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Mr. Brian Helland, RPM Re: Feasibility Study Report
BRAC PMO, NortHeast Solvent Release Area

4911 South Broad Street Former South Weymouth NAS
Philadelphia, PA 19112 RTN No. 4-3002621

September 17, 2010

Dear Mr. Helland:

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), Bureau of Waste Site
Cleanup, reviewed the draft Feasibility Study Réport for Site 11, Solvent Release Area, Naval Air
Statzond South Weymouth Weymouth, Massachusetts, dated August 2010. Comments are
attached, /.«

If you Wavéd'any questlons ‘about the comments, I can be reached at 617-348-4005.

TRELING

Sincerely,

David Chaffin
Federal Facilities Project Manager

Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup
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This information is available in alternate format. Call Donald M, Gomes, ADA Coordinator at 617-556-1057. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868.

MassDEP on the World Wide Web: http://www.mass.gov/dep
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et MASSDEP COMMENTS ON
DRAFT FEASIBILITY:STUDY REPORT

~ SOLVENT RELEASE AREA
FORMER S OUTH WEYM"“? TH NAVAL Aﬂ’i‘STATION (RTN 4 3002621)
ST SEPTEMBER 17, 2010

. Sections 1.3.6.1 and 2.1 As explained in comments on the re‘f’ned’ial ‘investigation repott,
MassDEP belleves that exposure to surface water in the East Mat Ditch (EMD) 1mpacted by
dlscharge of s1te groundwater poses unacceptable rlsk Jn partlcular .""stlrnated rrsks for child
' ’ Xposed only to surface
watet in the EMD scenarros “whiéh represent the planned future tise of the EMD and
immediate vicinity, exceeded the state cancer-risk threshold’ [1x107, 310 CMR 40, 0993(6)]

RAOs) should be mod“’f e_d to address

{ ) ) , t:o' surface
‘water in the EMD w1th ‘contammant concentratlons exceedmg temeédiation goals or
1mpl101t1y by clarlfylng the term ¢ groundwater fn Sectlon 2. 3 1 to 1nd1cate that it includes
””s1te groundwater d1scharg1ng to the EMD N
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. Table 2:2: THe 'staté location- speclﬁc ARARs should 1nc1ude Massachusetts ‘Wetland
‘ h Protectlon Act regulatlons (310 CMR 10 00) o

Tables 2-5, 4-8, 4-11, 4-14, and 4-17: The §tate actlon-spec1ﬁc ARARs should 1nclude
regulatlons for actlons 1nvo]v1ng the 1n_]ectlon of remedla] add1t1ves (3 10 CMR 40 0040)

]

Sectlon 4 2 2, Alternatlve G 2 NA’ W1th Monltorlng rand LUCs; - Hat 5:5" o
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+.'The - repott:- should 1nd10ate that the natural atteiitio -\vremedy VVould be des1gned in
accordance ‘with USEPA?s- Monitored Natural Attetiuation policy (e:g.; Performance

- Monitoring of- MVA Remedzes for VOCS in Ground Water EPA/600/R 04/027 April
7'2004) R 5

5o

e The assumptlon that groundwater wmonltorlng would be conducted us1ng 36 existing -

monitoring wells is reasonable for the purposes of:the report; however,.insthe ¢vent that
this alternative is selected for design and implementation, significant modifications,
. including: installation of 'new: Wwells; may ‘be ‘réquired! during: the :remedial ~design to
estabhsh a rel1able long-term mon1tor1ng network
. The mon1t0r1ng program should 1nclude collectlon and analys1s of surfacé watér samples
from the EMD

e This alternative shodld 1nclude titeasures o restrict access to the EMD unt11 contarnlnant
concentratiohs in groundwater d1scharg1ng to" the EMD are reduced to leVels that do not
pose unacoeptable risks : g -
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1a1n hovy the d1fﬁcult - of deliveringsstimulant through a.bedrock
: commumty tﬁ‘ WOufd be expected

" irori and marnga
' ‘m‘rpacts surface

£

, assumptlon that no rhurden cleanup will ogcur: outslde of the ‘source -area (Appendix
“i. 'Ry, however, Figute 4-2-indicates Yhat overburden g ;roundwater utdide of the souirce area
would .be.treated, potentially resulting in shorter cléanup timiés! / Also, because bedrock
and overburden are hydraulically connected, the report should explain -why the
‘overburden cleanup would not take as long as the bedrock cleanup; relatlvely pers1stent
fbedrock (:ontamlﬂatlorl woﬁld ‘be: expected to sustaii 'contaminant conoentrations in the

‘f* ST

7. Sectlon 4.24, Alternatlve G 4: In—S1tu' Chemlcal Ox1datlon ( Overburden) and Enhanced

/ before relyrng on bedrock treatment and natural attenuatlon to cornplete the c[eanup, this
lterhative shotld’ 1nc1ude speclflc goals for post-ISCO contamlnant concentrations,
performance monitoring provisions, and contlngencles such as repeat treatments.’
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the same as estlmated for the natura] attenuatlon altcrnatwe (Alternatwe G-2).
Presumably, 1mp]ement1ng ISCO to destroy. the overburden SOULCE reglon Would reduce
cleanup times or provide other remedial’ advantages when compared to natural
attenuation; these potential advantages (e-g., redueed cleanup time,-¢xpedited reduction in
plume -extent,.and expedited. reductlon rof contamlnant d1scharge to EMD) should be

) 1dent1ﬁed in the report . N .
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N The dlscusswn of reme 1a] tuneframes ‘should be clarl. ed to a Wi meamngful
comparison. w1th other alternatwes The estlmated tlmeframc, for 1 thls alternative (more
than 100 years for overburden cleanup and several hundred y years for bedrock cleanup) is
the same as that estimated for the natural atténuation alternative (Alterfidtive G-2).
Presurnab]y, insta]]ing and operating PRBs at the site would reduce c]eanup times or

(s

advantages_(¢.g.,, . reduced cleanUp time, exped1ted reduction,, in . p]ume extent, and
expedited reduotlon of, contamlnant dlsoharge t6-EMD) sho de 'tlﬁed in the report,
Also, the 100- year tlrneframe appears 10 be an overe 1mate because 1t is based on the

a Comment 6 and the concerns ra1sed about NA and LUCS 1n Comment,S
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9. §ectron 4. 2 6 Alter" tive ‘G:6: - IniSith “BRH“(Overburden) atid Enhahced Biotemedidtion

BN '“before relyrng on ’bedrock treatment andé

2 concentratlons and cont1ngenc1es suéh a8 fepeat treatments
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‘ plume and prevent an adverse 1mpact on- surface water in the EMD.
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VRGH R VLET

&thative * shiould"" 1nclude Speclﬁc performance goals for postaERH contarnlnant
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" Because heating Would betexpectsd 10 terhporanly ihcrease contaminant coticentrations
“in groundwater; - thé “ répott: ishould ‘explain how ' conditions would be’ controlled and

monitored sufficiently to prevent a significant increase in the extent of the-Sentaminant

dairys
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Because 1mplen1e1’1tat1on of ERH iin thé. overbutden portion of the souree’ reg1on would be

‘ expected to destroyr a srgmﬁcant fractron of the ex1st1ng bacterral community, the report

Y'sHotfd- ex st
restoration time estimate. -

be restored and prov1de a
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that 1nvolve hi * 1n¢e t"on of"flulds*‘t

fafly a’more effect1ve tech‘n‘ology for
. catéd” it Section 42.6:2, shorter
cleanup t1rneé would* bé' expécted “Conséque dltertidtive’ approach for
bedr0ck MHESHEP Yectmimends that the repott g , "‘evaluat1on ‘of -4’ remedial
altetnativethat Would use’ BRI to treat the: bedrock p’orﬁon o' the source
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This alternative should address the concerns raised about enhanced b10remed1at1on in
‘Cornrnent 6 and the ESncerns ra1sed about NA and LUCs 11 Cornment 5, [
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