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EPA 
John R. Kasich, Governo r 

Mary Taylor, Lt. Governor 
Craig W. Butler, Directo r 

October 10, 2014 

Mr. Brett Merkel 
Army National Guard Directorate 
ARNGD-ILE Clean Up 
111 South George Mason Drive 
Arlington, VA 22203 

Re: US Army Ravenna Ammunition Pit RVAAP 
Remediation Report 
Remedial Response/Federal Facility 
Portage/Trumbull Counties 
267000859 

SUBJECT: RAVENNA ARMY AMMUNITION PLANT, PORTAGE/TRUMBULL COUNTIES, 
REVISED RESPONSES TO OHIO EPA COMMENTS, DATED JULY 1, 2014, 
REGARDING THE REVISED DRAFT 2, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORT 
FOR SOIL, SEDIMENT, AND SURFACE WATER AT RVAAP-43 LOAD LINE 10 
(DATED AUGUST 25, 2014), PROJECT ID# 267-000859-102 

Dear Mr. Merkel: 

The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (Ohio EPA) has received and reviewed the "Revised 
Responses to Ohio EPA comments , dated July 1, 2014, regarding the Revised Draft 2 Remedial 
Investigation (RI) Report for Soil , Sediment and Surface Water at RVAAP-43 Load Line 10," dated 
August 25, 2014. The original responses to comments were provided to Ohio EPA on July 24, 
2014. These comments address Ohio EPA's global and specific comments . 

The following are Ohio EPA responses to both "general" and "specific" comments . For consistency 
sake , the numbers remain the same. 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

1. The response does not adequately address Ohio EPA's comment or concerns ; however, 
there appears to be issues of organization and presentation of information necessary to 
support the RI conclusions for Ohio EPA's understanding. To have a comprehensive 
understanding of what the Army has relied upon to base their conclusions for the AOC, 
Ohio EPA needs to have a clear understanding of the following : 

scanned 
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A. The rationale for how the RI boundary is defined; 

B. A discussion of all previous reports/investigations that are relied upon for 
conclusions in the RI. Each historical report discussion should document the 
following to ensure appropriate conclusions were based upon all known information: 

C. identify areas of investigation (text and figure) and goal of each investigation 
(delineation , screening , etc.), discussion of historic operations or use (i.e. , 
percussion element manufacturing , solvent storage, dry houses, canned primer 
storage, etc.) or in some cases there may have been multiple uses for different time 
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periods; specific chemicals associated with all uses over time which could have 
impacted the AOC (i.e ., VOCs, SVOCs, explosives & propellants, pesticides, . 
metals, etc.); evaluation of historical sampling to determine if all appropriate 
sampling was completed (according to the use, were the correct constituents 
sampled? i.e ., VOCs, SVOCs, etc.); 

D. evaluation of historical analytical results relied upon (review narratives, QA/QC, etc.) 
to determine if they meet the DQOs, site conditions, and quality needs of the current 
project, provide a summary of the analytical data, and provide a table identifying the 
location in referenced reports where this information is located; 

E. identify any data gaps and discuss (e.g ., was horizon£al and vertical contamination 
defined?) . All potential sources (e.g ., USTs and ASTs) must be included in the 
evaluation , as well as, asbestos and PCBs .should be evaluated and considered in 
relation to NESHAPS and TSCA requirements and documented in the text. 

A comprehensive discussion should be included to evaluate all findings of discreet 
sampling and ISM sampling ; this evaluation should document sampling locations and their 
overlap for confirmation ; sampling parameters and goals for each event; and sample quality 
and consistency across the various events to identify whether the data is of a compatible 
use. A map overlapping the historical use map and all ISM and discreet sampling locations 
relied upon for remedial conclusions should be provided. Additionally , site walkover 
documentation should be discussed to understand whether site conditions have changed 
over time. 

The current organization of the report , which requires Ohio EPA to find referenced material 
from other reports and is unclear on what data was relied upon, has made it difficult to fully 
understand how conclusions were derived. It would be more transparent if reports 
document the history of investigations, identify and include all data relied upon for 
conclusions , note if or how conditions have changed over time that could impact the use of 
past data, and provide_a conci se evaluation of quality of the data used and the conclusions 
based from the data. In addition , the Army has indicated that due to contact deadlines, it 
will be imperative that the RI reports be processed in a timely manner. The contractor's 
assistance in addressing the information and structural concerns above will facilitate this 
goal. 

2. Adequately addressed. 

3. Adequately addressed. 

4. Adequately addressed. 

. ~·· 
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5. CERCLA Exclusionary Releases : While Ohio EPA concurs that there is an exclusion for 
materials that may provide a small level of contamination but are common anthropogenic 
sources, like asphalt, there needs to be clear support that no other contamination source 
exists that could impact the AOC for PAHs. In all AOC RI reports , there should be a clear 
discussion of sources including tanks, vehicle leakage, storage of materials, and why these 
items may not have contributed PAH contamination to the AOC. Did LL-10 operations use 
any lubricants or equipment that required oils , which would be a source for PAH 

contamination? Was there a large concentration of vehicle traffic that could lead to impacts 
of PAHs? These questions need to be documented to support this use of the exclusion , as 
well as , the level of PAHs in the area. 

6. Adequately addressed. 

7. Adequately addressed; however, the Army refers to the responses below in # 8 to address 
Ohio EPA's concerns . 

8. Comprehensive AOC Approach : Ohio EPA understands that there are various AOCs at 
RVAAP that overlap or are media specific (such as ground and surface water). However, 
our concern is that when investigating an AOC there are no conclusions defining whether 
the AOC is expected to impact another AOC or media . An example conclusion would be: 
"The LL-1 O soils have been evaluated and based upon the highest concentrations found at 
the AOC, it is not expected that leaching to ground water pathway would impact the 
Groundwater AOC above clean up goals or act as a continuing source area to this AOC". 
This comprehensive conclusion would be expected for all AOCs that overlap, including 

sewers and human health impacts to MMRP AOCs if worker protection would be 
necessary. 

Comprehensive AOC Approach ; last bullet # 9: The response provides wording with 
regards to Page 1-3, lines 28-35, which does not appear to accurately reflect Ohio EPA's 
concern . First , the document for the sewers cited in this section has not been fully 
reviewed or approved by Ohio EPA, so , the NFA conclusion is not considered "necessary 
or needed". The draft document may be considered "recommended, " but note that Ohio 

EPA has not approved this document at this time. Second , the conclusion, as noted above, 
should focus on LL-1 O's contribution to the sewers. Is there a concern that contamination 
at this AOC will provide a continuous source, if the sewers are left in place? If not, the AOC 
may not need to be further considered ; however, if the answer is a maybe or yes , the report 
should document what action is recommended for the Sewers since "NFA" would not be 
appropriate with a continuous source. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS : 

1. Adequately addressed . 
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2. Adequately addressed. The response indicates " .. .. the locations of former buildings may 
not be surveyed using GPS." Ohio EPA suggests , if possible , GPS locations obtained for 
former buildings are recorded to ascertain location of basement or other bottom structures 
that may have been left in place for future consideration of these historical structures. 

3. Adequately addressed; however, response indicates the "RI report does not include the. 
historical RRSE data ." All historical investigation and data should have been evaluated to 
determine if areas with detected contaminants should have been adequately evaluated. 
Please provide rationale for exclusion of all historical investigations/data in the RI report. 

4. Adequately addressed; Ohio EPA agrees with the response ; however, please ensure all 
appropriate historical/investigative information specific to LL-10 from the "14 AOCs Report" 
has been evaluated. 

5. The rationale for sampling locations under the slab surface soils must be included in the RI 
report to support the conclusions in the RI. The response indicates discreet soil samples 
were analyzed for voes at locations of former buildings PE-2 and PE-20 (solvent storage). 
A summary of all information (narrative and data) from the 14 AOCs report(s) must be 
included to support the conclusions of the RI report. In addition , it appears L 1 Oss-0380 and 
L 1 Oss-0370 are identified without the "O" on Figure 4-3 and the legend does not include 
"discreet" sampling locations. 

6. Comment previously addressed. 

7. This response has not been adequately addressed. The Army states the information 
references back to the PBA08 SAP for determining locations and analytes ; however, this 
does not provide a clear understanding on the rationale for the sampling as it applies to the 
RI report 's conclusion. The comment below further clarifies why Ohio EPA has confusion 
since the information is missing in the RI report. 

The Army's response indicates metals and PAHs were the only chemicals that exceeded 
the screening criteria in historical samples. However, it appears that metals and PAHs 
were only sampled . Therefore , it is unclear if additional COCs could exist , if based upon all 
site related information. Additional discussion providing a clear development leading to 
conclusions would be helpful to understand decisions that were made. 

The Army response indicates 15% of soil and sediment samples were analyzed for full-suite 
and were randomly chosen. It is unclear if the samples included areas of highest potential 
contamination . If not, a discussion is needed to address whether there is the potential for 
additional constituents from the full-suite to exceed in those areas that were not sampled. 
Please discuss. 

Ohio EPA could not located L-1 Oss-092M on Figure 4-3 . Please verify . 

8. The text indicates sampling location for VOCs were randomly chosen . Please indicate if 
the text will be changed or deleted . Text also states carbon tetrachloride was detected in 
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the ground water in the monitoring well. Based upon this detection, is there a concern that 
a source area still exists at the area? Are there constituents remaining in soils or sediments 
that need to be addressed to eliminate the source to ground water? How will th is 
information be transmitted to the FWGWMP? 

9_ The response indicates screening devices , such as PID, "will not be used for measurement 
of chemical concentrations or biased sample collection during the implementation_" 
Screening devices are useful to indicate areas of potentially higher VOC contamination as 
the investigation moves to defining rate and extent of concentration. Please discuss the 
rationale for not using these devices and how random sampling will provide appropriate 
delineation and evaluation of AOCs for areas with suspected VOC contamination. 

10. Adequately addressed. 

11. Please discuss in the text and provide a table listing the constituents that the detection 
limits , as stated in the 2001 FWSAP, were not met during laboratory analysis . Please 
include the detect limit designated in the FWSAP and the actual laboratory detection limit. 
Please include rationale for inclusion or exclusion of the data. Please advise how the 
unmet detection limits relate to the cleanup standards. Please discuss how this 
inconsistency will be addressed. Will additional sample collection be needed to ensure 
areas meet cleanup goals? 

12. Adequately addressed. 

13. Adequately addressed; however, the maps grouping VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, and PCBs 
all on one map is busy. For clarity sake , it would be easier for the reader if each group was 
addressed in a separate map. 

14. Adequately addressed. 

15. Adequately addressed. 

16. Adequately addressed. 

17. Adequately addressed. Please clarify in the appropriate section(s) of the text. 

18. Adequately addressed. 

19. As much discussion has transpired between the Army and Ohio EPA regarding 2,4-DNT 
and 2,6-DNT isomers and has been placed in the files , Ohio EPA is suggesting a paragraph 
be added in section 6.1 .5 and all future Rls discussing the "weight of evidence" approach 
presented by the Army for not suspecting , and therefore eliminating , the isomers. 

20 . Ohio EPA still has the following concerns : 

A. As a stand-alone document, the text and tables should support the elimination of 
certain chemicals to support the conclusions of the RI. As the background levels 
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are used to eliminate COCs, there should be a brief discussion in the report text and 
these values should be included in any tables documenting the standards used for 
comparison/elimination. This should be included in all forthcoming RI reports. 

B. Sewer line water samples applicable to LL-10 should be discussed in the RI report 
to document no impacts to the sewers. 

C. It appears modeling data is being compared to Ground Water monitoring data to 
support the conclusion. Please discuss how the ground water data meets the 
quality parameters of the model , such as , is the well construction adequate for 
comparison in the model, do the location and depth of the wells provide appropriate 
data to support conclusions of the model? Any data provided in models should be 
supported and be appropriate for the goals of the model. 

Ohio EPA is open to discussing the comments in either a meeting or conference call . Please call 
me at (330) 963-1207, if you have any questions on the above. 

J~~u 
Vicki Deppisch 
Hydrogeologist/Project Coordinator 
Division of Environmental Response and Revitalization 

VD/nvr 

cc: Kevin Sedlak, ARNG, Camp Ravenna 
Gail Harris/Rebecca Haney, Vista Sciences 
Greg Moore, USACE Louisville 

ec: Justin Burke, Ohio EPA, CO, DERR 
Brian Tucker, Ohio EPA, CO, DERR 
Nancy Zikmanis, Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR 
Rod Beals , Ohio EPA, NEDO, DERR 
Ohio EPA, VAP File , CO , DERR at: records@epa.ohio .gov 
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