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Halliburton NUS Corporation -
RESPONSE TO NAVY, EPA, AND CDEP COMMENTS
ACTION MEMORANDUM FOR BUILDING 31

Naval Submarine ane‘ New London
Groton, Connaectiout

april ¢ 1993

Commente from W. Mansfield, NORTHDIV

1.

2.

6.

Comment S§pell out NORTEDIV as Northern Divieion Naval Pacilitiaas
Ingineering Command as it appears throughout document.

Responsat Thh report will be revised accordingly.

Comment: Naval Submarine Base New London (note@: no comma after ane)
nhould be spelled thusly and abbreviated as SUBASE NLON.

ngngngg: The report will be revised accozdingly.

comment to Page 2-1, seoctjon 2.l1.1., Second Paragraph: Delete “"to comply

with RCRA regulations" and substituta "to comply with fire, health, and
safety codes."” Building 31 is not a hazardous waste storage facility.
Only hazardous materials, which are ready for issue are storaed in this

building.

- Respong@: The text will be revised accordingly.

Comment to Page 2-2, Section 2.1,3.1, Fifth Line: Changa to read "gometime

after the Second World War, the building was converted to use as a
hazardous material storage building. Recently, the floor slab was to be
replaced to. comply with fire, health, and safety codes.”

gggégnggt The text will be revised accordingly.

t _to - ina: Revise to read
"Building 31 constructed in approximately 1950."

sponse: Will revise to read "The eastaern portiou of Bullding 31 was
constructed in approximately 1950."

=19, Fi t Should ba Providence &
Worcester not Penn Central.

Raegpongfe: The text will be revisad accordingly.

Comment to Page 2-261 MCL for lead should be 15 Hg/L.
Responge: Will correct typing error,
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8. Comment to Page 2-27, First Paragraph, Fourth Line: Use hazardous waste

not hazardous material.

Responga: The text will be revised accordingly.

9. comment to Page 2-27, Last Paragraph: Wording seems to indicate design
- activities are to aetart in 1993 for Berth 16 and Pler 33. Should be
written t0 clarify IRM@ are for Phase I sites-not Be:th 16 and Pier 33.

.ngﬁgngge Will revise to read "For Phase 1l cites (approximately 3), it ie

anticipated that design activities will be initiated for interim remedial
actionn in 1993, based... .”

10. comment to Appendix A. Second Page, Paragraph 2: Reference ies made to
Appendix of thia report. ,

Regponsa: Will ravise to read “Appendix A of this repoxt.™

1. 99mm§n:_:9_2asg_n:a;.&ees&gg_éaéﬁ_kéng_ﬁ= Should be Building 31 not 5i.

Regpongat Will correct typing error.

i
Commantsg ;IOQ E. ﬁtﬂ:kdﬂlﬂ. Hgm

1. Comment: When abbreviated, use NORTHNAVFACENGCOM for Norther Division
Naval Facilities Engineecring Command.

Responeas Th§ raport will bae revised accordingly.
2, Comment to Pa - : Dslete sentence.
ngjgngg: The sentence will be deleted.

3. comment to FPigure 2-2, Page Z=5: Add legend.
ngﬁgngg: Legend will be added for Pigure 2-2.

4. Comment to Figure 2-3, Page 2-61 Add atorm sewar M.H.s, C.B.s, and piping
at scuthwast corner of building to agree with Pigure 2-2. Alsc quality of
shading not uniform.

Regponge: Figure 2-3 will be revided accordingly.

S. - 2-9y Ravige title to "Waell and Cross=~Section
" Location Map."

Regponger Figure 2-4 will be revised aoccordingly.

6. ggmmgn;_;g_zign;g_zzii_zggg_z:Lzx Fix lower-right-hand corner of drawing.

Response: Figura 2«5 will be ravisad accordingly.




SENT BY: XEROX Telecopier 7017 4-286-83 ; 13:12 4127884817~ 21558505554 4

.

10.

11.

12.

i3.

14.

me: Explain why sampling varied from
oriqinal sampling plan. g

Rnggnn Text will be revised to read "The depth of sampling outeide the
building varjed from that proposed in the Final Sampling Plan because of

utility interferences. See Section 2.1.6 for the sampling depths at

varicus locations cutside the building.

- aragraph: Provide figure that shows location
of baequound wall. ' . _

ngngnggc The report will be revised accordingly.

Comment to Table 2-3, Page 2-2]: Add notae at bottom of plge indicating

TCLP values that are considered hazardous.

¥

w Note will read: TCLP lead concentrations of 5.0 mg/L origreater
are ‘classified as a- haza:doua waste under RCRA (40 CFR, Part 261.24).

w___gs__z:z:s Provide baseline or highlight

contamination levels of concaern.

Response: Organic chamicals are not naturally-occurring and standards for
tha soil matrix have not been developed to date. Although Preliminary
Remediation Goals (PRGB) can be developed for soil, these criteria are risk
assessment baged and nuet bha calculated. Risk assagsament waa not included
in the scope of work.

Comment to Table 2-6, Page 2-26: Under NCLs, check comma and/or’decimal

plné@mant.
onge 1 MCL values will be checkad.

Comment to Page 2-27, gection 2.l1.5: Clarify IRRe are limited to
spproximately 3 areas.

vnggpgngge Text will be revised accoxrdingly.

) age 2-28 nd Para 1 Under West mide,
fix typo to read “was limited to 4 feet... ."

Ragpongas Text will be ravised accordingly.

comment to Page 3-5, Second Paxagraph: Explain why it would be difficult

to relate lead concentrations in Thames River to Building 31 in particular.

Responsa: The Thamea River is a large tidally-influenced water body.
Therefora, a "scurce' the size of Building 31 could not be related to any
measured lead levels without a detailed hydrologic study and definitive
data on actual releases or identifiad, real, contaminant migration pathways
from the site. No aurface water samples were collected for these reagona.




SENT BY: XEROX Telecopier 7017; 4-26-93 + 13:12 4127884817~ 2155850555:4# 5

15. w. Suggast use verbiage similar to Action Memorandum
guidance document.

Rasponme: This eection will be revised.

16. Comment %o Page 5-5, Firet Paragraph: Revise wording of sacond sentence.

Responge: Sentence wJ.lJ. be revised to read "Thorefore, assumi.ng that the
TCLP raquirements are met in the solidified solils, placement of the soils
onalte (i.e., backfilling) or offsite disposal in an appropriate landfill
coculd ba implemented.”

17. gcomment fo Page S5-7, fection 5.]1.5: Check time interval of 6 months.

Response: Section 300, 413, Removal Action of the CFR, indicates that for
planning periods of 6 montha or longer before onsite activities are
initiated, an BE/CA shall be preparad.

18. gCopment to Page 7-1: Clarify the realignment activities at the eubmarine
: bass. ;

Respopnse: The text will be revised accordingly.
15. cComment to Page 8-1: Use proper abbreviation for NORTHDIV (See Comment

Number 1). also revise to read "...all funding will be provided by the
Navy with Defense Environmental Restoration Account (DERA) Funds.

Beaponge: The text will be revisad accordingly.

20. Pa =1ls Show cost of aaleutad alte:nativo i€ complies with
a.eti.on uemo:nndum guldance document.

mlﬂl Since the funds for the selected alternative are to be provided
by_the Navy (not EPA), it 46 not necessary to repeat tha cost here.

21. mmmmww_m: Show EPA equivalents to

Navy analysis levels.

- Responsat Taxt will be revised accordingly.

22. Comment to Second Page of Appendix A: Complete "Appendix ___ " of this
report.

Reaponsa: Text will ba revised accordingly.
23. Fift At How were validated samplea selected?

Responda: Tha samples selected for validation were salacted randomly.
However, care was taken to accommodatae a full suite of analysis information
cantered on those four focal samples, which received Appendix 8 selected
metals analyses in addition to tha total lead and TCLP lead analysis. Care
was also taken to ensure that associated f£ield quality control bla.nke were
included in thae validation process.

-4 -
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24. to P -1¢ Para t+ Describe tha solidified soil
product. : '

Regponge: Text will be added to describe the solidified matrix.

25. wx Fix note at bottom of page or use

¢lesarer figures from text of report.

Regponse: These figures will be replaced with more legible drawings.

Comments from EPA, Reqjon I

1. Comment: “The proposed removal action appalrﬂ to be app:opriate for
achiaeving the stated goals of tha Navye..., +"

nget None regquired.

2. Comment: The Navy should evaluate whether metals other than lead should be
considered in the removal -action. A comparison of the soils data should be
madae to site=specific background data. Several metals were detected in
socil at ooncantrations, which excead literature=derived background
concentrations (e.g., antimony, copper, mercury, and zinc). Although the
selectaed alternative may concurrently address contaminants in addition to
lead, it was not clear from the draft document whether this is intaendad.
Please clarify.

nee: No site-spacific background samples waere collected for this
. investigation. However, background goil analytical results were compiled
for another investigation of the lower Subase (Phase I RI). Only, antimony
and zinc were found onsite at concentrations that exceed these background
values. In addition to these metala, coppar was found at a maximum
concentration that exceeded a literature value for "typical Bastern U.S.
soila." All these wmamples coincided with areas designated for lead
remediation. The selected action will treat antimony, coppar, and ginc
without any requirad modifications.

3. comment: The Action Memorandum neads to evaluate the impact of residual
levaels of contaminants, which will remain after the removal action ig
completed. Sevaral metals were detected as concentrations in groundwater,
which exceeded applicable standards and guidelines (e.g., aluminum,
manganese, mercury, and nickel)., In addition, the Navy should p:ovide the
methodology for determining if treatment is successful.

M: Groundwater response to be provided by Navy.

4. Commant: Confirmatory sampling below six feet, within the saturated zona,
should be conducted to determine whather metals contamination extende below
the depths sampled during the limited sampling investigaticn. This is
especially critical over the apparent high hydraulic conductivities onsite.

BeSponpn: Confirmatory sampling will be addressed in the Poast Removal
Verification Sampling Plan that is to be prepared during the design phase
and Submitted to EPA for review. The plan will descrlbe the sampling and

-5 -
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6.

8o

"analysis work that will be performed after initial excavation to verify

that the contaminated eoil has beaen removed tc the raquired claeanup laeval.
Howevaer, the depth of remediation ie limited at Building 31 by tha dapth of
the footings and the groundwater. Thus, additional sampling belcw the
groundwater is not warranted for the ramediation, unlese EPA wants to
document the residual contaminant levelas at approximately tha 6-foot deptti.

Comment ¢ although the proposed removal action seems reasgconable asa
presantad, the Navy should consider redistributing the deeper lead
contamination to shallower levels.

‘Respongat Bacause of the limited working area for the si:agi.ng of both

treated and relatively clean soil within Bullding 31, this suggestion would

‘be -difficult to implement but will be considered during tha design of tha

remediation. = Also, 8olidified eoil redistributed would still remain
subject to the expoasure of fluctuating groundwater during paericds of high
flow in the Thames River (the lower SUBASE igs within the 100~year flood
plain).

comment: The draft document makes no mention of ailr monitoring, whether
for worker protection or adjacent receptors although Section 3.1.4 ravaals
that "“These materials [lead contaminated soils], under ourrent eite
conditions, could be released from the site (e.g., tracked from the site by
workers or released via wind from areas outside... ." OSHA/NIOSH=type alr

- monitoring to ensure work protection and ambient air monltoring to assess

the:  axposure of potential receptors, such as other occupantes of the base
and:ita neighbors, should be conducted during the removal operation. There

algo needa to be esome contingency plan in place to control fugitive

amissiona of lead and nay other harmful constituent(s) release during the
removal operatlon. '

Response: While air monitoring was not discussed in the text of the
proposed action, it was included in the cost estimate. Text will be added

‘to Section 5.1.1.1 to address air monitoring.

Comment to Page 2«3, Plgure 2=-1: Thia is an outdated map. In accordance
with Appendix III of the NSBNL Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA), several

study areas and areas of contamiration should be added to the figg:e.

Responge: This figure will be revised accordingly.

Comment to Page 2-6. Second Paxagraph: Samples from the wood Pi-lﬂ’i should

be collacted and analyzed to determine if preservatives were in fact used.
The results cculd then be usad to determine the feasibility of dewatering.

Responaa: It ie currently not feasible to collect samples from the wood
plles during the upcoming plannad axploratory excavation because of OSHA
safety requirements. The subcontract has been already awarded and there
was  no provision for providing tamporary shoring, which would permit
somaone to perform hand excavation to expeoaa the pilad and ¢collact samplas.
Samples of tha wood piles could be collected during the remediation of
Building 31, and this sanmpling will be addregsed in the Pogt Removal
Verification Sampling Plan that will be submitted to EPA for review.

-6 =
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12.

Comment to Page 2-1l, Thizd Pazagraph: Information obtained from the

measurements of the tide elevations and corresponding groundwater
elevations should be used to calculate the hydraulic conductivity of the
goils. From this and an evaluation of grain-size distribution and
offective porosity and hydraulic conductivity, the transportation time of
contaminants to the Thames River may ba ocalculated. This information
should then be combined with available hydraulic conductivity test results

‘to propose an appropriate period for monitoring groundwater gquality to

validate the effectiveness of the proposed removal action.

Response: The recent sampling at Building 31 was limited in scope (noc slug
tests performed) and sufficient data was not collected to accuratsly
caloulate the hydraulic conductivity of the soils. However, previous
studies conducted at the Lower Subade astimated the hydraulic conductivity
of the sedimenta toc be 50 feet per day (based on published values, Freaze
and Cherry, 197%) and the groundwater flow velocity was ca.lculated to be
1.3 feet per day.

Comment to Paga 2-26, Table 2=56: The action leaval for lead ahould be
18 ug/L.

Response: Will corract typing error.

ent = aragraphs Please define “elevated
concentratione.* If concentrations are determined to be "elavated" based
on thair exceedance of background concantrations derived from published
literature rather than from site-specific background concentrations, the
raport should state that site-specific background concentrationa may vary
congiderably and may be significantly lower. Only site-apecific background
should be used to perform a comparative analysis. :

Responge: Site-gpecific (actually lower Subase-spacific) background soil
samples ware collected for anothar raport. These values will be added to
Table 2-4, and the text on this page will ba modified to indicate that
antimony and zinc were also found onsite at conoantrntionn that exceeded

@ite-gpecific background concentrations.

comment to Pagg 2-27, Sixth Paragraph: Please delate the second sentence
of this paragraph. This Hazard Ranking System (HRS) rating of 36.53 is

misleading ae presented. Given the size and multitude of known and
potential raleasee at Pederal Facility eites coupled with the igeue of
limited resocurces to perform HRS reviewa, EPA'S policy regarding ‘the HRS
ranking of such sites has baen to evaluate or "scope® a Fedaeral Facility
until it exceeds the 28.5 value, thus warranting its inclusion on the NPL.
Although this rating ie somewhat useful when evaluating private NPL aites,
it doe® not provide for an accurate picture as to the full extent of
contamination at a Federal Facility due to the fact that all araeas of
contamination were not evaluated for scoring purposes.

Respopge:t This senternce will be daleted.
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13.

-
i

15'

16-

17.

= ¢ Please delete reference to the
September 7, 1989, EPA interim guidance on @oil cleanup levels. This
earlier version was replaced by OSWER Directive 9355.4-02A, "Supplnmant to
Interim Guidance on Establishing Lead Soil Cleanup Levels at Supe:fund
Sites = January 26, 1990."

Response: This reference will be changed.

Commant +a DPama 1=, RFifth Davamranh: Mha ~Aivak aantanscsa shanlad ba

S ralmsie AL S L X2 - -l W W e B e w WA W o W

deleted. Human exposure to contaminants in unfiltared groundwater can
occur through the use of domestic or industrial water weun, which do not
contain filterinq mechanisms.

Besponme: Disagree. 1t ls appropriate to at least aevaluate both and make

a comparison. Even if a well does not have a fliter, it probably has a

holding tank in which @olide settle out. Also, total metals are not

considered to be representative of those concentrations that could migrate.
i - &

i = t Paragraph: Tha fact that the site is in an
industrialized area is not particularly raelaevant for purposea of digcusaing
potential threats to the environment. The issue is whether theres is 2
complete exposure pathway for environmental raecaptors to become exposed and
potentially affected by the site contaminants. ’

Regponser There are no identified habitats/ecologlic receptors, as stated
in the first paragraph of Sectiocn 3.2. A complete exposure pathway to
surface water has not been identified.

ggm;__t_q Page 3-4, Second Paragraph: Although lead coﬁﬁminatgd
groundwater may present the largest threat to environmental receptors, it

could be argued that potential threats to the environment via exposure to
PAH ;contamination should be included in this digcussion as wall. | Please
explain. i

Bg_g_p_qng_gs PAHs were only detected in subsurface soils from wi.fh.i.n the
building. 2as noted on page 3=2, PAHS are not very soluble and are unlikely

to migrate to groundwater. Also, no PAHa ware detected in the groundwater.
No further environmentsl evaluation of PAHs ig nacessary.

comment to Page 3-4, Third and Fouprth Paragraphs: The discussion regarding

concentrations at which lead becomes toxiec to plants and animals could be
expanded. In Shacklette and Boerngen, 1984, USGS paper, the cbserved
background range for lead in the eastexn U.S8. is approximataly < 10-300
ppm. In addition, there is a great deal of information on lead in Eigler’'s
report, “"Lead Hazards to Fish, Wildlife, and Invertebrates,™ U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Biological Report 85 (1.14), April 1988. Contaminant
hazard Reviews Report #14. :

For terraeastrial plants, uptake of lead is limited by the low
bicavailability of lead from goils. Adverse effects @eem to occur only at
total concentrations of several hundred mg lead/kg solls. Among sensitive
specias of birds, survival was reduced at dosas of 5«75 mg lead/kg body
weight. In general, forms of lead other than shot are unlikely to cause
clinical weigna of lead poisoning in Dbirda with no food chain
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biomagnificatibn. Since no surface water samples ware ocollected, ‘it would
‘be hard to evaluate thia. If surface water samples were collected,
however, they could be compared to ambient water gquality critaeria.

Responme: Additional information will be added.

16. Comment to Page 5-2. Third Paragrapht The Navy should conasider

consolidating contaminated soils to within one specific depth interval.
Excavation of deeper contaminated gsoila, solidification, and replacement of
solidified mass at a shallower depth intaerval may reduce harmful effects of
saline water on tha sclidified material. Alternatively, an additive should
ba considered for the stabllization/aolidification mixture to minimize
corrosiva effects. . :

Thia paragraph statee that, ™Additional s=moil sampling may be raquired
outside of the buildings to determine if the lead contamination aextands
beyond ths current remediation limits" and that euch sampling could be
"implementad during the ongoing Phase II study at the site." 8Since the
Navy anticipates commencement of this time-critical removal action within
s8ix months of final approval of the Action Memorandum and completion of the
action approximately two months after initiation (page 5.7 and 5.1.5), it
seemsd highly unlikely that these additional soil samples can be collected
and analyzed prior to thia time dua to racent funding cutes and resocurce
shortages that have temporarily postponed Phage 1II activities. It is
suggested, thereforae, that the design phass of this action include
provisions for the collection of ‘additional socil samples to ensure that the
extent of lead soil contamination is completely defined.

w: See :esponsa to EPA Comment Number 5. If the :ed:l.et:.tbut:.on ie
found not to ba implementable, an additive will be considered to min.i.m:l.:e
tha effects of saline water on the solidified solil.

The acope of this time=critical removal action wae limited to the immediate
area of Bullding 31 (10 feet from exterior wall) to permit the design and
implementation of the remediation in & timely manner. If the acopa of work
is increased, the design and implementation of thie action will be delayed.
The :Navy will collect additional soil samples to define the extent of
contamination gurrounding Building 31. Since approximately 90 percent of
this area i@ paved, the risk to human and environmental receptors is
congidared minimal. .

19. - nd P : The text states that groundwater
contamination at this site is to ba addressed "under the groundwater unit
of the NPL cleanup.” How does thae Navy plan to address the groundwater
contamination identified at the site? Does the Navy plan to issus an
propoeed ramaedial action plan for tha groundwater operable unit at this
gite? If so, has there beaen a time frame established for this action?

Respopge: By Navy.

20. ¢ = Thiz t Will modificatione be made: to the
proposed ramoval action plan in the event that additional soil sampling
activities identify areas of laad contaminated goila outside of this
10~foot boundary (eee preceding Section 5.0 comment)?

-9 -
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Responge: Time redtrainte would not permit modifications to the propocamed
removal action plan (@ee response to EPA Comment Number 18). This time
regquired to prepare Sampling and QA/QC Plans, implement the sampling,
complete thae analysis, perform validation, and prepare analytical reports,
obtain additional topographic mapping, investigate utility and potential
"building foundation interferences, and modify the daesign documents
(construction plan, specifications, cost estimates, and schedula) would
gubstantially delay the implamentation of the proposed actlon.

21. Comment to Page B-9, Sixth Paragrapht The proposed treatability study

ghould alsc evsluate the unconfined compressive strength (UCS) of the
solidified material. Due to the presence of ailts and fine sands in the
subsurface, achieving sufficient UCS may be difficult. Therefore, the
" addition of coarser aggregate may ba required, such as gravel. Due to the
fact that tha Navy plans to continue to uee this facility as a hazardous
materials storage area, the solidified material will be subject to stresses
as a result of the use of fork lifts, stacking of drumse, etc. Therefore,
the ‘solidified material below the bulilding must be capable of supporting
‘thege activities without breaking, c¢racking, or crumbling.

.In addition, the modeorate to high levels of polyaromatlc hydrocarbons
(PAHs) and othaer semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs) detected at the
gite may cause problame with the effectivenesa of solidification.
Therefore, due to the apparant presence of these compounds in the
subsurface and the limited number of gamples analyzed for organics,
additional sampling and analysis may be required to avaluate the presence
or absence of organic compounds.

Regponee: Time restraints do not permit the implementation of a formal
traatability study or additional sampling during the design of thise action.
However, the design will establish the strength requirements as wall aa
- other parameters of the solidified soil. The solidified materialiwill be
more than capable of supporting the dead and live loads imposad by tha use
of the bullding as a storage facllity. Pine sand (without treatment) has
allowable bearing values of 2 to 3 tons per square feet, and the
solidification traatment would increasa the bearing capacity of the
matarial. ' Also, the reinforced concrete floor selab will help disgtribute
the loads uniformly to the treated scil.

While a formal treatability study will not be undertaken, it is anticipated
that the vendors bidding on the project will be permitted to collaect
samples for their own testing prior to submitting thair bid. The vendors
will bae provided with the available analytical data and free to collact as
many samplaes a8 they consider appropriate for tasting. They will be
required to mest the treatment standards daveloped during the daasign.
Since many vendors use proprietary treatment processaes, this scenario will
permit them to adjust their precass £for the site-apecifi¢c psoils and

contamination.

22. Comment o Page B~10, Third Pazagraph: Excavation in sections, as opposed
to raemoving all soils at once, may negate the need for extensiva shaet
piling.
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Besponser Agree, but sheet piling will be addressed in the design in such
& manner that each potential bidder can modify the approach based on his
gpecial equipment.

23. gcomment to Page B-14, Firgf Bullet: In accordance with EPA EE/CA guldance,

this section should also include a discussion on "Use of alternatives to
Land Disposal." 8Since there is a preference in EPA’s removal program for
ramedies other than land disposal, the EE/CA should document conaidaration
of thig criteria, even if deemed impracticable.

Regponse: 8Since this action will ba conducted as a time~critical actioen,
an EE/CA report 18 not required. However, aeveral removal action
alternatives were developad for consideration prior to selecting the
proposed action. To avold confusion, the section titled "Engineering .
Bvaluation/Cost Analysis Report™ will Dbe retitled "Removal Action
Alternatives.” Also, the proposed aoction doas comply with the preference
for treatment as a principal element and the bias againat offaite land
dieposal of untreated waste.

24. - Second s In accordance with EPA ER/CA
guidanca, the discussion regarding *“Availability" must also "include
conslderation of the following lssues as they relate to "Adminigtrative
Feasibility":

s likelihcod of public acceptanca of the alternative, including state and
local concernsjy

s activities needed to coordinate with other agencies; and
e .ability to obtain any necessary approvala of permit.

Response: BSee response tc EPA Comment Number 23. By issuing a Public
Notice, the public will be made aware of the Action Memorandum and the
administrative record file and have an opportunity to provide comments for
30 days. . The public comments and a written response to all significant
.comments will be appended to the Aotion Memorandum after the comment period
closes. A geparate environmental permit report will be iesued during the
design phase documenting the permits requlred for the proposaed action.

 Commantg from Connecticyt Department of Environmental Protection .
General commente:
1. Pre-Rasign Studies: As notad in tha cover letter to this attachment, the

State has several concernd regarding the durability ¢f a soil/cement
mixture within the ¢tidally influenced aubsurface environment ‘benaath
Building 31. Dus to factors such as periodic wetting and drying,
freeze/thaw cycles, and exposure to galina groundwater, the esoil/cemant’
mixture will be prone to mechanical and structural degradation, which may
ultimately mobilize encapsulated contaminants to the environment.

Thae State believes that the feaaibility of implementing solidification -
technology at thig site has not bean theroughly evaluated and, therefore,
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may provide to-ha,ihapp:oprinta for this time=—critical removal action.
Numerous data gaps must be addressed before this technology is considered.
_Existing data gaps include but are not limited to the following:

a. bench scale testing to determine the strength of the doil/cement
mixture - (unconfined compressive strength, confined compressive
strength, etc.);

b. index and physical properties of subsurface soll (gzrain size, molisture
content, density, etc.);

é. freeze/thaw durability (ASTM D4842);
4. wat/dry durability (ASTM D4843))

e. evaluation of the deleterious effects of saline water to the
soll/cement nixture;

f. @valuation of the compatibility of the solil-waste matrix vie & via
solidification agants (i.e., will the predence of valatile ar aami-
volatile organic compounds inhibit setting or curing reactions).

Response: Evaluation of the solidification technology, Iincluding
conversations with vendora on other eitas using solidification, indicataes
that this technology is widely demcnstrated and equipment is readily
availabla. ‘

A limited treatability study will be performed by the bidders during the
procurement process to enaura that the minimum treatment requiremente are
wmet. .

In response to the specific teats listed for treatability testing, the
following is provided:

a. Strength = Strengths of the traatad soil will be determined to ensure
that the mix which is chosen will minimize settlement and support tha
concrete cap and live loads, which will be imposed. '

b. Physical properties - Grain size, moisture content, density, material
classification, and other necessary parametars will be determined.

c. Freeze/thaw durability - If the resulting treated mcil is a monolithic
material (e.g. block) then this standard will be applied during the
treatability study.  However, since the treated material is to be
placed under a concrete slab, which is under a building, freeze/thaw
durability is not expactad to impact the design mix.

d. Wet/dry durablility -~ If the resulting treated soll is a monolithic
material (e.g. block) then this standard will ba applied during the
treatabllity etudy. Howavar, if the material is of a soil consistency,
thism standard may be difficult to apply.

-12 -
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e. Effects of saline environment = Conversations with vendors indicates
that the saline environment will not adversely affect the treated soil.
However, the use of an additive will be consideraed during the design to
minimize any possible effaects of galine water.

£. compatibility of eoil and reagents ~ This pvaluation will be performed
to ensure that the mix design meets the requirsments for treatment.

2. Laeachability: Provisions ghould be made for determining the leachability
of the soil/cement mixture to ensure that the solidified matrix is capable
of meeting all applicable and relevant or appropriate requirementa (ARARs)
.and To Ba considored (TBCs).

Responsa: Ad part of the treatability study discussed in comment 1, the
leachability will meet the required treatment standard based on ARARs.

3. Clean Up Levels: The Action Memorandum specifies that the cleanup level
for the time=critical removal action will be 500 ppm for léad-based, on-
mags analysis. The site is located in an area with a groundwater
classification of GB/GA. Aas such the State will require that the cleanup
level achieve 50 ppb based on the toxicity characteristic leaching
procedure (TCLP).

naa: cConcerning this comment, it is your position that the 50 ppb you
advocated is an ARAR for this aite. <That is, it is an applicabls or
ralevant and appropriate requirement under Section 121 (d) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA), 42 usc 9601 et. sag. If that is your position, please provide
specific legal citation(s) to promulgated state law(s) or regulation(s)
that support the standard. .

In addition, please explain why each citaed ragquirement is an ARAR at the
@ite. This explanation should include one of two alternative positions.
It should explain how the requirement(e) specifically addrees a hazardous
substance, pollutant, contaminant, or other circumstance under CERCLA. or,
in tha alternative it should explain how the requirement(s) :address
problems or situatione sufficiently aimilar to those at the site that their
use ie well suited to the site.

Specific Comments:

4. t to Page 3- ¢ The groundwater classification of the
site is misotated as GA/GB. Please revise the text to stata that the
groundwater clagsification at the site is GB/GA.

Responge: The groundwater classification has been raevised as stated.
5. cemma - 5-1.11
a. -All solil removed from the gite must be handled in accordancae to
fedaral, state, and local regulations. All appropriate permits and

approvala muat be secured by NORTHDIV prior to cffesite solidification
and disposal.
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b. It is estimated that the solidification process will increage the
.volume of soil to be placed within the bullding by 15 percant. The
Action Memorandum states that the excess molidified soll could be
uniformally distributed within tha building to accommodate the excess
volume. If this option is appropriata, it is estimated that the floor
would be railsed approximately 4.5 inches from its existing elevation.
Furthar, it les stated that if thiag option is inappropriate "clean" soil
from within the building could be removad and placed elsewhere within
tha NSBNL_eita.

Any soil excavated from.the building must be thoroughly characterized
prior to placemant within the NSENL aite. In addition, the Action
Memorandum must clearly state "clean™ soil criteria.

Connecticut‘s criteria for reuse of soil from contaminated sites is
that the soil be "non-detect” upon mads analysis for the identified
contaminanta.

c. The Field Sampling Plan and Quality Assurance/Quality Control Plan,
whioch will be preparad during the design phase must be submitted to the
DEP for review and comment.

gpon
a, Concur. A separata anvironmental permit report will be issued during
the design phase documenting the permits required for the proposad

action.

b. Due to the extent of characterization naeeaéary to allow movement of
soll, which is below the action level, to accommodate the inoraesse in
volume duae to treatment, the floor of the building will be raiged.

c. We concur and the Field Sampling Plan and the Quality Agasurance/Quality
Control Plan will be submitted for review by CEP.
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28. Sompent _to ERA Jetter dated Aeril 21. 1993, concerning air menitoring.

Begponeq: During the remediation of Building 31, a direct reading carbon
monoxlde monitor will be used to monitor the level of carbon moncxide in
side Bulilding 31. The monitor will be selected to carbon monoxide and will
be capable of measuring concentrations between 0.0 ppm and 100 ppm. It
will be equipped with an alarm and positioned in the work area to represent
worst-cage exposures. Use of this monitor will only be required while
machinery is in cperation. No other monitoring equipment ie required
provided particulate emissions are adequately suppressed with water spray.
If water spray is not used to control particulate emissicns during
excavation and treatment of the soil, the work area will ke monitored with
& direct=reading particulate monitor. This instrument will provide a real-
time, as well as an 8-hour average, measurement of total airborne
particulate; therefore, it will be used in estimating the concentration of
airborne lead. It 49 anticipated that work in the exclusion zone
(potentially-contaminated areas of the site) will be performed in level D
protaction; however, the contractor will have the capability to upgrade thae
level of protection (respiratory protection) if the need arises during the
removal aoction. ‘




