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Abstract (Continued)

equipment, vehicles, and railroad cars. A diesel fuel spill and other spills related to
piping from underground tanks have been recorded. 1In 1985, ground water monitoring
identified TCE contamination near the motor pool area and in downgradient water supply
wells. Records indicate that vehicle maintenance operations involved discharging water
and other liquids, and rust residues through floor drains and pipes into unlined ditches.
This ROD addresses interim remediation of source areas and management of migration. The
primary contaminants of concern affecting the soil and ground water are VOCs, including

benzene and TCE.

The selected Interim Response Action for this interim remedy includes conducting a vapor
extraction pilot test; installing and operating an in-situ vapor extraction system,
followed by granular activated carbon treatment of condensed water vapor with offsite
thermal carbon reactivation; capping the site with a layer of asphalt to improve the
efficiency of the vapor extraction system; conducting air monitoring, followed by
possible stack treatment by a vapor phase carbon filter or catalytic oxidizer; and ground
water pumping, treatment, and reinjection in conjunction with the Rail Classification
Yard IRA. No costs were provided for this remedial action.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OR GQALS: No chemical-specific goals were identified for soil

contaminants. Chemical-specific goals for ground water treatment, which apply at the
point of injection, are contained in the ROD for the Rail Classification Yard IRA and

include benzene 5 ug/l (MCL).
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1.0
INTRODUCTION

The Interim Response Action (TRA) alternatives assessment and decision process for the Motor Pool
Area at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal (RMA), is being conducted as part of the TRA process for RMA
i accordance with the Federal Facility Agreement and Technical Program Plan.

The determination to implement this action has been reached through a consideration of the objectives
of Sections 2.3(a), 22.5, and 22.6 of the Federal Fadility Agreement and by application of the Decision
Flow Chart for Other Contamination Sources IRAs adopted by the Organizations and the State in the
June 7, 1989 Subcommittee meeting (Figure 1-1). ‘
SN

Alternatives have been reviewed based on their overall protectiveness of human health and the
cavironment; compliance to the maximum extent practicable with Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs); rcduct_.idn in mobility, toxicity, or volume; short- and long-term
effectiveness; implemeantability; and wst-cffeci\fwﬁ:sk. The proposed IRA will consist of the installation
of a vapor extraction system at an identified sou:ce o{‘uichloroeth;‘:%u(me M}xc’;r Pool Area, to
remove and treat the soil contaminalios. QOther potential sources of groundwa ogtamination at the
site will be contained by installin;‘l Eﬂmd@htercepxim\aﬁ&u%wh downgradient of
the Motor Pool Area, in conjunction‘witb'the Rail Clusiﬁcaﬁbp%& IRA. ~
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20
HISTORY OF THE MOTOR POOL AREA

Rocky Mountain Arsenal (RMA) occupies more than 17,000 acres (approximately 27 square miles) in Adams
Cousty, directly northeast of metropolitan Deaver, Colorado (Figure 2-1). The property was purchased by the
US government in 1942 for use in World War II to manufactyre and assemble chemical warfare materials, such
as mustard and lewisite, and incendiary munitions. Starting in the 1950s, RMA produced the nerve ageat GB
(isopropyl methylphospbonofluoridate) until late 1969. A significant amount of chemical warfare materials
destruction took place during the 1950s and 1960s. Since 1970, RMA has primarily been involved with the
destruction of chemical warfare materials. In addition to these lmﬁtary activities, major portions of the plant
facilities were leased to private industries, including Shell Oil Company. between 1947 and 1982, for the

manufacture of various insecticides and berbicides. yd " /.-" \ N
N/ \

. A\ /. . .
The Motor Pool Area is located in the southeastern corner of Section 4 on the RMA. The site was acquired
by the US Army in 1942 as part of RMA, and it has becn used since the 1940s for servicing equipment, vehicles,

and railroad cars, as well as for storing fuel, road ml, m} ﬂCtnable liquids. Figure 2-2 shows the Motor Pool

. /7
Area ﬂ

N ///_./
The site was surveyed in 1986 for reumhﬂ@e (TCE because Vl{ad been found in
groundwater monitoring wells near the Mot;r Pogf Ar'\tnd in down:r;;n\uylhs(qunty water supply wells
in 1985; however, no TCE use wgf{und Reconds indicated, however; that sﬁm probably were used for
cleaning and repairing eqmpmen;m vehicles in bmldmgs mmnndmg tbc Motor Pool Area from the early
1940s until at least 1985. Cadsucs. rust mhibnors, fuel, oil, and gr were ahdused. and metal surfaces of the
equipment and vehicles we?e _med thers. ~Some of mfdmgs were knowa to discharge water
and other liquids and residues fr \theie mainten. m floor drains and pipes into unlined
ditches. The Motor PootALE ::}h-

use for ma(o %mlcar maintenance (Ebasco 1989).

o part of otor Pool Area has been used since the early
d drain oil. There is record of a break in an underground
o the cast, creating a diesel fuel spill. Other spills related to
have also occurred in the service station area (Ebasco

In the carly 1950s, scveral buildings in the porthern part of the Motor Pool Area were used for pesticide and
berbicide storage. During this same period, Julius Hyman and Company operated laboratories for the study of
insecticides and plant pathology oear the southern part of the Motor Pool Area. Shell Oil Company took over

2.1
(11111C024400) (motor-2ire) (11/21/89) (RMA)
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these facilities in 1953 and maintained an agricultural rescarch and bioassay laboratory there until 1957 (Ebasco
1989).

Two soil gas surveys were conducted in the Motor Pool Area in 1986 to aid in defining any plumes of TCE
contamination in the groundwater. The studies defined an apparent TCE soil gas concentration in the area north
of the roundhouse (Building 631) and a soil gas plume extending northwest from the site (Ebasco 1988).

Axother soil gas survey conducted in July 1989 traced the TCE source to an area adjacent to Building 624 where
a pipe from a floor drain was found to discharge into a ditch (WCC 1989). Figure 2-3 shows the soil gas plume
that was used to define the source area. For evaluation purposés, the exteat of contamination bas been
considered to be a 60 foot by 100 foot source area bound on the north and south by Buildings 624 and 625,
respectively; on the east by the walkway between Buildings 624 and 675' and on the west by the rail spur. It was
estimated that approximately 4,500 yd® of soil would be addressed bx this IRA, for the purposes of the
alterpatives assessment. ~ N
/ /
On February 1, 1988, a proposed Consent Decree waslodge} in the case of United States v. Shell Qil Company
with the US District Court in Deaver, Colorado. ‘Yhe p%pc:ed Consen ee was revns/} after public
Y

comments were received, and a modified proposed Cons):b
In February 1989, a Federal Faaility w@~wntered in between
Eavironmental Protection Agency, the Army, the Dep“aruaent of the ln anrtment of Health and
Human Services, and the Department of Justice, which established proeeduns/ﬁ*mplememmg the Arsenal
cleanup program as specified mr@ echnical PW Plan add mcorpomes the modified proposed Consent
Decree. The Army and Sheu O Company.ag\ed to share cenain\eoag of the mnedlatxon to be developed and
performed under the oversight t.he lﬁ'Eumnmental Pro(eamﬁgenq\wuh opportunities for participation
by the State of Colorado. The\foug-tem remediation is l omplex task hat will take several years to complete.
The Federal Faciligy Agreesent specifics 13 Intenn/\R ns (IRAs) determined to be necessary and

iatic \f Other Contaminatio one of the 13 IRAs. The Motor Pool Area

ederal ageancies: the

appropriate. The °,

is one of the

24
(11111C02-4400) (moror-2.ire) (11/21/89) (RMA)
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3.0
INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION OBJECTIVES

The specific objective of the interim response action (IRA) at the Motor Pool Area is to mitigate the threat of
releases of volatile organic contaminants from the Motor Pool Area on an interim basis, pending determination
of the final remedy in the Onpost Record of Dedision (ROD).

The IRA alternatives have been evaluated based on the following criteria:

. Overall protection of buman bealth and the cnw.ronment

. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Apyropnate Requirements (ARARs) to the
maximum extent practicable / ~

. Reduction of mobility, toxicity, or volume \/ “\

. Short- and long-term effectiveness />

. Implementability / ’ /

/

This Decision Document provides a sum of the allcrnhvy technologies cowda@,/ A d\ronology of the
significant events leading to the initiation Qf eh:\ ummary of
ARARs (legal and regulatory standards, cn}tn\,or ons) i

i
. Cost b
(\ \
IRA proje an/d a summary of the
As specified in the Federal Eas/liq\\geement ﬁus IRA v’hll\by u'e;neal of soils and coatainment of

groundwater, to the maximusm gxtent pr ¢, be consistent ind\nu'ibme to the efficient performance
of the Final Response Acti

ogram.

31
(11111002-4400) (motor-3irs) (11/21/89) (RMA)
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40
INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives were examined in the "Alternative Assessment of Interim Response Actions for Other Coatamination
Sources-Motor Pool Area” (WCC 1989). These alternatives included:

. No Action

. Monitoring

. Institutional Controls ~

. Multilayered Cap*® R

. In-situ Vapor Extraction® S A(\\

. Oansite Incineration® &I , \

. Bioremediation* ~
. Low-temperature Thermal Desorpuoo‘/

. Offsite Incineration® /s

*These alternatives include groundwater interception treatment.
,./‘\
Following is a brief summary of the evalum&‘n\of J.h/ese\a'kernauves “AH the ret alternatlves can be

designed and implemented to be protective o\f t{e. community and thc wqo‘rb;r
Relevant and Appropriate Requircareats (ARAR;) to the maximum enen\pra cable. Alternatives that reduce

to meet Applicable or

contaminant mobility, tox:cnty,or volume are pteferred One’ a@: evaluauon criteria that showed the greatest
variability between altemaﬂv aylh:lfrof an alternative te reduce contaminant mobility, toxcity, or
volume. This summary focuscs ou‘ major points found M&lunen that makes each alternative
distinctive from Lhe gth«s\Detaﬂs of the cvaluanon cank@md in the Interim Response Action (IRA)

Alterpatives Ass ot for site (WCC 1989) \
/7 %
41 NO ACTIO \)

This alternative consists of {aking 20 action t in or reat contaminated soils at the Motor Pool Area. This
alternative would not reduce contaminant mobili icity, or volume.

4-1
(11111C024400) (motord.ira) (11/21/89) (RMA)
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42 MONITORING

This alternative consists of conducting upgradient and downgradient groundwater sampling. This alternative
would not reduce contaminant mobility, toxicity, or volume. Monitoring would allow continued tracking of
contaminant movement. '

43 INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative consists of constructing a chain-link fence with controlled access points around the area of
concern. This alternative would not reduce contaminant mobility, toXicity, or volume. Since RMA already has
limited access maintained by physical barriers and security personnél, additional site restrictions alone would

be of limited effectiveness. < /\\
/ \\

”

44 MULTILAYERED CAP

s
/

4

Vi
This alternative coasists of constructing a multilayered cap"c}vu the contaminated soils in the Motor Pool Area.
Ny

The cap would consist, from the base upward, ofAfan‘}S-i{ch-thick layer o()b\w pcrmeabih'_r)/hay, a flexible

membrane liner, a synthetic drainage net, a geotextile ﬁl&\ﬁ/bric, and a 1-foot pr cﬁve/xé;;-layer. The cap

would be sloped from the center to facilitage 7 The cap woyld yeadynm%jcm’tinued downward
/

\ K

N

migration of contaminants to the groundwa\gr‘throhﬁsu ace infil tqu
. v

This altergative can be easily iqugfg\igd because h is based demonstryted 'technology that has been widely
used. The long-term effectiveness of ;!:iii:mativé is somewhar kited bedQu it is a containmeat technology

that does not actually re o o't urce c\f : 0. \Jhis alternative would not reduce
contaminant toxicity or volume, byt it would reduce mobiigy:

SN\

the continued effe/ﬁ/qQ~@ }n_y‘nmem e

/
45 IN-SITU 6 ON
This alternative consists of j ing an extraction system to treat the contaminated soils in the

unsaturated (vadose) zone of the Motor Pool vapor extraction process consists of applying a vacuum
to a well or treach screened in the zone of co on.inducingaﬂowohirthrou;hadjacen(soils,and
progressively air-stripping the volatile contaminants contained in the soil matrix. The contaminants are then
adsorbedontoadivledwbonmddwroyedwhenthewbonisthetnaﬂymaivatedoﬂ’site.

This alternative can be easily implemeated because it is based o demonstrated technology and has been widely
used. The system can be easily adapted to a greater depth or extent of contamination, which is important

42
(11111C024400) (motorLira) (11/21/89) (RMA)
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because of the uncertainties in contaminated soil volume at this site. Also, when the carbon is thermally

reactivated, the contaminants are destroyed.

A groundwater interception and treatment system would also be implemented as part of this alternative to
contain groundwater contamisation from possible contamination sources oot identified in time for this IRA:
Groundwater extraction wells would be located north-northwest of the Motor Pool Area. Extracted water would
be sent through conveyance piping cither to the Irondale Containment System, which would be expanded to deal
with the increased flow, or to a treatment system built to treat extracted water from this IRA and the Rail
Classification Yard IRA.

456 ONSITE INCINERATION

This alternative consists of excavating the contaminated soils in the Motor Pool Area, incinerating the soils in
a mobile rotary kiln incinerator, and placing the treated soil back into the excavation. This alternative completely
destroys the organic contaminants that are a concera at the Motor Pool Area.

< 7
Although this alternative has a good long-term effewveness because it destroys the conummams. onsite
incineration is more difficult to implement than other altemauyes because of the complcx mchamcal operation,
monitoring, and control to maintain high desu@n and.xemoval eﬁ'noencxes This XRA alternanvc is also very

costly relative to other treatment alternatnves.\ ',/\' :\, \

. \“ \~‘ . -
A groundwater interception m(\ ent system would also be unplemented as part of this alternative, as
described in Section 4.5. / J— N -

4.7 BIOREMEDIATION

C_\\\ NN
This alternativ of exnhnng the conﬁmmate\dw:t' Motor Pool Area and treating them with
bioremediation. Eieavated bould be fsdb§ conveyor 10 g, Agitation vessel where the soil would be mixed
with water and a conc:n slurry b i The slurry would then be transferred to a series of

LN
liquid/solid contact bioredes6rs where
of the organic contaminants in the soil. This
at the Motor Pool Area.

and nutrients are introduced to maintain the biodegradation
ive destroys the organic contaminants that are a concern

This alternative has good long-term effectiveness because it destroys the contaminants. However, there are some
uncertainties in bioreaction rates and retention times that could affect the schedule. Also, there is some potential
for the generation of partial degradation products such as dichlorocthylene and vinyl chloride. Because of the

43
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uncertainties in the depth of contamination, modified excavation techniques may be required, which could affect

costs.

A groundwater interception and treatment system would also be implemented as part of this alternative, as
described in Section 4.5.

48 LOW-TEMPERATURE THERMAL DESORPTION

This alternative consists of excavating the contaminated soils in the Motor Pool Area and treating them with

low-temperature thermal desorption. Excavated and screened soil would be seat to a low-temperature thermal

stripping processor or a rotary drum system that heats the solids to about 400 ° F and vaporizes the contaminants.

Particulates would be removed from the contaminated vapors, and thea the vapors would be condensed. The

condensate would be sent to a solvent/water separator and onto carbon filters. The clean water would be used

for dust control during excavation, and the gases would be seat to an aftcﬂmmer This alternative completely

destroys the organic contaminants that are a concern an the Motor Pool Area.

This alternative has good long-term eﬂ'ccuveness bccause it destroys thc contammams B‘er.ause of the

uncertainties in the depth of contamination, modified excavuxgl} techniques ma)"be tequired, Which could affect
\J’ ’

costs. \\' \//

\\v ST~ (\

A groundwater interception and treatment system would also be u:npfexnemed s part of this alternative, as

described in Section 4.5. %\\ - ;.- .

49 OFFSITE mcnqubt(//\ __A\

This alternative co! 1 vaung ngammateﬂ sod in the Motor Pool Area and transporting the soils off
site to an ex:sg)ng pennmed dous waste-qcme o This- akternative completely destroys the organic
contaminants ca concem at the M

/ ool Ar
This alternative hu g -term effecty use it destroys the contaminants. There eould be some
risk associated with transportatios. Also, beca the uncertainties in the depth of coatamination, modified
excavation techniques may be required, which could affect costs. This alternative is very costly relative to other
treatment alternatives.

A groundwater interception and treatment system would also be implemented as part of this alternative, as
described in Section 4.5.

(11111C02-4400) (motor4.irs) (11/21/99) (RMA)
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4.10 CONCLUSIONS

Installing and operating an in-situ vapor extraction system is the chosen alternative. This alternative can be easily
implemeated because it is based oo demonstrated technology and has been widely used. The system can be
casily adapted to a greater extent of cootamination, which is important because of the uncertaintics in
contaminated soil volume at this site. Also, since the carbon is thermally reactivated, the contaminants are
destroyed.

A groundwater interception and treatment system would also be implemented as part of this alternative to
contain groundwater contamination from possible contamination sources not identified in time for this IRA.

lnstallation of an in-situ vapor extraction system and groundwuer interception and treatment system will
effectively mitigate future potential cootamination migration from the Motor Pool Area. Therefore,
implementation of this action sow will yield both a cost and technical benefit and will be consistent with and

contribute to the efficient performance of the final tesponse action.

: &/’?
/\\

\V Q\\/

v

=

BN
/\\\\\T
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5.0
CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS

The significant events leading to the proposed decision to remediate soils in the Motor Pool Area as
described in Section 6.0 of this report are presented below.

—Date Event

June 1987 State of Colorado, Shell Oil Co., EPA, and the Army develop and agree in a
June 1987 report to the court to 4 prospective hot spot list which identifies
Interim Response Actions (IRAs) to be conducted. The hot spot list consists
of five areas (the Section 36 Treaches, the Section 36 Lime Pits, the M-1
Settling Basins, the Motor Pool A:ei,' aﬁd the Railroad Housing Track in the
Rail Classification Yatd) referred to as “Other Contamination Sources” in the
proposed Consent Decree (Section 9.1, paragraph 1), and in the Federal
Facility Agreemenr pmgfaph 2.1 ().

( <\ /\,

February 1988 The Slatgof Colorado, mr Oil Company. and E?{/ mﬁxally requested
to 1dend£y M: for . \/
'\ N J/ /l\'; \'\ "
NN
January 31, 1989 The Army instructs Woodward- Clyde- Comln’n\(\ch 1o develop plans

/};}\enm acuon mvesugau'\n work in response to the hot spot list. Interim

7 acuon mwsug’auon work incly \hc Motar Pool Area.
\ .A N

~

April 13, 1989 %Taﬁ Plan, which mcluaes the Motor Pool Area, is submitted by the
- the Orgtmzmons Ne State for commeant.

April Field in /' tions begin ¢ other contamination sources IRA. Work
includ, {/ tion of the contaminant source(s) within the Motor Pool
Area.
June 29, 1989 A final Task Plan X§ issued by the Army with comments incorporated.
July 20, 1989 Field investigation completed.
51
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November 27, 1989 Draft Final Results of Field and Laboratory lnvestigations Conducted for the
Remediation of Other Contamination Sources Interim Response Action is
distributed by the Army to the Organizations and the State.

November 27, 1989 Final Alterpatives Assessment of Interim Response Action for Other
Contamination Sources - Motor Pool Area is distributed by the Army to the
Organizations and the State with responses to comments incorporated.

November 27, 1989 Proposed Decision Document for the Interim Response Action at the Motor
Pool Area at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal is distributed by the Army to the
Organizations and the State for comment. :

February 1, 1990 Draft Final Decision Documeat for the Interim Response Action at the Motor
Pool Area at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal is distributed by the Army to the
Organizations and the State.

March 5, 1990 Decision Document for the Interim Response Action at the Motor Pool Area

at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal is finalized.

52
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6.0
SUMMARY OF THE INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION

Installing and operating an in-situ vapor extraction system in conjunction with a groundwater interception and
treatment system is the chosen alternative. This alternative can be easily implemented because it is based on
demonstrated technology and bas been widely used. The system can be casily adapted to a greater depth or
extent of contamination, which is important because of the uncertainties in contaminated soil volume at this site.
Also, since the carbon is thermally reactivated, the contaminants are destroyed.
KN

This alternative will involve installing several extraction wells or u;a'cbes in the area of contaminated soil at the
Motor Pool Area. A pilot test will be performed before installafion to determine the well locations or treach
size pecessary to capture cootaminants through the areal extent ofﬁe\phtme The site will be capped with a
layer of asphalt to improve the efficiency of the vapor extraction process. ‘P{éssurized and possibly pre-heated
air will be injected into the soil. Soil vapors will be d'ra/jwn by a positive displacement vacuum blower through
an inlet liquid separator/silencer, which is insulated '.;d’m e expanding gas noise. Stack discharges will be
monitored and regulated to maintain a volatile o(rgaﬂd ission rate below standard emissiag limits. An
automatic shut-off will be installed in the stack monitoring System to shut off the system if ?

v

Stack treatment may be necessary depending Q@ p‘nllg( test and startup

. NN
routed through a vapor phase car}pc»ﬂl\ef orca §Q¢ oxidizer to 3d$0rb\m_' ;
exbaust prior to discharge to thie atmosphere. 7 :

sions reach a

concentration above the standards.

er exbaust air can be

nt reactivation. The volume is expected

atamination in the Motor Pool Arca that have not been
clearly defined in time for this IRA. In o address these other potential sources, a groundwater
interception and treatment system would be imple The groundwater would be intercepted by extraction

wells that would collect the contaminated groundwater and retard the progress of the plume. The extraction
wells would be located north-northwest of the Motor Pool Area and would be designed to extract approximately
100 to 150 GPM. The exact location and extraction rate would be determined during the implementation phase.

61
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Extraction water would be treated in coojunction with the Rail Classification Yard IRA. Water would be sent
through conveyance piping to the Irondale Containment System, which would be expanded, if necessary, to deal
with the increased flow. If the Irondale Containment System cannot be adapted to deal with the increased flow,
a treatment system would be built in the vicinity of the Motor Pool Area IRA and Rail Classification Yard IRA
extraction systems.

61 HEALTH & SAFETY PLAN

A Health & Safety Plan has been developed for the preveation of occupational injuries and illnesses during ficld
activities at RMA. This plan addresses health and safety requnenents of contractors and their authorized
subcontractors. Compliance with this plan will be compulsory, ud the contractors will be responsible for self-
enforcement and compliance with this plan. The Health & Safeyd’lan was developed taking into consideration
koown hazards as well as potential risks. Comprehensive cnwonmental monitoring and site-specific personal

protection are combined in an effort to best protect ﬁrs \"\/
. A site-specific Health & Safety Plan for work to . performed in the Motor Pool Area will be developed and
included with the design specification package. V
\ “\ <‘
"

6-2
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7.0
INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION PROCESS

With respect to this Interim Response Action (IRA) for the remediation of other contamination sources,
including the Motor Pool Area at Rocky Mountain Arsenal (RMA), the IRA process is as follows:

1. The scope of the IRA is described in the June 5, 1987 report to the Court of the United States
(the Army and EPA), Shell, and the State in Qmmd_mm_v_smm A similar
description is included in the proposed Comtt/ Dlecec, paragraph 9.1 (1), and in the Federal
Facility Agreement (FFA), paragraph 22.1 (i N

2. If any Organization identifies anyl,a‘é, tional source areas for inclusion in this IRA, the
Organization may submit to the (od'u.ci:s a.written report identifying the source area proposed
for inclusion and setting forth the"fachwAl fechnical, and scieatific basis for %mposal.

/
3. Within 30 days after the"s‘u':'tn.i.%:;;dA eport, the Army ermine whether the
N\ . / .
source area should be (i and d the State of iis
determination. If Shell or disagrees with the d i ¢ Army, Shell or EPA
may invoke DWesolution.‘ Y
/\" \. \.\:‘- \ N \

/ N\ ’
4. The Army; EQ,/SG State are given \opﬂum/ty to ideatify, on a preliminary

basis, any atial ‘Applicable or Re!c:vmmdAmQL' ¢ Requirements (ARARs).

N
s. ]‘he-ﬁy&sug this proposed D%‘o‘o ent for the IRA for the interim remediation
' \ ion sour otor P for a 30-day public comment period. During
eat peri Army will public meeting addressing the IRA decision.

6. Promptly after the close of th ent period, the Army shall transmit to the other
Organizations, Department of Interior (DOI), and the State, a draft final IRA Decision
"Document for the remediation of other contamination sources, Motor Pool Area.

7. Within 20 days after the issuance of a draft final IRA Dedision Documeat for the interim
remediation of other contamination sources, Motor Pool Arca, a8 Organization (including the

741
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State if it has agreed to be bound by the Dispute Resolution process, as required by the FFA,
or DOI under the provisions set forth in the FFA) may invoke Dispute Resolutios.

8. After the close of the period for invoking Dispute Resolution, if Dispute Resolution is not
invoked, or after the completion of Dispute Resolution, if invoked, the Army shall issue a final
IRA Decision Document to the other Organizations, DOI, and the State. The Army shall also
potify the public of the availability of the final TRA Decision Document with the supporting
administrative record. Only preliminary design work for the IRA may be conducted prior o

the issuance of the final IRA Decision Documett,”’

N

AN

9. The IRA Decision Document for the remediation activity of the Motor Pool Area will be
subject to judicial review in accordance w\\lh Section XXXIX of the Federal Facility Agreement
except where such review is bancl by Sections 113 and 121 of the Comprehensive
Eavironmental Response, Compcnsau\o/o and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended,

42 US.C. Sections 6913 and 9621. ™\ Q |
\ \ /
\ /
10. Following issuance of the\a.l ecision Doc en(, the all be the lead party
responsible for desngmng Qn( ance with the Decision

Document. The Army shall i lssue a ‘draft IRA Implememauon Document to the DO, the State,
and the other Q@lons for rcwew and conment The draft implementation document shall

include final’ dfawings - uLEeaf catioas, ﬁnaLdeugn analyus, a cost estimate, and IRA
deadhncséo{mpl{uﬁ!t:o&a the IRA—— "\ '~

or e‘DQI, believes that the IRA is being designed
6bjectives for the IRA set forth in the final
properly implemeated, it may so advise the

N

11.

may invoke Dispute Resolution to the disagreement.

12, As Lead Party for the design and implementation of this IRA, the Army will issue the final
implemeatation document, as described above, and will be responsible for implementing the
IRA in accordance with the IRA Implementation Document.
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80
APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE REMEDIATION OF OTHER CONTAMINATION SOURCES - MOTOR POOL AREA

INTERIM RESPONSE ACTION

81 INTRODUCTION

These Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) address the Rocky Mountain Arsenal
(RMA) Motor Pool Area, which has been identified for remediation prior to the issuance of a Record of
Decision (ROD) for the Onpost Operable Unit of the RMA. The selected alternative to accomplish this interim
remediation is in situ vapor extraction. This action is not the final response action but an interim action to
address this contamination source prior to the issuance of the Onpost ROD.

82 AMBIENT OR CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARS

Ambient or chemical-specific requirements set concentration limits or ranges in various environmental media
for specific bazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants. Such ARARs either set protective cleanup levels
for the chemicals of concern in the designated media or indicate an appropriate level of discharge based on
technological considerations.

The objectives of this interim response action (IRA) are discussed in the Final Alternatives Assessment
Document and this Final Decision Document. This IRA will be implemeated prior to the final remediation to
be undertakea in the context of the Onpost Operable Unit ROD. The primary contaminant of concern for this
IRA is trichlorocthylene (TCE), a volatile organic compound. The media of concern bere are subsurface soils
containing volatile organic contaminants, primarily TCE. However, oo ambieat o chemical-specific ARARs
were identified concerning levels of contaminants for soils. This IRA is expected to take advantage of
groundwater UQMWWK&NMMMWYMMMM-we&ﬁc
ARARs concerning water treated by that IRA, including water received from the plume related to the Motor
Pool Area, are contained in that Final Decision Documeat. It is possible that a scparate system for groundwater
treatmeat will be constructed for this IRA. The Final Decision Document for the Rail Classification-Yard IRA
contains the detailed discussion of chemical-specific ARARs for groundwater treatment. The standards identified
ulowmmaumdmdmmmmmmmwm
implemeated pursuant to this IRA:

Compound ARAR level . Sourse
Benzene S wN 40 CFR § 141.61(a)
1,1-dichloroethylene 7 vl CBSG
1,2-dichloroethylene g CBSG
T-1,2-dichloroethylene 7 wgN 40 CFR § 14161(a)

&1
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carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen oxide, and lead and are not anticipated to be contained in any poteatial air
emissions, and these standards are defined in terms of measurements in large air masses, so they are not
considered relevant and appropriate to apply to the type of emission source that is intended to be utilized in
the context of this IRA.

The standards contained at 40 CFR Parts 60 and 61 were reviewed and determined oot to be apph'cablc. to
operations conducted as part of the treatment by this [RA system. These standards apply to specific sources
of the listed pollutants. For example, Subpart E of 40 CFR Part 61 applies to sources that process mercury ore
to recover mercury and other specific processes, and the arsenic provisions of Subparts N, O and P of this part
apply to very specific plants, smelters or facilities. Since the operaGons contemplated by this IRA treatment
system are extremely dissimilar from the processes described in 40 CFR Part 61, these standards were also oot
considered to be relevant and appropriate to apply to this IRA,u'eauncnt system. However, as discussed in
Section 3 concerning action-specific ARARs, the Army will apply bes( pracucable control technology to air
emissions from treatment processes. //)

o
L

82 LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs

s
N i %q‘ . ~
Location-specific requirements set restrictions oa activities, nding on the chgracxensua of the site or the
immediate eavironment, and functioa hkekxo{ 1C reqmremen(s Alternative \m ;(al actions may be
restricted or precluded, depending on the laca‘txon, br characteristic of th Nuuements that apply
toit. \‘ \\ &S Vs
It should be noted that Parapa 42 d.l.b&deral Facility u‘Qtrprovdcs that “wildlife habitat(s) shall
be preserved and managedg hecesaﬁ‘m-ptolea endanw wildlife to the extent required by the
Endangered Species Act (16 ﬁ3l gt seq.), mgraqrymmz extent required by the Migratory Bird

Treary Act (16 U.SE7 ), ind bald a@e@Q u:red by the Bald Eagle Protection Act, 16

While this provisiog it rpéités stamtory requirements that are considered ARARs and obviously
must be complied with on where any treatment system is likely to be located,
the Army believes that this IRA will have no impact on any endangered species or migratory birds or
on the protection of wildlife babitats. Coordination'will be maintained with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
to ensure that no such adverse impact arises from implementation of this [RA.

The Army considers the provisions of 40 CFR § 6302(a) and (b), concerning the location of any treatment
system and avoiding the construction of such system in a manner that would have an adverse impact on wetlands
or be within a flood plain, relevant and appropriate to apply to the construction activities concerning this IRA.

82
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The regulations in 40 CFR 230 were reviewed and determined not to be applicable within the context of this
IRA because no discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States is contemplated. Because
these regulations address oaly the disposal of such materials into the waters of the United States, which is not
contemplated, they are not considered to be relevant and appropriate to apply in the context of this IRA.

The regulations in 33 CFR 320-330 were reviewed and deteﬁnined to be neither applicable nor relevant and
appropriate because they address actions affecting the waters of the United States. No such actions are
contemplated within the context of this [RA.

PN
83 ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs e
SN
Descria </ ‘\\
N \

s
Performance, design, or other action-specific requiremeats set controls or restrictions o activities related to the
management of hazardous substances, pollutants,” or <ontaminants. These action-specific requirements may

N .
specify particular performance levels, actions, or (echhol\o’gics as well as specifie Jevels (or a maxodology for
setting specific levels) for discharged or residual chemicals, 4

/ /S~ \\\ )

Oan the remote possibility au/m/.y?a?émksions'durinnhecmusé of the construction of any treatment
system, the Army bas reviewed g&aogal ambient orhc‘hemm emission requirements. As a result
of this review, the p& that there are, at (,?n&onl or State ambient air quality standards
currently appli or re and appr e to the“volatile or semivolatile chemicals in the
groundwater fc{‘::&‘:w,? which Waimmu :

In the context of this isonlya ote chance of any release of volatiles or semivolatiles and,
even if such a release did occur, it would oaly be itteat and of very brief duration (because the activity that
produced the release would be stopped and modificd appropriately if a significant air emission, based upon
specific standards contained in the Health & Safety Plan, was detected by the contractor’s air monitoring
specialist). The Army has significant expericace with the coastruction of recharge trenches, extraction and
reinjection wells, in which construction is similar to that necessary for the emplacement of an in-situ vapor
extraction system, and has not experienced any problems from air emissions during construction of such fadilities.
Subsurface facilities contemplated by this IRA are similar in nature to these, and emissions problems are not

’
4

/

ir Emissi

/

&3
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anticipated. The site-specific Health & Safety Plan will adequately address these concerns. This plas to
developed for use in the IRA will detail operational modifications to be implemested in the event monitoring
detects specific levels of such emissions.

Tbe National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) were evaluated to determined
whether they were applicable or relevant and appropriate. to apply in the context of construction of this IRA.
These standards were not coasidered applicable because they apply to stationary sources of these pollutaats,
DOt 0 construction activity. These standards were not considered relevant and appropriate because they were
developed for manufacturing processes, which are significantly dissimilar to the short-term coastruction activity
contemplated by this [RA. However, the substantive provisions of 40 CFR Part 61, Subpart V concerning
National Emission Standard for Equipment Leaks (Fugitive E;m's\ion Sources), particularly those substantive
provisions found in 40 CFR § § 61.242-1 - 61.242-11 are comidc?wrciévap( and appropriate to apply to this IRA.

NN

N
The provisions of 40 CFR 50.6 will be considered relevant and appropriate. This standard is not applicable
because it addresses Air Quality Coatrol Regions\whic}: i;te areas significantly larger than and different from
the area of concern in this IRA. Pursuant to this regulatioq, there will be no\'bnniculate matltc'r'}nnsported by
air from the site that is in excess of 75 micrograms per cubi¢ meter (annual gébnstri; me,an') and the standard

of 260 micrograms per cubic meter as a 6am'ui*2:$concenua ion will not be: gxéje‘de'd more than once
AN \ /
per year. \\\'/ . gp\\

N N\~
/ ) v )
[/ — XA\e
The provisions of 29 M&/te\appbable to(,wockwo-a sit Qecause these provisions specifically

address hazardous substance tcsponse operations tnd ¢ "Comprehensive Environmental Response,
It be noted that these activities are currently

N\
Compensation and- ility™Mct o\f 1980 (CER
governed by the fnierim rule lc! at 29 CFR 1910.1 e time IRA activity commences at the site,

the final rule t 54 FR (March : ) will be . (The final rule becomes effective on March
6, 1990.)

The following performance, design, or other action-specific State ARARs have been preliminarily identified by
the Army as relevant and appropriate to this portion of the IRA and more stringent than any applicable or
relevant and appropriate federal standard, requirement, criterion, or Limitation. These standards are not
applicable because they specifically do not address a remedial action o circumstance under CERCLA:
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. Colorado Air Pollution Control Commission Regulation No. 1, § CCR 1001-3, Part (D)(2)(m),
Construction Activities:

a. Applicability - Attainment and Nonattainment Areas

b. Geaneral Requirement - Any owner or operator engaged in clearing or leveling of land
OF owner or operator of land that has been cleared of greater than one (1) acre in
nonattainment areas for which fugitive particulate emissions will be emitted shall be
required to use all available and Practical methods which are technologically feasible
and economically reasonable in order to mihimize sych emissions, in accordance with
the requirements of Section IILD. of t.hfs regulation.

AN

¢ Applicable Emission Limitation Goideline - Bothk the 20% capacity and the no off.
property transport emission I,i';nf/t‘,ation guidelines shafl apply to construction activities:
except that with respect to sources or activities associated with construction for which
there are separate rcquitén;m;% forth in this regulation, the emission limitation
guidelines there specified as ‘p\}lic;ble to such soure&apd activities shalbbe evaluated
for compliance \Yith the requi;Ementx of Section I, th's/n/.gufation. (Cross
Reference: Subs'cwf ion J11.D2 of this a6

NV or R

d. Control Measures and Operat.ing Procedureg ‘Conur6™measures or operational

proceginr/-\tdxbe empicyé_d may inchde but are. pd/necessarﬂy limited to planting

vegpt/ on covex,.pg&din'g synthetic 1 erin&;:hemical stabilization, furrows, .

ting, Minhmizing d'muryed-suin er, wind breaks, and other methods

tan C ~;l-14, Air Quality Regulation A, Diesel-

Emission Siandards for Pollutants:

to be emitted into the atmosphere from any diesel-

i fonperiodpwerthnmeonsecuﬁveseconds,
whidlisolsuchashdcordensityutoobwnemobsemﬂvisiontoadegreein
Mddo%opadty,ﬁththeeuepdondSubmebdow.

b. No person shall emit or cause to be emitted into the atmosphere from any naturally
aspirated diesel-powered vehicle of over 8,500 Ibs gross vehicle weight rating operated

&S
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above 7,000 feet (mean sea level), any air contaminant for a period of 10 consecutive
seconds, which is of a shade or density as to obscure an observer’s vision to a degree
in excess of 50% opacity.

c Dicsel-powered vehicles exceeding these requirements shall be exempt for a period of
10 minutes, if the emissions are a direct result of a cold engine start-up and provided
tkc vehicle is in a statiopary position.

d. This standard shall apply to motor vehicles intended, designed, and manufactured
3 3 . . ,\‘
primarily for use in carrying passengers of cargo on roads, streets, and highways.

. '
The following performance, design, or action-specific State @Aﬁ s \a\ppl.icable to this portion of the IRA and
is more stringent than any applicable or relevant and appropriate Fed\e'i'a{ standard, requirement, criterion or
limitation: /-} e

s

: /
. Colorado Noise Abatement Statute, C.R.S jon 25-12-103:
N />
a. Each activity to whigh this article is applicable shall be {c}é a manner so that
any noise prod\‘!c\ed-\ix:n&'" jegtionable dme-to_ intermitt ,-Beat frequency, or
shrillness. Sound leveks of noise radiating from & praperty tine at a distance of twenty-

\ y .
five feet or more thers from in excess of the | A‘}e_;l(bh’ed for the following time
peri od.s"‘ oes shall gbnstitute &m facie evidence that such noise is a public

m,usaice /: \ > -.._v .
\'\\./ T 1 a‘rrc—>\ 7:00 p.m. to
. /7‘\\\\ 1@2@ 5§ INA) 50 diXA)
7l . | Commerei 60 AXA) 55 db(A)
Light ial 70 di(A) 65 db(A)

Indus& 80 dx(A) 75 db(A)

subsection (1) of this section may be increased by ten db(A) for a period of not to
exceed fifteen minutes in any oae-bour period.
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c Periodic, impulsive, or shrill noises shall be considered a public nuisance when such
noises are at a sound level of five db(A) less than those listed in Subpart (a) of this
section.

d. Construction projects shall be subject to the maximum permissible noise levels specified

for industrial zones for the period within which construction is to be completed pursuant
te any applicable construction permit issued by proper authority or, if no time limitation
is imposed, for a reasonable period of time for completion of the project.

e For the purpose of this article, measuremedts with sound leve! meters shall be made
when the wind velocity at the time and place of such measurement is not more than
five miles per hour. AN

/
é \\‘\
\\ ~
f. In all sound level measuremgn:tx, consideration shall be given to the effect of the

ambient noise level aeated'pf the encompassing noise of the environment from all
sources at the time and plate of shch sound level measurements.
v P

V4

s

/
/

In substantive fulfillment of Colorado Air 'Mmmr\db&mmissipn Regulation IRA will employ
the specified methods for minimizing emission from-fuel urning ¢ uipmeat-aad construction activities. In
substantive fulfillment of Colorado’s Diescl-f'g‘wefed Vehicle Emission‘ St'and/afds,\ao diese] motor vehicles
associated with the comlrucﬁg@\e opera'tesl‘"lin mann\ t will produce emissions in excess of those

specified in these standards./” ) . \ v
\ \\ v
/————_—'
The poise levels pertinent for eqnsteyction activity proy CR.S$Section 25-12-103 will be attained in

Col statute. {

accordance with

=

J

Since small amounts iy emissions pated from the treatment system, the Army will treat the
provisions of Colorado Air Pollution Coatrol R ion No. 3, Section IV (D)(3)(a), as relevant and appropriate

and will use best practical control technology. f regulation is not applicable because the IRA treatment
system will not be a major stationary source, as defined by that regulation.

87
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Through estimation of the general area where any system would be located, the Army does not believe that any
wetlands could be adversely affected. However, until a final design is selected and a final siting decision madc.
it cannot be definitively determined that no impact on wetlands will occur. If the fina] site selection and/or
design results in an impact on wetlands, the Army will review the regulatory provisions identified as ARARs
above concerning wetlands unpact and other appropriate guidahce. and will proceed in a manner coasistent with
those provisions. Coordination will be maintained with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concerning any
botcmial impacts on wetlands.

~

N
S
. / s
nd Di V. P
,’, -~ ~
/ /N ~
SN N
There are no action-specific ARARS that pertan to the excavation of soil during the comstruction of this
treatment system. R he

4
4
K ~ .
EPA is currently developing guidance concerning\the\_l.apd Disposal Restrictions (LDR), particularly their
applicability to CERCLA remedial actions. While gi'ﬁda\nb:\is limited, the bas not, at_this\timc. made a

N

determination that any listed waste subject to LDR will be\prc;\e)t in the influent trea or,séil removed by this
IRA. More listings are scheduled to be \p{us\p tor o the implemegtation of msh\(/n/and the Army will
review these as they are released. If it is dcxe:gﬁqed hatx fisted wast{:;:f:\nt,dn.q‘ny will act in a manner '
consistent with EPA guidance for the managein.cm.of such within the cm:t' )of(\?ERCM actions. '

\ v ' RN

Although removal of soil frofn the area !Whefgapy treatment ke@ Wdl\ be iogited is a TBC, not an ARAR, it
ill be performed in accordaple. gt the proedures eer-fortrim-he Task No. 32 Techajoal Plan, Sampling
Waste Handling (November 198Q), g EPA’s ngy m?:}?ndum regarding “EPA Region V1]
¢ ion and Decontamination during CERCLA

Mountain Asfenal® Sqils gener ed by excavation during the course of this
urned (o&ﬁm from which they originated (i.e., last out,

o of backfilling that are suspected of being contaminated
i the referenced document) will be properly stored, sampled,

Us wastes, as appropriate.

analyzed, and ultimately disposed as CERCLA

For material determined to be hazardous waste resulting from coastruction activities, substantive Response
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) provisions are applicable to their management. These substantive
provisions include but are not limited to: 40 CFR Part 262 (Subpart C, Pre-Transport Requirements), 40 CFR
part 263 (Transporter Standards), and 40 CFR Part 264 (Subpart L, Container Storage and Subpart L, Waste
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Piles). The specific substantive standards applied will be determined by the factual circumstances of the
accumulation, storage, or disposal techniques actually applied to any such material.

Soil Treatment and Disposal

The proposed remedial action does not contemplate the onsite or offsite disposal of soils or contaminated
material, other than resulting from construction activities, since vapor extraction from the soil is intended, rather

_than excavation and disposal of soil.

84 COMPLIANCE WITH THE OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS
As is evident from the various portions of this document, this [P.A,.\\\?a pfeparcd in substantive compliance with
40 CFR 1502.16 (the regulations implementing the National Environmeatal Policy Act of 1969).

89
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9.0
SCHEDULE

The Draft Implementation Document is scheduled for completion on July 31, 1990. The construction schedule
will be contained in the Draft Implementation Document for this Interim Response Action (IRA). This
milestone bas been developed based upon the Final Assessment Document and the assumption that oo dispute
resolution will occur. If events that necessitate a schedule change or extension occur, the change will be
incorporated in accordance with the Federal Facility Agreement.
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10.0
OONSISTENCY WITH THE FINAL REMEDIAL ACTION

The Federal Facility Agreement states that all Interim Response Actions (IRAs) shall "to the maximum extent
practicable, be consistent with and contribute to the efficient performance of Final Response Actions” (paragraph

22.5).

The alternatives assessment criteria (WCC 1989) were used to evaluate the alternatives.

The selected

alternative, by providing significant interim remediation of a source of contamination, will be consistent with any

Final Response Action. S
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment 1: P.3-1 Selection criteria. This page identifies 7 of 9 alternative assessment criteria that should
be used to compare and contrast alternatives. The document, however, does oot use the criteria
for alternatives selection. Only reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume is addressed in any
detail Evaluation of alternatives should be based upon, but not limited to, the criteria’'in -
Section 22.6 of the FFA.

Response: The Decision Document is intended to present a bricf summary of the detailed alternative
evaluation conducted in the [RA Alternatives Assessment. The text of the Decision Document
has been revised to better discuss the overall protection of human health and the environment.
The other criteria listed in Section 3.0 are discussed in this document. The Army assumes that
the other two criteria the EPA is referring to are State (Support Agency) Approval and
Community Acceptance. These criteria are addressed during the extensive review process for
this document.

Comment 2:  P. 42 In-Situ Vapor Extraction. This is a contaminant control and treatment alternative that
could result in extraction of an unknown quantity of contaminants and at the same time be
consistent with (or not preclude) any final remedy. It is a good alternative oa that basis.

In-situ vapor extraction is a viable alternative for the removal of TCE from the vadose zone.
The vadose zone may not be the existing source of groundwater contamination (See General
Comments). If the major source of groundwater contamination is not from percolation of water
through the vadose zone but rather a conceatrated pocket of TCE at the base of the alluvium,
thea in-situ vapor extraction will not be an effective alternative for preveating further migration
of TCE from the source area in the groundwater. Thus, combination with the groundwater
treatment system is appropriate.

Response: Agreed.

Comment 3: P. 81 Tbe Decision Document needs to establish a bealth-based standard for TCE air
emissions. If the bealth-based standard canoot be otherwise achieved, flexibility should be
specified in the Decision Documeat for the vapor extraction emission countrol system to be
.supplemented with a destruction unit during the design phase.

Response: The Final Decision Document addresses this matter,
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ON FROPOSED DECISION DOCUMENT.

FOR OTHER CONTAMINATION SOURCES [RA
MOTOR POOL AREA

COMMENTS

Commeats 1:  The results of investigations to date do not provide a clear understanding of source(s) of ground
water contamination. For this reason the Army has selected an interim action that is less
dependeat on source definition. We strongly recommend that additional source ideatification
and characterization be undertakea: study and that as source characterization is completed, that
more source-specific response actions be considered.

Respoanse: Any additional site characterization necessary to perform the final remediation will be conducted
as part of the Feasibility Study. The Army believes that adequate data are available to perform
an alternatives assessment and select an effective, timely interim response action according to
the process outlined in the FFA.

Comment 2:  As stated in the State’s comments on the Railyard IRA Proposed Decision Document, the
ground water intercept system(s) for the Rail Classification yard and for the Motor Pool area
should be evaluated and designed in concert.

Response: This may be the case. Shell Oil Company is currently progressing on an effort to better define
the plumes emanating from the Rail Classification Yard and Motor Pool Area and will evaluate
the effectivencss of integrating the two containment systems. If this evaluation shows that the
integration of the two containmeat systems and the use of the Irondale Boundary Control
System Treatment Facility is an effective approach, then such an integration will be proposed.

Comment 3:  The decision to treat the motor pool contamination using the Iroadale Containment System is
incomplete without documentation that thel@anu'wthevohtﬂeorpnkmponnds (TCE
and others). mdemoumﬁonnnnbenadeudedﬁondownmmdthem

Response: Xaqmammmmc@uasmmummmmupam
IRA. See respoase to the State’s Comment No. 2. Alternative approaches to groundwater
treatment are identificd ia the Final Decision Document.

Comment 4: Sinﬂnly.mekwlddmmﬁanwbemadeuthebedﬁmbowmmmmme
lewcpttbmﬂmedmthﬂkadtobeprmidedbythemam
pool intercept system. Sheﬂuﬁmnathnthl@myhubletotnuupwmaddiﬁom
mwummuwmwmwm

Response: See response to the State’s Comment Nos. 2 and 3. Alternative approaches are ideatified and
a specific approach will be reflected in the Implementation Document.
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Response:

Commeat 2:

Response:

Comment 3:

Response:

Woodward:Clyde Consultants

The response action designed specifically for the Motor Pool Area focuses on the extraction of
TCE from the soils. Groundwater treatment is intended to be provided by the TRA for the Rail
Classification Yard, and groundwater treatment ARARS are contained in the Final Decision
Document for that IRA. The specific standards themselves have also been listed in the Final
Decision Document for the Motor Pool Area IRA.

P. 81, para. 4: The Army states that the Standards in 40 CFR. pt. 50 were oot determined
to be applicable, relevant or appropriate, since the region “is markedly dissimilar from the area
. .. affected by the operation of the . . . vacuum blower." this is an inadequate rationale for
not determining 40 C.FR. pt. 50 relevant and appropriate. The NCP states, rjequirements
may be relevant and appropriate if they would be ‘applicable’ but for jurisdictional restrictions

_associated with the requirement.” 40 CFR. § 300.6. The ground water in the motor pool area

contains botk VOC's and lead, and therefore the standards in 40 CF.R. pt. 50 dealing with those
contaminants apply. In addition, Colorado regulations, S CCR 1001-7, regulation 7 (VOCs) and
$ CCR 1001-10, regulation 8 are more stringent than the federal requirements. Therefore the
ARARSs analysis should be expanded to include the state regulations.

TheAmydoesnolbelievethnthemndudseaablishedunduwCRPmSOueeither
specifically applicable or relevant and appropriate to this IRA activity. As stated in the
document, the area for which these standards were developed, Air Quality Control Regioas
(AQCR), are substantially dissimilar from the small area which can be affected by the operation
of this treatment system. Specific standards developed for the ambieat air of large areas such
as an AQCR are peither relevant nor appropriate to apply as specific emissions limitations to
a source such as that contemplated in this IRA. For example, the specific standard for carbon
monoxide found in 40 CFR Part 50 is not generally applied by regulatory agencies to individual
emissions from automobile tailpipes, but to the ambieat air in an AQCR. These standards are
no(developedfmspedﬁcemisxiommndmnouppmpﬁnetoapplymmdspedﬁc
sources. The Final Decisioa Document reflects the Army’s approach to anticipated TCE
emissions from the vapor extraction system. No state standard was ideatificd which specifically
addressed TCE emissions from such systems. The State, along with EPA and Shell, is expected

mpmidpaehthedaipmdinphumaﬁmdz&MUatmemmmndpwvide

WMMthMWm&ngmmtomn
developing the specific design and emission fmitati

P.8-2,pana The Army states that the standards found in 0 CFR. § 61 ("NESHAPS") were
sot considered applicable, relevant or appropriate. The Army should consider NESHAPs
mmwmummummMMmmhqm
contemplated by the regulation.

NESHAPSmpmspedﬁcMﬁnathem&mMianuhﬁwue
qudﬂaﬂyfamwhidmw&nﬁnﬂnmmwmmhm
mmemmwmmWwWemmlyhthemdmhm
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