

2. it was my understanding that environmental sampling in the OE/UXO areas was to occur prior to

OE/UXO removal. The results of the sampling would then be used to determine the disposition of the

IDW. As the plan is currently written, there is the chance that potentially hazardous waste would be stored

on, and covered by visqueen. All hazardous waste must be properly containerized in drums or lined

roll-off boxes, otherwise if sampling later determines the IDW to be hazardous, RCRA closures of the

stockpiled soils may be required.

3. please be advised that during the activities being conducted at OD #2, that there is the strong

possibility that northeast Ohio will be experiencing inclement weather (i.e. freezing temperatures). As

such, liquid IDW and saturated cuttings should be stored in an area where there is heat and appropriate

spill controls in place, otherwise the drums/containers may rupture.

4. provide the source of the clean material that will be utilized to backfill the excavated areas, (page 3)

5. please revise the text on page 4 to read "After characterization of the IDW, the wastes will be disposed

of in accordance with all applicable rules, laws, and regulations, or stored pending final remediation of the

Area of Concern."

6. provide additional details on the compositing techniques to be utilized (if necessary). As written, the

plan makes it sound as though one soil sample will be collected which would represent the Burial #1 site,

the Burial #2 site and the Sand Creek area. One composite sample from each of these areas should be

collected and submitted to the laboratory for analysis, (page 6)

7. composite liquid samples obtained for VOC analyses should not be shaken, stirred, homogenized, etc..

{page 7)

8. the criteria for disposing of the IDW at the point of generation is that the materials are determined by

analytical methods to be uncontaminated. The text on page 7 should clearly indicate this position.

9. the revised appendix F should reference the documents provided to the consultant, especially the

11/03/97 letter from OEPA to IOC regarding the disposition of IDW at RVAAP.

Feel free to give me a call at 330-963-1221 if you have any questions concerning this email.

Eileen

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

2110 East Aurora Road
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Twinsburg, OH 44087

330-963-1221

330-487-0769 (FAX)

email: Eileen.Mohr@epa.state.oh.us

CC: Bob Princic; Bonnie Buthker; Greg Orr
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

October 15. 1999

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

Christopher Jones, Director

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION

PLANT, OH5-020-210-736,

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES,

DRAFT DEMOLITION AREA

# 2 WORKPLANMr. William Ingold

U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command

AMSIO-ACE-D

Procurement Directorate

Rock Island, IL 61299-6000

Dear Mr. Ingold:

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

Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR) and Division of Hazardous Waste Management (DHWM)

have received and reviewed the document entitled, "Draft Workplan, Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant,

Demolition Area # 2." The document was prepared by the contractor for the U.S. Army Industrial

Operations Command (IOC), and was received via email on October 4, 1999, and durina a meeting held

at NEDO on October 6, 1999.

This correspondence represents a compilation of comments from both OEPA, DHWM and DERR:

General Comments:

1. All activities should be done in accordance with the approved closure plan.

2. The Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) should request for an extension of

closure from the Director of Ohio EPA, since the approved closure plan's closure

schedule has not been followed.

3. Please refer to previous OEPA correspondence, dated September 7, 1999, on the

Department of Defense Explosives Safety Board (DDESB) application and the

geophysical survey report for comments that may be applicable to this submission.

Specific Comments:

1. Provide a list of references cited.

2. Section 1.2.2,1 provides historical information regarding the disposal range. Please note,

environmental, as well as ordnance and explosive (OE) and unexploded ordnance

(UXO), contamination may exist at a depth greater than four feet. It is this Agency's

understanding the initial holes created from demolition activities were utilized more than

one time, thus, making it likely environmental and OE/UXO contamination may exist at

a depth greater than four feet.

j. Sections 1.2.2.6 and 1.3: Please provide information (and cite the appropriate

references) in the text of the report as to how the four foot depth of excavation was

determined.

P'ir;ed on fscyded case



Mr. William Ingold

October 15, 1999

Pase 2

4. In sections 2.3 and 3.3.5: Please provide information regarding the accuracy of the
Global Positioning System (GPS) that will be utilized during the execution of the
workplan activities.

5. In sections 2.3.3.1 and 2.3.3.4: Please provide additional specifics on the erosion and

sedimentation controls that will be employed, especially when conducting activities in

the vicinity of Sand Creek. In addition, specifications on the thickness of the plastic

sheeting should be provided, as well as information on whether or not hay bales or other
erosion control devices will be utilized, etc,

6. Sections 2.3.4.2, 2.3.4.4 and 2.3.4.5: Demolition of any OE/UXO must be coordinated

with OEPA, DHWM. RVAAP must have prior approval (i.e., emergency permit) in
order to detonate or burn any OE/UXO. Ohio EPA must agree that Demo Area # 2 is the

most suitable area to perform these activities in. Metallic .scrap should be cleaned, and

the rinseate should be analyzed to determined if it is hazardous (for reactivity). The

scrap should be managed as hazardous until proven otherwise.

7. In section 2.3.3.4: Please refer to comment 4 5 detailed-above. In addition, please

provide the source of the borrow material that will be utilized to backfill the excavated

areas and provide information in the workplan, as to the specifics of the contingencies

that will be employed if groundwater is encountered.

8. Section 2.3.4.4: Please refer to comment # 6 above. In addition: (a) it is highly

recommended that the RVAAP conduct public relations activities prior to the initiation

of any demolition activities; (b) the choice of demolition sites should not be located in

the vicinity of existing monitoring wells (or near where the new background well is to be

installed); and, (c) please provide a discussion in the text as to how the proposed 20

pound Net Explosives Weight (NEW) compares to past demolition activities at this Area
of Concern (AOC).

9. Sections 2.3.4.5 and 2.4.2 indicate that all UXO-related scrap metals will be pressure

washed, to achieve a 3X condition of cleanliness and all equipment used in the proposed

activities will be returned in a "clean" condition. The revised workplan must have a

decontamination plan in piace that specifies how the materials will be deconned, how the

decon fluids will be collected/containerized and tested for disposal. AH generated decon

fluids must be disposed of in accordance with ail State and Federal rules, laws and
regulations.

In addition, this section should contain a description of the wipe tests (discussed during

the October 6, 1999 meeting) that will be utilized to ensure the OE scrap presents no
explosion hazard.

10. Section 2.3.5 indicates that quality control (QC) inspections will be conducted utilizing a

random zigzag pattern that covers approximately 15% of the entire area. Please provide

information in the revised workplan that documents that this is the standard QC

percentage utilized in OE/UXO QC activities.
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11. In section 3.3.5: Please provide additional information regarding malfunctioning

equipment that will be removed from service. Specifically, will back-up

equipment/meters be available on-site? If not will work be stopped until back-up

equipment is received?

12. With respect to section 4.0 (Environmental Protection Plan), the following is noted:

a. The revised workplan should have a detailed section specific to the generation

and disposition of investigation-derived wastes (IDW). This section should be

consistent with the discussions that occurred during the October 6, 1999

meeting; correspondence from OEPA, dated November 3, 1997; a USEPA

memorandum, dated October 14, 1998, dealing with the management of

remediation waste under RCRA; and. Division of Solid and Infectious Waste

(DSIWM) guidance regarding the reconsolidation of solid wastes at closed sites,

dated August 17, 1995. This section would include (but not be limited to)

information such as: the estimated amount of IDW that will be generated;

storage/containerization methods; erosion/sedimentation control measures for

any stockpiled (non-hazardous) IDW; estimated length of temporary storage time

for the contaminated (but non-hazardous) IDW pending final remediation of the

AOC; inspection frequency/monitoring specifics for any berms, dikes and

barriers that are utilized for erosion controls; testing methods for the generated

IDW; disposal method(s); etc.

b. Section 4.1 indicates that;'...operations will be suspended until the full

environmental impact is understood and appropriate safeguards are in place."

Unforseen environmental conditions/issues that arise should be discussed with

and the resolution coordinated with the rest of the environmental team working

attheRVAAP.

Appendix A - Site Specific Health and Safety Plan:

Although OEPA does not have regulatory authority over site-specific health and safety plans (HASPs),

the following comments are offered for consideration:

1. The HASP should contain information regarding the potential chemicals of concern

(PCOCs) that may be encountered at this AOC (i.e., explosives and metals compounds).

The information should include (but not be limited to): the Material Safety Data Sheets

(MSDS) for any materials brought on-site (for example, fuels, etc.); concentrations of

PCOCs previously identified through earlier studies; a discussion of personal protective

equipment (PPE) and determination points on how and when to upgrade, if necessary;

personnel decontamination procedures, etc.

2. Provide information in the text of the HASP as to whether or not back-up

instrumentation will be available on-site in the event that an original piece of equipment

malfunctions.
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4.

5.

Please confirm that police and fire personnel are to be contacted directly by dialina 911.

It was OEPA's understanding that all such calls were to be directed through the RVAAP
security.

Include a map in the HASP that details the directions to the local hospital. This map
should also be posted in appropriate/conspicuous places at the worksite.

Unless there is immediate danger, it is recommended that the severity of illness/injury be
assessed prior to transporting the victim.

If you have any questions concerning this correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact either Eileen
Mohr at 330-963-1221 or Greg Orr at 330-963-1189.

Sincerely,

Greg Orr
Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

EM/kss

Eileen Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

cc: Bob Princic, DERR, NEDO

Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

EdLim, DHWM, CO

Alan Harness, DHWM, CO

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO, SWDO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Irwin Dreyfus, IOC

Bob Whelove, IOC

John Jent, USACE Louisvilie

Ernie Neal, VISTA

David, Seyfarth, VISTA



CfrmEPA
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

October 20, 1999

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

Christopher Jones, Director

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

OH5-210-020-736

DEMO AREA-2

GW SAMPLING AT ODA

John Cicero. Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297

Dear Mr. Cicero;

On September 23, 1999, Rich Kurlich, representing the Division of Drinking and Ground Waters

(DDAGW), and myself representing the Division of Hazardous Waste Management, observed the

ground water sampling activities at the Open Detonation Area (ODA). The ODA is located within the

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

sampling event was part of RVAAP's regularly scheduled quarterly ground water monitoring activities

required by OAC rule 3745-54-90 through 99. The following comments pertain to observations made

during the sampling event.

COMMENTS:

1. The sampling of MW-I was observed. A readily visible identification number was not observed

on the well. RVAAP should ensure that each well has a readily visible identification number.

Written documentation of such should be submitted to the Ohio EPA's Northeast District Office

(NEDO).

2. It appears that the sample container requirements of the laboratory have changed. For example, a

separate container for mercury is no longer required. In addition, 1-liter amber bottles are now

required for the explosive compounds rather than a 40 ml VOA vial. Table E-4-6 on page 4 of

the approved sampling and analysis plan (SAP) dated October 1997 should be modified to

accurately document current ground water sample collection container requirements. A

replacement page with the corrected table should be submitted for insertion into the SAP.

Should you 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:ddb

cc: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DGWr, NEDO

Mark Navarre, Legal, CO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

Stan Levenger, R&R International

= r.rneG on recycles paper



OhfeEFft
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 BobTaft, Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

December 1, 1999 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION

PLANT, PORTAGE/TRUMBULL

COUNTIES, DEMOLITION AREA

# 2 WORKPLAN

Mr. William Ingold

U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command

AMSIO-ACE-D

Procurement Directorate

Rock Island, IL 61299-6000

Dear Mr. Ingold:

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

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

"Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio, Demolition Area# 2, OH5-020-210-736." This

document was prepared by the contractor for the U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command (IOC), and

was received at NEDO on November 4, 1999.

The revised document was reviewed with respect to the draft document (dated October 1999) and

subsequent telephone conversations and a comment resolution meeting was held on November 2, 1999.

The above-referenced document has been revised in accordance with previous OEPA comments.

However, please provide two copies of pages A-l and A-2, which were inadvertently omitted from the

final workplan. These pages will be inserted into the document and the workplan will be considered

final.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding 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: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Greg Orr, NEDO, DHWM

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO, SWDO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Irwin Dreyfus, IOC

Bob Whelove, IOC

John Jent, USACE Louisville

Ernie Neal, VISTA

David Seyfarth, VISTA

Prakash Raja, VISTA

Printed on recycled paper



OtoEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

December 27. 1999

John Cicero. Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna. OH 44266-9297

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

Christopher Jones, Director

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

OH5-210-020-736

DEMO AREA-2

WELL ABANDONMENT/SURVEY

Dear Mr. Cicero:

On December 3. 1999 the Ohio EPA received your document dated November 28. 1999, regarding the workplan

for the monitoring well installation, well abandonment, and well survey for Demo Area-2 at the Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) installation, at 8451 State Route 5. Ravenna, Ohio. The workplan was submitted in

response to Ohio EPA's comments, dated October 12, 1999. concerning the second draft of the document. The

Ohio EPA has the following comments regarding this submittal:

COMMENTS:

1. All IDW must be disposed of in accordance with all applicable state and federal rules, laws and regulations.

2. The text makes it sound as if the liquid samples for VOC analysis will be homogenized. This is not

acceptable, and the text should be modified.

3. If the Ohio EPA's Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR) is to review the IDW report.

the report should follow the guidelines specified by DERR with respect to IDW that can be found in the

correspondence to RVAAP dated November 1997.

4. RVAAP is in compliance with Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) rule 3745-9-10 for the abandonment of

test holes and wells.

These comments should be addressed in the final plan submittal. Should you have any questions regarding this

matter, please feel free to contact me at (330) 963-1189.

Sincerely,

A

'GregoryOrr

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

GO:ddb

cc: Natalie Oryshkewych. DHWM, NEDO

Eiieen Mohr, DERR. NEDO

Rich Kurlich. DGW. NEDO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

David Seyfarth, Vista Technologies
Printed on recycled paper



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road TELE (330) 425.9171 fax (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft, Governor
Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969 Christopher Jones. Director

April 19, 1999 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

DRAFT, WBG PHASE II REPORT

Mr. John Jent

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

600 Martin Luther King Jr. Place

P.O. Box 59

ATTN: CEORL-ED-GS

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) has received and reviewed the document

entitled: "Draft, Phase II Remedial Investigation Report for the Winklepeck Burning Grounds at

the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio." This document, dated February 1999

and consisting of three volumes, was prepared by the contractor for the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers (USACE), Louisville District, under contract number DACA-62-94-D-0029, Delivery

Order No. 0060.

The document was reviewed by OEPA personnel from the following divisions: Northeast

District Office (NEDO) Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERRJ; NEDO

Division of Drinking and Ground Waters (DDAGW); and, Central Office (CO) DERR

Environmental Assessment Unit (EAU). This comment letter, which will follow the same

general format as the document itself, represents a compilation of comments from the OEPA.

The Agency has the following comments on the three-volume document:

VOLUME 1 - MAIN TEXT

1. Any requested changes made to the text of the report should also be made to the

executive summary (ES).

2. In the section, "Nature and Extent of Contamination" on page ES-6, the first bullet under

the groundwater subsection states that WBGmw-009 is the furthest upgradient well in the

Winklepeck Burning Grounds (WBG). It is incorrect to refer to this well as an upgradient

well. The location of the well was chosen as a downgradient location to monitor the

southwestern portion of the Area of Concern (AOC). It is located immediately

downgradient of Pad 7, and is also downgradient of other pads at the AOC including Pad

19 (undergoing closure under RCRA as Building 1601) and Pad 45 (undergoing closure

under RCRA as the Deactivation Furnace). The explosive compound RDX was detected

in the groundwater sample obtained from WBGmw-009 at a concentration of 1.1 ug/1.

Nitrobenzene was detected in this sample at a concentration of 0.059 ug/1. Zinc was also

'inied on recycled ca^er
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detected in this sample at a concentration that exceeded background concentrations.

These results indicate that the quality of groundwater in the vicinity of this monitoring

well has been impacted by activities at the AOC. Thus, not only is this well not located

in an upgradient position, but results of the chemical analysis of a sample obtained from

this well indicates that the water quality in the vicinity of the well has been impacted by

activities at the AOC. References to WBGmw-009 as being an upgradient well should be

removed from this section as well as from other sections of the document (for example -

not all inclusive - pg. 4-85; and, pg, 8-2).

3. The "Nature and Extent of Contamination" section (pg. ES-6), also indicates that the only

occurrences of explosives in groundwater > 1 ppm occurred in WBGmw-006 and

WBGmw-009. Elsewhere in the document and in the summary tables for groundwater

data, the concentrations of explosives are in ug/1 (ppb) rather than mg/1 (ppm). Therefore,

it appears that the 1 ppm referenced in this bullet should be 1 ppb. Please verify which is

correct, and adjust the text accordingly.

4. On page ES-6, the Voluntary Action Program (VAP) standards are referenced. Please

provide an explanation for the inclusion of the VAP standards. As the AOC is not being

remediated under the VAP, these standards should not be referenced. Please remove the

VAP references from this bullet and other sections of the document (for example - not all

inclusive - pg. ES-11; pg. 4-84; pg. 4-87; pg. 8-2; and, pg. 8-9).

5. In the groundwater subsection of the "Fate and Transport Analysis" section, on pg. ES-6,

it is indicated that the "off-site migration of these constituents via the groundwater

pathway is expected to be limited due to natural attenuation processes in groundwater."

This is also indicated in other sections of the document (for example, pg. ES-11; pg. 5-

25; pg. 8-2; and pg. 8-9). The installation should define what is meant by "off-site

migration." Does this mean off of the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP)

property, or off of the WBG AOC? In addition, although natural attenuation processes

are mentioned in several sections of this document as a means of limiting the migration of

contaminants, supporting documentation that natural attenuation is at work at the site has

not been included. If natural attenuation is being cited as a migration limiting factor for

groundwater, the installation should document the specific and detailed technical protocol

used to demonstrate the natural attenuation of explosives and organic compounds, and

should document specific information about the AOC that supports the hypothesis that

natural attenuation is occurring.

6. Provide additional documentation to support the decision that was made to not conduct

groundwater fate and transport modeling. Although the surface water mechanism is

likely to be the primary medium for off-site contaminant migration, it has not been

clearly demonstrated that the groundwater medium should be eliminated as a viable

transport medium, (pg. ES-6)
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7. In the surface water transport modeling section, provide an explanation as to how the

constituents that were modeled (6 metals, 5 explosives and 3 polynuclear aromatic

hydrocarbons - PAHs) were selected. In addition, how will the effects of sediment

transport be included in this modeling? Lastly, please provide further information

regarding the following statement: "All predicted concentrations of contaminants in the

surface water system comprising overland flow from drainage areas to the drainage

ditches and tributaries were substantially below the Ohio statewide water quality criteria

for the protection ofhuman health... i.e., what about potential effects on the aquatic

system? (ES-7)

8. In the groundwater subsection, on pg. ES-11, the statement is made that, "Manganese,

detected in one well at a concentration approximately three times greater than

background, had a low risk (HQ of 1 to 2) for the residential risk scenario. However, the

background value for this element was more than six times greater than the human health

risk-based criterion." This statement should be modified to better explain how a

manganese concentration 18 times the human health risk-based criterion could have a low-

risk for the residential risk scenario. Pg. 8-9 should also be modified accordingly.

9. Based upon the text on pg. 1-5, that describes the history of operations at WBG, and from

visual observation (i.e., during the removal of the burn trays), the presence of unexploded

ordnance (UXO) must be considered in future phases of work, especially when

considering remediation options.

10. Figure 1.3, located on pg. 1-6, has a road labeled as "Lane E." In all of the text of the

report, reference is made to "Road E." Please check all other figures for this discrepancy,

and modify the text and figures accordingly. In addition, the spelling of Mac's Pond

should be checked and corrected on all site maps.

11. The text in section 2.2, discusses previous contaminant source investigations. Please

insert into the text additional information regarding the metals analyses for groundwater,

i.e., do they represent filtered or unfiltered analyses, what were the corresponding

turbidities from the samples, etc. (pg. 2-3)

12. Revise the second bullet on pg. 2-7 to read: "// is unlikely that explosives are present in

the sub-surface given the surficial nature ofthe releases (unless the soil has been re

worked), and, as such, no subsurface sampling is proposed to define the vertical extent of

contamination. "

13. Composite sampling will solely be utilized for explosives analyses in all future

investigative activities conducted at the RVAAP. All other analyses will be from discrete

samples. Please refer to previous OEPA correspondence that discusses this issue in

further detail, (pg. 2-7 and throughout the text)
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14. On pg. 2-9, please revise the text to read: "....were sampled using the bucket hand auger

and submitted for colorimetric field screening for TNT and RDX."

15. On pg. 2-13, the text indicates in the first paragraph that the background surface water

samples were not filtered, but that the surface water sample from Mac's Pond was

filtered. Please provide an explanation for the different surface water sampling protocols.

It is also requested that an explanation be provided as to how the difference in collection

procedures may affect the validity of any comparisons to background concentrations that

may be performed.

16. Please revise the text of the report to read: "The drainage ditch samples were also

analyzed for explosives, TAL metals and cyanide, while the samples from Mac's Pond

additionally received analyses for VOCs and SVOCs."

17. On pg. 2-15, the text indicates that BKGmw-019 and BKGmw-017 are in the Lavery Till.

In comparing the location of BKGmw-019 to the mapped extent of the Hiram Till on

Figure 3.1, it appears that this well is actually located in the area covered by the Hiram

Till and/or buried valley deposits. Well BKGmw-0017 is also located in the area mapped

as the Hiram Till. This section, or the map, should be modified such that the map and

text are in agreement.

18. It would be helpful if a table was added to this document to summarize all of the wells

installed during this investigation. This table should include the total depth, the screened

interval, the geologic materials within the screened interval, the top of casing elevation,

the ground surface elevation, the screened interval (depth below ground surface), the

depth to bedrock, and the calculated hydraulic conductivity (K) value. Although this

information can be determined from the numerous tables, well boring logs, and well

installation logs already included in the document, having all of the well data summarized

on one table would be helpful in keeping track of this pertinent information. Such tables

should be included in each report of investigations in which monitoring wells are

installed. As more sites are investigated and more monitoring wells are installed, it will

become increasingly important to have summary tables of pertinent well information to

reference.

19. On pg. 2-15, please document the reason that 20 foot well screens were utilized in

BKGmw-012and-015.

20. On pg. 2-17, please revise the third bullet to read: "If RDX was present at a concentration

of >/= 1 ppm, the sample was sent to the off-site laboratory for analysis of explosives and

propellents."
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21. Please provide further discussion and documentation regarding the use of a cut-off of two

times the Method Detection Limit (MDL), to determine whether or not the screening

results are comparable, (pgs. 2-17 and 2-18)

22. On pg. 3-5, the text indicates that the K values for several of the wells could not be

calculated due to "poor well response." Additional documentation as to what is meant by

"poor well response" should be added to this section.

23. The following comments are noted on Table 3-1, which is located on pg. 3-5:

a. The table indicates that BKGmw-013 has a total depth of 70 feet and that the

screened interval is at 15.7 to 25.7 feet below ground surface (BGS). It is unclear

how the screened interval of this well is at 15.7 to 25.7 feet in a borehole that is

70 feet deep. This issue should be clarified (i.e., is this the well that was

backfilled/collapsed up to a shallower depth?). Modify the table if necessary.

b. The table indicates that the geologic material adjacent to the screen of WBGmw-

009 is unknown. The reason that this is unknown should be documented in the

text. Not knowing what the geologic materials are within the screened interval

reduces the value of this sampling point,

c. For several of the wells on this table (and also for several wells on Table 3-2), it

appears that the bottom of the screened interval is two to five feet above the

bottom of the borehole. This should be explained in the text, or in footnotes to the

tables. For example, if the boreholes were backfilled and/or collapsed, this should

be noted.

24. Please reference the previously released Ohio National Guard (ONG) report that indicates

additional potential uses for the transferred RVAAP land, other than those detailed in the

text of this document, (pg. 3-7)

25. A table summarizing the analytical methods used for each constituent and medium should

be added to Section 4.1. Although this information is included in the Facility-Wide

Sampling and Analysis Plan (FSAP), it should also be included here to assist in the

interpretation of the data and to make this more of a stand-alone document.

26. On pg. 4-1, please provide documentation regarding how it was determined that "Non-

detects with elevated detection limits (more than 5x the contract-required detection limit)

were excluded from the summary statistics." In addition, please provide information on

how it was determined which sample of a duplicate was utilized, and whether or not a re-

analysis or dilution would be utilized in the place of an originally reported result in the

summary statistics.
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27. With respect to the text on pg. 4-2 that discusses the aluminum data set:

a. Please provide an explanation for the rejection of all data from the filtered

groundwater samples and the statement that this does not affect background

calculation and estimating AOC concentrations.

b. Please provide the source for the referenced 3650 ug/1 risk-based criteria for tap

water.

c. Please note that aluminum has a secondary maximum contaminant level (SMCL)

of0.05-0.2mg/l.

28. On pg. 4-2, the text indicates that the quantitation limits were not met for

hexachlorobenzene, pentachlorophenol, benzo(a)pyrene, and vinyl chloride in water

samples because the limits were based on Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), and

standard SW-846 methods cannot meet these goals. It should be specified as to whether

the samples were groundwater or surface water samples. As previously noted in OEPA

correspondence, if the samples were groundwater, an analytical method should be utilized

that is capable of achieving detection limits at or below the applicable MCL for each

constituent.

29. Please remove the statement from the text on pg. 4-2 that indicates that: "Considering

that these compounds could have been detected close to the quantitation limit goals and

that these compounds were not expected in the groundwater given the activities at the

site, the additional expense of special analytical procedures to obtain the quantitation

limit goals was not justified."

30. On Table 4-1 (pg. 4-4), an explanation should be provided as to why various depth

intervals were not sampled at several background sampling locations.

31. On Table 4-3 (pg. 4-6), provide an explanation for the "unknown" lithologic class.

32. Table 4-5 (Surface Soil Background Criteria), located on pgs. 4-10 and 4-11, was cross-

referenced with a fax dated 11/23/98, which contained the designated background

concentrations. Please explain the discrepancy for the selenium background (i.e., 0.69

mg/kg in the fax and 1.40 mg/kg in this document).

33. Table 4-6 (Sub-surface Soil Background Criteria), located on pg. 4-12, was cross-

referenced with a fax, dated 11/23/98, which contained the designated background

concentrations. Please explain the discrepancies for the following elements:

a. Antimony: 0.59 mg/kg (11/23/98) vs. 0.96 mg/kg (this document)

b. Barium: 96.20 mg/kg (11/23/98) vs. 124.00 mg/kg (this document)
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c. Copper: 24.90 mg/kg (11/23/98) vs. 32.30 mg/kg (this document)

d. Iron: 33,000 mg/kg (11/23/98) vs. 35,200 mg/kg (this document)

e. Lead: 14.60 mg/kg (11/23/98) vs. 19.10 mg/kg (this document)

f. Manganese: 780.00 mg/kg (11/23/98) vs. 3030.00 mg/kg (this document)

g. Nickel: 44.70 mg/kg (11/23/98) vs. 60.70 (this document)

g. Potassium: 990.00 mg/kg (11/23/98) vs. 3350.00 mg/kg (this document)

h. Zinc: 109.00 mg/kg (11/23/98) vs. 93.30 (this document)

Remove from the table the indication that toluene can be considered as a background

constituent.

34. Please provide an explanation in the text of the document as to how the determined

sediment background criteria inter-relates with the Ontario Sediment Criteria, (pg. 4-13)

35. Remove from Table 4-7 (pg. 4-14), the indication that toluene, acetone and

chloromethane can be considered as background constituents.

36. On Table 4-8 (Surface Water Background Criteria), please provide an explanation as to

the difference between the determined background for potassium and zinc of 1880.00 ug/1

and 18.80 ug/1 (11/23/98), respectively, and the 3170.00 ug/1 and 42.00 ug/1 referenced in

this report. In addition, in the corresponding text, please provide a discussion as to how

the determined background inter-relates with the Ohio Water Quality Standards.

37. Remove from Table 4-11 (pg. 4-18), the indication that chloroform can be considered as a
background constituent.

38. The text on pg. 4-19, indicates that the bedrock groundwater sample was contaminated

with cyanide during the filtration process. Please provide additional justification for this

determination in the revised text of the report.

39. On Table 4-13 (Summary Statistics for Bedrock Zone Filtered Groundwater in

Background Wells), please provide an explanation for the difference in determined

background for iron (152 ug/1), manganese (476 ug/1), and sodium (18,200 ug/1) in the

11/23/98 report vs. the concentrations detailed in this document (1430.00 ug/1, 1340.00

ug/1, and 51,400 ug/1 respectively).

40. Please provide additional justification for the determination that a metal was determined

to be a site-related chemical (SRC), if it was detected above the background criterion in

more than 5% of the samples. This has a huge impact on the compounds that were

determined to be SRCs. (pgs. 4-20, 4-21, 4-24, Tables 4-14 through 4-18, Section 5.2.4)

41. Please provide an explanation for the lack of site background criteria for certain

constituents in Tables 4-14 through 4-18. Specifically: Table 4-14 (cadmium, cyanide,
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silver, and thallium); Table 4-15 (cadmium and silver); Table 4-16 (antimony, cadmium,

and cyanide); and, Table 4-18 (copper, cyanide, lead, and mercury).

42. On Table 4-18, it is unclear as to how the average can be larger than the maximum

concentration. Please provide further clarification.

43. Further discussion is requested concerning the determination that a "..metal is considered

a SRC if it was detected above the background criterion in more than 5 % of the

samples." On what basis was the 5 % selected? The OEPA does not concur with this

assessment.

44. In Section 4.3, the extent of contamination at selected pads is discussed. Many times the

discussion of the extent of metals contamination includes a statement that because the

concentration of metals in soils decreases with depth, that vertical migration of metals is

not occurring. The OEPA does not concur with this assessment and requests additional

clarification of this issue. If the metals concentrations at depth are at or below

background values, this should be documented. If the concentration of metals at depth

are above the determined background, their occurrence at depth should be explained.

(This comment is applicable to the discussion of a number of pads described in this

section.)

45. In Section 4.3, if explosive compounds are detected at concentrations below a 1.0 mg/kg

concentration in a sub-surface soil sample, the Agency does not concur that the extent of

vertical contamination has been determined, as there is still documented contamination in

the sample. In addition, many times the discussion of the extent of explosives

contamination includes a statement that because the concentration of explosives in soils

decreases with depth, that vertical migration of explosives is not occurring. The OEPA

does not concur with this assessment and requests additional clarification of this issue.

Further discussion of this issue is warranted. (This comment is applicable to a number of

pads described in this section).

46. In Section 4.3, several of the specific pad discussions indicate that the horizontal and/or

vertical extent of explosives and/or metals contamination has not been determined. It is

unclear as to whether the installation plans to complete additional work at these pads in

order to determine the full extent of the contamination. It is the position of the Agency

that additional investigation in these areas is warranted.

47. In Section 4.3, based upon the data and the discussion provided in the text of the report,

additional monitoring wells may be warranted at Pads 59, 62, and 66. In addition, the

extent of explosives contamination has not been determined in the vicinity of WBGmw-

006, and, as such, an additional well, located in a downgradient direction, may be

warranted.
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48. In Section 4.3, on several of the figures:

a. Please provide, in the corresponding text, an explanation for the selection basis for
the metals constituents that were plotted.

b. In the legend, please provide the units for the explosives compounds that are
plotted.

49. In Section 4.3, please clarify that the triple-based propellents (nitroglycerine,

nitroguanidine and nitrocellulose) were the propellents that were analyzed. In some

sections of the text, it tends to indicate that only one propellent was analyzed.

50. In several portions of the text, in Section 4.3, there are statements that various volatile

organic compounds (VOCs) and semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) found in

various analytical samples, are not site-related based upon knowledge of waste disposal

practices at this AOC. Previous reports have documented the use of various fuels to

initiate the destruction of the various explosives/wastes disposed of at this AOC, as well

as the disposal of various minor amounts of laboratory chemicals. Please provide further

documentation of this issue, i.e., how can it be determined that some of the VOC/SVOC

compounds documented at this AOC are not the result of waste disposal practices?

51. At a few pads discussed in Section 4.3, there are statements made that indicate the

following (this language is taken from the Pad # 58 discussion): "No explosives were

detected above 1 mg/kg in either the surface or sub-surface soils. Low concentrations of

explosives in the 2 to 4 foot interval suggests a near-surface occurrence. However, no

vertical migration of explosives contamination is indicated." Please provide clarification

as to how this statement can be made, given that explosives were determined in a sub
surface sample, (pg. 4-50)

52. The text on pg. 4-61, indicates that at Pad # 61, in a sub-surface sample, thallium was

detected at a concentration of 1.1 mg/kg, but that no background concentration for this

constituent has been determined. Please reference Table 4.6 on pg. 4-12, that indicates

the background for thallium has been determined to be 0.96 mg/kg, and adjust the text
accordingly.

53. Please clarify a portion of the text on pg. 4-64, as to whether sample WBGss-069 that the

laboratory analysis indicated contained a concentration of 3800 mg/kg of TNT and 76

mg/kg of TNB, is the same sample that was determined to be non-detect in the field

screening technique. If this is the case, please provide an explanation for the extreme

discrepancy. (Although this is the largest discrepancy between the field screening and

laboratory techniques, it is not the only one found in the text.) Further discussion

regarding the rate/degree of false negatives obtained with the field screening technique is
warranted.
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54. In the "Summary of Soil Results" (pg. 4-79), the text indicates that the objective of

determining the nature and extent of explosives, propellants, and site-related metals

contamination has been achieved. The OEPA does not concur with this assessment, and

as such, requests further discussion on this issue, and/or the removal of this statement

from the text.

55. The statement in the text on pg. 4-80, indicates that: "The sampling efforts have been

inconclusive at Pads # 37, 38, 58, 61, and 70, because there is no information on the 1.2

to 1.9-m (4- to 6-ft) interval." This statement supports previous OEPA comments that

the vertical and horizontal extent of contamination has not been determined at several of

the pads.

56. The legend for Figure 4.34, indicates that the value on the bar is in mg/kg. It appears that

this should actually be ug/1. In addition, it is unclear why these compounds were chosen

for representation on this figure. Neither TNT nor TNB were detected in any of the

monitoring wells. However, DNB and 3-nitrotoluene were detected in wells at this site.

Thus, to convey the most pertinent information on this figure concerning the detection of

explosives compounds in groundwater at the AOC, TNT and TNB should be removed

and DNB and 3-nitrotoluene should be added. It is also unclear why Figure 4.34 and

Table 4-22b do not include any data for WBGmw-006 for TNB, DNB, TNT, DNT, 2-

nitrotoluene, 3-nitrotoluene, 4-nitrotoluene, nitrobenzene, and tetryl. This should be

clarified. If data for these constituents are not available for this well, it should be re-

sampled for all of the explosive parameters. This is particularly important because this

well has the highest concentration of explosive compounds detected.

57. On pg. 4-87, the text indicates that bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate was detected at

concentration of 4.5 ug/1 in WBGmw-006. The installation has attributed this detection

to a laboratory artifact because this is not a compound known to be related to site-related

activities (refer to previous comments - specifically # 50). In addition, although 4.5 ug/1

may appear to be a relatively low concentration, it is close to the MCL of this constituent

(6 ug/1). To support the hypothesis that the detection of this contaminant is a laboratory

artifact, the installation should determine whether this constituent was detected in the

laboratory blank. If the contaminant was not detected in the blank, it is difficult to accept

that it is a laboratory artifact and this section may need to be modified accordingly.

58. On pg. 4-87, the text states that there were no exceedences of federal or state drinking

water standards for metals. However, the manganese concentrations in all of the wells

except OBG-1 are above the SMCL of 50 ug/1 for Ohio public water supplies. Although

these are not health-based standards, they are a State drinking water standard. Please

modify this section accordingly.

59. In the tables (Section 4-19) summarizing the soil sample results, please provide additional

information on the following issues:
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a. The reason for the lack of propellent data (and detection limits) for several of the

soil samples. It is recognized that not all samples were analyzed for propellants,

however, even those that were analyzed for these constituents are missing data.

b. In the SVOC table, please provide an explanation for the lack of data for several

compounds including: 2,4-dinitrotoluene; 2,6-dinitrotoluene; nitrobenzene; and,

pyrene.

c. In the VOC table, please provide an explanation for the lack of data for the

following constituents: 1,2-dichloroethene; 1,2-cis-dichloroethene; 1,2-trans-
dichloroethene; and o-xylene

d. The reason for any rejected data.

60. In the tables (Section 4-20) summarizing the sediment sampling results, please provide an

explanation for the following issues:

a. The reason for the lack of propellent data (and detection limits) for any of the

sediment samples.

b. The reason for any rejected data.

c. In the organics table, please provide an explanation for the lack of data for the

following constituents: 2,4-dinitrotoluene; 2,6-dinitrotoluene; nitrobenzene; 1,2-

dichloroethene; 1,2-cis-dichloroethene; 1,2-trans-dichloroethene; and, o-xylene.

61. In Table 4-22:

a. The meaning of the "*" should be defined in a footnote.

b. Please provide an explanation for any rejected data. -

c. The monitoring well identifications should be added to Tables 4-22b and 4-22c

for ease of interpretation.

d. Provide a table with the results of the background monitoring well analyses in
Table 4-22.

62. On pg. 5-5, please provide an additional bullet in Section 5.2.6 that clearly indicates that
sediments are also a contaminant transport mechanism.
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63. Please modify the text on pg. 5-5 to read: "Paniculate matter from contaminated surface

soil can become airborne as a result of wind erosion. At WBG, this process is moderated

by the presence of vegetative cover throughout a large portion of the AOC."

64. On pg. 5-5, the text indicates that contaminants with long half-lives have a greater

potential for contaminating groundwater than those with shorter half-lives.

Documentation should be provided in this section as to how this may affect the

contamination of groundwater at WBG.

65. Section 5.3 gives a general overview of the physical and chemical principles involved in

determining the fate and transport potential of chemical constituents. However, it does

not connect these principles with concrete examples using site-specific data of what may

be occurring at WBG. Considering that this document will be referenced by the general

public with varying degrees of knowledge concerning the information presented here, this

section should be modified to include concise documentation of how these principles may

affect the fate and transport of contaminants at WBG. For example, on pg. 5-10 and 5-

11, the retardation factor is discussed and an equation for calculating it is presented. The

reader is then referenced to Table 5-1 that provides a range of Kd values. In order to

better communicate the degree of retardation expected at WBG, the installation should

calculate a range of retardation factors for the site specific chemicals and conditions. Site

specific examples of other chemical and physical principles should also be presented in

the document.

66. On Table 5-3 (Physical and Chemical Properties of Explosive-Related Compounds at

WBG), located on pg. 5-8, please provide in the footnotes a notation as to what is meant

by the "NF" designation.

67. Please correct the first sentence of the second paragraph beginning on pg. 5-9. Koc is the

water/organic carbon partition coefficient, not the soil adsorption coefficient as implied in

the text. Also, it would be more accurate to use the term absorption for partitioning in

events that were driven by the solubility of compounds. Absorption is the term used to

describe partitioning of one chemical (usually organic) into another substance (usually

organic), by means of the chemical being soluble in the substance. An example is an

organic compound being absorbed by soil organic carbon.

Adsorption is used to describe surface interactions such as attraction, immobilization, and

release of generally charged molecules, such as metal ions. An example of that

mechanism is that of metal ions being adsorbed onto clay particles in soil. The term

sorption is used to describe a general process whose specific mechanism is not known or

not important to the point being made. Please correct the text as necessary.

68. It is not clear why biodegradation rates were included in Section 5.3. Were the rates used

in a leaching to groundwater model, as can be inferred by the text? The EPA Surface
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Water Management Model (SWMM) lacks the ability to adequately predict chemical

migration to groundwater. If such modeling is desired, please contact OEPA for

suggested models and input parameters.

Biodegradation rates are only to be used if biodegradation can be demonstrated at the site.

Many of the T1/2 rates given in the Handbook of Environmental Degradation Rates

(Howard et. Al., 1991) are not referenced to the original publications and cannot be

validated. In addition, biodegradation rates were generally derived from experiments that

optimized conditions for biodegradation. Therefore, the listed degradation rates may

greatly overestimate the effects of biodegradation and should be reviewed by OEPA,

prior to use in an accepted model.

Based upon the limited sampling data, it appears that organic contaminants may not have

impacted the groundwater to any great extent. Modeling may be required (if feasible), to

demonstrate whether or not there is a concern for future groundwater contamination from

compounds detected in surface and subsurface soils. In addition, further additional

sampling will be required. Please include additional text on the models used to estimate

future contaminant transport to groundwater, or contact OEPA for information regarding

appropriate leaching to groundwater models.

69. The text on pgs. 5-13 and 5-24, indicates that groundwater was not considered an

important pathway for contaminant transport from WBG. The installation should

document the reasons for eliminating the groundwater pathway. In addition, it seems

premature to eliminate the groundwater pathway based upon: one sampling event for

nine wells covering an area of approximately 200 acres; the fact that only one well is

placed in the vicinity of high soils contamination; and, the fact that the effects of

seasonality on the groundwater have not been evaluated. Further discussion of this issue

is warranted.

70. The text on pg. 5-13, also indicates that the air pathway is not considered an important

pathway for contaminant transport from WBG. Given the knowledge that the ONG

would eventually like to utilize this AOC for training activities, and that these activities

would more than likely involve heavy equipment, it seems likely that air modeling would

be warranted.

71. Figure 5.4 (located on pg. 5-15), delineates the model domain for the flow and transport

modeling of WBG. It is noted that the designated domain does not include the entire

WBG, nor all of the obtained surface water/sediment sampling locations. Please adjust

the figure as necessary. If the domain as depicted is correct, please provide a discussion

as to whether or not the chosen domain has any impact upon the results of the modeling

effort.
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72. The use of U.S. EPA's Storm Water Management Model (SWMM) is acceptable for use

in the risk assessment for estimating overland flow of site-related contaminants.

However, as with all models used in risk assessment, OEPA requests that a copy of the

inputs and outputs from the models be included in the risk assessment, so, if needed, the

results can be duplicated. Please include the appropriate information in the risk

assessment. (Section 5.4.3, pg. 5-17)

73. In Section 5.4.5, on pg. 5-19, the text indicates that the utilized model assumed that the

shallow aquifer and the unsaturated zone above it have no affect on the infiltration and

run-off processes. Please provide the documentation on which this assumption is based.

74. Please provide an explanation in the text as to how the various metals, explosives, and

organic compounds were selected for modeling and presentation on Figures 5-8, 5-9, and

5-10 (pgs. 5-21, 5-22, and 5-23).

75. The last sentence in the first bullet, under the "Fate and Transport Summary" on pg. 5-24,

needs to be completed.

76. In Section 5.5.2 (pg. 5-25) and 8.1.2, the text indicates that heavy metals detected in the

sub-surface soils are not expected to significantly leach to the groundwater, due to their

high adsorption coefficients. As per previous comments, the installation needs to expand

its explanation of the adsorption coefficients as it relates to site-specific data, to better

convey how it affects the site-specific contaminants under the site-specific conditions

present at the WBG. It is also unclear whether this assumption is valid if the Eh and pH

change. This should be clarified, and if possible, the Eh and pH conditions under which

the assumption is valid should be specified.

77. It is stated in Section 6.2.1.1 (pg. 6-2), that "(A) metal is considered to be site-related if it

is detected above the background criteria in more than 5 percent of the samples

analyzed." Please clarify this statement. It was understood that the background screening

methodology consisted of comparing site concentrations to background levels, and if any

of the on-site concentrations exceeded the background reference values, then they were to

be included as Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) if the compounds could not be

eliminated by other screening methods. OEPA accepts the 5% screening methodology

for a frequency of detection screen, however, it has not been used in conjunction with a

site-related background screen. Please confirm that any detected chemicals eliminated

from the risk assessment because the on-site chemical concentrations exceeded

background concentrations, but only exceed them at a frequency of 5% or less, are

included as COPCs.

In addition, chemicals should not be eliminated by use of the frequency of detection

screen, if chemical concentrations are definitely site-related (i.e., explosives), indicative
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of a hot spot or if the detections indicate sufficient sampling in one or more media or

locations. A chemical should also be retained if it is exceptionally toxic to ecological or

human receptors.

78. On pg. 6-6, what are the "technical action levels" referenced in the document?

79. On pg. 6-7, please provide the correct spelling of TrumbuU County (two places in Section

6.3.1).

80. Please revise the first paragraph in Section 6.3.1.1, to indicate that many of the residential

wells in the vicinity of the RVAAP are completed in the unconsolidated units, (pg. 6-8)

81. The following comments refer to Table 6.2 (Parameters Used to Quantify Exposures for

Each Medium and Receptor), located on pgs. 6-13 through 6-20:

a. Incidental soil ingestion for the open industrial worker pathway, which is

analogous to the construction/utility worker scenario, is listed as 50 mg/day. Soil

ingestion values ranging from 50 mg/day to 480 mg/day have been used in risk

assessments for a variety of receptors. Activities that expose receptors to large

amounts of soil, such as construction and ground moving/working, intuitively

would result in receptors having greater incidental soil ingestion rates. 100

mg/day is considered a central tendency value for such high soil exposures

activities. 480 mg/day or greater may and should be used, if receptors are

continuously being exposed to large amounts of soil.

If a receptor in an industrial setting has minimal exposure to soil, then it is more

appropriate to use the lesser values of 100 or 50 mg/day as the scenarios and

exposure activities suggest. The description of the open industrial worker given

on pg. 6-24, described possible "excavation, fill, and construction activities" that

warrant the 100 mg/day as a central tendency incidental soil ingestion rate. Please

re-evaluate the open industrial receptor using the more appropriate incidental soil

ingestion rate of 100 mg/day.

b. Please incorporate the following exposure parameters for the child trespasser

scenario:

Exposure Duration - 10 years (ages 8-18 assumed to be the most highly

exposed population)

Exposure Frequency - 50 days per year

Exposure Time - 2 hours per day

Soil-to-skin adherence factor of a minimum of 0.2 mg/cm2 derived from

the Farmer data (Kissel, 1996). The listed soil-to-skin adherence

factor of 1 is also acceptable.
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The parameters listed above have been used in risk assessments for sites where

trespassing has been known to occur. If site-specific data exists that can more

precisely define the trespasser scenario, then the parameters may be adjusted

accordingly with a description in the risk assessment.

c. Please provide all relevant references or justifications for the exposure parameters

used in the risk assessment. Information should be included on the exposure time

for the Hunter/Trapper scenario and others that are not detailed in the text. Also,

please include references and parameters used in all models that were used to

calculate secondary pathway concentrations. Specifically, information should be

given on the source and inputs/outputs of the models used to calculate

contaminant concentrations in venison, beef, pork, milk products, vegetables, and

fish.

d. Please provide in the footnotes a description of the acronym "NA."

82. It is stated in the first sentence, beginning on pg. 6-24: "(A)ccording to Lt. Col. Tom

Tadsen, all potable water will come from a municipal water supply." Has documentation

been put in place to eliminate future groundwater usage by the ONG or other potential

receptors? Current practices generally may be an indication of long term use, however, if

the groundwater pathway is to be eliminated at WBG, or any other AOC, some form of

written evidence that ensures future receptors will not be exposed to potentially

contaminated groundwater should be presented in the risk assessment. Please include

additional information on the future groundwater use of the National Guard-Managed

Recreational receptors at WBG.

83. On pg. 6-28, please clarify the portion of the text that indicates: "Based on the results of

the Phase 1 Investigation, no major chemical migration modeling was deemed necessary

for the Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (BHHRA), since no chemical

concentrations in media away from the source were generally non-detect."

a. The assumption is made that the statement should actually read "...for the

BHHRA since chemical concentrations in the media...."

b. How do the results from the Phase II investigation impact upon this statement?

84. Please provide a discussion in the text as to the rationale behind solely utilizing chronic

RfDs in this BHHRA. (Pg. 6-29)

85. Toxicity values in past risk assessments have been obtained from the following hierarchy;

1. Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS);

2. Health Effects and Summary Tables (HEAST);
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3. National Center for Environmental Assessment (NCEA);

4. Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR); and
5. U.S. EPA Criteria Documents.

It is recommended that the above hierarchy be used as the source of toxicity data. If the

values given in the Toxicity Profilesfor Use in Hazardous Waste Risk Assessment and

Remediation (BEIAS, 1995) are comparable to values found in the references cited

above, then the current values in the BHHRA will be acceptable. The Toxicity Profiles

for Use in Hazardous Waste Risk Assessment and Remediation (BEIAS, 1995) reference
for toxicity values has not been reviewed, or used, for many (if any) risk assessments in

Ohio. Please ensure that the toxicity values used in the BHHRA are comparable to the

values given in the above hierarchy. The OEPA would appreciate receiving a copy of the

BEIAS report, which will necessarily need to be reviewed by Agency personnel, if they

are to be utilized in the human health risk assessment. (Pg. 6-30)

86. (Section 6.5.2.1) - The third sentence of the last paragraph, beginning on pg. 6-33, states:

"(F) or location-by-location analysis, significant risks are identified for a location if its

total risk exceeds 10'\ and if its significant hazards are identified if the location's total

exceeds 3 to account for uncertainty (EPA, 1996d)." Presently, OEPA/DERR/CO is

working within a risk range of lxlO'6 and lxlO'4 for excess cancer risks and a hazard

quotient or hazard index, where appropriate, of 1. Therefore, the specific cumulative

numerical results of each risk calculation (cancer and non-cancer endpoint) should be

given in the text, if the total risk exceeds lxlO'6 and the total hazards exceed 1. By only

giving the reader information that describes the results, i.e., "there are no chemical

hazards in excess of 3 or chemical risks exceeding 10"4..." it is ambiguous about the actual

risk levels to which a receptor may potentially be exposed. Also, it is acceptable to

present the risk point estimates in the format given in the text, but only if the results are

below 1 for non-cancer endpoints, and below lxl0'6 for cancer endpoints. Please include

the actual risk point estimates for results that exceed 1 for non-cancer endpoints and
lxlO"6 for cancer endpoints. (pgs. 6-33 through 6-34)

87. Remedial Goal Options (RGO) may need to be re-calculated, based upon comment

number 80 detailed above, regarding the parameters used in the forward risk

determinations. Also, please provide additional text in the document regarding the RGO
process. (Pg. 6-42)

88. The text on pg. 6-52, indicates that: "Potential risks and hazards are not determined for
the eight COPCs that could not be evaluated quantitatively due to the unavailability of

toxicity information and/or values for those analytes." Please provide a listing of the
eight COPCs in this portion of the text.
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89. The text on pgs. 6-54 and 6-55, reference "minor COCs" in the industrial worker receptor

scenario, the child trespasser receptor scenario, and the on-site resident farmer receptor

scenario. Please provide a listing of these "minor COCs."

90. The text on pg. 6-61, indicates that thallium can be released into the environment by

industrial sources. Please describe the potential, industrial sources in this document.

91. Please revise the portion of the text, on pg. 6-66, that discusses HMX to read:

"Environmental studies and evaluation of physicochemical properties of this compound

conclude that when HMX is released to the environment it is likely to reside in the

subsurface soil and groundwater (Layton et al., 1987)."

92. Please refer to comments on Appendix J to access OEPA comments on the data and

figures associated with this section of the document. The appropriate changes should be

made to the tables and to the text of the report.

93. The second sentence of the first paragraph in Section 7.3.3.3 states: "There were no

permanent water bodies inside WBG; however, there is a nearby pond." Figure 7.2

entitled, "Habitat Types at Winklepeck Burning Grounds (WBG)", indicates the boundary

of WBG and included within the boundary is Mac's Pond and Sand Creek. These water

bodies are permanent. Please correct the text in Section 7.3.3.3, to include the permanent

water bodies. (Pg. 7-9)

94. Please confirm in the text, that sub-surface soils are not considered a potential route of

exposure for burrowing animals, and provide documentation to substantiate the assertion,

(pgs. 7-5, 7-19, and 8-6)

95. The second sentence in the second paragraph, beginning in Section 7.4.2 (pg. 7-27), lists

great blue herons as a potential receptor. Please eliminate the reference to the great blue

herons, or include the complete exposure parameters and calculations for this potential

receptor.

96. In Section 7.4.2, the derivation of bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for a variety of

receptors was needed for the screening ecological risk assessment. Only the final values

were given in Tables L-3 and L-4. It is requested that the methodology utilized for

calculating all BAFs be included in the screening ecological risk assessment. There are

many models available for calculating the BAFs, some of which are preferred, and some

of which are discouraged for use in ecological risk assessments. By including the models

and values used in the risk assessment, the methods can be reviewed by OEPA and other

interested persons. Also, if a baseline ecological risk assessment is undertaken, the

values can be modified as appropriate for the evaluation.
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The BAF models to be included are:

Soil to plant;

Soil to earthworm/soil invertebrate;

Earthworm/soil invertebrate to mammal;

Earthworm/soil invertebrate to bird;

Prey to predator; and

Any additional BAFs required for calculating risks at WBG.

The references for all BAFs should also be given in the document. Please make the

appropriate corrections/additions to the text.

97. The bioaccumulation factors for soil-dwelling invertebrates and other receptors were

cited to the document entitled: Risk Assessment Methodologyfor Loring Air Force Base,

Hazardous Waste Remedial Action Program (HAZWRAP), 1994, LoringAir Force Base

Ecological Risk Assessment Methodology. This reference has not been reviewed by

OEPA. The methodologies and results need to be reviewed, prior to the Agency

submitting final comments on the screening level ecological risk assessment presented in

the Phase II report. Another, and preferred option, is to include all the methodologies

given in the reference document in the ecological risk assessment for review. If the

HAZWRAP document is going to be cited frequently in the ecological risk assessment, it

should be included as an attachment to the risk assessment report, (pg. 7-29)

98. In Table 7-12 (Derivation of Ingestion Rates for Receptors), the area use factors (AUFs)

for the cottontail rabbit and the white-tailed deer were listed in this table as 0.00. Please

confirm the table, and the resulting risk values, (pg. 7-31)

99. Please provide clarification on Table 7-12 (pg. 7-31). It appears that several of the

fractions sum to greater than one. Please correct, or explain, how the discrepancy was

accounted for in the ingestion calculations.

100. With respect to Section 7.5.2 (Toxicity Reference Values, Tables L-5 through L-8, L-572,

L-577 and where appropriate):

Additional information on the derivation of the toxicity reference values should be added

to the text, including information such as uncertainty factors, LOAEL to NOAEL

conversions, inter-species conversions, safety factors used for threatened or endangered

species, etc. Much of this information can be cited from referenced documents, so great

detail is not required, however, additional information on the general process should be

included.

Additional information on the use of specific benchmark values, such as how the

benchmark values are specifically used for each medium, should be included in the text.
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This information should include whether or not wet or dry weights were used, what

values were used to convert wet to dry weights, if organic carbon normalization was

required, and any other information that would be required for the reproduction of the use

of the specific benchmark values given in the risk assessment.

101. The second sentence of the third paragraph, beginning on pg. 7-71, states that eleven

receptors had risk values calculated for various exposures at WBG. Please confirm and

correct this value if necessary.

102. Please correct the text on pg. 7-66 to read: "True, water currents and sedimentation may

vary from year to year, but the overall environment, including the low concentrations of

COPCs near the burning grounds and low to no...."

103. In the Summary and Conclusions Section:

a. Refer to previous OEPA comments regarding whether or not the extent of vertical

and/or horizontal contamination has been adequately determined, and adjust the

text accordingly.

b. Please refer to previous OEPA comments regarding the use of VAP standards,

and adjust the text accordingly.

c. On pg. 8-2, adjust the text in the slag section to read: "The observed

concentrations of manganese in surface soil and groundwater throughout WBG

may be partially attributed to the widespread use of slag...."

d. Natural attenuation processes have not been substantiated at WBG. More

emphasis should be given to actual well data, when making conclusions about off-

site migration of contaminated groundwater. Please refer to previous OEPA

comments regarding natural attenuation, and adjust the text accordingly, (pg. 8-2)

e. Heavy metals and their potential to leach to groundwater should be substantiated

with empirical data. (pg. 8-3)

f. The text on pg. 8-3, states: "The simulated distribution of contaminants for a

typical rainfall year was not significant (i.e., predicted concentrations of

contaminants were much below the Ohio state water quality standards for the

protection of human health) in the surface water system at WBG." Please provide

a description in the text as to how the predicted concentrations of contaminants

compared with the Ohio water quality standards for ecological health.

g. Please reference OEPA comment # 85, regarding risk and hazard assessment, (pg.

8-4)
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104. It is noted that no recommendations are presented in the text of the report, i.e., (not all

inclusive) further investigative activities to more clearly define the extent of

contamination, removal/remediation of identified "hotspots" of contamination, the

preparation of Feasibility Study (FS) documents, etc. If the intent of not providing

recommendations in the report is to indicate that the installation believes that additional

work is not warranted or required, the OEPA definitely does not concur with this stance.

Further discussion of this issue is required.

VOLUME 2 - APPENDICES A-F

105. In Appendix A:

a. The ground surface elevation should be added to the drilling log for WBGmw-

005. It appears that this information may have been "cut-off during copying.

(Appendix A , pg. A-4)

b. Although the drilling log for WBGmw-009 indicates that the total depth is 24 feet,

the log goes only to 19 feet. At the end of the log is the notation: "See pg. 45 for

final core run." It is unclear where the final five feet of this boring is documented.

This should be clarified and the rest of the log for this well should be inserted into

the document immediately following the log of the initial 19 feet. (Appendix A

pg.A-12)

c. Some of the drilling logs in Appendix A do not identify the wells, according to

the convention stated in the facility-wide FSAP. For example, the last page of the

log for BKGmw-004 is marked MW004. All of the sheets comprising the drilling

log for BKGmw-012 are identified with only MW-12. The same is true for logs

marked MW-13, MW-14/13, and MW-20. With the potentially large number of

wells that may ultimately be installed at the RVAAP, it is important that all

documentation be properly identified, in order to alleviate the potential for

confusion in the future. The logs detailed in this comment should be corrected.

(Appendix A)

106. Please provide pg. B-166 in the revised version of this document, as it is missing from

this submittal.

107. In Appendix D:

a. In Section D.3.2, the first bullet indicates that six samples were collected for

explosives and metals analyses, but that the USACE project manager requested

that the samples be analyzed for VOCs and SVOCs instead. The text further

indicates that these were composite samples and that tape was utilized to seal the

containers. The OEPA concurs with the assessment that the above-referenced
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issues are in conflict with standard requirements for the collection of VOC

samples. The OEPA requests that it be provided with the sample numbers

affected by this field change. In addition, at a minimum, the VOC samples are

considered to be invalid, based upon standard collection protocol. Additional

discussion regarding the usability of the SVOC results is warranted. Bear in mind

that the use of these samples will undoubtedly have had an effect on several

portions of the text, and, as such, the text in Volume 1 will also need to be

modified accordingly. (Pg. D-6)

b. The third bullet on pg. D-6, indicates that the thallium values reported for Phase II

WBG soils and sediment were inaccurate; that the lab needed to correct all

affected data and re-report the data to the project; and, that the lab needed to

document that other metal data has not been impacted, due to any similar

systematic causes. Please provide verification that the laboratory has complied

with the above-stated conditions. In addition, please provide a discussion in the

text of this section as to the potential impact on the data and the report, as well as

any conclusions that may have been based upon the erroneous data. Be advised

that this could have an impact upon the discussions and conclusions presented in

the text of the report, and, if so, the text will need to be modified accordingly.

c. On the following field change orders (FCOs), please provide an explanation for

the lack of the project manager's signature: FCO-005; and, FCO-011.

108. In Appendix E:

a. Please correct the date on the cover page of the Quality Control Summary Report.

b. On pg E-5, please complete the statement that reads, "A Facility-Wide Quality

Assurance Project Plan (QAPjP) and a Phase II Addendum for (unknown -

complete the sentence) were developed to guide this investigation."

c. Please correct the text on the bottom of pg. E-6, to indicate that Quanterra was the

laboratory utilized for this project.

d. Please revise the last bullet on pg. E-14, to indicate that when field TNT levels

were >/- 1 ppm in a surface soil sample, the sample was sent for off-site

laboratory analysis.

e. Please revise the second bullet on pg. E-15, to indicate that when field RDX

levels were >/= 1 ppm in a surface soil sample, the sample was sent for off-site

laboratory analysis.
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f. The text, on pg. E-15, suggests that the field screening has provided a valid

representation of the presence or absence of TNT above a 2 ug/g level and

provides representative quantified results, but that the collection and analysis of a

larger data set having a greater number of positive results would assist in

confirming this conclusion. The OEPA concurs with this suggestion.

g. The text, on pg. E-16, indicates that with respect to RDX, the collection and

assessment of a larger data set, having a greater number of positive results would

assist in confirming a better correlation of field to lab quantification. The OEPA

concurs with this suggestion.

h. On pg. E-37, in the footnote section to Table E-13, provide the rationale for the

determination that anything iess than 2 ug/g is considered to be non-detect. In the

same section, please correct the information that indicates that 2/44 is equivalent

to 45%.

i. On pg. E-40, in the footnote section to Table E-15, provide the rationale for the

determination that anything less than 2 ug/g is considered to be non-detect. In the

same section, please correct the information that indicates that 3/45 is equivalent

to 67%.

109. In Appendix F:

a. Provide the Chain of Custody (COC) reports and a discussion as to whether or not

all applicable holding times were achieved, etc.

b. In Appendix F-4, please provide an explanation for the "unknown" lithology

classification.

VOLUME III - APPENDICES G - T,

110. In Appendix G:

a. On several of the TNT field screening log sheets, please provide clarification for

the notations that "...had no pink change interference assume ND."

b. Provide an explanation for several of the TNT field screening worksheets that did

not have a quality assurance (QA) check (i.e., no corresponding signature).

c. Provide a discussion/justification for the TNT field screening logsheet on pg. G-

37 that contains the notation in the comment section: "Throw out cone. 7.0."
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d. Provide further documentation that filtering is standard procedure for the field

determination of RDX.

e. On pg. G-65, the team task activity log sheet indicates that: "RXD (assumed to

mean RDX) standard in acetonitrile, may be a problem because acetonitrile is

organic nitrate based and may bias standards (high)." Was this confirmed?

f. Provide a discussion (in the response to comments) as to whether or not the issue

raised on pg. G-68 of the task team activity log sheets was resolved.

g. On pg. G-72, the team task activity log sheet indicates that, "confidence in RDX

method is lost." What impact, if any, does this have on the obtained field results

and potential ramifications for future usage of this methodology?

h. Clarification is requested on the issues raised on pages G-77 and G-78 of this

Appendix. Specifically, were all of the samples re-run for the RDX

concentrations, or were the samples "corrected" by subtracting 5 ppm from the

initial results? Please confirm that the samples were all re-analyzed, as the

Agency does not concur with the methodology of subtracting 5 ppm from the

initial analytical results.

111. In Appendix J;

a. It is not clear why the Region IX PRG values listed in this Appendix, and in other

areas of the risk assessment, are given to a greater level of precision than what is

given on the cited Region IX PRG web site. For example, Table J.2.1 lists the

Region IX Tap Water PRG for HMX as 182.50 ug/1 (including the 0.1 safety

factor) and the Region IX tables at the U.S. EPA's Region IX web site lists HMX

as 1.8+03 ug/1 (not adjusted for the 0.1 safety factor). It appears that region IX

prefers the 2 significant figure format and precision. Please explain/correct the

discrepancy between the two sets of values.

b. The legends for figures J. 1 through J.22, state for the grey shaded areas:

"(S)ampled but not calculated." Please clarify in the legend, if possible, why the

sampling locations were sampled but were not used to calculate risk or hazard

values. It is assumed that chemicals detected in these areas were not included in

the risk calculation because they were below some appropriate screening value, or

because they were eliminated for other acceptable reasons. Please provide a
clarification.

c. Please make any necessary modifications, based upon the above-referenced

comments, with the associated text located in Volume 1 of this report.
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112, In Appendix L:

a. A table of contents for all of the tables and spread sheets given on the CD-ROM

should be included in the text. Please include the appropriate table of contents.

b. Please refer to comment # 99 detailed above.

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

330-963-1221. In addition, I would recommend that Mr. David Seely of Region V be contacted,

in order to determine if the U.S. EPA has any additional comments on this document.

Sincerely

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO, SWDO

Brian Tucker, CO, DERR, EAU

Diane Kurlich, NEDO, DDAGW

Greg Orr, NEDO, DHWM

Jarnal Singh, NEDO, DSIWM

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

David Brancato, USACE Louisville

David Seely, USEPA Region V

Steve Selecman, SAIC Oak Ridge



RAVENNA ABKY Kl^^Z-lCX ?1

8 4 51 STATE ROUTE 5

RAVENNA, OH 44 266-9297

RECORD OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

March 4, 1999

I. PROJECT TITLE/PROPOSED PROJECT

Disposal of all excess buildings and improvements within

Load Line 1 except Building CB-801 at the Ravenna Army Ammunition

Plant.

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed action involves the demolition of the buildings

and associated improvements in Load Line 1 described above,

including the required removal of asbestos containing transite

siding. The completion of this action will support the

Installation Restoration Program (IRP) by providing access for

remediation of contaminated soils around the buildings as

directed by the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency under

CERCLA. Any equipment in the buildings has been excessed by the

government, is considered to have no value, and will be disposed

of with the buildings in accordance with the Scope of Work under

Project 5968560. This action is at the direction of the U.S.

Army Industrial Operations Command and is part of the overall

environmental restoration program for the Ravenna Army Ammunition

Plant (RVAAP). The buildings and improvements are not required

to support the current or future mission of the RVAAP. All work

will be coordinated with the Ohio EPA, Louisville Corps of

Engineers, and RVAAP personnel.

III. ANTICIPATED DATE AND/OR DURATION OF PROPOSED ACTION

It's anticipated that the proposed action will begin m

April or May 1999 and take approximately six months to complete.

IV. REASON FOR USING A RECORD OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION

It has been determined that this action does not involve any

extraordinary circumstances as defined in AR 200-2, paragraph 4-

2.



w' Date

's Representative,

01 Action

Mark Patterson,

RVAA? Environmental Coordinator

Date



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

August 12, 1999

(330) 425W1 FAX <330) 487-0769 Bob Taft, Governor

Christopher Jones. Director

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES
LOAD LINE 1 - MONITOR WELLS

Mr. John Jent

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

600 Martin Luther King Jr. Place

P.O. Box 59

ATTN: CEORL-ED-GS

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO) has received

No I'forl ^Tn7lUm:- TTrkpla" entMed' "°raft' SamP'ing Md AMl^is «»> Add-dumNo. for the Phase II Remedial Investigation of Load Line 1 at the Ravenna Army Ammunition
Plant Ravenna Ohio," and "Draft, Site Safety and Health Plan, Addendum No. 1 for the Phase II
Remedial Investigation at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna Ohio " The
documents dated July 1999 and received at NEDO on August 2, 1999, were prepared by the

The documents were reviewed by personnel from the Division of Emergency and Remedial
Response (DERR) and the Division of Drinking and Ground Waters (DDAGW) This
correspondence represents a compilation of comments from both reviewers.

1 ■

2.

4.

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (SAP)

Please revise the text on page 1-3 to indicate that, "The Ohio National Guard will
be utilizing much of the facility for training." Another option would be to strike
the current statement from the text, (page 1-3)

Provide documentation that Load Line 1 was the site of munitions demilitarization
in the early 1990s following Operation Desert Storm. If documentation cannot be
found, please remove this reference from the text of the workplan. (page 1-3)

On Table1-11 (Summary of Results of Previous Investigations), please provide the
reierence(s) for the production well analytical results, (page 1-8)

In the last sentence on page 1-9, the text states that groundwater samples collected
from the site production wells "had no detectable quantities of explosives lead
chromium, arsenic, or cadmium." This statement is not consistent with the '
information included on Table 1-1 on the previous page. The data summarized on
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Table 1-1 indicates that TNT and lead were detected several times in several of
the production wells. As such, the text on page 1-9 should be modified
accordingly.

5. Please revise the text on page 1-10 to indicate that one residential well during the
initial sampling event exhibited a concentration of arsenic that exceeded the
applicable primary Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL).

6. Please add a bullet to section 3.2 that indicates another data gap that was
identified during the Phase I Remedial Investigation (RI) is that the groundwater
medium was not fully characterized, (page 3-1 or 3-2)

7. As a point of information (no changes required to the text), the analytical data
obtained from the Phase II investigations will be compared to the site-wide
background that was determined concurrently with the Phase II RI at the
Winklepeck Burning Grounds (WBG). (Specifically, in the report that will be
generated from the proposed Phase II RI at Load Line 1, the obtained data will not
be compared to the Phase I RI background criteria.) (pages 3-2 through 3-4)

8. OEPA requests that copies of the validated analytical results from the
groundwater samples obtained from the newly-installed and existing monitoring
wells be submitted to the Agency when they are available. This is requested
because, at this point in time, it is unclear as to when the Phase II report will be
generated, as the environmental sampling is necessarily being conducted in a
phased approach, (page 3-5)

9. The text on page 4-2 discusses the collection of several subsurface soil samples
tor geotechmcal analyses. Since no subsurface samples were collected for
chemical analysis during Phase I activities, it seems that this would be a cost
effective opportunity (i.e., the drill rig is mobilized and split spoons are being
collected) to also collect samples for chemical analysis. This would give pertinent
geochemical soil information that could be used in conjunction with groundwater
data obtained from the wells. This is particularly important because the
concentrations of explosives varies greatly over short distances in soils.

As unconsolidated samples are not being obtained for chemical analyses from the
monitoring wells that are being installed in this phase of work, due to budget
constraints, we will need to discuss the issue whether or not co-located (as much
as possible) soil samples are warranted in the future phase of the Load Line 1
Phase II RI. It is recognized, however, that going back some time in the future
may not yield data as useful as data obtained during the drilling of the well
borehole.
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Future scoping activities and workplans for all Areas of Concern (AOCs) at the
installation must include the collection of subsurface soil samples for laboratory
analyses from the monitoring well boreholes. (Information purposes only no text
changes required.)

10. In section 4.1.1.3, the text indicates that a full suite of parameters (TAL metals
explosives, propellants, cyanide, VOCs, SVOCs, and pesticides/PCBs) will only
be collected and analyzed from LLlmw-072 and LLlmw-075. As discussed
during a conference call on 8/10/99, it is the position of OEPA that all of the
monitoring wells installed during this effort, and all monitoring wells installed in
the future at the identified AOCs on the installation, must be sampled for the
above-referenced suite of constituents. OEPA understands that due to current
budget constraints, only two wells can be sampled during this effort for the above-
referenced suite, however, all wells must be sampled for the full suite during the
continuation of the Phase II activities.

In addition, please adjust the appropriate text to indicate that the two wells which
will be sampled for the full suite are: LLlmw-069 and LLlmw-075.

11 • Table 4-1 is entitled, "Summary of Phase II Groundwater Investigation Sampling
at Erie Burning Grounds." This should be changed Load Line 1. In addition it is
unclear as to why no VOC split samples are planned. Please provide an
explanation, (page 4-3)

12. On page 4-5, please strike the last sentence on the page that indicates that cores
may eventually be transferred to OEPA for storage.

13. In the first sentence of the second paragraph of section 4.1.2.3.3 on page 4-6 it
states that the monitoring well installation procedures are documented in section
4.3.2.3.3 of the facility-wide SAP. The referenced section of the facility-wide
SAP actually documents borehole diameter and depth. The referenced sections of
the facility-wide SAP should be 4.3.2.3.4 through 4.3.2.3.9. Please modiry the
text accordingly.

14. In section 4.1.4.3, the text indicates that both filtered and unfiltered cyanide
samples will be collected. It is unclear as to why both filtered and unfiltered
cyanide samples are proposed. Cyanide analyses are normally performed on
unfiltered samples. This should be confirmed and the section modified
accordingly.
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15. Section 4.1.4 2 is entitled, "Collection of filtered and unfiltered samples "
However, only the collection of filtered samples is discussed. This paragraph
should be modified to mclude the collection of unfiltered samples as wefl (page
4-9)

16.

17.

The equipment decontamination procedure should be modified to read that a 2%
HC1 rinse will be utilized, (page 4-11)

In section 5.3 reference is made to section 5.32 of the facility-wide SAP It
appears that the referenced section of the facility-wide document that should be
referenced is section 5.3. Please adjust the text accordingly.

18' £X? 5;1ctAeDSTPle identification "umbering system is explained. In the
facility-wide SAP, the sequential sample number was to be unique for the entire
project site^ This seems to imply that the sample number sequence would

st°ate?Z,^ere th\PhaSe ' numbering st°PPed- In the Phase II addendum, it
states that this number is unique only to Phase II samples. It seems this may lead
to confusion in discussing samples from the Phase I investigation in conjunction

sample from one of the existing monitoring wells might have the same sample
designation in Phase II as in Phase I. If it is agreed that this may present a
problem, the sequential sample number definition should be changed accordingly.

! 9. In the Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) addendum, OEPA understands the
rationale behind the two analytical samples being proposed for the site source
water. However it is rpnnpQtprl if <-inii> ,-».-.•-. —~+ i_i
i , ^ icquesiea u only one potable water source is utiliVeH nnH ;f

the ASTM water ,s not analyzed, p.ease consider transferring the "left- verfunds
to additional analytical sampling of the newly-installed monhoring wells (page
2)

HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN (HASP)

I. Us OEPA s understanding that this HASP will be utilized for the entire
proposed) Phase II RI at Load Line 1. However, the clarification is made that

this pOrt1On of the Phase II work is solely devoted to the msta.lation, deve opmen
and sampling of groundwater monitoring wells. (No text change is requtadT

1 "° d«e™nf°n has b^n made, at this point in time, on the acceptability of the
use of X-ray fluorescence (XRF) technology, or its applicability to the Ravenna
project. However, OEPA notes that obtaining the XR? data and coT
laboratory analytical data during this Phase II will provide all parties
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valuable information in the decision-making process regarding
acceptability/applicability at Ravenna. (No text changes are required.) (page v)

It is acceptable to OEPA that mobilization and drilling efforts commence the
week of August 16, 1999, with the finahzation of the workplans (based upon this
correspondence) to occur subsequent to the mobilization. ouPonttns

is correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact me at

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Todd Fisher, NEDO, DERR

Diane Kurlich, NEDO, DDAGW

Brian Tucker, CO, DERR, EAU

David Seeley, USEPA Region V

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, IOC

Steve Selecman, SAIC - Oak Ridge

Kevin Jago - SAIC - Oak Ridge

Kathy Dominic - SAIC - Dayton
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ONoEFft
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 BobTaft, Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

August 18,1999 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

FINAL WORKPLAN, LOAD LINE 1

MONITOR WELLS

Mr. John Jent

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

600 Martin Luther King Jr. Place

P.O. Box 59

ATTN: CEORL-ED-GS

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO), Division of

Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the revised two-volume

workplan entitled, "Final, Sampling and Analysis Plan, Addendum No. 1 for the Phase II

Remedial Investigation of Load Line 1 at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna,

Ohio," and "Final Site Safety and Health Plan, Addendum No. 1 for the Phase II Remedial

Investigation at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna Ohio." The documents, dated

August 1999, and received at NEDO on August 16, 1999, were prepared by the contractor for the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Louisville District, under contract number DACA27-

94-D-0025.

The documents were reviewed with respect to the draft documents; issues resolved during an

August 10, 1999 conference call between OEPA, USACE, and SAIC; and correspondence from

OEPA, dated August 12, 1999.

The workplans have been revised, in accordance with the above-referenced documentation and

are acceptable to OEPA. The drilling of additional monitoring wells at Load Line 1 may

commence during the week of August 16, 1999.

However, OEPA reiterates the following points previously made during the above-referenced

conference call and in the August 12, 1999 correspondence:

1.

2.

Future scoping activities and workplans for all Areas of Concern (AOCs) at the

installation must include the collection of subsurface soil samples from the

monitoring well boreholes for laboratory analyses.

All monitoring wells installed at AOCs must be sampled for the following suite of

constituents: volatile organic compounds (VOCs); semi-volatile organic

compounds (SVOCs); pesticides and PCBs; target analyte list (TAL) metals;
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explosives; and propellants (if applicable). The newly-installed monitoring wells

at Load Line 1 must be sampled for the above-referenced suite of constituents

during the continuation of Phase II Remedial Investigation (RJ) activities.

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: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Todd Fisher, NEDO, DERR

Diane Kurlich, NEDO, DDAGW

Brian Tucker, CO, DERR, EAU

David Seeley, USEPA Region V

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, IOC

Steve Selecman, SAIC Oak Ridge

Kevin Jago, SAIC Oak Ridge

Kathy Dominic, SAIC Dayton



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road TELE (330) 42S.gt71 FAX (330) 487,0769 Bob Taft, Governor

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969 ' Christopher Jones. Director

September 7, 1999 RE: Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant
Portage/Trumbull Counties

Load Line 1 - Change-Out Bldg.

Excavations/FSAP

Mr. Willliam Ingold

U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command

AMSIO-ACE-D

Procurement Directorate

Rock Island, IL 61299-6000

Dear Mr. Ingold:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), Northeast District Office (NEDO),
Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR) has received and reviewed the
document entitled "Sampling and Analysis Plan for Excavation at Change-Out Buildings
at Load Line 1, Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio." The document

dated August, 1999, was prepared by the contractor for the Industrial Operations
Command (IOC) and was received at OEPA NEDO on August 27, 1999.

The above-referenced workplan was generated subsequent to inquiries made to OEPA
by representatives of the Industrial Operations Command (IOC), Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant (RVAAP), and the contractor to IOC, regarding the use of demolition
debris from Load Lines 1 and 12 to fill in excavations located at the Load Line 1

change-out buildings. Previous e-mail correspondence and copies of the applicable
rule (Ohio Administrative Code 3745-400-05) and the "Clean Hard Fill" fact sheet from

the OEPA Division of Solid and Infectious Waste Management (DSIWM) were sent to

RVAAP representatives and addressed the potential use of the material to fill in the
excavations at Load Line 1. The OEPA requested that IOC's contractor prepare a field

sampling and analysis plan to ensure that the fill material was not being placed in areas
that had been potentially contaminated by the load, assemble, and pack (LAP)
operations formerly conducted at the installation.

The OEPA NEDO DERR has the following comments on the draft FSAP:

1. A copy of this draft workplan must be submitted to Mr. John Jentofthe U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) - Louisville District for review and

comment/approval. The USACE is an integral partner in the environmental
investigation and restoration activities being conducted at the RVAAP.
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2. A copy of the draft workplan was submitted to personnel in OEPA NEDO

DSIWM. If DSIWM has any comments on the workplan, they will be forthcoming
under separate cover.

3. Provide documentation in the report that the proposed sampling strategy (sample
locations and number of samples) is statistically adequate in order to reasonably
ensure that the excavated areas in the vicinity of the change-out buildings have
not been affected by prior installation activities.

4. The draft workplan should contain information on the proposed number of

concrete and ceramic tile/tile block samples that will be obtained and submitted
to the laboratory for TCLP analyses to ensure that the materials are not

hazardous and, as such, meet the requirements of the clean hard fill rule.

5. Based upon recent meetings between the USACE Louisville and Huntsville
Districts, and the Defense Ammunition Center (DAC), will safety submissions for
building demolition need to be submitted to the appropriate authority (ies)?
(Pagei)

6. Target Analyte List (TAL) metals analyses should be conducted on a certain
percentage of the obtained samples. In addition, sampling should be conducted
in accordance with the established site-wide FSAP which requires that 10% of
the samples be analyzed for the following analytical suite: volatile organic

compounds (VOCs); semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides and
PCBs. (Page 1 and throughout the document)

7. Provide the rationale behind only obtaining three (3) composite samples at
change-out building CB-8. (Page 2 and Table 1)

8. Further discussion is warranted regarding the proposed usage of the Jenkins in-
situ field method for explosives. For example, the following is noted (page 2 and
throughout the text): ' '

a. Several of the sample locations may be too far apart to obtain an accurate
composite sample. (No scale was provided on the maps or photographs,
and as such, distances between sampling locations were difficult to
determine.)

b. The text tends to suggest that nine (9) sub-samples will be obtained and
homogenized to produce one composite sample. Please explain how the
proposed sampling strategy equates with the published Jenkin's

methodology that has been used on other portions of the RVAAP project



Mr. William Ingold
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c. The RDX in-situ methodology should also be utilized during the course of
this project

9. The project specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP) and the Quality Assurance
Project Plan (QAPP) should be submitted to all stakeholders for review and

comment prior to the commencement of the proposed activities. (Page 2)

10. Health and safety considerations preclude the use of olfactory indices as a key

characteristic that should be utilized as a criteria for sample selection (Paqes 2
3, and Table 1) ' M

11. The text indicates that a second portion of the obtained soil sample may be

"archived for future use." Please be aware of the applicable holding times for the
explosives (and other - if warranted) analyses. (Page 2)

12. Please utilize a Global Positioning System (GPS) unit to identify the sample
locations. (Page 2)

13. Please provide the OEPA with the name of the laboratory that will be utilized for

sample analysis. It is recommended that the laboratory which is utilized is one

that is approved by the USACE and that has had a quality assurance/quality
control (QA/QC) inspection conducted by USACE representatives. (Page 3)

14. A temperature blank should be in each cooler that is sent to the laboratory
(Page 3)

15. Provide documentation (or remove from the text) the statement that "RVAAP

proposes to not analyze any samples for metals based on the rationale that

historical sampling results have indicated that metals are not present in soils in
significant concentrations where TNT is not present in the soil." Also, please
refer to comment #6 detailed above. (Page 3)

16. Samples submitted to the laboratory for explosives analyses by modified low-
level method 8330, should be analyzed for the entire suite of explosives covered
by this methodology, not just TNT. (Page 3 and Table 1)

17. The equipment decontamination procedure should be in accordance with the
methodology described in the site-wide FSAP with the exception that the acid
rinse concentration has been decreased from 10% to 2%. (Page 4)
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18. With respect to the generated investigation-derived wastes (IDW) discussion on

page 4:

a. Excess soil cuttings must be containerized and characterized (based upon

the results of the environmental analytical results) prior to proper disposal.

The disposal of the IDW must be in accordance with all applicable State

and Federal rules, laws, and regulations, and the memo previously-

generated by OEPA with respect to the issue of IDW at RVAAP.

b. Boreholes are not to be backfilled with IDW, they must be filled with an

inert bentonite material.

19. On Table 1, please provide an explanation for how the determination was made

as to the locations where the confirmation and duplicate samples would be

obtained.

20. On Figures 3 through 6, please provide an approximate scale.

21. On Figure 4 (change-out building CB-23), please provide the rationale behind not

obtaining additional samples in the ditch line.

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 Remedial Response

cc: Bob Princic, NEDO DERR

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO SWDO

Jarnal Singh, NEDO DSIWM

GregOrr, NEDO DHWM

Diane Kurlich, NEDO DDAGW

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

John Jent, USAGE Louisville

BobWhelove, IOC

David Seeley, USEPA Region V

Steve Uecke, Portage County Health Department



Eileer'Mohr - Draft Rule 13, MKM ' ' •-- ' ™ ~ """" " ' — ...„..,.. pa~g~e~f

From: RAVENNA-AAP <RAVENNA-AAP@ioc.army.mil>

To: '"eileen.mohr@epa.state.oh.us1" <eileen.mohr@epa.s.

Date: _ Wed, Apr 21, 1999 1:45 PM

Subject: Draft Rule 13, MKM

Eileen,

Attached is Draft Rule 13 letter and draft notification letters for

health departments per phone conversation today with Mark Patterson.

Please email a copy with your comments/approval to MKM, Attention:

Shahrukh Kanga at email: mkmeng@flash.net

Thanks,

Vicki Record

CC: "Patterson, Mark" <PattersonM@ioc.army.mil>



Patterson, Mark

From: Eileen Mohr [eileen.mohr@epa.state.oh us]
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 1999 9:19 AM
To: mkmeng@flash.net; PattersonM@ioc.army.mil
Cc: eileen.mohr@epa.state.oh.us
Subject: Draft Rule 13 - Load Line 12

Mark and Shahrukh-

The following are my comments on the draft Rule 13 authorization request (received via email on 04/21/99) for the
investigative activities proposed for AOCs 12 and 18:

1. On the notification letters: the one for Trumbull County indicates that it is a supplemental authorization while the one
for Portage County indicates that it is a generic request. Please reconcile the differences, i.e. make the lanquaqe
consistent.

2. Copies of the notification letters should also be sent to the attention of the OEPA (specifically to the project
coordinator). J

3. On the Portage County notification letter - second paragraph, last sentence... Please insert the word "A" before the
word "map."

4. On the cover letter to the Director, please revise the language that indicates that there is a "generic" Rule 13 for
RVAAP, as this is not the case. (A similar comment is also applicable to the introduction section, first paragraph).

5. Please revise the text to indicate that there is a 1999 Action Plan for the installation (introduction section second last
paragraph; and, section 9)

6. Revise the third paragraph in section 2, as the installation is no longer maintained in standby status i e most of the
equipment etc. has been liquidated.

7. In the Investigation Activities section:

a. Please ensure that ALL potential intrusive activities are listed and discussed in this Rule 13 request. For example
is it proposed that the excavation activities are also to be covered under this request? If so, it must be detailed and listed
with potential emergency Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) identified if problems are encountered. (For example
refer to conditions previously placed on trenching activities at the Landfill North of Winklepeck Burning Grounds). If all
activities are not listed, an additional request for authorization will need to be submitted, reviewed, and processed.

b. In the sentence stating "The characterization of the AOCs under this...." remove the term "generic"; revise the text to
more clearly define what type of "solid waste" is expected to be encountered; and, remove/revise the terminology that
indicates these are "disposal sites.".

c. how is the term "waste management areas" being defined?

8. In section 5, there should be an indication that the Load Line 12 wastewater treatment plant is being closed in
accordance with Division of Surface Water (DSW) guidance/protocol.

9. In the last sentence of the first paragraph in section 6, it should be indicated that the OEPA provides review and
comment on the workplan addenda, as well as the facility-wide documents.

10. In section 6, the references to section 9 should be revised to indicate section 6. In addition, revise the text to indicate
that disposal of all generated IDW will be in accordance with all applicable state and federal rules, laws, and regulations.

11. In sections 7 and 8, please remove from the text the indication that IDW will be treated on-site. However if the intent
is to utilize the existing Load Line 12 WWTP for generated liquid IDW, the text should be clarified to indicate that point. In
addition, if that is the case, the text should indicate that it will be utilized in accordance with the requirements of the
existing NPDES permit.

12. If the authorization request is substantially changed (i.e. if excavation activities are included), please ensure that a
revised draft is sent to my attention for review and comment prior to the final version being sent to the Director' attention.

13. Ensure that the map(s) are included in the final submittal.

Let me know if you have any questions regarding these comments. I will be out of the office from April 30 through May 5.

Eileen



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agencv

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

May 7, 1999

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

Christopher Jones, Director

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

PILOT COMPOSTING PROJECT

Mr. Lynn Malcolm, Administrator

Mr. Frank Markunas, Chief Engineer

Akron Regional Air Quality Management District

146 South High Street, Suite 904

Akron, OH 44308 ^

Dear Messrs. Malcolm and Markunas:

On May 5, 1999, a meeting was held at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) to discuss a
proposed pilot composting project involving explosives-contaminated soils at the Load Line 12 Area of
Concern (AOC). Representatives from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) RVAAP Ohio
Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA), and MKM Engineers, Inc. were in attendance at the meeting
During the meeting, the issue of potential permitting requirements was raised and discussed in-depth.

I have attached a copy of a letter, dated April 30, 1999, from MKM Engineers, Inc. that provides the general
technical outline for the site investigation and pilot composting project. In addition, I have attached a copy
of the presentation delivered by MKM personnel at the above-referenced May 5, 1999 meeting If requested
I have on file in my office a copy of the two-volume workplan, sampling and analysis plan, and health and
safety plan for the bioremediation pilot study for explosives-contaminated soils, that I would be glad to
submit to your attention.

As the delegated authority for implementation of state and federal air pollution regulations in Portage
County, I am requesting that your Agency make a determination as to whether or not any permits would be
required for the above-referenced project.

Thank-you, in advance, for your assistance. If you have any questions concerning this correspondence I can
be reached at 330-963-1221. '

Sincerely,

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

Enclosures

cc: Bob Princic, NEDO/DERR

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO/SWDO

John Curtin, NEDO/DAPC

Diane Kurlich, NEDO/DDAGW

Greg Orr, NEDO/DHWM

Jarnal Singh, NEDO/DSIWM

John Jent, USACE Louisville

Pete Killmer, NEDO/DSW

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, IOC

Bill Ingold, IOC

Printed on recycled papei



OhfeEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agtnc/

Northeast District Office

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

August 3 L 1999 RE: DRAFT CLOSURE PLAN COMMENTS

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLAN

DEACTIVATION FURNACE UNIT

Mr. John Jent

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Louisville District

CEORL-ED-GE

600 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive

Louisville, KY 4020T

Dear Mr. Jent:

On August 2, 1999 the Ohio EPA received your draft closure plan, dated July 30 1999, for the

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant's (RVAAP) Deactivation Furnace Area (DFA), located within

the RVAAP installation at 8451 State Route 5, Ravenna, Ohio.

Pursuant to the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) rule 3745-66-12(D)(4), I am providing you

with a statement of deficiencies in the draft revised closure plan, outlined in Attachment A.

As in this draft, the final modified closure plans should be prepared in accordance with the

following editorial protocol or convention:

1. Old language is overstruck, but not obliterated.

2. New Language is capitalized.

3. Page headers should indicate date of submission.
-i

4. If significant changes are necessary, pages should be re-numbered, table of

contents revised, and complete sections provided as required.

The final modified closure plan should be submitted to: Ohio Environmental Protection Agency,

Division of Hazardous Waste Management, Attn: Tom Crepeau, Manager, Data Management

Section, P.O. Box 1049, Columbus, Ohio 43216-1049. a copy, with an additional copy to

facilitate ground water review, should be sent to : Gregory Orr, Ohio EPA, Northeast District

Office, 2110 East Aurora Road, Twinsburg, Ohio 44087.

Prirled on recycled pacer



RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLAN

AUGUST 31, 1999

PAGE - 2 -

Upon review of the resubmittal, the Ohio EPA will prepare and issue a final action approving or

modifying such plan. If you wish to arrange a meeting to discuss your responses to this letter,

please feel free to contact me at (330) 963-1189.

Sincerely,

Gregory Orr

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

GO;ddb

cc: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Eileen Molir, DERR, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Bob Princic, DERR, NEDO

Kathy Dominic, SAIC

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP



ATTACHMENT A

DRAFT CLOSURE PLAN COMMENTS FOR RAVENNA ARSENAL AMMUNITION

PLANT

DEACTIVATION FURNACE AREA

PORTAGE COUNTY

OH5-210-020-735 '

1. Ravenna Arsenal Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) should revise the closure plan to include

descriptions of the processes or activities which generate(d) hazardous waste (i.e. fuses,

boosters, and munitions) at the facility (pg 1-6).

2. RVAAP should revise the closure plan to specify measures which will be taken to ensure

that no open flames, hot surfaces, and/or smoking will be permitted near the deactivation

furnace area (DFA).

3. The description of the decontamination procedures need to be more detailed, including

the following (pg 2-9):

1. Type of detergent used to decontaminate

2. Procedures used to decontaminate equipment

3. How many washes and rinses will be performed

4. The closure plan should describe the analyses to be performed for determining the

success of decontamination efforts. The plan should specifically state clean levels for

rinseates which will be used to verify that equipment, and the structure have been

decontaminated in compliance with OAC 3745-66-17. Specifically, the final rinse water

should be analyzed for all hazardous constituents listed in the Appendix to OAC 3745-

54-93 (40 CFR Part 261 Appendix VIII) associated with the wastes managed in the unit

to be closed. The following protocol shall be used to establish clean levels for rinseate:

1. fifteen times the public drinking water maximum contamination level (MCL) for

hazardous waste constituents (40 CFR 141.11 and OAC 3745-81-11 for

inorganics and 40 CFR 141.12 and OAC 3745-81-123 for organics);

2. if MCL is not available then fifteen times the maximum contamination level

(MCLG) (40 CFR 141.50);



3. if the product of fifteen times the MCL or MCLG exceeds lmg/L or if neither

MCL nor an MCLG is available for a particular contaminant, lmg/L shall be

used as the clean standard;

4. if the MCL or MCLG is below the contaminant's analytical detection limit as

defined in U.S. EPA Publication SW-846, then the SW-846 analytical detection

limit shall be used as the clean standard (Note: sometimes MCLG's are zero, so

this standard would then apply).

5. The independent engineer should certify the method used to decontaminate all areas and

that minimum amount of residue remains following closure in accordance with Ohio EPA

rinseate standards.

6. A description of the methods to be used for sampling and analysis of rinseate should be

included in the closure plan. The following information must be provided:

A. sampling method and equipment

B. sample type

C. evidence of quality assurance/quality control

D. a clear statement of the clean level

E. quality control protocols for field methods

7. RVAAP should clearly showr that measures will be taken to protect all personnel

(including contractors and visitors) involved in the closure or those possibly exposed to

hazardous waste in the closure activity (pg 4-1. since the plan should be a "stand alone"

document" this information should be included as an attachment). The closure plan

should include:

a. A demonstration that the health and safety plan to be implemented during closure

is consistent with or exceeds the guidelines provided in OSHA's 29 CFR

1910.120, 1910.132. 1910.133(a), 1910.134, 1910.135, 1910.136, 1910.1200, and

1326, USEPA's Standard Operating Safety Guides.

b. Personnel levels of protection, such as determined through use of the U.S.

Department of Health and Human Services, National Institute for Occupational

Safety and Health, "NIOSH Respirator Decision Logic", May 1987 (or as

updated). The independent engineer and RVAAP monitoring the cleanup for

worker exposure must monitor and make a determination as to what level of

personal protective equipment must be used.

c. Environmental monitoring to ensure proper protective equipment for the

conditions at hand, including monitoring methods to be used to detect hazardous

gases, dust or other air emissions during closure activities.

d. Contingency plans to deal with emergencies and accidental exposures.



e. The name and telephone number of emergency coordinator(s) and local

emergency officials to be notified in case of emergency during closure.(pg 4-1).

Since the closure plan should be a stand alone document, this plan should be

included as an attachment.

f. A delineation of the work zones to be used in the closure and decontamination

areas (i.e. exclusion, contamination reduction and support zones).

g. Personnel decontamination procedures and methods, and proper disposal or

decontamination of equipment used during closure activities.

8. Section 1.4 should reflect that Building 1601 and the Open Burning Ground area have

been certified closed (pg. 1-13).

9. The plan discusses the methodology for evaluating the clean-up level for lead (pg 2-3).

Ohio EPA, Division of Hazardous Waste Management does not recognize 400 mg/kg as a

clean standard for lead. Furthermore, Ohio EPA does not have a generic clean up

standard for lead. The development of lead clean up level for the site will be handled on

a site specific basis. It is recommended that RVAAP and Ohio EPA discuss the lead

levels at the site and determine a site specific clean standard for lead.

10. The closure plan should be modified to "realistically" reflect when tasks will be done.

For example, the plan states that the submission of the work plan to the Ohio EPA, will

be done in 30 days. It also states that approval will be received within 60 days. Yet it

states that demolition of existing structures will begin in September 1999. Unless this is

done prior to Ohio EPA approval, it can not happen.

11. The closure certification section should include the closure certification statement using

the exact wording found in OAC 3745-50-42(D). This certification statement should be

submitted by the owner/operator and a qualified, independent, registered, professional

engineer when closure is complete.

Once closure is complete a closure certification document should be kept. At a

minimum, the certification document should include the following information:

1. The certification statement;

2. The approved closure plan or reference to the approved plan.

3. The volume of waste removed or closed in place;

4. All correspondence regarding closure activity after Ohio EPA approval

5. Details of sampling and analysis methods;



6. Laboratory records

7. A narrative describing all activities during closure;

8. Signature of owner/operator and a qualified, independent, registered, professional

engineer.

12. During a recent meeting at the RVAAP, LTC Tom Tadsen of the Ohio National Guard

(ONG) indicated that he may have discovered the location of the original popping furnace

(i.e., it is stored in a building at the installation). Perhaps during the meeting to discuss

the draft DFA closure plan, we can check out this furnace, (pg. 1-1)

13. The captions of the photographs in figure 1-4 indicate that they were taken in 1997 and

not 1999. The text and/or the figure should be adjusted such that they are in agreement,

(pg. 1-1)

14. The text on page 1-13 (item # 3) indicates that the Open Burning Grounds (OBG) is

designated as location number 39 on figure 1-4. The figure number and the location

number are both incorrect, and as such the text should be adjusted.

15. On page 1-16, the spelling should be corrected such that the town name of "Shalersville"

appears in the text.

16. On figures 1-9 and 1-10 that visually present the cadmium and lead sampling data at the

DFA, the legend should indicate the relative ranges of concentrations, (pgs. 1-20 and 1-

21)

17. The text on page 1-23 indicates that propellants were also thermally treated in the

furnace. In the future, propellant analyzes should be conducted on a representative

number of soil samples at the DFA.

18. The closure plan should provide (if there is any) existing documentation to support

section 1.6.3 of the text that indicates that the "maximum inventory of hazardous waste

ever on-site during the active life of the existing facility is 500 pounds." In addition,

please provide (if there are any) records that exist that detail the quantities of hazardous

wastes destroyed in the original popping furnace (pg. 1-25).

19. Provide an updated discussion in the text with respect to the current status of the

installation's Part B permit, (pg. 1-26)

20. In section 2.1 (Scope of Closure) the following is noted:

a. The text should reference the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) that is

located in Section 6.0 of the Phase II Remedial Investigation (RI) of the

Winklepeck Burning Grounds (WBG) report. It should be noted that this report is



in draft-final form (see also page 2-3).

b. The text indicates that an industrial risk-based criteria is assumed based on the

future use of the area by the Ohio National Guard (ONG). It is noted that the

usage of the area is more accurately described as "institutional maintained", i.e.

combined ONG training and controlled recreational use. In recent discussions

with LTC Tadsen, the ONG would like to utilize the WBG as an area for armored-

vehicle maneuvers and for overnight bivouacs. (See also pg. 2-3)

c. The four foot excavation depth should be explained/justified. (See also pages 2-3

and 2-8) " ■

21. During meetings held at RVAAP on August 16-17, 1999, between representatives of

USACE (Louisville and Huntsville), the Defense Ammunition Center (DAC). Industrial

Operations Command (IOC), OEPA, etc., several issues were raised concerning the DFA.

There is an issue as to whether or not actions at the DFA would fall under the category of

"OE support" or "OE removal", the latter which would necessitate that a safety

submission be sent to Huntsville for review and approval. The general feeling was that

because it was being proposed that soil would be excavated and sifted for OE, that it

would fall more in the realm of "OE removal.'' It was also recommended by several

people that a two foot interval be sifted (rather than one foot), and then a geophysical

survey be conducted to determine if there was anything metallic at greater depth. The

Army default value for unrestricted use of an area that contains/contained OE is a depth

of four feet (as long as no construction is planned). This comment is applicable to

sections 2.2 and 2.3.

22. Please note that during the meetings referenced in comment # 20 detailed above, the

question was also raised as to whether or not there needs to be a safety submission for

building demolition, (page 2-2) Both items # 20 and # 21 have the potential to

negatively impact on the schedule proposed in this draft closure plan.

.23. The text on page 2-3 indicates that "As discussed above, the remediation standards for

closure are the greater of the CERCLA-generated facility-wide background criteria or the

RGOs for the most stringent National Guard scenario for Pad # 45, the CERCLA-

regulated area adjacent to the existing DFA." Does the term "greater" equate to "more

conservative?"

24. The text on page 2-7 indicates that most of the above-ground vegetation would be

disposed at an on-site spoils area. What is the location of this spoils area?

25. The text on page 2-7 indicates that subsurface structures (i.e. pipelines or concrete

culverts) not removed during the earlier phases of structure demolition will be

demolished. Please indicate the concerns about explosives and/or propellant residues in a

confined space (i.e. in the piping) that may be more sensitive to potential detonation.



26. Section 2.7 references that field screening will be utilized (along with confirmatory

sampling) to estimate the depth of contamination in soil. What field screening techniques

are proposed, i.e. explosives testing or x-ray fluorescence (XRF) for metals?

27. Section 2.8 (page 2-11) indicates that exposed soil may be sprayed with water during dry

periods when fugitive dust emissions could pose a problem. What is the source for this

water?

28. Section 3.6 indicates that a survey plat (submitted to the Portage County Recorder's

Office and the Director of the OEPA will contain a note (prominently displayed) that

states the owner's obligation to restrict disturbance of the hazardous waste unit. Please

provide detailed information indicating that this constitute a legal deed restriction, and

how it correlates with the ONG's proposed usage of the entire WBG area.

29. Groundwater comments are to follow.

30. Ohio EPA neither approves nor disapproves of site safety plans. The facility and its

contractors remain solely responsible for compliance with all applicable health and safety

laws and regulations, and remain accountable for the conscientious protection of their

workers' health and safety.

END OF COMMENTS



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

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

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969 Christopher Jones, Director

September 7, 1999 RE: DRAFT CLOSURE PLAN COMMENTS

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLAN

DEACTIVATION FURNACE UNIT

Mr. John Jent

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Louisville District

CEORL-ED-GE

600 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive

Louisville, KY 40201

Dear Mr. Jent:

On August 2, 1999 the Ohio EPA received your draft closure plan, dated July 30 1999, for the Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant's (RVAAP) Deactivation Furnace Area (DFA), located within the RVAAP installation at 8451

State Route 5, Ravenna, Ohio.

Pursuant to the Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) rule 3745-66- 12(D)(4), 1 am providing you with a statement of

deficiencies for the ground water portion of the draft revised closure plan, outlined in Attachment A.

As in this draft, the final modified closure plans should be prepared in accordance with the following editorial

protocol or convention:

1. Old language is overstruck, but not obliterated.

2. New Language is capitalized.

3. Page headers should indicate date of submission.

4. If significant changes are necessary, pages should be re-numbered, table of contents revised, and

complete sections provided as required.

The final modified closure plan should be submitted to: Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Division of

Hazardous Waste Management, Attn: Tom Crepeau, Manager, Data Management Section, P.O. Box 1049,

Columbus, Ohio 43216-1049. a copy, with an additional copy to facilitate ground water review, should be sent to

: Gregory Orr, Ohio EPA, Northeast District Office, 2110 East Aurora Road, Twinsburg, Ohio 44087.

Upon review of the resubmittal. the Ohio EPA will prepare and issue a final action approving or modifying such

plan. If you wish to arrange a meeting to discuss your responses to this letter, please feel free to contact me at

(330)963-1189.

Sincerely, cc: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

* Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

f a .*>7 t^^ Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO
/ " ') ' Bob Princic, DERR, NEDO
Gregory Orr Kathy Dominic, SAIC

Environmental Specialist Mark Patterson, RVAAP

Division of Hazardous Waste Management John Cicero, RVAAP

GO:ddb

Printed on recycled paper



ATTACHMENT A

DRAFT CLOSURE PLAN COMMENTS FOR RAVENNA ARSENAL AMMUNITION

PLANT

DEACTIVATION FURNACE AREA

PORTAGE COUNTY

OH5-210-020-735

1. In Section 2.7, the following phrase should be added to the end of the first sentence in the

second paragraph: "and implemented."

2. In Section 3.7, the facility indicates that it only anticipates requesting an extension of the

closure completion deadline if confirmatory sampling results indicate that the closure

plan should be amended to a risk-based closure. Extension of the closure completion

deadline may also be required if a ground water monitoring program is instituted at the

site. Section 3.7 should also address this possibility.

3. There is some confusion in the labeling of the photos in Appendix E. The caption for

Photo 1 indicates that building T-3401 is the location of the old popping furnace and

building T-3403 is the location of the deactivation furnace. In the captions for other

photos, these designations are reversed. The correct designations for the two buildings

should be determined and the captions corrected accordingly. The facility also should

determine if the photos themselves are labeled correctly. If necessary, modifications to

the labeling of the photos also should be made.
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From: Eileen Mohr

To: Greg Orr; Jent, John P LRL02; Patterson, Mark

Date: 10/5/9910:36AM

Subject: Re: Draft UXO Construction Support Plan/ Deactivation Furnace Area

Greg, John, Mark:

I had a look at the Draft UXO Construction Supoprt Plan for the Deactivation Furnace Area (DFA) that was

recieved at OEPA NEDO on 09/30/99. This document is in support of demo activities that are scheduled

to commence 10/18/99.

I have a few comments on the draft document:

1 Any on-site disposal of UXO/OE must be coordinated with OEPA DHWM.

2. In the DFA, will the screened soils be containerized in roll-off boxes pending analysis and appropriate

disposal?

3. Further details should be provided on how it will be determined that the excavated scap materials are

inert. Will it be by visual inspection conducted by more than one member of the UXO team? Or are there

plans to flash the scrap materials?

Thanks!

Eileen

CC: Bob Princic; Bonnie Buthker
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OrtoEFA
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

STREET ADDRESS: - MAILING ADDRESS:

1800 WaterMark Drive TELE: (614) 644-3020 FAX: (614) 644-2329 P.O. BOX 1049
Columbus, OH 43215-1099 Columbus. OH 43216-1049

September!, 1999

Mr. John Cicero

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, Ohio 44266

Re: RVAAP, Building 854 PCB Storage

Dear Mr. Cicero:

Upon review of documentation submitted by S. D. Myers on behalf of the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers, Louisville, Kentucky, and a site visit by this inspector on 5/20/99, it appears all

cleanup and disposal requirements according to 40 CFR 761.125 of the PCB Spill Cleanup

Policy have been accomplished regarding the closure of the former PCB storage Building 854 at

the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio.

Based upon the above stated information, no further action regarding PCB cleanup at Building

854 is required.

If you have any questions, you may contact me at (614) 644-3607 or Kendal Moore, U.S. EPA

Region Vat (312) 353-1147.

Sincerely,

Tom Buchan

Environmental Specialist

cc: John Jent, ACOE, Louisville

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

Eileen Mohr, NEDO/DERR

Kendall Moore, U.S.EPA/Region V

George V. Voinovich, Governor

. „ Nancy P. Hollister, Lt. Governor
Printed on Recycled Paper _ ,!.*.*. , _,.

Donald R. Schregardus, Director
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From: Greg Orr

To: Eileen Mohr, Jarnal Singh, john.p.jent@lrl02.usace.army.mil,

pattersonm@ioc.army.mil

Date: 10/18/99 2:20PM

Subject: Re: Pesticide Building Closure Workplan

Greetings All,

Please find attached my comments regarding the pesticide building closure work plan. I have included

Eileen's comments (since we had the same concerns in several areas), a hard copy will follow, thanks.

>» Eileen Mohr 10/14 11:52 AM >»

Greg, Jarnal, Mark, John:

Attached to this email are my comments regarding the pesticide building closure workplan that was

recieved at NEDO on 10/12/99. (I will not be sending out additional hard copies of the memo).

Greg and Jarnal -1 am submitting these comments directly to John Jent and Mark Patterson, as the

time-frame for the propsed start date is pretty tight.

John and Mark - Please make sure that you contact Greg and Jarnal directly to see if they have any

comments on the workplan. Also, disposal issues should be coordinated through Greg and Jarnal.

Feel free to call if you have any comments.

Eileen

CC: Bob Princic, Bonnie Buthker, Natalie Oryshkewych

cf, c (>>t, |Wb >KiC Co /y/v^^o rs
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ATTACHMENT A

WORK PLAN COMMENTS FOR RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PESTICIDE BUILDING

OH5-210-020-736

1. All hazardous wastes managed at the units to be closed must be designated by standard

chemical name as well as the USEPA hazardous waste number and listed. The list must

also specifically identify all hazardous constituents of the waste as listed in the Appendix

to OAC 3745-54-93, 40 CFR part 261, Appendix VIII and part 264, Appendix IX.

2. RVAAP should revise the closure plan to specify measures which will be taken to ensure

that no open flames, hot surfaces, and/or smoking will be permitted near the hazardous

waste building.

3. The complete transport process for each hazardous waste should be described as well as

the decontamination process for vehicles.

4. The methods to be used for off-site treatment and disposal of each hazardous waste

should be detailed.

5. The description of the decontamination procedures need to be more detailed. Include the

following:

1. number of rinses

2. procedures to prevent run-off of rinseate

3. procedures used to decontaminate equipment

6. The work plan should describe the analyzes to be performed for determining the success

of decontamination efforts. The plan should specifically state clean levels for rinseates

and soils which will be used to verify that equipment, structure and underlying soils have

been decontaminated in compliance with OAC 3745-66-17. Specifically, the final rinse

water shall be analyzed for all hazardous constituents listed in the Appendix to OAC

3745-54-93 (40 CFR Part 261 Appendix VIII) associated with the wastes managed in the

unit to be closed. The following protocol shall be used to establish clean levels for

rinseate:

1. fifteen times the public drinking water maximum contamination level

(MCL) for hazardous waste constituents 40 CFR 141.11 and OAC
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3745-81-11 for inorganics and 40 CFR 141.12 and OAC 3745-81-123 for

organics);

2. if MCL is not available then fifteen times the maximum

contamination level (MCLG) (40 CFR 141.50);

3. ifthe product of fifteen times the MCL or MCLG exceeds lmg/L or if

neither MCL nor an MCLG is available for a particular contaminant,

lmg/L shall be used as the clean standard;

4. ifthe MCL or MCLG is below the contaminant's analytical detection limit

as defined in U.S. EPA Publication SW-846, then the SW-846 analytical

detection limit shall be used as the clean standard (Note: sometimes

MCLG's are zero, so this standard would then apply).

The following protocol shall be used to establish clean levels for soil:

1. for non-naturally occurring hazardous constituents, the analytical

detection limit shall be the clean level;

2. for naturally occurring constituents, site specific backgrounds or

comparison with comparable soil found in Ohio Farm Soil (see the Ohio

EPA Closure Plan Review Guidance, May 6, 1993).

A description of the methods to be used for sampling and analysis of rinseate and soil

should be included in the work plan. The following information should be provided:

1. parameters to analyzed

2. number of samples

3. sampling method and equipment

4. analytical methods

5. sample type

6. evidence of quality assurance/quality control

7. a clear statement of the clean level

8. quality control protocols for field methods

All sampling and analysis must be consistent with U.S. EPA Publication SW-846 "Test

Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste."

RVAAP should revise the work plan to specify the area to decontaminate equipment and

personnel, and a description of the methods to be used to manage decontamination

residues. The closure plan shall specify how the decontamination area will be designed

and the methods of management for rinsewater and residues.

Rinse water must be collected such that it does not run into the ground and must be
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handled as a hazardous waste until analytic results determine it to be non-hazardous.

10. RVAAP should include procedures to minimize or eliminate air emissions related to

closure, including nuisance problems such as fugitive dust or odors.

11. In the future, all submissions from IT must be received with a minimum of a 30-day

review time scheduled in for the regulatory agency(ies).

12. The statement in the text that indicates that the inactive facilities are maintained in a

standby status by keeping equipment in a condition to permit resumption of production,

should be removed from the document. (Page 1-1)

13. Section 1.3 references a Project Management Plan for the RVAAP project that was

prepared by IT Corporation in 1998. A copy of this plan should be submitted to OEPA

NEDO.

14. In addition to the closure activities listed for Building T-4452, there should be another

bullet that indicates that the existing pump will be removed, tested for PCBs, and

disposed of in accordance with all State and Federal rules, laws, and regulations. (Pages

2-1 and 6-1)

15. The text of the workplan (in all appropriate sections) should provide a detailed discussion

of the field screening techniques that will be utilized during this project. This

information should include such information as the type(s) of testing that will be

conducted, the manufacturer of the test kit, minimum detection limits, accuracy of the

field methods, how the data will be utilized, etc. (Pages 2-1, 4-3, and 6-1)

16. In section 2.1, provide information with respect to: (a) the "central staging area" location;

and, (b) preliminary disposal options. (Page 2-3)

17. Section 2.2 indicates that subsequent to the building demolition that "The building

material will be loaded, transported and disposed of as general construction debris." This

statement must be removed from the text, as recent data indicates that the flooring

material and interior wall (plasterboard) in this building are characteristically hazardous,

based upon the TCLP results (specifically for 2,4-D and 2,4,5-TP). The flooring and

interior plasterboard walls must be disposed of as a hazardous waste. The flooring

material and interior plasterboard walls should be segregated from the other demolition

debris. (Page 2-2)

18. Section 2.3:

a. It was this Agency's understanding that the excavation of contaminated soil

would continue until laboratory analytical results indicated that pesticides and

PCBs were non-detect. The text should be revised to indicate that this is what

will occur during the closure efforts. (Also page 4-2)
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b. Revise the statement in the text to read: "If testing indicates any areas are still

contaminated, additional excavation will be conducted, until the laboratory

analytical results indicate that pesticides and PCBs are non-detect. "

c. OEPA must be consulted regarding the necessity and extent of additional

excavation.

d. Provide information in the text as to how the initial excavation depths were

determined. (Also page 4-3)

e. Provide additional details in the text as to what other measures may be employed

to "insure proper management of surface water run-off in the event of

precipitation."

f. The text should detail the number of samples, soil sampling and compositing

techniques utilized to determine the appropriate disposal options. (Also page 4-1)

19. Provide information in the text as to the source of the borrow material that will be utilized

to backfill the excavations. (Pages 2-3 and 4-4)

20. Revise the text to read "Waste characterization sampling will be performed on all

collected/containerized waste to facilitate proper disposal in accordance with applicable

local, state, and federal rules, laws, and regulations." (Page 4-1)

21. In the excavated waste soil sampling, samples obtained for VOC analyses should not be

homogenized. (Page 4-2)

22. The text in section 4.2.1 indicates that a "representative piece" of decontaminated

material will be selected for rinsate sampling. What constitutes a "representative" piece

of decontaminated equipment? (Page 4-2)

23. The text on page 4-3 indicates that "If screening results do not indicate contamination

above the action level...." Currently, no action levels, or preliminary remediation goals

have been determined for the RVAAP project. As such the "action level" must be

equivalent to non-detect.

24. The text on page 4-3 indicates that confirmation soil samples will be evenly-spaced over

the excavation area as shown on Figure 2-1. It is noted that the identified figure does not

detail the proposed confirmation sample locations. Adjust either the text or the figure

such that they are in agreement.

25. Revise the text on page 4-4 to read as follows "The excavations will be backfilled,

subsequent to the receipt ofthe confirmation analytical results that indicate that

pesticides and PCBs are non-detect" with clean soil obtained from an area to be

determined by RVAAP.
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26. Decontamination of sampling equipment must be in accordance with the methodology

that is detailed in the site-wide Field Sampling and Analysis Plan. It is noted that there

has been a change in the site-wide decon procedure, as a 2% acid rinse is utilized instead

of a 10% acid rinse. The entire part of section 5.5 regarding the decontamination of

equipment and supplies needs to be revised. (Pages 5-3 - 5-5)

27. In the text of the report, provide details regarding the laboratory that will be utilized for

the geotechnical analyses. (Page 5-6)

28. In sections 5.8.2.3 and 5.8.2.4, provide clarification in the text that environmental sample

analytical results will not be adjusted in the event that contamination is determined in

trip, equipment and/or material blanks. (Page 5-10)

29. Provide an explanation for the statement in the text of the workplan that indicates that the

laboratory analytical results will not be validated. (Page 5-11)

30. Although the Agency does not have regulatory authority over health and safety plans

(HASPs), the following comments are noted:

a. The section detailing the different levels of PPE should also contain a discussion

of donning, doffing, and personnel decontamination procedures. (Page 6-4)

b. The text should contain additional information regarding any proposed dust

suppression techniques that may be utilized. (Page 6-5)

c. The MSDSs for any materials (examples: fuels, acids, solvents, etc.) brought on

site should be provided in the HASP.

d. The RVAAP security office phone number should be provided on page 6-6. In

addition, please confirm whether or not the RVAAP security would be the

personnel that call for police, fire and/or EMS services.

e. Tables 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, and 6-4 should be placed in the HASP. In Table 6-3, the

term "periodically" should be defined. In Table 6-4, the symptoms of and

treatment for heat stress, stroke, and exhaustion, as well as frostbite and

hypothermia should be presented. Table 6-4 should describe the proper

techniques for the removal of ticks and also indicate that any ticks removed from

the body should be sent to the Ohio Department of Health.

31. Table 5-1 should also contain the analytical methods, containers, preservatives, holding

times, etc. for the analyses that will be conducted on the borrow material.

32. Table 5-2 should clearly indicate that samples of demolition debris will be collected from

two main sub-groups, i.e. the flooring and interior walls (which are hazardous according
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to earlier test results) and the rest of the demolition debris (which is non-hazardous).

33. Figure 1 -2 should be updated to indicate that there are currently 51 AOCs identified at the

RVAAP installation.

cc: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Jamal Singh, DSIWM, NEDO

John Jent, USACE Louisville

Mark Patterson, RVAAP



EileerVMohr "Pesticide BTfdTng'ciosureTC^IarT"' '~m-?---m-*-----™------- p_—~ —. —..- ._™.

From: Eileen Mohr

To: Greg Orr; Jarnal Singh; john.p.jent@lrl02.usace.army.mil; pattersonm@ioc.army.mil

Date: 10/14/99 11:52AM

Subject: Pesticide Building Closure Workplan

Greg, Jarnal, Mark, John:

Attached to this email are my comments regarding the pesticide building closure workplan that was

recieved at NEDO on 10/12/99. (I will not be sending out additional hard copies of the memo).

Greg and Jarnal -1 am submitting these comments directly to John Jent and Mark Patterson, as the

time-frame for the propsed start date is pretty tight.

John and Mark - Please make sure that you contact Greg and Jarnal directly to see if they have any

comments on the workplan. Also, disposal issues should be coordinated through Greg and Jarnal.

Feel free to call if you have any comments.

Eileen

CC: Bob Princic; Bonnie Buthker
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From: Greg Orr

To: Eileen Mohr, Jarnal Singh, john.p.jent@lrl02.usace.army.mil,

pattersonm@ioc.army.mil

Date: 10/18/99 2:20PM

Subject: Re: Pesticide Building Closure Workplan

Greetings All,

Please find attached my comments regarding the pesticide building closure work plan. I have included

Eileen's comments (since we had the same concerns in several areas), a hard copy will follow, thanks.

>» Eileen Mohr 10/14 11:52 AM >»

Greg, Jarnal, Mark, John:

Attached to this email are my comments regarding the pesticide building closure workplan that was

recieved at NEDO on 10/12/99. (I will not be sending out additional hard copies of the memo).

Greg and Jarnal -1 am submitting these comments directly to John Jent and Mark Patterson, as the

time-frame for the propsed start date is pretty tight.

John and Mark - Please make sure that you contact Greg and Jarnal directly to see if they have any

comments on the workplan. Also, disposal issues should be coordinated through Greg and Jarnal.

Feel free to call if you have any comments.

Eileen

CC: Bob Princic, Bonnie Buthker, Natalie Oryshkewych

V

0

i^
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ATTACHMENT A

WORK PLAN COMMENTS FOR RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PESTICIDE BUILDING

2.

Cc
3.

chemical name as well as the USEPA hazardous waste number and listed. The list must

also specifically identify all hazardous constituents of the waste as listed in the Appendix

to OAC 3745-54-93, 40 CFR part 261, Appendix VIII and part 264, Appendix IX.

RVAAP should revise the closure plan to specify measures which will be taken to ensure

that no open flames, hot surfaces, and/or smoking will be permitted near the hazardous

waste building.

The complete transport process for each hazardous#waste should be described as well as

the decontamination process for vehicles, p

The methods to be used for off-site treatment and disposal of each hazardous wasfe

should be detailed.

The description of the decontamination procedures need to be more detailed. Include the

following:

1. number of rinses

2. procedures to prevent run-off of rinseate

3. procedures used to decontaminate equipment

The work plan should describe the analyzes to be performed for determining the success

of decontamination efforts. The plan should specifically state clean levels for rinseates

and soils which will be used to verify that equipment, structure and underlying soils have

been decontaminated in compliance with OAC 3745-66-17. Specifically, the final rinse

water shall be analyzed for all hazardous constituents listed in the Appendix to OAC

3745-54-93 (40 CFR Part 261 Appendix VIII) associated with the wastes managed in the

unit to be closed. The following protocol shall be used to establish clean levels for

rinseate:

I. fifteen times the public drinking water maximum contamination level

(MCL) for hazardous waste constituents 40 CFR 141.11 and OAC
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3745-81-11 for inorganics and 40 CFR 141.12 and OAC 3745-81-123 for

organics);

2. if MCL is not available then fifteen times the maximum

contamination level (MCLG) (40 CFR 141.50);

3. if the product of fifteen times the MCL or MCLG exceeds lmg/Lorif

neither MCL nor an MCLG is available for a particular contaminant,

lmg/L shall be used as the clean standard;

4. if the MCL or MCLG is below the contaminant's analytical detection limit

as defined in U.S. EPA Publication SW-846, then the SW-846 analytical

detection limit shall be used as the clean standard (Note: sometimes

MCLG's are zero, so this standard would then apply).

The following protocol shall be used to establish clean levels for soil:

1. for non-naturally occurring hazardous constituents, the analytical

detection limit shall be the clean level;

2. for naturally occurring constituents, site specific backgrounds or

comparison with comparable soil found in Ohio Farm Soil (see the Ohio

EPA Closure Plan Review Guidance, May 6, 1991).

7. A description of the methods to be used for sampling and analysis of rinseate and soil

should be included in the work plan. The following information should be provided:

1. parameters to analyzed

2. number of samples

3. sampling method and equipment

4. analytical methods

5. sample type

6. evidence of quality assurance/quality control

2, 7. a clear statement of the clean level

8. quality control protocols for field methods

All sampling and analysis must be consistent with U.S. EPA Publication SW-846 "Test

Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste."

)j£ £*~ ' ' jLo}""" RVAAP should revise the work plan to specify the area to decontaminate equipment and

A ' personnel, and a description of the methods to be used to manage decontamination

^ residues. The closure plan shall specify how the decontamination area will be designed

^^C anc*tne methods of management for rinsewater and residues.

9. Rinse water must be collected such that it does not run into the ground and must be
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handled as a hazardous waste until analytic results determine it to be non-hazardous.

10. RVAAP should include procedures to minimize or eliminate air emissions related to

closure, including nuisance problems such as fugitive dust or odors.

11. In the future, all submissions from IT must be received with a minimum of a 30-day

review time scheduled in for the regulatory agency(ies).

12. The statement in the text that indicates that the inactive facilities are maintained in a

standby status by keeping equipment in a condition to permit resumption of production,

should be removed from the document. (Page 1-1)

■ni \ 13. Section 1.3 references a Project Management Plan for the RVAAP project that was

j\ I prepared by IT Corporation in 1998. A copy of this plan should be submitted to OEPA

^ J<^ NEDO.

c Af *4. In addition to the closure activities listed for Building T-4452, there should be another

i yf bullet that indicates that the existing pump will be removed, tested for PCBs, and

disposed of in accordance with all State and Federal rules, laws, and regulations. (Pages

2-1 and 6-1) <£ & ^/^ & ^

^

15. The text of the workplan (in all appropriate sections) should provide a detailed discussion

-^ of the field screening techniques that will be utilized during this project. This

^c?^ information should include such information as the type(s) of testing that will be
/ t^~~*~~ conducted, the manufacturer of the test kit, minimum detection limits, accuracy of the

*- field methods, how the data will be utilized, etc. (Pages 2-1, 4-3, and 6-1)

16. In section 2.1, provide information with respect to: (a) the "central staging area" location;

and, (b) preliminary disposal options. (Page 2-3)

17. Section 2.2 indicates that subsequent to the building demolition that "The building

material will be loaded, transported and disposed of as general construction debris." This

statement must be removed from the text, as recent data indicates that the flooring

material and interior wall (plasterboard) in this building are characteristically hazardous,

based upon the TCLP results (specifically for 2,4-D and 2,4,5-TP). The flooring and

interior plasterboard walls must be disposed of as a hazardous waste. The flooring

material and interior plasterboard walls should be segregated from the other demolition

debris. (Page 2-2)

18. Section 2.3:

a. It was this Agency's understanding that the excavation of contaminated soil

A ff^\ \^" would continue until laboratory analytical results indicated that pesticides and
0 s J^c^ ' t.. ■• * PCBs were non-detect. The text should be revised to indicate that this is what

will occur during the closure efforts. (Also page 4-2)
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Revise the statement in the text to read: "If testing indicates any areas are still

contaminated, additional excavation will be conducted, until the laboratory

analytical results indicate that pesticides and PCBs are non-detect. "

OEPA must be consulted regarding the necessity and extent of additional

excavation.

-i

X a

, 19.

L. 20.

d. Provide information in the text as to how the initial excavation depths were

„ -p. determined. (Also page 4-3)

e. Provide additional details in the text as to what other measures may be employed

to "insure proper management of surface water run-off in the event of

precipitation."

f. The text should detail the number of samples, soil sampling and compositing

techniques utilized to determine the appropriate disposal options. (Also page 4-1)

Provide information in the text as to the source of the borrow material that will be utilized

to backfill the excavations. (Pages 2-3 and 4-4)

Revise the text to read "Waste characterization sampling will be performed on all

collected/containerized waste to facilitate proper disposal in accordance with applicable

local, state, and federal rules, laws, and regulations." (Page 4-1)

In the excavated waste soil sampling, samples obtained for VOC analyses should not be

homogenized. (Page 4-2)

The text in section 4.2.1 indicates that a "representative piece" of decontaminated

material will be selected for rinsate sampling. What constitutes a "representative" piece

of decontaminated equipment? (Page 4-2) TX-LA& 'Z^-J^-t^.

The text on page 4-3 indicates that "If screening results do not indicate contamination

above the action level...." Currently, no action levels, or preliminary remediation goals

have been determined for the RVAAP project. As such the "action level" must be

equivalent to non-detect.

The text on page 4-3 indicates that confirmation soil samples will be evenly-spaced over

: excavation area as shown on Figure 2-1. It is noted that the identified figure does not

detail the proposed confirmation sample locations. Adjust either the text or the figure

such that they are in agreement.

\
Revise the text on page 4-4 to read as follows "The excavations will be backfilled,

subsequent to the receipt ofthe confirmation analytical results that indicate that

pesticides and PCBs are non-detect" with clean soil obtained from an area to be

determined by RVAAP.
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Decontamination of sampling equipment must be in accordance with the methodology

that is detailed in the site-wide Field Sampling and Analysis Plan. It is noted that there

has been a change in the site-wide decon procedure, as a 2% acid rinse is utilized instead

of a 10% acid rinse. The entire part of section 5,5 regarding the decontamination of

equipment and supplies needs to be revised. (Pages 5-3 - 5-5)

O- M **^° \21. In the text of the report, provide details regarding the laboratory that will be utilized for

*"*S£ ^u**^* the geotechnical analyses. (Page 5-6) Mfiv3^ i«i?t&r

?f* 28. In sections 5.8.2.3 and 5.8.2.4, provide clarification in the text that environmental sample

analytical results will not be adjusted in the event that contamination is determined in

trip, equipment and/or material blanks. (Page 5-10)

Provide an explanation for the statement in the text of the workplan that indicates that the

laboratory analytical results will not be validated. (Page 5-11)

Although the Agency does not have regulatory authority over health and safety plans

(HASPs), the following comments are noted:

a. The section detailing the different levels of PPE should also contain a discussion

of donning, doffing, and personnel decontamination procedures. (Page 6-4)

b. The text should contain additional information regarding any proposed dust

suppression techniques that may be utilized. (Page 6-5)

c. The MSDSs for any materials (examples: fuels, acids, solvents, etc.) brought on

site should be provided in the HASP.

d. The RVAAP security office phone number should be provided on page 6-6. In

addition, please confirm whether or not the RVAAP security would be the

personnel that call for police, fire and/or EMS services.

e. Tables 6-1,6-2, 6-3, and 6-4 should be placed in the HASP. In Table 6-3, the

term "periodically" should be defined. In Table 6-4, the symptoms of and

treatment for heat stress, stroke, and exhaustion, as well as frostbite and

hypothermia should be presented. Table 6-4 should describe the proper

techniques for the removal of ticks and also indicate that any ticks removed from

the body should be sent to the Ohio Department of Health.

31. Table 5-1 should also contain the analytical methods, containers, preservatives, holding

times, etc. for the analyses that will be conducted on the borrow material.

, , .^.- 32. Table 5-2 should clearly indicate that samples of demolition debris will be collected from

/" jtf\ ^ Jr' two main sub-groups, i.e. the flooring and interior walls (which are hazardous according
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to earlier test results) and the rest of the demolition debris (which is non-hazardous).

Figure 1-2 should be updated to indicate that there are currently 51 AOCs identified at the

RVAAP installation.

cc: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Jarnal Singh, DSIWM, NEDO

John Jent, USACE Louisville

Mark Patterson, RVAAP
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From: Robert.Woods@lrl02.usace.army.mil

Date: 10/20/99 2:42PM

Received: by dms-lcc-pdx-m1 .dms.usace.army.mil with Internet Mail Service (5.5.2448.0)

id <VD51BTDA>; Wed, 20 Oct 1999 11:37:35 -0700

Message-ID: <EDDC702D6B63D21199C200805F9F9465D66565@LRLMAIL01>

From: "Woods, Robert LRL02" <Robert.Woods@lrl02.usace.army.mil>

To: Eileen Mohr <eileen.mohr@epa.state.oh.us>,

Greg Orr <greg.orr@epa.state.oh.us>,

"Lt. Col. Tadsen" <tadsenta@oh-arng.ngb.army.mil>,

John Cicero <ciceroj@ioc.army.mil>,

Bill Ingold <ingoldw@ioc.army.mil>,

"Jent, John P LRL02" <John.P.Jent@lrl02.usace.army.mil>,

"Kennedy, Kerry M LRL02" <Kerry.M.Kennedy@lrlO2.usace.army.mil>

Cc: "Sennett, David J LRL02" <David.J.Sennett@lrlO2.usace.army.mil>,

"Kunke, Kevin C LRL02" <Kevin.C.Kunke@lrlO2.usace.arrny.mil>,

Mark Patterson <PattersonM@ioc.army.mil>

Subject: Pre-construction conference

Date: Wed, 20 Oct 1999 11:33:38-0700

X-Mailer: Internet Mail Service (5.5.2448.0)

On October 25th at 10:00 am we will be conducting a pre- construction

conference on two delivery orders at RVAAP. They are for the demolition of

the Pesticide Storage / Mixing Building, T-4452 and the Deactivation Furnace

Area. It will be a kick off meeting with the contractor IT (International

Technology ) to discuss items and go over requirements of the contract. The

contractors intent is to start work following the meeting and be complete by

the end of November and I would like to invite anyone that has an interest

to be there.

Thank you

Bob Woods

Corps. Of Engineers



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

October 21, 1999

TELE (330) A25-$M\ FAX (330) 487-0769 Bob Taft< Governor
Christopher Jones, Director

RE: DRAFT WORK PLAN COMMENTS

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLAN

PESTICIDE BUILDING

OH5-210-020-736

Mr. John Jent

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Louisville District

CEORL-ED-GE

600 Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive

Louisville, KY 40201

Dear Mr. Jent:

On October 12, 1999 the Ohio EPA received your draft work plan, dated October 1999, for the

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant's (RVAAP) Pesticide Building, located within the RVAAP

installation at 8451 State Route 5, Ravenna, Ohio.

Please find attached as "'Attachment A" comments from Eileen Mohr and myself. If you have

any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact me at (330) 963-1189.

Sincerelv.

Gregory On-

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

GO:ddb

cc: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Diane Kurlich. DDAGW, NEDO

Jarnal Singh, DSIWM

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

Attachment

P'inled on recycled pacer



ATTACHMENT A

WORK PLAN COMMENTS FOR RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PESTICIDE BUILDING

OH5-210-020-736

1. All hazardous wastes managed at the units to be closed must be designated by standard

chemical name as well as the USEPA hazardous waste number and listed. The list must

also specifically identify all hazardous constituents of the waste as listed in the Appendix

to OAC 3745-54-93, 40 CFR part 261, Appendix VIII and part 264, Appendix IX.

2. RVAAP should revise the closure plan to specify measures which will be taken to ensure

that no open flames, hot surfaces, and/or smoking will be permitted near the hazardous

waste building.

3. The complete transport process for each hazardous waste should be described as well as

the decontamination process for vehicles.

4. The methods to be used for off-site treatment and disposal of each hazardous waste

should be detailed.

5. The description of the decontamination procedures need to be more detailed. Include the

following:

1. number of rinses

2. procedures to prevent run-off of rinseate

3. procedures used to decontaminate equipment

6. The work plan should describe the analyzes to be performed for determining the success

of decontamination efforts. The plan should specifically state clean levels for rinseates

and soils which will be used to verify that equipment, structure and underlying soils have

been decontaminated in compliance with OAC 3745-66-17. Specifically, the final rinse

water shall be analyzed for all hazardous constituents listed in the Appendix to OAC

3745-54-93 (40 CFR Part 261 Appendix VIII) associated with the wastes managed in the

unit to be closed. The following protocol shall be used to establish clean levels for

rinseate:

1. fifteen times the public drinking water maximum contamination level

(MCL) for hazardous waste constituents 40 CFR 141.11 and OAC 3745-

81-11 for inorganics and 40 CFR 141.12 and OAC 3745-81-123 for

organics);



2. if MCL is not available then fifteen times the maximum

contamination level (MCLG) (40 CFR 141.50);

3. if the product of fifteen times the MCL or MCLG exceeds lmg/L or if

neither MCL nor an MCLG is available for a particular contaminant,

lmg/L shall be used as the clean standard;

4. if the MCL or MCLG is below the contaminant's analytical detection limit

as defined in U.S. EPA Publication SW-846, then the SW-846 analytical

detection limit shall be used as the clean standard (Note: sometimes

MCLG's are zero, so this standard would then apply).

The following protocol shall be used to establish clean levels for soil:

1. for non-naturally occurring hazardous constituents, the analytical

detection limit shall be the clean level;

2. for naturally occurring constituents, site specific backgrounds or

comparison with comparable soil found in Ohio Farm Soil (see the Ohio

EPA Closure Plan Review Guidance, May 6, 1991).

7. A description of the methods to be used for sampling and analysis of rinseate and soil

should be included in the work plan. The following information should be provided:

1. parameters to analyzed

2. number of samples

3. sampling method and equipment

4. analytical methods

5. sample type

6. evidence of quality assurance/quality control

7. a clear statement of the clean level

8. quality control protocols for field methods

All sampling and analysis must be consistent with U.S. EPA Publication SW-846 "Test

Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste."

8. RVAAP should revise the work plan to specify the area to decontaminate equipment and

personnel, and a description of the methods to be used to manage decontamination

residues. The closure plan shall specify how the decontamination area will be designed

and the methods of management for rinse water and residues.

9. Rinse water must be collected such that it does not run into the ground and must be

handled as a hazardous waste until analytic results determine it to be non-hazardous.

10. RVAAP should include procedures to minimize or eliminate air emissions related to

closure, including nuisance problems such as fugitive dust or odors.



11. In the future, all submissions from IT must be received with a minimum of a 30-day

review time scheduled in for the regulatory agency(ies).

12. The statement in the text that indicates that the inactive facilities are maintained in a

standby status by keeping equipment in a condition to permit resumption of production,

should be removed from the document. (Page 1-1)

13. Section 1.3 references a Project Management Plan for the RVAAP project that was

prepared by IT Corporation in 1998. A copy of this plan should be submitted to OEPA

NEDO.

14. In addition to the closure activities listed for Building T-4452, there should be another

bullet that indicates that the existing pump will be removed, tested for PCBs, and

disposed of in accordance with all State and Federal rules, laws, and reaulations. (Pages

2-1 and 6-1)

15. The text of the workplan (in all appropriate sections) should provide a detailed discussion

of the field screening techniques that will be utilized during this project. This

information should include such information as the type(s) of testing that will be

conducted, the manufacturer of the test kit, minimum detection limits, accuracy of the

field methods, how the data will be utilized, etc. (Pages 2-1, 4-3, and 6-1)

16. In section 2.1, provide information with respect to: (a) the "central staging area" location;

and, (b) preliminary disposal options. (Page 2-3)

17. Section 2.2 indicates that subsequent to the building demolition that "The building

material will be loaded, transported and disposed of as general construction debris." This

statement must be removed from the text, as recent data indicates that the flooring

material and interior wail (plasterboard) in this building are characteristically hazardous,

based upon the TCLP results (specifically for 2,4-D and 2,4,5-TP). The flooring and

interior plasterboard walls must be disposed of as a hazardous waste. The flooring

material and interior plasterboard walls should be segregated from the other demolition

debris. (Page 2-2)

18. Section 2.3:

a. It was this Agency's understanding that the excavation of contaminated soil

would continue until laboratory analytical results indicated that pesticides and

PCBs were non-detect. The text should be revised to indicate that this is what

will occur during the closure efforts. (Also page 4-2)

b. Revise the statement in the text to read: "If testing indicates any areas are still

contaminated, additional excavation will be conducted until (he laboratory

analytical results indicate that pesticides and PCBs are non-detect. "

c. OEPA must be consulted regarding the necessity and extent of additional

excavation.



d. Provide information in the text as to how the initial excavation depths were

determined. (Also page 4-3)

e. Provide additional details in the text as to what other measures may be employed

to "insure proper management of surface water run-off in the event of

precipitation."

f. The text should detail the number of samples, soil sampling and compositing

techniques utilized to determine the appropriate disposal options. (Also page 4-1)

19. Provide information in the text as to the source of the borrow material that will be utilized

to backfill the excavations. (Pages 2-3 and 4-4)

20. Revise the text to read "Waste characterization sampling will be performed on all

collected/containerized waste to facilitate proper disposal in accordance with applicable

local, state, and federal rules, laws, and regulations." (Page 4-1)

21. In the excavated waste soil sampling, samples obtained for VOC analyses should not be

homogenized. (Page 4-2)

22. The text in section 4.2.1 indicates that a "representative piece" of decontaminated

material will be selected for rinsate sampling. What constitutes a "representative" piece

of decontaminated equipment? (Page 4-2)

23. The text on page 4-3 indicates that "If screening results do not indicate contamination

above the action level...." Currently, no action levels, or preliminary remediation goals

have been determined for the RVAAP project. As such the "action level" must be

equivalent to non-detect.

24. The text on page 4-3 indicates that confirmation soil samples will be evenly-spaced over

the excavation area as shown on Figure 2-1. It is noted that the identified figure does not

detail the proposed confirmation sample locations. Adjust either the text or the figure

such that they are in agreement.

25. Revise the text on page 4-4 to read as follows "The excavations will be backfilled,

subsequent to the receipt ofthe confirmation analytical results that indicate that

pesticides andPCBs are non-detect" with clean soil obtained from an area to be

determined by RVAAP.

26. Decontamination of sampling equipment must be in accordance with the methodology

that is detailed in the site-wide Field Sampling and Analysis Plan. It is noted that there

has been a change in the site-wide decon procedure, as a 2% acid rinse is utilized instead

of a 10% acid rinse. The entire part of section 5.5 regarding the decontamination of

equipment and supplies needs to be revised. (Pages 5-3 - 5-5)

27. In the text of the report, provide details regarding the laboratory that will be utilized for

the geotechnical analyses. (Page 5-6)



28. In sections 5.8.2.3 and 5.8.2.4, provide clarification in the text that environmental sample

analytical results will not be adjusted in the event that contamination is determined in

trip, equipment and/or material blanks. (Page 5-10)

29. Provide an explanation for the statement in the text of the workplan that indicates that the

laboratory analytical results will not be validated. (Page 5-11)

30. Although the Agency does not have regulatory authority over health and safety plans

(HASPs), the following comments are noted:

a. The section detailing the different levels of PPE should also contain a discussion

of donning, doffing, and personnel decontamination procedures. (Page 6-4)

b. The text should contain additional information regarding any proposed dust

suppression techniques that may be utilized. (Page 6-5)

c. The MSDSs for any materials (examples: fuels, acids, solvents, etc.) brought on

site should be provided in the HASP.

d. The RVAAP security office phone number should be provided on page 6-6. In

addition, please confirm whether or not the RVAAP security would be the

personnel that call for police, fire and/or EMS services.

e. Tables 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, and 6-4 should be placed in the HASP. In Table 6-3, the

term "periodically" should be defined. In Table 6-4, the symptoms of and

treatment for heat stress, stroke, and exhaustion, as well as frostbite and

hypothermia should be presented. Table 6-4 should describe the proper

techniques for the removal of ticks and also indicate that any ticks removed from

the body should be sent to the Ohio Department of Health.

31. Table 5-1 should also contain the analytical methods, containers, preservatives, holding

times, etc. for the analyses that will be conducted on the borrow material.

2. Table 5-2 should clearly indicate that samples of demolition debris will be collected from

two main sub-groups, i.e. the flooring and interior walls (which are hazardous according

to earlier test results) and the rest of the demolition debris (which is non-hazardous).

33. Figure 1-2 should be updated to indicate that there are currently 51 AOCs identified at the

RVAAP installation.

cc: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM, NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Jarnal Singh, DSIWM, NEDO

John Jent, USACE Louisville

Mark Patterson. RVAAP



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 BobTaft, Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

September 13, 1999 RE; Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

Portage/Trumbull Counties

Draft NACA Phase 1 Workplan

Mr. John Jent

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

CEORL-ED-GS

600 Martin Luther King Jr. Place

P.O. Box 59

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

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

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

volume document entitled "Draft, Sampling and Analysis Plan, Addendum No.l for the Phase 1

Remedial Investigation of the NACA Test Area at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant,

Ravenna Ohio" and the ''Draft, Site Safety and Health Plan, Addendum No. 1 for the Phase 1

Remedial Investigation of the NACA Test Area at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant,

Ravenna, Ohio." The documents, dated September 1999, and received at OEPA on September 7,

1999 were prepared by the contractor for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) -

Louisville District under contract number DACA62-94-D-0029.

The OEPA NEDO DERR has the following comments on the draft documents:

SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS PLAN (SAP)

General Comment:

1. Throughout the draft workplan, it is indicated that potential impacts on the groundwater

as a result of activities at the NACA Test Area and the determination of groundwater as a

potential migration pathway will be evaluated based upon soil screening guidance values

for leaching to groundwater. The OEPA agrees that this is a screen that can be utilized,

but takes the position that it cannot be used as a replacement for installing Area of

Concern (AOC)-specific monitoring wells at the NACA Test Area. The OEPA agrees

that a hydrogeologic investigation at the NACA Test Area can be deferred until AOC-

specific data regarding the concentration and distribution of contaminants in the soil and

sediment is available. However, if soil/sediment contamination is documented, the
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Mr. John Jent

Page 2

determination as to whether a hydrogeologic investigation is to be conducted, or whether

groundwater is an exposure pathway will not be made on the basis of generic leaching

values alone.

Specific Comments:

2. On page 1-2, please provide the appropriate references for the historical information

presented.

3. The text on page 1 -7 indicates that "Samples collected and analyzed from station HC-2

between 1980 to 1992 had no detectable quantities of explosives." However, Table 1-1

indicates that RDX was detected at HC-2, at least once during this time period. Please

revise the text accordingly.

4. On page 1-7, please revise the text to read "These compounds were not included in

calculating the Contaminant Hazard Factor (CHF) because no risk standard existed for

them in the RRSE methodology at the time/'

5. Is there any reason to suspect the presence of ordnance and explosives (OE) on the

eastern end (crash area) of the NACA Test Area? (Page 1-8)

6. In the site conceptual model section (CSM), the soil discussion should be modified to

indicate that the fueling area may also be a source of contamination. (Page 3-1)

7. In the CSM section regarding groundwater, please refer to comment # 1 detailed above.

In addition, it is noted that other potential site-related contaminants based on operational

history are volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Please adjust the text accordingly

(Page 3-2)

8. The text on page 3-10 indicates that "Screening levels based on industrial land use are

also provided for reference, as the NACA Test Area will ultimately be transferred to the

Ohio Army National Guard." Please note that potential Ohio National Guard (ONG)

usage of this area would more appropriately be characterized as "managed recreational",

not industrial as the text indicates. Please adjust the text accordingly.

In addition, the text indicates that ecological risk screening will be conducted for surface

water and sediment. The text should also indicate that ecological risk screening will be

conducted for soil. Please adjust the text accordingly.

9. Please revise the text on page 3-38 to indicate that "essential human nutrients are not

considered AOC-related and will not be considered potential COPCs, unless they are

elevated such that they may indicate a potential contaminant source. "



Mr. John Jent

Page 3

10. On Table 4-2, please revise the sediment section to indicate that grain size analyses will

be conducted on the sediment samples, not the surface water samples. (Page 4-4)

11. The text on page 4-17 indicates that "Contingency soil samples will be used to evaluate

the horizontal extent of contaminated areas based on visual observations." Please be

advised that it is unlikely that two contingency samples will be able to accomplish this
purpose.

12. Provide an explanation for the lack of monthly reports to be submitted as part of the

NACA Test Area effort. (Page 5-1)

13. Table 5-1 indicates that several sample locations are To Be Determined (TBD). The

corresponding text of the workplan should provide the rationale/criteria for the selection

of these TBD samples.

SITE SAFETY AND HEALTH PLAN

14. On page 1-1, please provide the appropriate references for the historical information

presented.

The OEPA has no objection to the commencement of field activities based upon the draft

workplan and the schedule contained therein. The revised (final) workplan should be submitted

subsequent to the resolution of any outstanding issues.

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

cc: Bob Princic, NEDO DERR

Diane Kurlich, NEDO DDAGW

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

David Seeley, USEPA Region V

Bonnie Buthker. OFFO SWDO

Brian Tucker, CO DERR

John Cicero, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, IOC

Steve Seleman, SAIC



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

October 18, 1999 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT
PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES
FINAL - NACA TEST CRASH AREA
WORKPLAN

Mr. John Jent

U.S Army Corps of Engineers

CEORL-ED-GS

600 Martin Luther King Jr. Place

P.O. Box 59

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA). Northeast District Office (NEDO)
Division of Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR) has received and reviewed the revised
two-volume document entitled, "Final, Sampling and Analysis Plan, Addendum No 1 for the
Phase 1 Remedial Investigation of the NACA Test Area at the Ravenna Army Ammunition
Plant, Ravenna, Ohio" and the "Final, Site Safety and Health Plan, Addendum No 1 for the
Phase 1 Remedial Investigation of the NACA Test Area at the Ravenna Army Ammunition

i ^ n™Venna' °hi0-" ThC documents' dated Oct°ber, 1999 and received at NEDO on October
14, 1999, were prepared by the contractor for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) -
Louisville District under contract number DACA62-94-D-0029.

The revised documents were reviewed with respect to the draft documents, and the comment-
resolution conference call held on September 23, 1999.

OEPA, NEDO, DERR has the following comments on the revised documents:

1. The text on page 4-1 should read as follows: "Geotechilical samples from 0 3 to
0.9 meters (1 to 3 feet) bgs will be collected using a geoprobe rig and Shelby tube
at three of the 18 stations (NTA-038, -057, and -069)." Please make the
appropriate correction in the field. No text changes are required.

2. OEPA reiterates (as a point of information) its position on the use of groundwater
sample results obtained from a geoprobe sampling device. Specifically if the
groundwater contains contaminants, any concentration that is obtained will be
considered a minimal value. In addition, if the groundwater sample does not
contain contaminant concentrations, it will not be considered definitive proof that
no groundwater contamination exists. No text change is required.

pnr:edon recyclea pac



Mr. John Jent

October 18, 1999

Page - 2 -

Mobilization for field work may commence on October 18, 1999, as planned.

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

330-963-1221.

SIncerelv.

V

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

cc: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Diane Kurlich, NEDO, DDAGW

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO, SWDO

Brian Tucker, CO, DERR

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, IOC

David Seeley, Region V

Steve Selecman, SAIC



Mark,

Enclosed are 2 copies of the sampling plan (one for you and one for Eileen Mohr) and 2 copies

of the Title 13 request (for the same). I have e-mailed the cover letter to Vicki to be made up

for John Ciccero's signature. He's also got a signature line in the Title 13 request. The two

letters that Eileen Mohr wanted re-sent to Portage and Trumbull counties are attachments I and
II of the Title 13 request.

Please let me know if you have any questions,

Jjjn Sheeny /q

(410)436-5211 /

/Oc^i C'*ry -

OCT 05 u

£_" i~j ~,

U\kjft
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

8451 STATE ROUTE 5

— RAVENNA, OHIO 44288-9297

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF

April 15, 1999

SIORV-CR (200-1 a)

Trumbull County Health Department

176 Chestnut NE

Warren, Ohio 44483

Dear Sir or Madam:

This correspondence serves as notice, as required, under the Ohio Administrative Code

(OAC) 3745-27-13 (authorization to engage in filling, grading, excavating, building, drilling, or

mining on land where a hazardous waste facility or solid waste facility was operated) that a

supplemental authorization is being requested from the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

(OEPA), Northeast District, to conduct investigative activities (drilling and soil sampling)

necessary to characterize Areas of Concern (AOCs) at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant,

Ravenna, Ohio, under Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability

Act leading to the environmental restoration of AOCs under the U.S. Department of Defense

Installation Restoration Program. The request for authorization is submitted as part of the

Facility-Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna,

Ohio, (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville District, 1996).

The Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant is located in northeastern Ohio within Portage and

Trumbull Counties, approximately 4.8 kilometers (3 miles) east/northeast of the Town of

Ravenna and approximately 1.61 kilometers (1 mile) northwest of the Town of Newton Falls.

The installation consists of 21,419 acres (8668 hectares) contained in a 17. 7-kilometer (11-

mile) by 5.63-kilometer (3.5-mile) tract bounded by State Route 5, the Michael J. Kirwan

Reservoir, and the CSX System Railroad on the south; State Route 534 on the east; the

Garrettsville and Berry Roads on the west; and the CONRAIL Railroad on the north. The land

use surrounding the installation is primarily farmland with sparse private residences. The

Michael J. Kirwan Reservoir is located immediately south of the facility. A map of the facility is

attached to this correspondence.

The Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant is a government-owned, contractor-operated U.S.

Army Industrial Operations Command facility. Currently the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

is an inactive facility maintained by a contracted caretaker, R&R International, Inc.
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If you have questions or concerns pertaining to this request for authorization under OAC 3745-

27-13, you may contact me at (330) 358-7311, or Ms. Eileen Mohr with the OEPA in Twinsburg,

Ohio, at(216f963-1221.

Sincerely,

John A. Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Enclosure

Copies Furnished:

Commander, U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command, ATTN: AMSIO-EQE (Mr. Whelove),

Rock Island, IL 61299-6000

Commander, U.S. Army industrial Operations Command, ATTN: AMSIO-IRI (Ms. Vermost),

Rock Island, IL 61299-6000

Mr. Doug Webb, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville District, CEORN-ER-M, 110 Ninth

Street South, Nashville, TN 37203-3863

Mr. Khodi Irani, MKM Engineers, Inc., 4153 Bluebonnet Drive, Stafford, Texas, 77477

Ohio Army National Guard Site Representative, LTC Tom Tadsen, 8451 State Route 5,

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

8451 STATE ROUTE 5

RAVENNA, OHIO 44288-9297

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF

April 15, 1999

SIORV-CR (200-1 a)

Portage County Health Department

449 South Meridian Street

Ravenna, Ohio 44266

Dear Sir or Madam:

This correspondence serves as notice, as required, under the Ohio Administrative Code

(OAC) 3745-27-13 (authorization to engage in filling, grading, excavating, building, drilling, or

mining on land where a hazardous waste facility or solid waste facility was operated) that a

generic authorization is being requested from the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

(OEPA), Northeast District, to conduct investigative activities (drilling and soil sampling)

necessary to characterize Areas of Concern (AOCs) at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant,

Ravenna, Ohio, under Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability

Act leading to the environmental restoration of AOCs under the U.S. Department of Defense

Installation Restoration Program. The request for authorization is submitted as part of the

Facility-Wide Sampling and Analysis Plan for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna,

Ohio, {U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville District, 1996).

The Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant is located in northeastern Ohio within Portage and

Trumbull Counties, approximately 4.8 kilometers (3 miles) east/northeast of the Town of

Ravenna and approximately 1.61 kilometers (1 mile) northwest of the Town of Newton Falls.

The installation consists of 21,419 acres (8668 hectares) contained in a 17.7-kilometer (11-

mile) by 5.63-kilometer (3.5-mile) tract bounded by State Route 5, the Michael J. Kirwan

Reservoir, and the CSX System Railroad on the south; State Route 534 on the east; the

Garrettsville and Berry Roads on the west; and the CONRAiL Railroad on the north. The land

use surrounding the installation is primarily farmland with sparse private residences. The

Michael J. Kirwan Reservoir is located immediately south of the facility, map of the facility is

attached to this correspondence.

The Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant is a government-owned, contractor-operated U.S.

Army industrial Operations Command facility. Currently, the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

is an inactive facility maintained by a contracted caretaker, R&R International, Inc.
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If you have questions or concerns pertaining to this request for authorization under OAC 3745-

27-13, you may contact me at (330) 358-7311, or Ms. Eileen Mohr with the OEPA in Twinsburg,

Ohio, at (21^963-1221.

Sincerely,

John A. Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Enclosure

Copies Furnished:

Commander, U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command, ATTN: AMSIO-EQE {Mr. Whelove),

Rock Island, IL 61299-6000

Commander, U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command, ATTN: AMSIO-IRI (Ms. Vermost),

Rock Island, IL 61299-6000

Mr. Doug Webb, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nashville District, CEORN-ER-M, 110 Ninth

Street South, Nashville, TN 37203-3863

Mr. Khodi Irani, MKM Engineers, Inc., 4153 Bluebonnet Drive, Stafford, Texas, 77477

Ohio Army National Guard Site Representative, LTC Tom Tadsen, 8451 State Route 5,

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297
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SIORV-CR(200-1a)

Subject: Ohio Administrative Code 3745-27-13 - Supplemental Request for Authorization for the

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

Director

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

P.O. Box 1049

Columbus, Ohio 43216-1049

Dear Sir:

Please find enclosed the supplemental request for authorization to conduct investigative

activities at two specific Areas of Concern at RVAAP that are regulated under the Ohio

Administrative Code 3745-27-13. This supplemental request for authorization was prepared

with specific reference to, and in accordance with, the generic rule OAC Rule 13 authorization

issued for RVAAP.

This request is forwarded for your review and concurrence.

Point of contact is Mr. John Cicero, (330) 358-7311.

Sincerely,

John A. Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Enclosures

Copies Furnished:

Ms. Eileen Mohr, Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Division of Emergency and Remedial

Response, Northeast District Office, 2110 East Aurora Road, Twinsburg, Ohio 44087

Commander, U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command, ATTN: AMSIO-EOE (Mr. Whelove),

Rock Island, IL 61299-6000

Mr. Kevin Jasper, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Louisville District, P.O. Box 59, Louisville, KY

40201-0059

Mr. Khodi Irani, MKM Engineers, Inc., 4153 Bluebonnet Drive, Stafford, Texas 77477

LTC Tom Tadsen, Ohio Army National Guard Site Representative, 8451 State Route 5,

Ravenna, OH 44266-9297

Commander, U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine, ATTN: MCHB-

TS-EHM (Mr. Sheehy), APG, MD 21010-5422
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OHIO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE 3745-27-13

REQUEST FOR AUTHORIZATION

FOR THE

RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

RAVENNA, OHIO
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1. INTRODUCTION

This is a supplemental request for authorization from the Ohio Environmental Protection

Agency (OEPA) to conduct investigative activities at two specific Areas of Concern (AOCs) at

the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) which is regulated under the Ohio

Administrative Code (OAC) 3745-27-13 (Authorization to engage in filling, grading, excavating,

building, drilling, or mining on land where a hazardous waste facility or solid waste facility was

operated), hereinafter referred to OAC Rule 13. An agreement between the RVAAP and the

OEPA, Northeast District (documented in a letter from RVAAP to the OEPA, Northeast District,

dated January 4, 1996) stipulates that a generic OAC Rule 13 authorization request be

developed according to the requirements of the rule and presented in the Facility-Wide

Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) covering the AOCs at RVAAP where a hazardous facility or

solid waste facility was operated. The request for authorization under OAC Rule 13 addresses

measures necessary to ensure that investigative activities (surface soil sampling, groundwater

sampling, subsurface soil sampling, surface water and sediment sampling, etc.), necessary to

characterize these AOCs under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,

and Liability Act (CERCLA) are protective of human health and the environment.

The generic request for OAC Rule 13 authorization applies only to AOCs being addressed

under CERCLA at RVAAP where a hazardous waste facility or solid waste facility was operated

based on currently available information. Although the investigative activities proposed for the

two AOCs under this supplemental authorization request are not CERCLA investigations, the

work will be performed in accordance with CERCLA protocol and procedures already

established in the Facility-Wide SAP in order to maintain uniformity of results. AOCs where

there is no reasonable expectation that solid or hazardous wastes have been deposited are not

proposed under this authorization request. However, as more information is learned about

environmental conditions at AOCs at RVAAP, additional AOCs, not designated under this

authorization request, may become applicable areas under OAC Rule 13 if evidence indicates

that additional safeguards are needed to protect human health and the environment. Should it

be determined by the OEPA and RVAAP that additional AOCs are applicable areas under OAC

Rule 13, then a formal request will be submitted to the OEPA requesting authorization under

this generic request. Any additional safeguards, if necessary, will be addressed in the

supplemental request for each AOC.

This request includes two AOCs that are identified as Load Line 12 (RVAAP-12) and the Pink

Waste Water Treatment Plant (RVAAP-18) for Load Line 12. A detailed history of process

operations and waste processes for Load Line 12 (RVAAP-12) and the Pink Waste Water

Treatment Plant (RVAAP-18) for Load Line 12 is presented in the Preliminary Assessment for

the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio (USACE 1996). Following is a brief

summary of the hazardous or solid waste management activities conducted at each of these

AOCs and their current status.

RVAAP-12. Load Line 12. Building FJ-904. Load Line 12 was originally used to produce

ammonium nitrate. From 1946 to 1950, Load Line 12 was used to produce 518,264 tons of

fertilizer grade ammonium nitrate. After the termination of ammonium nitrate production in

1950, Load Line 12 was primarily used for the demilitarization of munitions from 1951 through

1957, 1981 through 1983, and 1989 through 1993. During demilitarization, the projectile and

fuse assembly were removed from the bomb casing and the projectile was placed in a double-

jacketed steam canister. Explosives were liquified into a tray, knocked out of the tray, packed,

3
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and shipped out.

During demilitarization, Building FJ-904 was washed down weekly. Before 1980, wash down

water was swept through the doorways and onto the ground surrounding the building. The tank

effluent was ditched (from Building FJ-904) to a holding pond known as the Load Line 12

settling pond, where ultimately the water drained to Upper Cobbs and then Lower Cobbs Pond

(RVAAP-29). After 1981, the wash water was guttered and flowed through a pipe into a series

of two stainless-steel tanks. One tank was used for settling and one for filtration.

Approximately 324,000 liters of pink water were generated per month when the plant was fully

operational during the 1950s. The effluent contained TNT, HMX, Composition B, Ammatol (a

mixture of ammonium nitrate and TNT), lead, chromium, mercury, and other explosives.

Building FJ-904 was housed in a steel girder, transite-sided building approximately 100 feet by

60 feet. Dark, red-stained soil were visible under and along the east and north edges of the

building. In the vicinity of the red-stained soil were areas of absent vegetative growth.

Sediment samples from Cobb Ponds were found to be contaminated with RDX at a

concentration of 1.16 ng/ml and TNT at a concentration of 0.17 ng/ml. In the past,

contaminated wastewater was allowed to drain into the environment. Overflow could have

potentially gone into a drainage ditch approximately 100 feet east of this unit.

RVAAP-18, Load Line 12, Pink Waste Water Treatment Building. In 1982, the Pink Waste

Water Treatment Plant was brought on-line to process pink water from the demilitarization

operations conducted at Building FJ-904. The treatment plant consisted of a scupper system

for the collection of pink water, a 12,500 gallon holding tank, and a dual mode, activated carbon

filtration system. When processing, the effluent was pumped through a bag pre-filter that

removed the particulate matter. After the pre-filter, the effluent was pumped through a series of

two activated carbon units to another holding tank. Approximately 30 minutes of carbon bed

contact time was maintained during the treatment process. Discharge from the carbon

treatment system is regulated under a National Pollution Discharge and Elimination System

(NPDES) permit. The treatment plant currently has an active NPDES Permit (#3IO00000*GD)

granted by the state of Ohio.

In July 1996, SAIC completed a Phase 1 Remedial Investigation (Rl) in which several surface

soil samples were collected in the immediate vicinity of Building FJ-904. The results of the

investigation are presented in the Phase 1 Remedial Investigation of High Priority Areas of

Concern at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio (USACE 1998). The results

of this investigation indicated the presence of several metals, VOCs, PAHs, pesticides, PCBs,

cyanide, and explosives at Load Line 12. SAIC's evaluation of these results included a

preliminary risk characterization which identified several chemicals of potential concern

(COPCs). Based on Phase 1 risk-based screening levels, TNT, DNT, RDX, beryllium, lead,

PCBs, and several PAHs were determined to be COPCs at Load Line 12. Of particular note is

the concentration of TNT (19.000J mg/Kg) in surface soil sample LL12ss10 located near the

northeast corner of the Pink Waste Water Treatment Plant.

From December 1998 through February 1999, MKM Engineers executed the demolition of

Building FJ-904 to the ground surface. During this time period, MKM also demolished the

northeast and south concrete catwalks that extended from Building FJ-904, Building T-55

located immediately north of Building FJ-904, and Building S-4513 which was located

immediately east of Building FJ-904.
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The status, plans, and schedule for current characterization activities of AOCs at RVAAP are

presented in-the Action Plan for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio (USACE,

1996). The facility Action Plan is revised annually to reflect current and planned environmental

activities.

The following sections include the information required under an OAC Rule 13 authorization

request, in the order in which it is specified. Because much of the information required under

the provisions of OAC Rule 13 is contained in existing facility documents and CERCLA work

plans developed for conducting investigations of AOCs at RVAAP, references to existing

documentation are used where appropriate to meet the requirements of the rule.

2. LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION - OAC 37-45-27-13(C)(1)

RVAAP is located in northeastern Ohio within Portage and Trumbull Counties, approximately

4.8 kilometers (3 miles) east-northeast of the Town of Ravenna and approximately 1.61

kilometers (1 mile) northwest of the Town of Newton Falls. The installation consists of 21,419

acres (8668 hectares) contained in a 17.7-kilometers (11-mile) by 5.63-kilometers (3.5-mile)

tract bounded by State Route 5 and the CSX System Railroad on the south; State Route 534 on

the east; the Garrettsville and Berry Roads on the west; and the CONRAIL Railroad on the

north. The land use surrounding the installation is primarily farmland with sparse private

residences. The Michael J. Kirwan Reservoir is located immediately south of the facility.

RVAAP is a government-owned, contractor-operated, U.S. Army Industrial Operations

Command (IOC) facility. Currently, RVAAP is an inactive facility maintained by the contracted

caretaker R&R International, Inc. Table 2-1 presents the RVAAP Command Organization, IRP

executing agencies, and lead regulatory agencies.

Over the years, RVAAP handled and stored strategic and critical materials for various

government agencies and received, stored, maintained, transported, and demilitarized military

ammunition and explosive items. RVAAP maintains the capabilities to load, assemble, and

pack military ammunition; however, these operations are inactive. As part of the RVAAP

mission, the inactive facilities are maintained in a standby status by keeping equipment in a

condition to permit resumption of production within Army prescribed time limitations.

The location of the RVAAP facility on a 7.5 minute USGS topographic map is provided in the

Preliminary Assessment for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio (USACE

1996). The location, description, and operating history for the AOCs at RVAAP, including those

currently covered under this OAC Rule 13 request for authorization, are also included in the

Preliminary Assessment. Figure 1 is an installation map showing the general location of the

AOCs.

Table 2-1. RVAAP Organization Responsibilities

Command Organization
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Major Command: U.S. Army Material Command

Major Subordinate Command: U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command

Installation: KVAAP, Commander's Representative

Installation Contractor: R&R International, Inc.

Installation Restoration Program Executing Agency

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Louisville District

Regulatory Agencies

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency, Northeast District

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region V

3. INVESTIGATION ACTIVITIES - OAC 3745-27-13(C)(2)

The activities for which authorization is requested (drilling and soil sampling) are necessary to

further characterize the two AOCs leading to the restoration of these under the U.S.

Department of Defense (DoD) Installation Restoration Program (IRP). The approach to

implementing CERCLA under the IRP is described in Section 1 of the Facility-Wide Sampling

and Analysis Plan for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio (USACE 1996) and

the facility Action Plan. The characterization of the AOCs under this generic authorization is

expected to include investigative activities to evaluate the nature of surficial and subsurface

solid waste materials and the potential impact from leachate of contaminants from these

disposal sites on adjacent soils, ground water, surface water and sediment. The specific

investigative activities for each AOC will be defined in an investigative-specific SAP addendum

to the Facility-Wide SAP and submitted in draft for OEPA review and comment, and as a final

document for OEPA approval prior to conducting any investigative activities at an AOC.

Planned investigative activities at the AOCs addressed under this supplemental request include

subsurface soil sampling with an all-terrain vehicle (ATV) drilling rig. MKM Engineers, Inc.,

(MKM) proposes to install 25 soil borings in the area of former Building FJ-904 and the Pink

Waste Water Treatment Plant at Load Line 12 using hollow stem auger drilling. The proposed

test borings will be advanced to a depth of eight (8) feet below ground surface. During drilling

activities, soil samples will be collected using split spoon samplers in and/or adjacent to the

former waste management areas in order to collect subsurface soil samples for laboratory

analysis to characterize potential contaminants in the soils. The objective of the subsurface soil

sampling in this area is to further define the concentrations as well as the horizontal and vertical

extent of contaminants in soil. MKM will use this information to define the areas at Building FJ-

904 from which soil will be excavated and ultimately remediated on-site during the pilot

composting test portion of this project. Ground water sampling is not anticipated to be part of

the scope of work. In addition, two subsurface soil samples will be collected from two of the

proposed 25 borings using shelby tubes to be analyzed for geotechnical parameters.

4. PREVIOUS AND EXISTING PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND ORDERS -

1. OAC 3745-27-13(C){3)

There are no previous or existing permits, approvals, or orders pertaining to the AOCs for which

authorization under OAC Rule 13 is being requested. The regulatory history of AOCs at

RVAAP is presented in the Preliminary Assessment and the facility Action Plan.
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2. LETTERS OF ACKNOWLEDGMENTS - OAC 3745-27-13(C)(4)

All parcels of4and to which this supplemental request for authorization pertains are owned by

the U.S. Army. Because of the interior locations of the AOCs within the boundaries of the

RVAAP facility, all adjacent parcels are similarly owned by the U.S. Army. Consequently, no

letters of acknowledgment are included in this request for authorization under OAC Rule 13.

3. LETTERS OF NOTICE - OAC 3745-27-13(C)(5)

Letters of notice of this request for authorization are required, under the provisions of the OAC

Rule 13, to be sent to the board of health for the health district and the local zoning authority for

the area within which the facility is located. The Department of Health for both Trumbull and

Portage Counties, Ohio, has been notified and the copies of the letters of notice are attached to

this request for authorization as Attachments I and II. Because the Federal Government owns

the RVAAP, local zoning authorities do not have jurisdiction over the facility; therefore, notices

of this request for authorization were not sent to these agencies. The local zoning authorities

were contacted to confirm their jurisdiction at RVAAP.

4. HISTORY OF HAZARDOUS WASTE OR SOLID WASTE TREATMENT, STORAGE

OR DISPOSAL OPERATIONS - OAC 3745-27-13(C)(6)

A summary of all currently known hazardous waste and solid waste treatment, storage and.

disposal facilities at RVAAP is presented in the Preliminary Assessment. The histories of the

AOCs proposed under this supplemental authorization request are included in the introduction

to this document.

5. CLOSURE ACTIVITIES - OAC 3745-27-13(C)(7)

No formal closure activities have previously been initiated at the AOCs covered under this

supplemental request for authorization. However, hazardous waste and solid waste treatment,

storage and disposal operations have ceased at all AOCs at RVAAP. Under the CERCLA

process, as presented in Section 1 of the Facility-Wide SAP, the investigation of potentially

contaminated AOCs is the first step in the remediation and closure process. A summary of all

known previous closure activities for AOCs at RVAAP is presented in the Preliminary

Assessment, and additional information is presented in the facility Action Plan.

6. INVESTIGATION METHODS AND PROCEDURES - OAC 3745-27-13(C)(8)

The investigation of AOCs at RVAAP will be conducted in accordance with facility-wide work

plans and investigation-specific work plan addenda developed to meet the requirements

established by the OEPA and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region V,

under CERCLA. These plans contain detailed methods and procedures for performing the

described investigation activities. Facility-Wide work plans consist of a Facility-Wide SAP and a

Facility-Wide Safety and Health Plan for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio

(USACE 1996). The intent of the facility-wide documents is to guide the investigation activities,
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to the extent practical, expected to be common to the investigation of all AOCs at RVAAP. For

each AOC-specific investigation, addenda to the facility-wide work plans will be developed that

contain additional project-specific information regarding the investigation activities and

implementing methods and procedures. The investigation of any AOC can not be implemented

without the Facility-Wide SAP, FSHP, and an investigation-specific addendum for each plan.

The contents and relationship of the facility-wide work plans and investigation-specific addenda

are addressed in greater detail in Section 1 (Introduction) of the Facility-Wide SAP. The facility-

wide work plans and their addenda will be approved by the OEPA prior to initiating investigation

activities.

Detailed procedures describing the investigative methods are contained in the Field Sampling

Plan (FSP) part of either the Facility-Wide SAP or the AOC-specific SAP addenda as follows:

Drilling and soil sampling - Facility-Wide SAP, FSP Section 4.4 Subsurface Soil

7. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION - OAC 3745-27-13(C)(9)

As previously described in Section 9 of this request, the investigation of AOCs at RVAAP will be

conducted in accordance with the facility-wide work plans and investigation-specific work plan

addenda developed to meet the requirements established by the OEPA and the EPA, Region

V, under CERCLA. These plans contain detailed methods and procedures for performing the

described investigation activities. The primary focus of these documents is to produce legally

defensible investigation results and ensure protection of human health and the environment.

Consequently, the investigation methods and procedures cited in Section 9 are prepared to be

compliant with applicable state and federal laws and regulations for conducting CERCLA

investigations. These procedures contain provisions for protection of the environment from

investigative activities. In addition the Facility-Wide SAP and its addenda contain provisions

(Section 7, FSP) for the management of Investigation-Derived Waste (IDW) in accordance with

applicable state and federal laws and regulations. Provisions are included for the treatment,

storage, and disposal of IDW in accordance with applicable state and federal laws and

regulations.

8. REMOVAL OF SOLID OR HAZARDOUS WASTE, OR POTENTIALLY

CONTAMINATED SOILS - OAC 3745-27-13(C)(10)

During the investigation of these two AOCs at RVAAP, it is expected that the only contaminated

or hazardous IDW generated as a result of the proposed sampling activities will include excess

soil and drill cuttings from soil borings and sampling equipment decontamination water. Section

7 of the FSP in the Facility-Wide SAP and the investigation-specific SAP addenda contain

provisions for sampling, analysis, treatment, storage and disposal of IDW in accordance with

applicable state and federal laws and regulations. Section 7 of the FSP in the Facility-Wide

SAP requires submittal of a copy of a letter of acceptance from a disposal facility be submitted

to the OEPA prior to any removal of IDW from an AOC.

9. CLOSURE PROCEDURES - OAC 3745-27-13(C){11)
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The formal process for completing regulatory closure of AOCs at RVAAP regulated under

CERCLA is described in Section 1 (Introduction) of the Facility-Wide SAP, and additional

information regarding closure/remediation of AOCs under CERCLA is presented in the Action

Plan (USACE 1996). Because the CERCLA process is iterative and requires a considerable

amount of time in which to implement a remediation, the FSP part of the Facility-Wide SAP and

the investigation-specific SAP addenda contain provisions for reestablishing AOC conditions

following completion of characterization activities to mitigate the impact to human health and

the environment from these activities until such time that the AOC can be remediated, if

necessary, under the CERCLA process. These reestablishment measures are described for

each investigative activity presented in the FSP part of the Facility-Wide SAP and investigation-

specific addenda.

10. OAC RULE 13 AUTHORIZATION REQUEST SIGNATURES -

1. OAC 3745-27-13(C)(12)(D)(1)(d)

The statements and assertions of fact made in this application are true and complete to my

knowledge and comply fully with applicable state requirements as stated in OAC Rule 3745-27-

13.

John A. Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

Notary Public
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From: Eileen Mohr

To: ingoldw@ioc.army.mil, pattersonm@ioc.army.mil

Date: ~ Thu, Mar 25, 1999 8:47 AM

Subject: Load Line 12 - Rule 13

Mark and Bill

I contacted one of our legal staff this AM. For Load Line 12 soil excavation... you will definitely need to

submit the Rule 13 request. It was the determination of legal, however, that the four foot foundations can

be removed and the resulting excavations compacted with clean clay without a Rule 13 in place.

Let me know when excavation removal is to take place.

Hope this answers your question.

Eileen
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From: Eileen Mohr

Dale- mkmeng@flash.net, pattersonm@ioc.army.TBil
"ate- Fn,May7, 1999 11:46 AM
Subject: Revised Rule 13 - LL12

Mark and Shahrukh - i

• -e rev,ewed the revised request for auction under OAC 3745-27-13 (receded May 6, 1999) and have the

2- in the first and second paragraphs of Section 1, remove the references to the ■■generic" request for au,horiza,,on

3. in Sect,on 1, second-las. paragraph, the 1999 Action Plan was prepared by RVAAP personnel no, USAGE

^^LOSSES252Z%& ? * -—d to the ,ab for a fu|,
to the lab for low-level 8330 analyses In addiHnI,rJ«t P . d that Came up detect on either "ie TNT or RDX tests were

on the explosives field screening need iotsll^trla^y^^^ (WhiCh Can be diSCUSSed ^rwortcplan review, of nondetects

=ESH3^

pralTand 111 T^ThvMP.**^ 'nd'CateS "« 9enerated '-U'd <~- ». -ed for mo,sture control. Th,s ,s not an acceptable

10. ,n the not.cat.n letters to the health departments... ,n the f,rst paragraph, remove the reference to the Northeast D,s,nc, Off.ce; and, please

**



Eileen Mohr- Revised Rule 13 - LL12 ' ' " ' ■—■ PaqeT

note that the area code for the Twinsburg office has been changed to 330.

Please submit the revised document before the final copy being submitted to the Director's attention.

Eileen

f

CC: Eileen Mohr



OhfeEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

December 8, 1999

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

Christopher Jones, Director

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION

PLANT, PORTAGE/TRUMBULL

COUNTIES, MONAZITE SAND

REMEDIATION PROJECT

Mr. William Ingold

Industrial Operations Command

Attn: AMSIO-IRI

Rock Island, IL 61299-5000

Dear Mr. Ingold:

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

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

documents: "Work Plan, Soil Removal and Packaging, Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant,

Ravenna, Ohio;" "Project Radiation Control Plan, Monazite Sand Removal, Ravenna Army

Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio;" and, "Project Health and Safety Plan, Monazite Sand

Removal, Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio.11 The above-referenced documents

were prepared by the contractor for the U.S. Army Industrial Operations Command (IOC) and

were received at OEPA NEDO on October 29, 1999.

A draft copy of these comments was hand-delivered to Mr. Dick Kuntz ofNew World Technology

on December 8, 1999 at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP).

OEPA has the following comments on the documents:

GENERAL COMMENTS:

1. As indicated in previous correspondence, the Ohio Department of Health (ODH)

will be the lead state agency on this portion of RVAAP project, as this is their area

of expertise.

2. A list of acronyms (and associated descriptions) should be inserted in the front

portion of each of the documents.

3. On December 11, 1998, correspondence from OEPA was sent to the U.S. Army

Corps of Engineers (USACE) - Louisville District, which detailed comments on the

USACE (Tulsa District) report describing the findings of the radiation survey report

at the Monazite Sand Area of Concern (AOC). The Agency received neither a

response to the comment letter, nor a revised document. Many of the concerns

noted in the December 11, 1998 correspondence will have a direct bearing on the

work that is proposed in the recently received workplans. Please provide

information/assurance to OEPA that the previously stated concerns and unresolved

questions have been adequately and properly addressed.

Pnnled on recycled paper
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PAGE - 2 -

COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE WORKPLAN:

4. Please note the correct spelling of Trumbull County. (Page 1)

5. The text, on page 1, indicates that the "area is to remain secure for the foreseeable

future." Please provide a definition for the term "secure," i.e., is this being used in

reference to access potential or exposure potential? In addition, please note, the

Ohio National Guard (ONG) has leased a major portion of the RVAAP facility for

use as a training and logistics site. The ONG should be contacted for information

regarding whether or not this AOC is located within their lease agreement and, if

so, what the future usage of this property may be.

6. The text indicates that a release survey will be performed and soil samples will be

obtained to verify that the thorium contamination has been removed to "acceptable

levels." Please define in the text what is meant by the term "acceptable levels," and

provide an explanation for how these levels were determined, as well as providing

citations for the pertinent guidance documents. (Page 1)

7. The text on page 2 indicates that the goal of the remediation is to support the

release of this area for unrestricted use. Does this mean unrestricted use in the

sense of a residential, industrial, or recreational scenario? How do the defined

"acceptable levels" differ, based upon each scenario? Please confirm that the ODH

has approved the industrial RESRAD assumptions and numbers presented in the

text and that the numbers are protective, if the ONG were to utilize this portion of

the installation property for training purposes. (This comment also has

applicability to the sampling discussion on page 9)

8. Provide the project number in the final document. (Page 2)

9. Please provide the location on the RVAAP property where the waste materials will

be stored until they are disposed of at a licensed facility. In addition, please

identify the facility at which the waste materials will be disposed. (Pages 3 and 8)

10. Please confirm that a 25% surface scan coverage rate of the unaffected grids is the

accepted standard. (Page 3)

11. Decontamination procedures should be specified in the workplan. All decon fluids

must be containerized and characterized, prior to disposal in accordance with all

state and federal rules, laws, and regulations. (Pages 3 and 6)
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PAGE - 3 -

12. Provide additional information in the text of the background regarding the

determination of background. Specifically, where and on what basis, will the

background location(s) be selected? The determination of background is a critical

aspect of the removal project. (Page 5)

13. On page 7, please provide additional explanation as to how (and what basis) the

determination was made that only readings that were greater than 150% of the

determined site background would be marked with surveyor's flags. In addition,

clarification is requested on how an "unaffected" grid would have radiation

readings that are greater than 150% of the determined background. (Item numbers

2, 3, and 4)

14. Provide information in the text as to which laboratory will be utilized for this

project, and their associated certifications. A copy of the laboratory's Quality

Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) should be made available upon request. (Page 8)

15. Please provide confirmation that it is standard operating procedure (and in

accordance with accepted guidance) to composite samples for radiological analyses.

(Page 8)

16. Please provide additional information in the text as to how it was determined that

the individual samples would be analyzed, if the composite sample exceeds 25% of

the thorium release limit. Does this ensure that all potential "hot spots" will be

detected? (Page 8)

COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE PROJECT RADIATION CONTROL PLAN:

OEPA does not have any comments on this portion of the submitted documents.

COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE PROJECT HEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN:

Although OEPA does not have regulatory jurisdiction over site-specific health and safety

plans (HASPs), the following comments are noted:

17. The text, on page 8, referring to the generation of decontamination fluids would

tend to suggest that the decon fluids will be disposed of at the project site. As the

generated fluids will undoubtedly have contaminants present, the fluids must be

disposed of off-site and in accordance with all applicable state and federal rules,

laws, and regulations. (This comment also refers to pages 9 and 24)

18. The doffing procedures for Level C Personal Protective Equipment ( PPE) should

be more specific in terms of the order of removal of the protective garments,

equipment, and respiratory protection. (Page 21)
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19. The text regarding waste disposal should read: "Disposal of the infectious waste

container(s) must be in accordance with applicable state and federal rules, laws, and

regulations." (Page 34)

20. It is OEPA's understanding that, in the event of a fire or medical emergency, the

RVAAP security office is to be notified, and security personnel will contact 911.

Please confirm that the correct procedure is understood by all on-site personnel prior

to the commencement of field activities. (Pages 37, 38, and 40)

21. On Table I (Airborne Contaminant Action Levels), please provide the source(s)

utilized in developing this action level information.

22. The HASP should contain the appropriate Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) in an

appendix, or the text should indicate that the MSDS will be available on-site and the

location specified.

23. Site maps and maps detailing the route to the nearest hospital should be included in

the HASP. In addition, the hospital route map should be posted in a conspicuous

place in the support zone (in the on-scene office).

24. Appendix A (Radiation Protection Plan) should be provided in the revised document.

25. Appendix B (Activity Hazard Analysis) should be provided in the revised document.

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: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO, SWDO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Celeste Lipp, ODH

David Seeley, USEPA Region V

John Jent, USACE - Louisville

Irwin Dreyfuss, IOC

Bill Haney, New World Technology
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December 20, 1999

RE: Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

Portage/Trumbull Counties

Monazite Sand Remediation Project

Mr. William Ingold

Industrial Operations Command

ATTN: AMSIO-IRI

Rock Island, IL 61299

Dear Mr. Ingold,

This is in response to the comments provided by the Ohio Environmental Protection

Agency (OEPA), Division of Emergency and Remedial Response concerning project

plans for the above referenced project. The comments are addressed individually where

appropriate.

General Comments:

1. As indicated in previous correspondence, the Ohio Department ofHealth (ODH) will

be the lead state agency on this portion ofthe Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

(RVAAP) project, as this is their area ofexpertise.

The project Health and Safety Plan, Site Work Plan and Radiation Control Plan were

reviewed and approved by the DOH (Ms. Celeste Lipp).

2. A list ofacronyms (and associated descriptions) should be inserted in thefront

portion ofeach ofthe documents.

The list and descriptions are provided in the revised documents.

3. On December 11, 1998, correspondencefrom OEPA was sent to the U.S. Army Corps

ofEngineers (USACE) - Louisville District which detailed comments on the USACE

(Titlsa District) report describing the findings ofthe radiation survey report at the

Monazite Sand Area of Concern (AOC). The Agency received neither a response to

comment letter, nor a revised document. Manv ofthe concerns noted in the

December 11, 1998 correspondence will have a direct bearing on the work that is

proposed in the recently received work plans. Please provide information/assurance

to the OEPA that the previously stated concerns and unresolved questions have been

adequately and properly addressed.

NWT can not respond. Requires response from others.

1236 Coneannon Blvd. Livermore, CA 94550
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COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE WORK PLAN:

4. Please note the spelling ofTntmbull County.

Noted and corrected.

5. The text on page I indicates that the "area is to remain securefor theforeseeable

future." Please provide a definition for the term "secure", i.e. is this being used in

reference to access potential or exposure potential? In addition, please note that the

Ohio National Guard (ONG) has leased a major portion ofthe RVAAPfacilityfor

use as a training and logistics site. The ONG should be contactedfor information

regarding whether or not this AOC is located within their lease agreement, and ifso,

what thefuture usage ofthis property may be.

The reference to "secure" is used in the sense of physical access by the general public

to the AOC. The release scenario is based on future industrial (the ONG should fit

this description) use of the property. Residency factors for either commercial

industrial or use by the ONG should be basically the same, 2000 or less potential

exposure hours per year. NWT cannot provide lease information at this time,

however more detailed information will be requested and forwarded to OEPA when

it becomes available.

6. The text indicates that a release survey will be performed and soil samples will be

obtained to verify that the thorium contamination has been removed to "acceptable

levels". Please define in the text what is meant by the term "acceptable levels", and

provide an explanation for how these levels were determined as well as providing

citationsfor the pertinent guidance documents. (Page I)

Acceptable levels of contamination refers to residual levels of thorium in the soil

which would be expected to deliver, to the maximally exposed individual under the

chosen scenario, 25 millirem (mR) per year Total Effective Dose Equivalent (TEDE).

The residual contamination concentration is based on accepted and verified computer

modeling utilizing RESRAD. The text of the plan has been modified to further

explain the residual concentration and basis. The limits for TEDE are obtained via

ODH and the Ohio Revised Code. The text has been modified as directed.

7. The text on page 2 indicates that the goal ofthe remediation is to support the release

of this area for unrestricted use. Does this mean unrestricted use in the sense of

residential, industrial or recreational scenario? How do the defined "acceptable

levels" differ based on each scenario? Please confirm that the ODH has approved

the industrial RESRAD assumptions and numbers presented in the text and that the

numbers are protective if the ONG were to utilize this portion ofthe installation

1236 Concannon Blvd. Liverniore, CA 94550
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propertyfor training purposes, (this comment also has applicability to the sampling

discussion on page 9).

The variation in the release limit thorium concentrations vary between approximately

2.8 pCi/gm for the residential scenario assuming all foodstuffs are grown/caught on

site and water is obtained via well to the industrial scenario presented. All are based

on a 25 mR/yr TEDE upper limit. The use of the principle of ALARA (As Low As

Reasonably Achievable) apply in that NWT intends to remediate to the lowest

concentration reasonably achievable. The release concentration is presented as an

upper bound number made available to preclude thorium removal (and thus

associated costs) from exceeding realistic parameters based on potential health risks

to future users/occupants.

ODH is verifying the proposed concentration at this time. ODH is aware that the

project has commenced and that the final concentration is required. Any risks

involved are assumed by NWT should a final release concentration not be approved

in a timely manner.

8. Provide the project number in thefinal document. (Page 2)

Provided.

9. Please provide the location on the RVAAP property where the waste material will be

stored until they are disposed ofat a licensedfacility. In addition, please identify the

facility at which the waste materials will he disposed. (Pages 3 and 8)

The materials will be stored immediately adjacent to the work area. Containers will

be sealed and labeled as to the hazard prior lo storage. It was initially believed that

longer term (approximately 3 month) on site storage would be required. It is now-

expected that all containers will be shipped from site during the month of January

2000.

The waste is being transported to Waste Control Specialists (WCS) in Texas. WCS

has all required state (Texas) and federal permits and licenses for acceptance of this

type of waste material for land disposal.

The text has been modified.

10. Please confirm that a 25% surface scan coverage rate ofthe unaffected grids is the

accepted standard. (Page 3)

The reference to 25% coverage is in accordance with the Nuclear Regulatory

Commission (NRC) document NUREG 5849, Manual for Conducting Radiological

1236 Concannon Blvd. Livermore, CA 94550
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Surveys in Support ofLicense Termination. This document was among those utilized

for the development of the survey plan.

11. Decontamination procedures should be specified in the work plan. All decon fluids

must be containerizedprior to disposal in accordance with all state andfederal rules,

laws and regulations. (Pages 3 and 6)

Text changed as directed,

12. Provide additional information in the text ofthe background regarding the

determination ofbackground. Specifically, where and on what basis will the

background location(s) be selected? The determination ofbackground is a critical

aspect ofthe removal project. (Page 5)

The initial background determinations were performed as an aspect of the

characterization report performed previously by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

(USACOE) CESWT-SO-R2-O5-98, Mona/ite AOC. NWT intends to utilize the

information and laboratory analysis provided in that report as the basis for

background determination for soil concentrations. Individual meter readings will be

taken and compared to those presented in the report. If differences in the readings are

noted, the more conservative will be used. The concentrations have been added to the

Work Plan.

13. On page 7, please provide additional explanation as to how (and what basis) the

determination was made that only readings that were greater than 150% ofthe

determined site background would be marked with surveyor's flags. In addition,

clarification is requested on how an unaffected grid would have radiation readings

that are greater than 150% ofthe determined background. (Item numbers 2, 3, and

4).

The specification of readings exceeding 150% of the determined background is a

function of the minimum detectable activity (MDA) of the specific detector and

electronic package being utilized for the survey. The selected instruments are of the

appropriate type and sensitivity for surveys such as are to be performed at the

RVAAP, however they have a lower limit in the ability to differentiate background

fluctuations and true contamination, within a 95% confidence limit. The 150% of

background factor is a realistic level for "real time" indications of contamination

exceeding background levels. Laboratory analysis of remaining soils and direct dose

rate measurements are the sole basis for determining if the site is acceptable for

release.

1236 Concannon Blvd. Livermore, CA 94550
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14. Provide information in the text as to which laboratory will be utilizedfor this project

and their associated certifications. A copy ofthe laboratory's Quality Assurance

Project Plan (QAPP) should be made available upon request. (Page 8)

Berringer Laboratories is the laboratory as identified in the H&S Plan. They are

participants in the National Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation Plan (NVLAP) and

are of national reputation. QA/QC documents are available for review upon request

to Barringer.

15. Please provide additional information in the text as to how it was determined that the

individual samples would be analyzed ifthe composite sample exceeds 25% ofthe

thorium release limit. Does this ensure that all potential "hot spots" will be detected?

(Page 8)

The text has been modified. The original text read "25%" and should have read 20%

for five samples. Any hot spots are initially identified via the instrument scan

surveys. Release sampling will be biased towards any area indicating increased

activity during the scan survey.

COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE PROJECT RADIA TION CONTROL PLAN:

The OEPA does not have any comments on this portion ofthe submitted documents.

COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE PROJECTHEALTH AND SAFETY PLAN:

Although OEPA down not have regulatory jurisdiction over site specific health and safety

plans (HASPs), the following comments are noted:

16. The text on page 8 referring to the generation ofdecontamination fluids would tend to

suggest that the decon fluids will be disposed ofat the project site. As the generated

fluids will undoubtedly have contaminates present, thefluids must be disposed ofoff

site and in accordance with all applicable state andfederal rules, laws and

regulations. (This comment also refers to pages 9 and 24)

The text has been modified as directed.

17. The doffing proceduresfor Level C Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) should be

more specific in terms ofthe order ofremoval ofthe protective garments, equipment

and respiratory protection. (Page 21)

The operations procedure governing doffing has been added as directed.

1236 Concannon Blvd. Livermore, CA 94550
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18. The text regarding waste disposal should read "Disposal ofthe infectious waste

container(s) must be in accordance with applicable state andfederal rules, laws and

regulations". (Page 34)

The text has been modified as directed.

19. It is OEPA 's understanding that in the event ofa fire or medical emergency, the

RVAAP security office is to he notified, and security personnel will contact 911.

Please confirm that the correct procedure is understood by all on-site personnel prior

to the commencement offield activities. (Page 37, 38 and 40)

Text has been modified as directed.

20. On Table 1 (Airborne Contaminant Action Levels), please provide the source(s)

utilized in developing this action level information.

10 CFR 20, Appendix B, Table 2 contains the specific Derived Airborne

Concentration (DAC) for Tlr': for workers and for effluents from the site. NWT

internal procedures require protective devices (respirators) or the use of engineering

controls to be utilized at 10% of the appropriate DAC to mitigate exposures.

21. The HASP should contain the appropriate Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) in an

appendix, or the text should indicate that the MSDS will be available on-site and the

location specified.

Statement has been added at Page 9 step 4.1 indicating MSDS will be available on

site.

22. Site maps and maps detailing the route to the nearest hospital should be included in

the HASP. In addition, the hospital route map should he posted in a conspicuous

place in the support zone (in the on-scene office).

The maps are posted in the project office trailer.

23. Appendix A (Radiation Protection Plan) should he provided in the revised document.

Provided as requested. The RPP was previously sent as a separate document.

24. Appendix B (Activity Hazard Analysis) should be provided in the revised document.

Provided as requested

1236 Concannon Blvd. Livermore, CA 94550
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Tf I can be of further assistance, or if meetings are required, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

//signed//

William G. Haney

Director, Field Operations

cc:

R. Matthys, IOC

Project File

1236 Concannon Blvd. Livermore, CA 94550



Patterson, Mark

From: William Haney [bhaney@earthlink.net]

Sent: Thursday, January 27, 2000 4:00 PM

To: Matthys, Bob

Cc: Styvaert, Mike; Bill Ingold; Irwin Dreyfuss; Mark Patterson

Subject: Re: Monazite Sand Area

CEPA Response.doc

Bob,

The formal response to the OEPA comments is attached. On the issue of the

release concentration, the state has not notified NWT of the recalculation

of the release limits. I was notified via a phone converstation with Irwin

Dreyfus on 1/21/00 that they received the revision from Ms. Mohr, OEPA. The

Ohio Department of Health, as lead state agency, developed the number.

Ohio DOH still has not notified NWT of the proposed limit. I will be

contacting them today (1/27/00) or tomorrow for a copy of the calculations

so that we can review and concur (or not) on the reasonableness of the

concentration.

Please call me with any questions.

Thanks

Bill Haney

— Original Message

From: Matthys, Bob <MatthysB@ioc.army.mil>

To: Boyd Sweger (E-mail) <boyd@dnai.com>; Bill Haney (E-mail)

<bhaney@earthlink.net>; New World Technology (E-mail) <nwtmail@newworld.org>

Cc: Matthys, Bob <MatthysB@ioc.army.mil>

Sent: Friday, January 21, 2000 3:08 PM

Subject: FW: Monazite Sand Area

> Please respond bask to me on the note from Eileen Mohr.

> Thanks,

> Robert J. Matthys

> Contracting Officer

> telephone 309-782-5554

> fax 309-782-3804

> e-mail matthysb@ioc.army.mil
>

>

> Original Message

> From: Ingold, William G

> Sent: Wednesday, January 19, 2000 7:40 AM

> To: Matthys, Bob

> Subject: FW: Monazite Sand Area

>

> —Original Message

> From: Patterson, Mark

> Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2000 1:34 PM

> To: Ingoid, William

> Cc: Patterson, Mark

> Subject: FW: Monazite Sand Area



> Please see Eileen's message below. I was originally told by Bill Haney

> that Celeste Lipp with ODOH had reviewed and approved the work plans for

the

> Monazite Sand removal. Bill had told me he had gotten an email from

Celeste

> approving the plans. I have not seen the email. I would like to have a

meeting

> with New World and OEPA when you are here next. Let me know and I will

set

> something up.
>

> Mark
>

> Original Message—

> From: Eileen Mohr [mailto:eileen.mohr@epa.state.oh.us]

> Sent: Thursday, January 13, 2000 4:00 PM

> To: PattersonM@ioc.army.mil; john.p.jent@lri02.usace.army.mil

> Subject: Monazite Sand Area

> Mark and John
>

> I had a lengthy discussion with Joe Crombie of ODH regarding the Monazite

Sand

> Area today. During the conversation, Joe indicated to me that he would be

> sending me written information/calculations regarding the appropriate

levels for

> clean-up. I would expect that the numbers that he calculated are not

going to

> match what Bill Haney (New World Technology) indicated he wanted to

utilize,

> i.e., they will be more conservative. As an example, for a single

contaminant,

> the level for Thorium 232 is going to be 4 picocuries/gram and for

Uranium, it

> would be 30 picocuries. If there is more than one constituent in a

particular

> area, these numbers would need to be adjusted accordingly.
>

> I asked Joe to track down whether or not any written correspondence was

sent

> from ODH to New World Technologies regarding the draft workplan. He will

check

> on this for me. In addition, as a point of information, Mr. Haney has not

> responded to the comments on the workplan that OEPA generated.
>

> It is my understanding that New World Technologies has already conducted a

> portion of the cleanup work, but was not able to complete it due to

financial

> constraints.
>

> I would recommend that we have a conference call or meeting between the

> necessary parties (especially including ODH) prior to commencing any

additional

> work. New World Technologies will need to meet the cleanup levels for rad

that

> Joe Crombie will be putting into writing. In addition, are there any

objections

> to Joe coming up and conducting a site visit?
>

> Let me know what you think, and how you want to arrange a

meeting/conference

> call.
>

> Thanks.

>

> Eileen

>

> Eileen T. Mohr



> Project Coordinator

> Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

> 2110 East Aurora Road

>Twinsburg, OH 44087

> 330-963-1221

> 330-487-0769 (FAX)

> email: Eileen.Mohr@epa.state.oh.us



NWT Project Status

Interim Report on Site Activities

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Monazite Sand Removal

Current Status

In general, all soils identified as requiring removal via the original characterization report

have been stockpiled on site awaiting packaging and shipment. The removal actions to

the proposed depth of 6" below existing grade have been accomplished. Surveys

performed following the removal indicate that significant residual thorium contamination

remains. Actions taken in selected areas suggest that the contamination may exist up to

depths of 2 feet below the current grade elevation.

Surveys performed on the rail bed exiting the area to the northeast show indications of

"hot spots" basically along the centerline of the rail bed. Bedding rock was removed

from portions of the rail bed and readings taken in areas where the rock was removed

showed clear indications of increased activity (maximum reading noted in this area was

approximately 30k cpm with a background of approximately 10k cpm). Generally, count

rates were noted up to 200 yards northeast of the identified affected area boundary.

The area identified as EM-3 in the USCOE characterization survey will require soil

removal to a depth of approximately 2 feet below grade and extended further in boundary

than previously noted.

Contamination is present under the concrete base of Tank 1304 and inside the tank (no

tank entry was performed, surveys were at arms length). The extents of the

contamination under the base are not known and should be determined at a future time, as

the tank is not currently in a physical condition to allow excavation under the base.

There are currently 19 of the proposed 21 transportation bins are on site and being

prepared. The remaining 2 bins are due on site today (12/15/99). Loading is scheduled

for 12/17/99.

Recommendations

NWT has removed and stockpiled soils that we consider out of scope for disposal in

regards to the original proposal (obtained from depths greater than 6 inches or from areas

not previously identified as requiring remediation). No out of scope funding is requested

for this removal action. There is significantly more contamination and it exists in a much

wider area than that identified in the characterization report. Under the current site

conditions, a final release survey is not recommended at this time. A final status survey

is not cost effective, as it will have to be repeated following the removal of additional

soils.

The proposed recommendations at this time are:

RVAAP 1 12/16/99



NWT Project Status

• Complete the removal and packaging of soils per the original proposal

volume. Bins and disposal funding are available.

• In lieu of a final release survey, perform further scoping/characterization

surveys. Soil sampling and analysis at an independent laboratory, in the

quantities specified in the original proposal, should be delayed. A limited

number of samples should be taken (-20-25) for characterization information.

• The additional soils that have been stockpiled on site should remain until the

full scope of required removal actions are identified and disposal should occur

when full site release is more probable.

The stockpiled soils are fully contained within the currently identified area of concern

and will not precipitate a spread of contamination outside that area, nor present an

immediate hazard to the public or environment beyond that previously existing at the site

It is further recommend that access to the site be restricted until such a time as the

removal actions are completed.

Estimate of Additional Cost Items

The estimates below are based on known conditions at the site. The proposed

characterization survey may produce additional areas and volumes of material beyond

those listed below.

Know additional volume is approximately 175 cubic yards in volume. One additional

crew week will be required for removal/loading.

Volume will require approximately 16 additional bins.

Release survey will require an additional week of effort. This is in addition to the

expenditure of the current final status survey effort in a characterization survey.

Formal cost estimates for any additional work should be prepared following completion

of any additional characterization effort and be based on the results of the

characterization.

RVAAP 2 12/16/99



ONgEHV
State nf Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E. Aurora Read

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

(330)425-9171

FAX (330) 487-0769

George V. Voinovich

Governor

Januan 29. 1999 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

DRAFT RRSE REPORT - NEW AOCS

Mr. James Sheehy

United States Army Center for Health

Promotion and Preventive Medicine

ATTN: MCHB-TS-EHM

Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21010-5422

Dear Mr. Sheehy:

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

Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the document entitled. "Draft.

Hazardous and Medical Waste Study No. 37-EF-5360-99, Relative Risk Site Evaluation for Newly Added

Sites at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna. Ohio, 19-23 October 1998." This report was

prepared by personnel from the United States Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine

(USACHPPM), and received via e-mail by OEPA on January 21, 1999.

The OEPA has the following comments on the draft document:

1. The executive summary (and the text on page 9) indicates that, "As of December 1996. 13 RVAAP

sites are listed in the DSERTS database, and the IAP, as 'Not Evaluated'." However, the text on

page 2 indicates that these sites were discovered after the Fiscal Year 1997 deadline for scoring "not

evaluated sites" during a review of past industrial activities on the installation. The text of the

document should be consistent with respect to the above-referenced dates.

2. Please revise the text to indicate that the acronym "AOC" represents Areas of Concern. (Page 2)

3. The OEPA concurs with the statement in the text that indicates that groundwater contamination may

potentially exist at the AOCs that did not have this pathway evaluated during the Relative Risk Site

Evaluation (RRSE) conducted during October, 1998. This pathway will be evaluated during the

subsequent phased Remedial Investigations (RIs) that will be conducted at ail AOCs on the Ravenna

Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) installation. (Page 3)

4.

5.

6.

During a recent telephone conversation, you indicated that RVAAP-41 (Load Line 8 - Booster Line

2) may ultimately discharge to Hinckley Creek. If this is correct, please adjust the text accordingly

on pages 4 and D-14. In addition, please confirm whether or not there was access to the load line

facilities during the Fail 1998 deer hunts, as this may have an impact upon the receptor pathway

factor.

On page D-4, the maximum reported concentration for cobalt in the surface soil at RVAAP-39

should be 16 mg/kg, as detailed on the table summarizing the detected compounds.

Please confirm that RRSE protocol requires that the concentrations of compounds from split samples

are to be averaged, and the mean utilized in the subsequent calculations. This has an impact on the

P-in:en en recycled ui
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maximum reported concentrations for several constituents at the following AOCs: RVAAP-41

pages D-13 and D-14; RVAAP-42 page D-19; and RVAAP-43 page D-23.

7. For RVAAP-44 (page D-25), please re-calculate the ratios listed in the far right column of the

Contaminant Hazard Factor (CHF) table. I calculate a CHF of 7.79 (which will not change the

"moderate" ranking).

8. Please remove the language from the text that indicates that for the groundwater pathway "there is

no groundwater associated with this AOC." Please revise this portion to read "Not evaluated. The

groundwater pathway at this AOC was not evaluated." (RVAAP-45 page D-30; RVAAP-46 paue

D-33; and, RVAAP-47 page D-37)

9. Please cross-reference the maximum soil concentrations listed for RVAAP-46 on page D-35 with

the concentrations provided in the summary of detected compounds, as they are not in agreement.

Subsequent to determining the correct concentrations, the CHF may need to be re-calculated.

10. Please re-calculate the CHF for the RVAAP-47 surface soil samples. Although the CHF will still

remain in the moderate range, the CHF should be 12. (Page D-39)

11. According to the summary of detected compounds, the concentrations for iron (33.000 mg/kg),

manganese (400 mg/kg) and vanadium (14 mg/kg) should be added to the maximum soil

concentrations listed on the chart, and the CHF re-calculated. (Page D-51)

12. On the summary of detected compounds for RVAAP-41, the header for the chart should indicate that

sediment samples RV-417 and RV-418 are split samples.

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: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO, SWDO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, IOC

John Jent, USACE Louisville

David Seely, USEPA Region V



OhfcEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Read

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

(330, 425-9171 George V. Vomovich

FAX (330) 487-0769 Governor

March 4. 1999 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

NEW AOCS/MARCH 3 1999 SITE VISIT

Mr. John Jcnt

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

CELRL-ED-E

600 Martin Luther King, Jr. PL

P.O. Box 59

Louisville, KY 40201-0059

Dear Mr. Jent:

This correspondence serves to formalize our March 3. 1999 site visit to the potential Areas of

Concern (AOCs) at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP) that were designated as

"Additional Areas Investigated, But Not Selected for Any Further DERA Activity" in the

document entitled, "RVAAP Additional Environmental AOCs Report" (August 21, 1998),

generated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Louisville District. In

correspondence dated August 28, 1998 from the OEPA, further discussion was requested

regarding the removal of potential AOCs from further investigation. The purpose of the site visit

was to determine whether or not the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) concurred

with the above-referenced USACE determinations.

Prior to the field inspection, the pertinent aerial photographs were reviewed and evaluated by

USACE and OEPA.

The following information summarizes the conclusions and decisions reached regarding the

potential new AOCs:

1 ■ Site A - Tracer Burning Furnace: This area will be re-visited and sampled. The potential

constituents of concern (PCOCs) need to be determined, but at a minimum, would

include phosphorous and Target Analyte List (TAL) metals.

2. Site B - Harbison-Walker Refractories. Co.: This site is not located on the installation

property and, as such, will not be considered an AOC.

3. Site C - City of Windham/Sewage Treatment Plant: This site is not located on the

installation property and, as such, will not be considered an AOC.

4. Site D - C&B Rubbish and Recycling. Co.: This site is not located on the installation

property and, as such, will not be considered an AOC.

Tied on. recycled pacer
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March 4, 1999
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5. Site E - Locomotive Service Building 47-40: This area is not DERA-eligible. However,

it will be investigated/cleaned up under a different funding source.

6- Site F - Locomotive Repair Shop: No visible contamination was observed in the ditches

leading from this potential AOC. However, this area will be re-visited subsequent to

reviewing any pertinent historical information on waste handling, disposal practices, etc.,

to determine if further investigative activities are warranted.

7. Site G - Former Monazite Storage Tanks: This AOC will be subject to remediation

subsequent to the finalization and approval of the radiation survey report prepared by

USAGE - Tulsa District.

8. Site H - T-Shaped Structure West of the Former Recreation Center: The OEPA concurs

that, based upon existing information, no further investigation at this point in time is

warranted.

9. Site 1 - T-Shaped Structure Northeast of the Former RVAAP Hospital: The OEPA

concurs that, based upon existing information, no further investigation at this point in

time is warranted.

Site J - Small Buildings or Shelters Between Igloos: The OEPA concurs that, based upon

existing information, no further investigation at this point in time is warranted. However,

on road 2A the ditch opposite igloo 2-A-6 shows considerable (potential) iron staining in

a localized area. It was recommended that this ditch be re-examined during future on-site

activities.

11 ■ Site K - Former Structure with Adjacent Debris: The OEPA concurs that, based upon

existing information, no further investigation at this point in time is warranted.

Site L - Area with Much Debris and Possible Drums: There are two mounded areas that

are visible in the vicinity of the tree-line. The mounded areas will be sampled (the

PCOCs are yet to be determined) and, based upon the information obtained, it will be

determined whether or not further investigation is warranted.

13. Site M - Area with Debris: There is one mounded area that is visible in the vicinity of the

asphalt pad. The mounded area will be sampled (the PCOCs are yet to be determined)

and, based upon the information obtained, it will be determined whether or not further

investigation is warranted.

14. Site N- Area with Bins: The OEPA concurs that, based upon existing information, no

further investigation at this point in time is warranted.



Mr, John Jent

March 4, 1999
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15. Site O - Area with Buildings and Numerous Bare Areas: The OEPA concurs that, based

upon existing information, no further investigation at this point in time is warranted.

I trust that this correspondence accurately reflects the decisions reached during the site visit. 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: Bob Princic, NEDO. DERR

Bonnie Buthker. OFFO, SWDO

Greg Orr, NEDO, DHWM

Jarnal Singh, NEDO, DSIWM

Diane Kurlich, NEDO, DDAGW

Bob Whelove, IOC

John Cicero, RVAAP

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

David Seely, USEPA Region V



ONoEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

l330l425-9171

FAX (330) 487-0769

George V. Voinovich

Governor

March 31, 1999

Mr. Mark Patterson

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna, OH 44266

RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

INSTALLATION ACTION PLAN

Dear Mr. Patterson:

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

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

Plan (IAP) for the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP).

The Agency appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the document for future

revisions. OEPA, NEDO, DERR, comments are as follows:

1. It is recommended that a copy of the IAP be sent to the appropriate USEPA Region V

personnel.

2. The text of the IAP should indicate that groundwater monitoring wells will also be

installed at the Erie Burning Grounds (EBG) in future phases of investigative activities.

(pg- 8)

3. At RVAAP-01 (Ramsdell Quarry Landfill), groundwater monitoring activities are

currently being conducted under the OEPA, Division of Solid and Infectious Waste

Management (DSIWM), regulations at the solid waste portion of the AOC. Additional

investigative activities may be required in the future at the CERCLA-regulated portion of

the AOC. (pg. 10)

4. At RVAAP-04 (Demolition Area # 2), the upgradient monitoring well will be replaced,

subsequent to OEPA approval, in the very near future, (pg. 11)

5. RVAAP-06 (C-Block Quarry) was utilized for the disposal of annealing process wastes

(pg- 12)

6. At RVAAP-27 (Building 854, PCB Storage), please provide the OEPA with two copies of

all documents related to the de-contamination of this building. Subsequent to review and

concurrence with the supplied documents, a closure letter will be issued by OEPA (pg

21)

' nlcd on reeve ed paper
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7. RVAAP-28 (Mustard Agent Burial Site) was scored under the Relative Risk Site

Evaluation (RRSE) protocol. A Phase 1 RI was not completed at this AOC and, as such,

the text should be adjusted accordingly, (pg. 22)

8. Please provide verification that the decontamination and demolition of the demil building

and pinkwater plant are currently underway at RVAAP-30 (LL7 Pink Wastewater

Treatment), (pg. 22)

9. The text of the report should indicate that it is expected that the Defense Logistics Agency

(DLA) stockpiles will be subject to the issuance of a document that describes the

current/existing conditions, as well as workplans for future investigative activities. Tn

addition, the former Monazite Sand Storage Area will be subject to a removal action.

10. A complete acronym list should be attached to the Defense Site Environmental Restoration

Tracking System (DSERTS) charts found on pages 28 through 30.

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: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO, SWDO

David Seely, USEPA, Region V



2110 E.Aurora Road

Twinsburg, Ohio 44087-1969

May 24, 1999

OhscEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

TELE (330) 425-9171 FAX (330) 487-076^

' ch I C X r-o

BobTaft Governor
Christopher Jones. Director

™ ^A ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT
PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES
BIOREMEDIATION PILOT STUDY

Mr. John Jent

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 Aaencv (
documents entitled, "Workplan and Sapling^^
Investigation and Bioremediation Pilot Study for Explo iv s" and ^ ,1
nvestiganon and Bioremediation Pilot Study for ExpL ve "^he , " T
1999 and received at the Northeast District Office ™ Anril 29 So ^ ****
Engineers, Inc. for the Industrial Operations Command OOa Th TZTT* ^
conducted is to occur at the Load Lme (LL) 12 ArTof Conc rn rAon S Pr°P°Sed l° ^
occur at a building located at LL4, both within the Ravenna A™ 1a ^ COmPostlnS t0
installation. na Army Ammunition Plant (RVAAP)

Copies of the documents were distributed to personnel i
Response (DERR), Division of Drinking and GrouTd
Waste Management (DHWM) and the Division f

*"*

of Hazardous

personnel in DHWM and DSIWM will be forwarded to vou
are received by this Division. X

from

Separate cover' as soon as they

Volume 1 - Workplan and Sampling and Analysis Plan

General Comments:

I.

meetings and via telephone

a.

obtain a permit or an exemption fromSf£f" /^^^ need t0
Administrative Code (OAC) include: olc 3745 31 ^^ °f^ °hi°

on recycled paper
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4.

y information from the

c
and 05/07/99. Please subrnit

£ to my atten,i0n^

d SSSS^Sssindicrs that the
sent to youri/S*SSS^*"*""" W1"
the DSI*^. Re.evant po^ £^SS^

ofth^
screening^SSJSS^ f^

study is in conformance with theRe ou^eTo ' ^^thepr°P°Sed
(RCRA), Safe DrinkinS Wate A«(SDwl?C "f"^ ReC°V£^ Act
Federal and State environmentat^a5^T A,'rtACt (C.AA) Md °ther
other Divisions to identify potential issut ^ gU * ^ C°Ordination
-pect to the proposed projct is ^Zl^TZ^T^**

2- The revised version of the document should reflect the com. t a ■
dunng the 05/05/99 meeting attended by RVAaTotpaTfa ^^ diSCUSSed
(USACE), Ohio State University (OSU) ™- -*« y Corps of Engine
Command (IOC), Ohio National " "

3.

■-^- - ^ Jof ro^ 1 ^ bUflding FJ"9°4 °Ver a nUmber of
LL12 and, as such, the site investigation (SI) forTrfi * % t l investigation c°nducted at
the analytical suite. How will the potential presence' ofn! ud in°iUde ProPeIlants m
proposed project? " r ProPe]lants impact upon this

During the 05/05/99 meeting, it was agreed that screening of tt,
order to remove stones, large chunks. potentiafunexlZ ,
-ay pose safety hazards to project personnel'AS sionZ
teChlllques needs to be inserted int th t ^Z^

, ge chunks. potentiafu
pose safety hazards to project personnel'AS sionZ^^

teChlllques needs to be inserted into the text at the ^Z^Z **
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5

6 s^s:ss;«*
explosives for growth and metabolism. A d s^u ion of thl TTu^
workplan. "Jscussion of this issue should be added to the

7- Soil borings to a depth of eight feet are proposed for the T T l ? si t* ■
the soil borings be advanced to the water table and mat sa^f f t reCommended
analyses b lld T^ 7 !° ^^Chemic

g dvanced to the water table and mat sa^f f t
analyses be collected at representative intervalsTth^n 7 !°u ^^Chemical
SI is to determine the soils'o be remove for hp taS h ^V*™ °f^
collect the additional data while the apprcS ej£S I T* COStufSa"e t0

This additional information will^e SffiSS^T^l"* " 0"will^e Sffi
Instigation (RI) when assessing the contamination p^nt ^this po^ofthe LL12

8. The document should include a discussion of the oroiert^
would pose a problem for the composting ac i4ies Z tT T™
.nformation concerning the observed conLtra i ns

.. as to whether or not the site-specific concentrations

9. . ...___Vi_.;,!iiM ,___.,__ ,_,..
for in-si

obtained, at the frequency specified in the methodobgy

Specific Comments:

10. Please
revise the acronym PCOC to read: Potential Contaminant of Concem (pg. xiil)

11. Revise a portion of the text (first bullet) on pg. 2 to indicate

for »,,h raped lo Ihe de-nlliartz,,ion

13
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17

Thus it is unclear if the boundary is within the footprints of the
two buildings or if it

"" SSgShiStOry °f th ^«" «* *■ «- seated for

15. In section 4.1.2, p.ease make the following modifications and/or clarifications to the text:

a. All investigation-derived wastes (IDW), asbestos, etc., will be disposed of in
accordance with all applicable State and Federal rules, laws, and regulations

b. Provide an explanation as to the disposition of the floor
sweepings.

Swmt fT: %T °f th£ LU2 Waste wato te^ent plant(WWTP) for the treatment of liquid IDW. The LL12 WWTP is no longer
operational. (This comment is applicable to several other port ns of the ext
including pages 20, 37, 48, Figure 8-3, and Figure 8-5.) nsMmetext>

d. Remove the reference to the use of wash fluids and decontamination fluids for
moisture control on the compost windrows. (This comment is applicable to
several other port.ons of the text, including pages 20, 37 and 48.)

e. The text indicates that water will be brought to building G-1A at LL4 for the

asssx""*provide documentation as to th s
16. Section 42 indicates that 13 recipes will be tested to derive the

two most effective

18. Section 4.2.1. that thermophillic mi
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19.

on-site is subject to having control

soil, (page 13)

20.
In section 4.2.1.2, the text indicates that the final temoeratnrpr ,<•
taken after the daily hand-mixine has occurred Iti^mH ! Th^ Wi"
will be taken after the pile has be~en d, turbe and the t" ' "? '° ^ *' temPera
lowered. Piease provide a discussion 5ffi£^T^^

21. In section 4.2.1.2, the text indicates that the le.wier,,,rn ., ,
three times per day for the duration of the test Table 4 9f , * meaSW*
when the temperature measurements will be taken Although ■" * TO"™* °f
the table is not defined, it appears that the table indicates ^^ °f^ X'S °n

A footnote on the same table indicates that the temnerati.rpkth i
be measured during the bench scale test. Howeve?the tevt ha ^^I*8™^ to
be added as needed, and that the relative moisture ^1 heH ^Tf * Wat£r WU1
not being measured, it is unclear how the ISnS ^Tu /^ ^^»
be added. This is particularly important, SSSS^^Jf
-portant m ensuring success. P.ease provide addi~LTSOn£

22. Laboratory analysis of the uncontaminated soils to be utilized in th^ t. , -
recommended, especially with respect to the existing meSonto. " " "
constates a "pre-approved" location^ Data obtained fromZ£
conducted m conjunction with the Winklepeck Burning GTOrldS

reviewed and

23.

tigations? (page 18)

24. Section 4.3.1.3 indicates that the additives and soils used in *„
test will be field analyzed for TOT and RDX Because IT t ™contaminX*d soil P^t
additives can effect the results, it is recommendedTat t^ ^^ °f** S°ih *"*
for metals. In addition, please provide "" cnm^"Mtff aI^ l ' ""'
samples from the windrows will not be
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

>ages 19 and 24) concurrence from Dr.

the collection of QA/QC samples. would

moisture measurements? g temP^ature; oxygen, pH, and

only twice each day. Ple e

The definition of the x's should be added to Table 45 Tr
that the measurements of field parameters will not nm'J ^ , thlS teble indicates
the text in section 4.3.2.3. The text and/or the table sWldY t ^' ^^^ ln
m agreement. le shouId be modified such that they are

Section 4.3.2.5 indicates that no samples will be collected fnr u ■ ,
section 4.3.2.4 indicates that no samples will h ^cfcd ft nhlT f
However secnon 4.3.2.3 discusses the field chem ° PhySICa'
b> the Jenkins method and 1' * "

Sections 4.3.2.5 and 4.3.2.4

y

S°ils and addit-es

Section 4.3.2.6 indicates that no samples will be
pilot test. However, samples will be collected
analysis. This section should be modified

8 ^ uncontafflinated soil

The frequency of laboratory analvses must be mn • t
conducted during the WBG/background studies SnecTfi^f ^^^^ a
reveals a positive detection for TNT and/or RHY \CaI1>'' ^ SQl1 sample that
also be ald i 3 ^^mthdI

uring the WBG/background studies
reveals a positive detection for TNT and/or RHY
also be analyzed in the laboratory for the same
samples that are non-detect for TNTaSS^ V ,
also be submitted to the laboratory for analysis T T
be analyzed for volatile organic compounds ^S

aCtivitles
p hat

methodoI°gy must

rC£nt °f the Soil
method°l°gy
1 l also
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33

c.

31. „ „__ ,,_,,,

appear to be included on this LaDie ana, as

32.

■

a- Please provide clarification on the term "impoundment" utilized in the text.

b.

cubic yards of material. P * SUfflC1Cnt t0 charactenze the 300

d.

^. Section 4.5.1.1 indicates that the compost ingredients will be purchased no
one week prior to constructing the "uncontaminatedprior to constructing the uncon^^ d 0HS T T
should actually be "contaminated" soil windows ^2^' ' rT7 ** ^
as necessary. OuId be verlfied and corrected
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38.

40.

do

37. The second paragraph of section 4.5.1 2 indicates that th«
the additives will be monitored by iaborCltys ItSST1f
samples will be collected and when the samphW w . n '^ aS t0 h°W
provide clarification in the text. P 8 " °CCUr (pnOr t0 mixin§?)

ted soils will not be stored/staged at Building {a* pi L"^^
apparent discrepancy. ending O-1 A. Please address this

39. Please correct the text to indicate that there will be no rrm «fF f
(page 37) run-off from the compost piles.

On page 39, the text indicates that the oxygen measurements^ i u ,
the same side of the windrow. However, the proposed^ "> T, **^
the center ofthe windrow, not to one sid or the other SSZT f' \*f r
oxygen sub-section, the text indicates that oxv.en reading wnihtV T '
pomts 4, 5, and 6. Later in the same sub-section, it s s afed thatt^T I™^
points will be measured per windrow compost per samplL tL ' T f" Sam
statements appear to be contradictory. The number of oxvf °
(three or six) should be clarified. If six mea^™l^If I me^Urements^
the other three measurements should be documemed C°UeCted' ^ l0Cati°nS °f

Sf^^rr^ctSerS^^
documents three locations (4, 5, and 6 Tnis hodd h rr^^ Points> but
the documentation regarding'the caHbratiln he mett efb"w i tT^
section. Please provide clarification. '^ 1S mduded ln^

analyses. Table 4-3, however, indicates te sample H 1 f°r fidd
the laboratory for analysis on days 0 1 16 and 2S ^pT I ^ Collected and sent t0
discrepancy. ' * ' Please address this apparent
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41. In section 4.5.2.5, please provide clarification on the following issues:

a. How will the representativeness of the samples be determined?

b. What happened to the proposed samples that were to be taken on davs five and
nine:

c The proposed number of "final" samples may not be adequate to determine the
effectiveness of the composting technique.

d. Provide a discussion as to the disposition of the final compost material.

42. Section 4.5.2.8 cross-references section 4.5.2.1 with respect to the decontamination
procedures for heavy equipment. However, ^vhen this section is reviewed, it does not
contain information regarding decontamination procedures. Please provide a correction

43. Please include chain of custody (COC) documentation in section 5.0.

44. Monthly reports should be generated and submitted to the appropriate agencies during the
pilot remediation project, (page 46) B

45. Please cross-reference previous comments regarding the disposition ofIDW generated as
part of this project, and adjust the text accordingly. (page 48) ^neraiea

46. Section 10.1 indicates that groundwater "surveillance" will be conducted durina the
course of this pilot project As groundwater will not be collected during this pilot project
Please revise the text. In addition, what constitutes the various medla surveillance? (Jage

47. The project schedule presented on page 52 needs to be revised. Permit and exemption
issues need to be addressed in the project scheduie. In addition, the S
minimum 30 day ti f ll dminimum 30 day review time for all documents.

d Weston f lid on page 53.48. Please provide the Agency with both the Sisk and Weston references listed

Appendix A:

49. Please provide the Agency with a complete copy of figure 4-11, as the one in the draft
report was apparently an 11 x 17" document that was inadvertently xeroxed onto an 8 1/2
a 11 page.
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Appendix B:

50. Please provide a discussion in the text of the

51.

52.

r-
„

S3. 0, T,He

„ to,dvm»tl,

" ""

Appendix C:

56. Please refer to any previous OEPA
plan prepared by SAIC.

Appendix D:

"" "' "* "b" Uy visible

comments on the facilirv ™Hp «™h 4lacurty-wide samphng and analysis

57. The document provided in this appendix indicates that the explosives sh
should be

?1
safety hazard to project personnel.

58. The document indicates that the friction (pressure) e?
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Appendix E:

59.

Appendix F:

60. Please refer to OEPA comment § lc in this corresnonH^n^ vi
^iak 0-7 1-3 , . u->rresponaence with respect to the OAT
-)74>27-13 request presented in this appendix.

Part II: Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP):

activties

in tooJpp f rg
Q £qU1V m t0 th°Se Utilizd durin§ Previ°"^ CERCLA

not the same source ut.lized during the P^^cU^^S^S Tf ^
sample of this source water must be obtained and ana£d S)

63- ^"s-s^^s
assurance ,b» *c chapter, ,„ the DL2 QAPP »'l| he hZ™£ ,t J P
■Ireadv reached d.™E ,he ,,„,„„, CeLla^^SS

64 Ks^j^^sKs^sr'iai •

*■-«

66. In the beginning of section 2.0, please provide an exnlanntinn f ti,
that the laboratory «DLZ needs sponsored for STf f
the lack of comments on the cyan'ide and

Volume 2 - Health and Safety Plan

have regulatory authority over site Wl
(HASPs), the following comments are'offer^d for yTuTconsifeation
Although the OEPA does not have regulatory authority over site Wl* a
(HASP) th flli '^ TT
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67.

68.

69.

70.

71

72.

71
74.

As previously stated, the proposed site investigation mav nnt k *• •
the extent of contamination at this AOC. (page 5) * *

6 to indicate that the carbon *

1S no longer

With respect to hazard/risk analysis, please refer to orevicm* DPP a ,
the potential for propellants to be present at this AOC^e 8f

8

The text on pages 9 and 16 indicate that the -safe"
be set at a maximum of 6%. However, the
m be 12%, ^ the technical paper ^

f(\exploSIves wil1be set at a maximum of 6%. However, the iw ofZvtTTt \p
wm be 12%, ^ the technical paper^^^^^S^r"80
concentration of 10% . Please reconcile and justify the final « ? /
that will be utilized during this pilot project percentage (concentration)pilot project.

It is recommended that Table 4.3 (Site

10 5>

In section 13.5, please revise the text to read- "Observe hie ^v,
chemical, heat and/or cold exposure." (page 51)

75. In section 1.4.1.2, please provide additional details on the
be obtained and submitted to the laboratory. (page 53)

76. In section 18.0 please indicate that all abandoned boreholes will be
accordance with the field sampling plan, (page 74)

77. The decontamination sequences for Levels D, D+
the text. For example, the text as written makes it
removed prior to outer boot cover removal. (pagesT^- 106)

78. Section 23.8, should clearly indicate that all decontamination fluids
-dance with all applicable Stat.

(page 107)

&r S'gnS °f

that wiU

closed m

and d.sposed of in accordance with all ap dhZ^ZlTl • *? "*
regulations, teaee 107^ and Federal rules' laws,

f C°ntajnerized
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79. Please revise the phone number in the text (to report fire PVni •
buHding excavation) to read: 330-297-5738 £SS)

yd—

in the HASP. § f°r decont™nation purposes) should be included

If you have any questions concerning this corresnondenrP nu a
330-963-1221. correspondence, please do not hesitate to contact me at

Sincerelv.

Eileen T. Mohr

Project Coordinator

Division of Emergency and Remedial Response

ETM/kss

Attachment

cc: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO, SWDO

Catherine Stroup, CO, Legal

Diane Kurlich, NEDO, DDAGW
Greg Orr, NEDO, DHWM

Jamal Singh, NEDO, DSIWM
Pete Killmer, NEDO, DSW

Frank Markunas, Akron Air Agency
David Seeley, USEPA Region V
Mark Patterson, RVAAP
John Cicero, RVAAP

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP
Bill Ingold, IOC

Bob Whelove, IOC
Khodi Irani, MKM



VISION-INNOVATION-RESULTS

14 July 1999

Through:

To:

Subject:

Dear Mr. Orr:

Mr. Cicero, Contractir

Ravenna Army Arn/nunition Plant

8451 State Rout

Ravenna, 01^44266-9297

Gregory Orr

Ohio Environmental Agency

DHWM

NE District Office

2110 East Aurora Rd.

Twinsburg, OH 44087

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant Part B Permit Application

1 6 7999

In response to your request for anticipated discussions topics pertaining to the Ravenna Army Ammunition

Plant Part B Permit Application, we have assembled the following: . .

1,3 Potential activities to be covered by the Part B Permit Application:

a.) Open burning/open detonation of energetic materials at Demolition Area #2.

b.) Open burning/open detonation of energetic materials as required for on site

remedial support at the Erie Burning Grounds, Winklepeck Burning Grounds

Demolition Area # 1, and 40-60 mm firing range.

c.) Bioremediation using composting of contaminated soils.

d.) In situ stabilization of contaminated soils containing heavy metals.

e.) Containerized and bulk waste storage, as required.

2.) Exemption opportunities for any of the RCRA activities listed in [tern 1.

We appreciate your time and look forward to our meeting tomorrow. Please feel free to call me if there are

any questions at 210-494-4282.

Sincerely,

David Seyfarth

Deputy Program Manager

cc: Bill Ingold

Bob Whelove

Bob Matthys

Eileen Mohr

Diane Kurlick

1019 Central Parkway North, Suite 115

San Antonio, Texas 78232

Phone:210-494-4282

Fax: 210-494-9711



ONoEFft
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 BobTaft, Governor

Christopher Jones, Director

August 20, 1999 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES

FINAL RRSE REPORT - NEW AOCS

Mr. James Sheeny, P.E.

United States Army Center for Health

Promotion and Preventive Medicine

ATTN: MCHB-TS-EHM

Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21010-5422

Dear Mr. Sheehy:

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

Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR), has received and reviewed the document entitled, "Final,

Hazardous and Medical Waste Study No. 37-EF-5360-99, Relative Risk Ste Evaluation for Newly Added

Sites at the Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant, Ravenna, Ohio, 19 -23 October 1998." This report was

prepared by personnel from the United States Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine

(USACHPPM), and was received by OEPA on June 24, 1999.

The revised two-volume document was reviewed with respect to the sampling and analysis plan (received

October 5, 1998); the draft report (received January 21, 1999); correspondence from OEPA on the draft

report, dated January 29, 1999; and a comment resolution phone call held on April 7, 1999.

The following is noted on the revised document:

I. The executive summary and the text on page 7 indicate that of the thirteen (13) Areas of

Concern (AOCs) evaluated, five (5) scored high and eight (8) scored medium according to

the Relative Risk Site Evaluation (RRSE) criteria. However, the text on page D-28 related

to AOC RVAAP-45 (Wet Storage Area) indicates that this AOC has a low RRSE ranking.

Please adjust the text on page D-28 to indicate that the final score for this AOC is designated

as a medium priority.

Thank you for the effort that you and your team put into this project. 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: Bob Princic, NEDO, DERR

Bonnie Buthker, OFFO, SWDO

Mark Patterson, RVAAP

John Cicero, RVAAP -

LTC Tom Tadsen, RVAAP

Bob Whelove, IOC

John Jent, USACE Louisville

David Seely, USEPA Region V

Printed on recycled papei



leen MoJir - FW: FYOO Obligation Plan for Ravenna ^ Page'i

From: "Patterson, Mark" <PattersonM@ioc.army.mil>

To: 'Eileen Mohr' <eileen.mohr@epa.state.oh.us>, '"Jent, John P LRL02"

<John.P.Jent@lrl02.usace.army.mil>

Date: 10/4/99 12:15PM

Subject: FW: FYOO Obligation Plan for Ravenna

John, Eileen,

These are the numbers IOC sent to AMC for FY2000. Spoke with Tony Spaar

at IOC. He manages obligation plans for installations. He expects that there

will be few if any changes to the attached plan for RVAAP. He expects to get

final confirmation from AMC in the next couple days. At that point, they are

final.

Mark

> —Original Message—

> From: Spaar, Tony E

> Sent: Monday, October 04, 1999 10:38 AM

> To: Patterson, Mark

> Cc: Whelove, Robert W

> Subject: FYOO Oligation Plan for Ravenna

>

> Attached is subject file.

>

> Tony E. Spaar

> Env.Prot.Spec.

> AMSIO-MAI-E-REST

> HQ.IOC

> DSN 793-2035

>

> «RV-Obl5.xls»



:om MSC

•iC

AC

AC

IOC

IOC

IOC

IOC

IOC

IOC

FFID

OH213820736

OH213820736

OH213820736

OH213820736

OH213820736

OH213820736

INSTALLATION

RAVENNA AAP

RAVENNA AAP

RAVENNA AAP

RAVENNA AAP

RAVENNA AAP

RAVENNA AAP

DSERTS #

RVAAP-12

RVAAP-2

RVAAP-4 7

RVAAP-5

SITE DESCRIPTION

Load Line 12

Erie Burning Grounds

Building T-5301 Decontamination

Winklepeck Burning Grounds

PHASE

RI/F5

RI/FS

Demolition area #1

RI/FS

RI/FS



PHASE

CODE

3008.12

3008.12

3008.12

3008.12

3008.12

3008.12

TOTALS

1stQTR

Projected

150.0

40.0

100.0

200.0

15.0

200.0

705. 0

2nd QTR

Projected

450.0

450. 0

3rd QTR

Projected

900.0

100.0

650.0

1300.0

200.0

800.0

3950.0

4th QTR

Projected

0. 0

TOTAL

1500.0

140.0

750.0

1500.0

215.0

1000.0

5105.0

PRON/MIPR NUMBER FYOO CTC

1031.0

0.0

111.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

RRSE

High

High

High

High

High

High

MILE STONE

J



ONoEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

Northeast District Office

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

December 1. 1999 RE: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

OH5-210-020-736

PORTAGE COUNTY

CESQG

NOTICE OF COMPLIANCE

John Cicero, Jr.

Commander's Representative

Ravenna Army Ammunition Plant

8451 State Route 5

Ravenna. OH 44266-9297

Dear Mr. Cicero:

On November 24, 1999. I. representing the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA),

Division of Hazardous Waste Management (DHWM). conducted an inspection for compliance

with Ohio's hazardous waste regulations at the above facility. Stan Levenger, of R&R

International, and Mark Patterson represented the facility.

From April 1, 1950 through September 30, 1993, Ravenna Arsenal Ammunition Plant (RVAAP)

operated the facility, located at 8451 State Route 5, Ravenna, Portage County, Ohio, a facility

owned by the United States Army and engaged in the storage and treatment of munitions and

munition derivatives. RVAAP operated the Open Burning ("OB") area. Open Detonation

("00") area, deactivation furnace, pinkwatcr treatment plants and hazardous waste storage area

in accordance with the interim standards found in the Ohio Administrative Code ("OAC")

Chapters 3745-65 ct scq. since 1980. Currently RVAAP is undergoing closure at this site.

At the time of the inspection, RVAAP was evaluated with applicable hazardous waste

regulations. The inspection revealed that there were no violations. A copy of our checklist and

other fact sheets are enclosed for your information. Please forward these attachments to Mark

Patterson.

The OEPA strongly encourages pollution prevention as the preferred approach for waste

management. The first priority of pollution prevention is to eliminate the generation of wastes

and pollutants at the source (source reduction). For those wastes and pollutants that arc

generated, the second priority is to recycle or reuse them in an environmentally sound manner.

You can benefit economically, help preserve the environment and improve your public image by

implementing pollution prevention programs. For more information about pollution prevention,

including fact sheets or U.S. EPA's "Facility Pollution Prevention Guide" (EPA/600.R-92/088),

please contact the Ohio EPA Pollution Prevention Section at (614) 64-3469 or this writer.

Printed on recycled paper



RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT

DECEMBER 1, 1999

PAGE - 2 -

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.

Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call me at (330) 963-1189.

Sincerely.

■

Gregory Orr

Environmental Specialist

Division of Hazardous Waste Management

GO:ddb

cc: Natalie Oryshkewych, DHWM. NEDO

Eileen Mohr, DERR, NEDO

Diane Kurlich, DDAGW, NEDO

Linda Neumann. DHWM, CO

Mark Patterson. RVAAP

Stan Levenger. R&R International

Enclosure



ONeEFft
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

STHEET ADDRESS:
MAILING ADDRESS;

TO

iJlt^u6R
ENV P

LAND MOR

CONTRACTOR

KfclTURN FOR FT P~

1800 WaterMark Drive TELE: (614) 644-3020 FAX: (614) 644-2329 P.O. Box 1049
Columbus, OH 43215-1099 Columbus, OH 43216-1049

October 18, 1999

Dear Owner / Operator:

This letter is intended to update you on Ohio EPA's Risk Management Plan (RMP) program and to

inform you of the "Chemical Safety Information, Site Security and Fuels Regulatory Relief Act"

signed by President Clinton on August 5, 1999 (PL 106-40).

Ohio EPA's RMP Program

Delegation ofthe RMP program had been anticipated by the June 21,1999. This delay in delegation

of the RMP program resulted in an amendment to Ohio's enabling legislation. This legislative

change has an effective date of September 30, 1999. This change eliminated the June 21, 1999

deadline for RMP and fee submission to Ohio EPA. The revised language establishes a deadline of

"(n)ot later than ten days after the notice of delegation of the program to the State appears in the

Federal Register, or ten days after the effective date of this amendment, whichever occurs later".

Ohio EPA Division ofAir Pollution Control (DAPC) will inform you ofthe deadline for submission

ofthe plans and fees to Ohio EPA in a separate letter. When delegation ofauthority is received from

U.S. EPA Region V, it will also be posted on Ohio EPA's website

(www.epa.state.oh.us/dapc/atu/112(r)/rmp.html).

Ohio EPA's RMP rules became effective on August 13,1999 (OAC 3745-104). These rules were

promulgated under Ohio Revised Code (ORC) Chapter 3753, which became effective September

1998. An amendment to this Chapter, reflecting the change in plan submission deadlines, has an

effective date of September 30, 1999. Ohio EPA's rules are consistent with the federal RMP

requirements, with two differences: RMPs are required to be submitted to Ohio EPA, as well as U.S.

EPA, and a fee schedule has been established.

Chemical Safety Information, Site Security, and Fuels Regulatory Relief Act

Flammable Fuels Exemption:

The "Chemical Safety Information, Site Security and Fuels Regulatory Relief Act" excludes

flammable substances, when used as a fuel or held for sale as a fuel at a retail facility, from the list

of substances that trigger a facility's need to comply with the RMP requirements. A "retail facility"

is defined as a stationary source where more than one-half of the income is generated from direct

sales to end users of the fuels, or where more than one-half of the fuel (by volume) is sold through

a cylinder exchange program. Although propane is not the only flammable fuel affected by this law

George V. Voinovich, Governor

Nancy P. Hollister, LI. Governor
Pnnied on Recycled Paper _, ,, _ - , ' _..

Donald R. Schregardus, Director



(any flammable substance used as fuel is exempt), propane users and retailers are most significantly

impacted.

Under this Act, facilities using or selling propane, or other flammable substances, as fuel are not

subject to the RMP regulation. These facilities are not required to prepare or submit a Risk

Management Plan to U.S. EPA or Ohio EPA. Facilities affected by this exemption, but have already

submitted an RMP to U.S. EPA and/or Ohio EPA, may request, in writing, that the plan be returned.

U.S. EPA will issue a revision to the list ofcovered substances, removing flammable substances used

asfuel from the list. Ohio EPA's RMP rules (OAC 3745-104) will be revised accordingly. While

flammable substances used as fuel, or held for sale as such, are exempt from the RMP requirements,

coordination between the facility and local emergency responders remains important.

One additional note: Ohio EPA's RMP program has recently acquired two additional staffmembers.

They are Pam Harcarik and Tom Buchan. Ms. Harcarik previously worked in the Division of

Emergency and Remedial Response (DERR) on the Spill Prevention and Control Countermeasure

(SPCC) program. Mr. Buchan also was with DERR and was involved with the PCB program.

Public Access to Off-Site Consequence Analysis (OCA) Data

The "Chemical Safety Information, Site Security and Fuels Regulatory Relief Act" also restricts

public access to off-site consequence analysis (OCA) data for a period ofat least one year. OCA data

is the information gathered by a facility to determine the off-site receptors potentially affected by a

release from the facility. Sections 2 through 5 of a facility's RMP detail several release scenarios.

It is access to this information that this Act restricts. In addition to the OCA data itself (RMP

Sections 2 through 5), access to databases created from the OCA data is restricted, as is access to any

ranking system derived from the OCA data. Access is restricted for a period of one year, during

which regulations governing distribution and dissemination ofOCA data are to be promulgated. The

intent of this restricted access is to discourage terrorist activities, such as selecting a target based

upon the largest area potentially affected.

During this one-year moratorium on OCA data dissemination, access to complete RMPs (including

Sections 2 through 5 - the OCA data) will be granted to "covered person(s)11. A "covered person" is

defined as an officer/employee of the federal, state, or local government, an agent or contractor of

the federal, state, or local government, or someone affiliated with such an entity. Local Emergency

Planning Committees (LEPCs) and local emergency response organizations (fire departments, etc.)

are included in the definition of "covered persons". An individual identified by U.S. EPA as a

qualified researcher is also considered to be a "covered person". Covered persons have access to

complete RMPs (including OCA data) for "official use" only, and are prohibited from releasing

Sections 2 through 5 of an RMP to the public, unless the facility itself has made the information

public. There are significant penalties associated with unauthorized release ofOCA data. Covered

persons may, however, communicate the information contained within these Sections to the public,

as well as use this information to answer questions from the public regarding a particular facility.

Information contained in the Executive Summary of an RMP is also available to the public.

-2-



Also included in this Act is a requirement for facilities to hold a public meeting. Except for facilities

having only Program One processes, facilities must hold a public meeting to summarize their OCA

data by February 1, 2000. Voluntary public meetings held between August 5, 1998 and August 5,

1999 may be used to satisfy this requirement. Small businesses may elect to publicly post such a

summary in lieu of conducting a meeting. Facilities must submit certification to the FBI by June 5,

2000, stating that they have conducted the required public meeting (or posting). Facilities are

encouraged to work with their LEPCs to coordinate these meetings. In addition, facilities may elect

to conduct joint meetings, involving two or more facilities, in order to meet this requirement. Upon

request, Ohio EPA personnel are available to attend these meetings. Included with this letter are

copies of Ohio EPA's Public Meeting Guidance and Public Meeting Checklist. Please be advised,

however, the provisions ofthe Act are federal requirements, and so any guidance issued by U.S. EPA

and/or the FBI will supercede Ohio EPA's recommendations.

Ifyou have any questions, or ifwe may be ofassistance, please call Pam Harcarik at 614/644-2187,

Tom Buchan at 614/644-3607, or me at 614/644-3594.

Sincerely,

)

Sherri Swihart

RMP Program Group Leader

Division of Air Pollution Control

cc: Pam Harcarik, Ohio EPA/DAPC

Tom Buchan, Ohio EPA/DAPC

Paul Koval, Ohio EPA/DAPC

Local Emergency Planning Committees

-3-



Ohio EPA RMP Program

Public Meeting Guidance

On August 5,1999, the "Chemical Information Safety, Site Security and Fuels Regulatory ReliefAct"
("Act") was signed into law (PL 106-40). One of the provisions of this Act is to restrict public access to

a facility's Off-site Consequence Analysis (OCA) data for a period of one year, during which regulations
governing OCA data dissemination will be developed. In order to make the public aware ofthe
information contained in the OCA data sections of a facility's RMP during this one-year moratorium, the

Act requires facilities to conduct a public meeting. This meeting must be public noticed, and must occur
between 8/5/98 - 2/1/00. Facilities that meet the definition of "small business" may publicly post a
summary of their OCA data in lieu of conducting a public meeting. Certification that these meetings and

postings have indeed occurred is due to the FBI by 6/5/00. Facilities that conducted public meetings
8/5/98 - 8/5/99 may use that meeting to satisfy this requirement, provided that the past meeting meets the
new requirements. Additionally, the Act requires facilities that have made the OCA data portions of
their RMP available to the public without restriction to notify U.S.EPA that they have done so. This
notification should include the Facility RMP I.D. #, and be sent to: RMP Reporting Center, P.O. Box

3346,Merrifield,VA 22116-3346.

U.S. EPA and the FBI have developed a Fact Sheet regarding the new law. This fact sheet discusses the
Public Meeting requirement, and contains several suggestions for public noticing and conducting these

meetings. There is also sample language to consider when making certification to the FBI. This Fact
Sheet is available at www.epa.gov/ceppo/nubs/fbi-4.pdf.. Ohio EPA, Division ofAir Pollution Control

(DAPC) has also developed some guidance for noticing and conducting the required meetings, and

possible means of certification. These guidance documents, as well as the federal sample
certification/notification language, are available at www.epa.ohio.fov/dapc/dapcmain.html. No single

method ofmeeting the requirements of the "Chemical Information Safety, Site Security and Fuels
Regulatory ReliefAct" has been established. Therefore, a facility has the option ofchoosmg the method

that best works for them.

Public Notice

The Act requires facilities to make "reasonable" notice of the public meetings. Ohio
EPA recommends that public notice of the meeting be made 30, but no less than 15, days
prior to the date of the meeting. Notice should appear in the newspapers) of general
circulation published in the city or town closest to the facility, perhaps in the "Legal
Notices" section of the paper. Notice may need to appear in several newspapers, in order
to include potentially affected populations. Other means ofnotice could include radio
announcements or mass mailings. The notice should include the time and date of the
meeting, where it is to be held, and a general statement ofpurpose.

The Meeting

Facilities

Facilities may choose to conduct their public meeting on-site. Other possible meeting
locations to consider when arranging a public meeting are libraries, schools and City



Council Chambers. Several facilities may want to coordinate and hold a single meeting.

(Meetings may involve more than one facility) Ohio EPA also encourages facilities to

coordinate with their Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) when planning

these meetings.

Content

The intent of these public meetings is to make the infonnation contained in Sections 2 -

5 of a facility's RMP (the OCA data) available to interested individuals. A summary of

the OCA data, as well as the Executive Summary Section of the RMP, should be

presented. The meeting should include the name/location of the facility, an overview of

facility operations, a summary of potential spill scenarios, and a "what-this-means-to-

you" discussion. Ohio EPA suggests use of an agenda or outline for these meetings.

U.S. EPA and/or the FBI have not established a minimum number ofattendees required

to constitute a meeting.

Small Businesses

Small businesses (privately owned, less than 100 employees) may publicly post a

summary of their OCA data in lieu of conducting a public meeting. There is no federal

guidance on how this "posting" is to be done. One option may be to post the information

in a library (or other public facility), while announcing the availability in the local

newspapers (perhaps as a "legal notice?"). Facilities may establish the period oftime

("reasonable") mat the information will be available. Ohio EPA suggests that it be no

less than 14 days.

Certification to FBI

The Act requires facilities to certify to the FBI that the public meeting, or public posting

for small businesses, has occurred. Certification must be made by 6/5/00. The FBI has

included sample certification language in the October, 1999 Fact Sheet, although no

single means of an acceptable certification has been established. Facilities may use this

sample language in making their certification, or may use an alternate method. Attached

is a "Meeting Checklist", developed by Ohio EPA. Facilities may want to use this

checklist, along with a copy ofthe meeting notice, as documentation of their public

meeting. This additional documentation could then be maintained at the facility as

further proof that the public meeting had been conducted. Similar certification

requirements apply to small businesses. Certifications should include the Facility RMP

I.D. #, and be sent to:

Director, FBI

Attn: RMP Program - Room 1B327

935 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20535-0001

Ohio EPA/DAPC is requesting a copy ofthe infonnation sent to the FBI: Ohio EPA/DAPC;

Lazarus Government Center; P.O. Box 1046; 122 S. Front Street; Columbus, OH, 43216-1049.

Forfurther information, contact Ohio EPA/DAPC at 614/644-2270.



Ohio EPA

RMP Public Meeting Checklist

Facility Information:

Facility RMP I.D. # (12 digits);

Facility Name:

Address:

City: Zip: County:

Telephone: Alt. Telephone: _

Contact:

Public Meeting/Public Posting Checklist:

Date of Notice:

Is Facility a "Small Business"? Y N

Newspaper(s):

** Attach Copy of Notice

Meeting/Posting Date(s):

Meeting/Posting Location:

Meeting Time: (Ohio EPA suggests 7 p.m.)

Estimated Attendance: (Ohio EPA suggests using a sign-in sheet)

Supporting Documents Attached? (Agenda, etc.) Y N

Coordination/Attendance:

Ohio EPA? Y N Name(s):

Local Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC)? Y N

Other Facilities? Y N

List Facilities:

Signed: Date:

Printed Name:

Send Certification To: Director, FBI;Atten: RMPProgram - Room 1B327; 935

Pennsylvania Avenue N. W.; Washington, D.C 20535-0001



SAMPLE CERTIFICATION TO FBI

Takenfrom October, 1999, VS.EPA/FBIFact Sheet

RE: EPA Facility ID# (12 digit #)

For Public Meeting:

In accordance with P.L. 106-40, on (insert date), (insertfacility name andl.D. #),

after reasonable public notice, convened a public meeting. At that time, the local

implications of our Risk Management Plan, including a summary ofthe OCA

portions of the plan, were described and discussed.

-or-

For Public Posting (Small Business):

In accordance with P.L. 106-40, on (insert date), (insert name offacility) publicly

posted a summary ofthe OCA portion of our Risk Management Plan. The

information was posted (describe where). This facility meets the definition of a

small business stationary source in Section 507(c) of the Clean Air Act.

Signature

Print Name

Title

Date

Send to: Director, FBI

Attn: BMPProgram - Room 1B327

935 Pennsylvania Avenue N. W.

Washington, D.C 20535-0001



SAMPLE NOTIFICATION TO U.S. EPA

Takenfrom October, 1999 USEPA/FBI Fact Sheet

RE: EPA Facility ID# (12 Digits)

I am submitting this notification in accordance with the requirements of P.L.

106-40 to indicated that the OCA portion of the Risk Management Plan

relating to (insert name offacility) was publicly released without restriction on

(insert date).

Signature

Print Name

Title

Date



United States

Environmental Protection

Agency

United States

Federal Bureau of Investigation

Chemical Emergency Preparedness

and Prevention Office

Office of Domestic Terrorism October 1999

Chemical Safety Information, Site Security and

Fuels Regulatory Relief Act:

Public Meetings and Other Notifications

On Aug. 5,1999, President Clinton signed the Chemical Safety Information, Site Security and Fuels

Regulatory Relief Act (PL 106-40). The new law primarily concerns the public availability of the Off-site

Consequence Analysis (OCA) sections of Risk Management Plans (RMPs) submitted by facilities under

regulations implementing Section 112(r) of the Clean Air Act (CAA). The new law prohibits

government officials from disclosing to the public the OCA sections ofRMPs and other related materials

until at least Aug. 5, 2000. However, the law does not prohibit facilities from sharing with the public the

OCA sections of their RMPs, and it requires most facilities to provide the public with at least a summary

of their OCA information by Feb. 1,2000.

Background

Section 112(r) of the Clean Air Act (CAA)

requires facilities with more than a threshold

quantity of a listed extremely hazardous substance

to have a risk management program in place and to

submit a summary of that program - the RMP - to

the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) by

June 21, 1999.

Under Section 112(r) as originally enacted, RMPs,

including the OCA sections of RMPs, were

publicly available, since one purpose of RMPs is to

inform the public about facilities' safety programs

and to stimulate a dialogue between the community

and industry about chemical safety.

However, concerns were raised that widespread

electronic distribution of a database derived from

the OCA sections of RMPs could pose a security

risk. In response to this concern, the Chemical

Safety Information, Site Security and Fuels

Regulatory Relief Act was passed.

The new law, among other things, limits public

access to the OCA sections (i.e., sections 2 through

5) of RMPs and other related materials until at

least Aug. 5, 2000. By that date, the federal

government is to complete an assessment and

rulemaking to address the future public availability

of those OCA materials. In the meantime, the new

law requires facilities submitting RMPs to provide

the public with certain related information.

Public Meetings

If your facility was required to submit an RMP for

a Program 2 or Program 3 process, you must

announce and hold a public meeting by Feb. 1,

2000, to discuss your RMP, including the OCA

sections. If you meet the applicable definition of

"small business stationary source," you may opt to

publicly post a summary of your OCA information.

In either case, you must certify to the Federal

Bureau of Investigation (FBI) by June 5,2000, that

you have held the meeting or posted the summary.

Facilities having only Program 1 processes are

exempt from the public meeting/summary

requirement.

It's An Opportunity!

Holding a public meeting can help your facility:

• Open a risk communication dialogue with the

LEPC, local community leaders and the public;

• Explain what you are doing to reduce risk;

• Discuss your plans for Y2K compliance; and

Identify key issues of concern in your community.
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The new law requires that the public meeting must:

• Be convened after "reasonable public notice"

of the meeting, and

• "Describe and discuss the local implications"

of your RMP, including a summary of the

information in the OCA sections ofyour plan.

Your have broad discretion under PL 106-40 to

decide how best to announce and conduct a public

meeting that meets these requirements. The new

law allows you to conduct joint public meetings

with other facilities.

Suggestions

Use a form of public notice that makes sense

for your community. For example, consider

announcing your meeting in utility bills, a

community newsletter or on the radio.

Coordinate your meeting with the LEPC or

Fire Department.

Make your presentation at a public meeting

co-hosted by the mayor or other public

official.

Credit for Past Public Meetings

Ifyour facility held or participated in a public

meeting between Aug. 5,1998 and Aug. 5, 1999

that met the requirements for public meetings, you

do not have to conduct another public meeting.

You have fulfilled your public meeting requirement

if your meeting was open to the public; preceded

by reasonable public notice; and you described and

discussed the local implications ofyour RMP and

summarized the OCA information. Simply certify

to the FBI that you held such a meeting.

Note: To meet the requirements of the new law, the

past meeting must have considered the same

information that you submitted to EPA in your

RMP. If the information that you described and

discussed at the public meeting was significantly

different from that reported in your RMP, you must

convene another public meeting.

RMP Program Levels

The RMP rule classifies processes (not facilities)

into three Program levels:

• Program 1 - processes considered low risk

because their worst-case release would not

affect public receptors and they have not

had an accident that affected the public in

the last 5 years.

Program 2 - processes not eligible for

Program 1 or subject to Program 3.

• Program 3 - processes not eligible for

Program 1 that are subject to the OSHA

process safety management standard or in

one often industrial sectors (i.e., chemical

manufacturers, refineries, and pulp mills).

Small Businesses

Facilities meeting the CAA Section 507(c)(l)

definition of "small business stationary source"

have the option of publicly posting a summary of

their OCA information instead of holding a public

meeting.

The new law requires that summaries prepared in

lieu of a public meeting must:

• Be publicly posted; and

• Summarize the information in sections 2

through 5 ofyour RMP.

Your facility qualifies as a "small business

stationary source" if it:

• Is owned or operated by a person that

employs 100 or fewer individuals;

• Meets the definition of "small business

concern" in the Small Business Act (15 USC

631 etseq.);

• Is not a "major stationary source" under the

CAA (see 42 USC 7661(2));

• Emits less than 50 tons or more per year of

any regulated pollutant; and

• Emits less than 75 tons per year of all

regulated pollutants.
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"Regulated pollutants" include all of the pollutants

regulated under the CAA, not just the substances

regulated under section 112(r) of the CAA.

You have broad discretion under the new law to

decide how best to publicly post your OCA

information. Your town may have a public bulletin

board where the community regularly goes for

information about local activities. Or, you can

contact your Local Emergency Planning

Committee (LEPC) or County Emergency

Management Association to see if they have any

posting tips.

Certification to the FBI

By June 5, 2000, the owner or operator ofyour

facility must send a certification stating that the

public meeting has been held, or the OCA summary

posted, to:

Director, FBI

Attention: RMP Program - Room 1B327

935 Pennsylvania Ave. N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20535-0001

The FBI will document receipt of the certifications

and provide documentation to the EPA. No other

communication should be included with

certifications to the FBI.

Release of OCA Without

Restriction

The owner or operator of a facility may chose to

share with the public the OCA sections of the

facility's RMP. PL 106-40 provides that the OCA

sections of any RMP made available to the public

without restriction by the facility owner or operator

is not subject to the restrictions of the law.

Once a facility has released that portion of its RMP

to the public, government officials may do so, as

well.

Sample Certification to Director, FBI

RE: EPA Facility ID# ( 12 digits)

In accordance with P.L. 106-40, on (insert date).

(name of facility and facility ID number), after

reasonable public notice, convened a public meeting.

At that time, the local implications of our Risk

Management Plan, including a summary of the OCA

portion of the plan, were described and discussed.

or

In accordance with P.L. 106-40, on (insert date),

(name of facility) publicly posted a summary of the

OCA portion of our Risk Management Plan. The

information was posted (describe where). This

facility meets the definition of a small business

stationary source in Section 507(c) of the Clean Air

Act

Signature

Print Name

Title

Date

Notification to EPA

Ifyour facility makes the OCA portion ofyour

RMP available to the public without restriction,

PL 106-40 requires you to notify EPA that you

have done so. EPA must keep a public list of

facilities that have released the OCA portion of

their RMPs without restriction.
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Sample Notification to the Administrator, EPA

EPA Facility ID# ( 12 boxes to indicate size)

I am submitting this notification in accordance with the

requrements ofPX. 106-40 to indicate that the OCA

portion ofthe Risk Management Plan relating to

(name of facility) was publicly released without

restriction on (insert date).

Signature

Print Name

Title

Date

Mail the notice to:

RMP Reporting Center

P.O. Box 3346

Merrifield, VA 22116-3346

Enforcement

EPA has the authority to enforce the meeting,

certification, and notification provisions of the law.

Failing or refusing to comply with the above

provisions may result in EPA initiating a judicial

action in Federal district court to enforce the

obligations under the new law.

For More Information

Full text of the law and some Frequently Asked Questions

and Answers are available on EPA's Chemical Emergency

Preparedness and Prevention Office homepage at

http://www.epa.gov/ceppo

RMPs, except for sections 2 through 5 (the OCA portion),

are available on the Internet in a database called RMP*Info.

The public can access the data at http://www.epa.gov/enviro.

Contact the Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-

Know Hotline at (800) 424-9346 or (703) 412-9810.
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