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Ms. Loukie Lofchle
Brunswick Area Citizens for Ii,Safe Environment,
P. o. Box 24S
Brunswick, ME 04011

Subject:, Review of ~Dtaft Pinal ReQoid of Decision for a Remedial Action at Site 8,

.' Naval Air Station Btunswi~ Brunswick, Maine", May, 1993. ,

Dear Ms. Lofchie:'

As requeatad by the Brunswick Are:A Citizens for a Safe Bnvironment (BACSB), Robert a.

Gerber, Inc., hu reviewed the "Draft Pini1 Record of Decision for a RemecJia1 Action at Site

8, Naval Air Station'Dropswick, Brunswick, Maine", dated 1une 1993~ The document was

prepared by AD Environmental Services, Inc. (ADD) for the U. S. Department of the Navy

for the Naval Air Station Brunswick (NASB).Brunswick, Maine. The Record of DecisiOn

(ROD) is intended to document the remec1iJ1 action selected by the Navy to remediate the

potential threat to human health and welfare or the en'vironment. The current schedule calls tor

the Pinal ROD to' be submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the ·Maine

Department of Environmental Protection, and the Navy for signature on luly 27, 1993.

Site 8, also known as the Pe.rim~ Road Diiposal Site,. is lOcated at the 'northern end of the

NASB property adjacent to Route 24. The aim was tepOrtedl)' used from 1964 to 1974 as a

.. disposal area for rubble, debris, and trash fro~ NASB. Solvents~ also reportedly disposed

at Site 8•. AI described in the subject document, the Navy. intencls to remove the contamin~

soil, constrUCtion debris, and rubble from' Site 8. The material will be transported across NASB

and disposed of as lubgrade fJ.11 beneath the landfill Cap at Sites 1 and 3•

.We had,pn;vided you with comments on the May 19~3 draft ROD for Site 8 in our letter dated

May 25, 1993 (copy enclosed). You subsequently aeot our comments to the Navy. The Navy'

rospondod to BACSE', comlllenU in a' letter' from S1izabeth Walter of ABB to James Shafer of

the NaV)'~a NOrthern Division elated June 10, 1993, which we have also enclosed. As you wW

note in th~ Iune 10th response, the Navy has recopized BACSE's concerns regarding the

possibility that hazardous materials miaht be discovered durin! excavation of Sita 8, and hu

stated. that ,the presence of these materials may warrant additional action, such as long teml

mOnitorlna. 'depencling on the resu1~ of the conrumation sampling. The Navy has provicled a

mOte detailed description of the confirmation sampling in their 'June 10,·1993 respon~1 and has I
~_~ i

also stated that'~CSB will have an opport~ to review the lJUety Health and Bnv~menta1 '

~esponse Plan that will p~ide ~tic information concerning monitoring for radioactive and I
other~s at the si~
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OUr comments on the subject document 'are as follows:

1. Page 13 aDd A·1. ,The text should be revised to indicate that aACSB is currently a member

of the nc, but has ~ot beell an active participant since the mc was formed in early 1988.

2. Pales 42-45. In'their lune 10, 1993, response to BACSS's May 25, 1993 comments. tho

,Navy aeknowledgec1 that additional measures, such as long term monitoring, might be required

if confll'mation' sampling indicated the presenoe of hazardous materials. However, neither the

remedial epmponents·~bed on pages 42.-iS, n~ briefer descriptions of the ,remedial

alternative elsewhere in the ROD snention this ,possibility., BAeSS requests that the ROD

include a s~tement that the potential for long term ~ures does exist. and that it depends upon ,

the nature of the materials excavated ,~d the resultJ of, the confinnation sampling. ' '
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3. Pages 42-45. ' The Navy stated in their June 10th response that soDs ~t appeared to be

contaminated, or, materials that were unanticipated, would be sampled during the excavation t
Site 8. The desCription of the remedial components in the ROD should include this information,

and the criteria for observinl and evaluatin& the excavated materials should be clearly spelled

out and rev~cd by TRe representative. Prior' to the bealnning of excavation aetivitiel.

4. Pap 41., The delCtiptlon of, the confJ1'Jllation sampung component states that tho

confirmation sampling, plan will be developed during the 'destIn phase. Since the excavation
.~..;,.,jLies, when ·unanticipated ,materials- may be discovered, will take place well after the

design phase, there should be aprovision to modify the eonf"trmation sampung plan appropriately

to QOnfirm, that no sileo-related contaminants, including those not anticipated durin. the design

phase, are ,len in' place. The confirmation samPUng p1i.n is also described as being submitted

for ~uJatory review and comment. ,Is' approval by, the regulatory ,agencies 'also required?

BACSB members request that TIle repteientatives h~ve an opportunity to review the

contirmation sampling plan as ,well.. ' "

5. Pap 45. The Grading and Seeding component should also include fo~owup inspeCtions to

check the progress of site,revegetation ~ce seeding and mUI~hing are QOmpleted.

Please do not hesitate to, give us a call if you have Iny.questions,on the comments above.

Since.re1)'•
Robert Q. Oerber. Inc.

~lJr.a: I.q;~
,Carolyn A., Lepaae. C. G.
Director of Operations

Enc.
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