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WJIIED 8TAlES ENVRONMNT& PROTECTKM AGENCY 

REGION III 
841 C- Building 

-0lsuperfund 
RotleItThanson,PE 

Direu Did (2s) 5mlliQ 
FAX (2-E) 597- 

Mailcoa3Hw7l 
Dats; June 16,1993 

Mr.‘I%omasBlack 
Public AMA Officer 
Naval Weapons Station - Yoiktown 
code: 01 
P.O. Drawer 160 
Yorktom, VA 23691-0160 

Re: Naval Weqtcms Station - Yorktuwn 
Non-time crilid removal actioes at sites 4,16, and 21 
~Ammments on the draft EogiWg Evaluation & Cost Analysis 

The U.S. l%iro~tal Protection Agency @?‘A), ReghxdII, OBa of Sum has mvbwcd tbs 
draft Ea&Incaiq Evalnation & Cast Ana!@ ba the non-themitical ranoval actions at situ 416, and 21 
at the Naval Wqcms Station - Yorktowe, and we offer the lb&wing comments: 
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therefore hazardous regardkss of whsther tbcy biI =P or not. Please p’ocbcd with autlon 

3. Please note that the TCLP results for the removal action ~.a5 dclcctcd 2,4,5 Trichlorophcnol. whik 
the sampling results from thedni’t RI did not dercct this compound. Were lhe TCLP samples taken 
from the ‘worsl” visuallycontaminatcd arcas al the rcntoviil sites? 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

1. Pale 3-l 1. Table 3-1, 

2 pace 3-11. Tabk 3-2 

-Please note that the referenced tablehas a mixA usage of the Hazard Quotient, H Those explosive 
concentration removal levels cniculrtcd for H I I or If)-’ cancer risk induds: 

2&DNT 

E 
s4,amT 
I AS-TbIB 

Those concentration removaI levels akuIatccl for H = 0.1 indude: 

2&DNT 

It maybe more appropriate to use H= 1 br 111 the removnl aCtiOn kvei conc8tttrat%XtS. ?herefore, the 
coataminaPt removal level for 2,tLDN-T should bc 42 q/kg based upon H=l. 

3. Pazc 4-S. First Bullet 

COmpoSite sampling is eot rcamunettdcd by EPA Cornpositing tends to dilute the sample, qedaIly 
ie the case of volatiks. Discrete satnpla, taken at spccificd inten& nru rccommcoQed instud 
Discrete samples not only give a more acnnrate piaure of uctuai field me&ion& they aJao en&k one 
to compare the sample resulta with the tild location. This wouId enable early detection of Ihot spots- 
within the removal action arcas which may contain contaminant leveh which firi TCLP analy5ai. 

4. 

5. 

raze 58. S&ion 5.21.3 

As dcaull am ampositc sampling is not rccommcrrdcd. 

Pane 5-22. Sazion 53.&j 

As desafbed above, mtnpositc sampling is not rccommendcd. 

6. Paee 7-2 First bulkt 

‘Ibe manner in whlcb the exmation boundaries are derctmina! needs to be disausod in greater 
detail. Will there be a gtid-satnpiiup cvettt performed at spaAIM iutcrvals for the entire removaI 
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action areas? With the numerous contaminants detected so far at each of the three removal action 
sites. the probabffity Of dkovcring “hot rpots’ with significantly greater concentrations of 
antaminants, or possibly additional mntaminanrs is rt~l. 

Beware of the TCLP analytical results listed In the Testing Report. These TCLP samples were 
cornposited and, therefOre, may not be lllustntive of tlw variation in actual field conditions that 
m&ybc present at tk mov;lt action O~UU Procotd with uution. 

a. pane A-3. Table A-1 

What are the units bDr Table A-l ? EpA is wumin& ggil 1 

TIEis amcludes EPA’s axnments on the dmft Engineering Evaluation & Cost Analysis for the non- 
the critical removal sctioas at sites 4,16, and 218t the Naval Weapons Station - Yorkcowa. Xf you have any 
questions conoeming EPA’s review cornmen& please feel kc to call me at @S) 597-1110, 

Slncwely, 

Robert Thottmon, PE 
V&WV Superfund Federal Facilities (3Hwll) 

oc: Brenda Norton (LANTDIV, CodeM2) 
Jchfcr Loftin (WPNSTA, code 09E) 
Gleam MarWith (WPNST& Co&WE) 
Lisa EJUs (VDEQ. Richmond) 
Andy Rola (B&V, Philadelphia) 
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LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS POLICY ANI) RULES REGARDIHG 
CYANIDE, DEBRIB AND CR?&WTERISTXC WASTE 

0 RCRA waste with ayanide. These would be plating wastes, 
POOC-PO11 and POl9, reaotivr cyanide characteristia waste, D003, 
and cut&in 8mF~gand *We prooors wastes and I,Plc discaarded product 
wastes with cynaide air a aonstituent. A EPA policy memorandum 
dated April 9, 1993, from Sylvia Lowrance (OSV) and Bruce Diamond 
(OHPB) to the R&.OtWl HWHD Direotors, states than cyanide wastes 

must be destroyed prior to land disposal. 

The problem is, the Land Disposal Restrictions (LDR) 
treatment standard fat: most ayanide bearing RCRA waste is a 
numerical Value. A Otate in another Region allowed (permitted) a 
conxuercial faoilfty to land dispose %tabili.&ed”~ cpaaide waste. 
b Region III oemmeroial &c&k TSDY complained to ERA EtQ that the 
LDR did not allow stabiliration to rsaoh the mherical trsrtment 
standard, as ttit was dilution. 
makes the expliait statuhont, 

Thr April 9, 1993 meaoraadtm 
wapanfds must be dostroy8d rather 

than stabilimsd On order to conply with thesa numeqical standards 
and that stabilisatiolr is interpreted as impermissible dilutiaxP. 
The Agency used a numsriaal standard instead af a teohnologp 
treatment standard in order to allow flexibility in the choice of 
many available teahnologies that destroy cyanide. The aemotanUua 
note8 "addition of reagents such as iron or sulfur that alex 
cyanides in solution axe considered stabilisatioa and not 
destruction as is required prior to land disposaFt. Theso 
reagents oould be ured to %raprm cyanide, however the cyaaidr 
complex must crtill be treated by a czymida destruction 
technology. Ia light of this policy memorandum, even in the 
unlikely circunstsnce a ayanide bearing waste is not a RCR& 
vaste, it would be difficult to drfea6 stabilisation as a the 
only treatPent of thm waste. 
available. 

Copies of this atemorandum are 

0 The LDR Debris Case-By-Case Variance extension to Xay B, 
1994. On May 15, 1992 EPA published in the fedsral Rmistet 0%) 
A Lblbc Haaardous Debris Case-By-Case Capacity Variance. The 
Variance allowed tukr@ated hazardous debris to be diwssd in a 
RCRA permitted landfill unit, aeeting ninimum technology 
requirements (double lirror/leachate collection) until Map 8, 
1993'. The Xay 1992 Debris Variance required a notification to 
EPA by November 20 , 1992 If a oXtension to Hay 1994 vas needed. 
The May 1992 Variaace also required on-site record Lespiag to 
justify the variaace. 

Pince there were problems in qu*ntif& the apaaitp needed 
for debris by November 20 , 1992, and beaauisa EPA recognired there 
is a lack of debris treatnrent capaaity, and due to requests from 
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0 - industry, EPA's Acting Assistant Administrator for OBWER, Richard 
Guimondl signed a "HOtice to Renew the Hazardous Debris Case-By- 
Casa Capacity Variame on Hay 7, 1993. The extension is 
effeotive my a, 1993 and expires May 8, 2994. 

There is 0x10 major ahange. Tn order to justify the varianae 
* a requestor must submit two copioa of a report to %RA HQ within 

90 days of debris disposrl uoder the variance. Tha reprot must 
include justificatioa of a Wood Faith Efforta’ to find treatment. 
The aotiom atates EPA oonsiders this iffort to be doaumentatioa 
that at least 10 TsD?s were ecmtactmd. Debris aoata&iMted by 
tha RCRA ?aolventn wastes Pooa-PoO5, and UtDior$aw wastes FO20- 
PO27 aaMOt use this v&r:sme. Suoh contaminated dehriP must bo 
ftmrted to the GDR treatment staoderds or obtain e site-spaaifia 
varimlae. The Rolrawal Blotioe states that the Statute prohibits 
EPA from extending this varianae beyond Hay 0, 1994. After May 
8, 1994, either the d@brfs wasto must meet the LDR treatmat 
staadards (Published in the Zmgust is, 1992 PI%, at 40 CPR S 
268.45) or obtain a rite specrific v8dabea under 40 CPR 5 269.44. 
Copies af the signed notice are available. A publishad FR natiee 
and Paot ,sheet will be available vithia 3 veeks 

lmergencrp LDXk Rule on treatpent standards for low !FfX 
&aitabla Wastes DOOl , corrosive wastes DOOP. For the roador's 
iaforaatioa, high Total Orgaaia carbon (TOC) PO01 wusta ham 8 
technology treatment standard that is not affsated by this Elule. 
on Ma2 10, 1993, Administrator Carol Browner, signed tha **Lmad 
Disposal Restfiations for Ignitable an4 corrosive Charaatsristic 
wastes Whose Treatment Staadards Were Vacated; Interin Pins1 
Rule". This is knowa as the IC Rule (ignitable and aerrosivm~. 
This a vezzy complicated rule. It is the result of mmh 
litigation, includtig an appeal to the supreme Court. Biuco the 
U.8. Court of Appeals said that EpA'm b@deactivatioamm (peraissible 
dilution) LDR treatmeat staadard for the (low TCMZ) DO01 @'In and 
DO02 trCn waste did not address all hasardous aonstitumnts as 
required by the Btatute , uld the standards did not meet the 
intent of the law, they uare invalid (vacated by the aourt). 

The problem for IdpA, is that if a RCRA hazardous waste 
subject to LDR does aot have a treatment standard, it canzmt be 
land diSpo#Sd. If ERA did not issue this emergency rule there 
was the potential that millions (billions?) of gallona of DO01 
aad DO02 vaster could not be treated in surface impoundments aad 
biBpoSed of in thm Permitted Class I Underground Injection 
Control (UIC) Wollr. 

The rule adds a definition to 60 CFR s 26a.2 twmed 
Underlvinu Batardous Constitueatp There is also additional 
reaord keeping requiramants that in many asses require additional 
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w&Et@ malysis. In gsnorrl this rule requires that say low TOC 
DO01 Ignit&blr and DO02 Corrosive waste cannot simply be diluted 
to remove the charaoteriatio. There wastes must slmo be treated 
to demonstrate that the underlying hasardous eonstituukls) are 
also treat&d prior to land disposal. In general, if a DO01 
a&d/or DO02 Want@ is trrrted in a Clean Water Aat (a) regUl8ted 
wastewater treatmat uait (mu), t&t door not UBB any surfaoe 
hpoundments, than this rule will have no affect 01~ tho8o waotes. 
This rulePa groatort impa& i8 015 the UIC we118, UU!BU'I with 
sluf~80 impoundaeat8, ad the trOataat OC the IC m&OS in tank8 
that are not rogulrted by the OWL Thm reocmd hoping may be the 
bigge&t burden of this rulm to Region III RCRA ganemtorb, TBPFII, 
aad amy remsdirtion of such wasto that is not through a CWA 
regulated WWTU. Copier, of the sigaed rule are avrilabla. 
The FR publishad rule and faot sheet should be available within 
three weeks. 

The above may appear to be leng rynopeis of them thrma 
aanoumeunents, but the alternative i6 to ra8d the poliap 
nmmoranuum and the FR Motioes. If you need copiea of 8np of the 
above documenta or ham questions on them, please contact Doug 
Ronor at 2X5-597-9884. 
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DNT A8 A TCL,P WASTE 

2,4-Dinitrotaluene (DNT) is TCIZ waste D030, and has been a RCRA 
characteristic waste since September 1990. If it exceeds 0.1 
mq/kg by the TCLP it is a characteristic hazardous waste. * 
2,4,6-TrinOitrOtOlUene (TNT) is not a TCLP waste. It appears 
unlikely that only TN!I' and not DNT would be found by saxnplinq. 
If TNT was found it would be a DO03 "Reactivefll characteristic 
waste. There is not yet a Land Dipsosal Restrictions (LDR) 
treatment standard for DNT, Db30. Currentley EPA intends to 
iseue proposed LDR treatment standards for TC&P organic wastes by 
8/31/93, with final standards by 8/31/94. At least by the 
current RCRA regulations, DNT could be either rendered non- 
hazardous, or disposed of in a RUU landfill at any 
concentration. It is highly recommended that the DNT be treated 
by a appropriate destruction technology. The Draft LDR kroatment 
standard for DNT is 140 mg/Icg total, aat TCLP. Once the proposed 
rule is signed, the DO30 standard might be a "To Be Considered" 
ARAR, and after the final rule is sighed, it would be a ARAR. If 
DO03 TNT'W f6und and needs disposal, the current LDR standard is 
deactivation by any appropriate means. Often for a explosive 
waste that is capalbe of detonation, the treatment would be a 
controlled detonation of that material. I hope this information 
is useful. If you have questions or need additional infornatljon 
please call Doug Donor. 
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