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December 30, 1998

Mr. Emil Klawitter (eeklawitter@efdnorth.navfac.navy.mil)
Northern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Code 1823/EK
10 Industrial Highway, Mailstop 82
Lester, PA 19113-2090

"

Subject: US EPA Comments to Draft Final Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP) for
Site 9 at Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine

Dear Mr. KI~~r: bf11 ~ /
~

We appreciate the significant effort by the Navy to resolve comments on the site 9 draft PRAP.
Unfortunately the EPA has significant comments to the draft final PRAP. The focus of the PRAP upon the
groundwater issues at site at the expense of the other media is the source of most of our comments.

Since this is a final PRAP, all media at site 9 must be fully addressed even though the
IROD focused on ,groundwater. This is complicated because of the long history, many
inve~~igationsand non.-CER,-CLA issues (base-wide runoff) at site 9.

, • Risks. and alter'natives must be clearly identified by media because this site is so
complicated.

PAH's in soil and/or ash at depth in the ash landfill are especially problemat,ic because of
limited discussion in the FS. However, they must be addres.sed.

The EPA still concurs with and supports the selected remedy of natural attenuation and
institutional controls for site 9.

We recommend a meeting to discuss our comments prior to the Navy's response. Perhaps
this can be discussed at meetings scheduled for 20 and 21 January.

Because of the amount and detail of EPA's comments, we recommend the Navy issue an
additional "revised" draft final PRAP in strike out method (similar to the interim working
draft issued on 8 October 1998).

Please note the new mailing address above. If you have any concerns, please contact me at 617-918-1344
or barry.michael@epamail.epa.gov.

Sincerely,

Michael S. Barry, Remedial roject Manager
Federal Superfund Facilities Section
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Attachment

cc. Tony WilliamslNASB (WiIliamsA@nasb.navy.mil) , . I

,-" "."ClilUdia' SaitlME,DEP, (claudia.b.sait@state.me.us) _: '.' 'J' \;

,,>:;~,;"~iTom FuscolBA:CSE',: : ., .....,:" " '.' ' ..; ., . ':J,,;... .'.',.:':','; ,: .

. ',:; '.': ' :' r: ~ Ed.Benedik~runswick :Conservation Commission(rbenedik@giw:net)
Rene Bernier/Topsham Community Rep.
Jeffery Brandow/ABB-ES (jbrandow@harding.com)
Carolyn LePage/LePage Environmental (clepagegeo@aol.com)
Pete NimmerlEA Environmental (pln@eaest.com)
Steve MierzekowskilUSFWS (steve_mierzykowski@mail.fws.gov)
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General Comments

1. The main problem with the draft final P~oP9se~,PJat:l.for :Site ,,9~(PlaQ) is ,that it ,does not
clearly explain and justify what the:N~VY proposes to.,do,to, ~Qd.ress the contamination in

. each medium at the site. Because the primary 'purpose of a Proposed,cPlanis to educate
the public and facilitate:public'pl:lfl:icipation.in the remedy.;seiection :pro'cess;. this :is critical.

/ .

The Plan initially states that its purpose is to address the "groundwater, surface water,
soil, and sediment contamination" at Site 9; however, it then consistently focuses on the
vinyl chloride in the groundwater to the exclusion of the contaminants of concern (COCs)
in the soil, sediment and surface water. As a result, the Plan does not either (a) provide an
adequate basis for the Navy's preferred remedial alternative for the soil at the site (i.e.,
institutional controls), or (b) identify the actions the Navy proposes to take to address the
surface water and sediment 'coritarrii11ation' there (i:e.~ address them through the·base'
NPDES permit). More particularly:

a. From reading the Proposed Remedial Action section, which is the section the
public is most likely to read (and which therefore should ~et the stage for the Plan),
the reader would think Site 9 only has groundwater contamination and the Plan
only addresses groundwater. This section must also summarize what the Navy
proposes to do about the soil, surface water and sediment contamination at the site
(see below).

b. The Risk Evaluation section only addresses the risks posed by vinyl chloride in the
groundwater at Site 9. It must also identify the primary COCs in the soil, sediment
and surface water at the site and discuss (a) which of these COCs poses an
unacceptable risk to human health and the environment, (b) what human or
ecological receptors are at risk, (c) through what actual or potential exposure
pathways, and (d) what the level of unacceptable risk is. This discussion is
especially important with regard to the soil contamination in the inactive ash
landfill area, given that the 1990 human health and ecological risk assessments did
not address that contamination and the 1992 Feasibility Study did not evaluate
source control alternatives for it.

c. The absence of information on these key points is magnified in the Summary of
Remedial Alternatives section, in which the Plan fails sufficiently to explain the
bases for the remedial alternatives considered for Site 9. For example, given that
the Risk Evaluation section does not indicate any unacceptable risks from the soil
at the site, why does the Navy need to consider whether it should implement
institutional controls to prevent soil excavation or excavate the inactive ash
landfill? Why take action if there is no actual or potential risk? Or is there risk
that the Plan does not explain to the reader? Also, the Plan should state that
Alternatives 2 and 3 include a proposed No Further CERCLA Action for the
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surface water and sediment at the site, and should explain that this is because the
contamination in these media will be addressed under the base's NPDES permit
(see Interim Final Guidance on Preparing Superfund Decision Documents,
OSWER Directive 9355.3-02, Section~9.1.2 and Exhibit 9-3)~" ,.:..

, ,
·d?"·;:;'-; ';The'Navy'sIProposed Remedy section hasthe:same pr6blerris"a:s the Summary of

'," 'Remedial Alternatives section.·' ::', ' " '. "

2. Given that, as discussed above, the 1990 human health and ecological risk assessments di~

not address the soil contamination in the inactive ash landfill area and the 1992 Feasibility
Study did not evaluate source control alternatives for it, what did the Navy do to develop
the soil components of Alternatives 2 and 3? In particular, what human health and
ecological risk assessments were performed that provided the basis for proposing these
two different alternatives for addressing that contamination? In what document were the
risk conclusions for the inactive ash landfill area presented? Moreover, how did the Navy
document the development of the soil components of these alternatives? How did it
document the comparative analysis of Alternatives 2 and 3 that led it to choose Alternative
2 as the preferred final remedial alternative (other than in Table 2 in the Plan)? In other
words, what is in the Administrative Record for the public to review?

3. Many of the Specific Comments below are EPA comments on the draft Proposed Plan that
,the Navy did not resolve satisfactorily in this draft final ~lan. EPA has also made
,additional comments,primarily asking the Navy ,to provide more information so that the

.. : ,Plan will conform to EPA guidance. See Interim Final Guidance on Preparing Superfund
":. (,Decision Documents, OSWER Directive 9355.3-02.' . .;.,.

4. The Plan does not appear to have been proofread for typographical and pupctuation
mistakes, ~, on Page 1, in the Introduction section, ~ 1, the second sentence should start
"In accordance with Section 117(a)", not "In accordance with Sectionll1(a)".

Specific Comments

1. ',.., - -'Page 1, Introduction, '12: Delete"will"'Detween "(MEDEP)" and·"p~ovid'e;'.

2. Page 1, Introduction, ~ 3: In the first sentence, the phrase "to safeguard against
unexpected contaminant migration" is vague. It is suggested that this sentence be deleted
and replaced with: "The Proposed Plan recommends groundwater remediation through
natural attenuation with long-term monitoring, and implementation of institutional controls
to address any threats posed by groundwater and soil at Site 9-l3y preventing

.€ildangerment to' PHblie health,~e emlremment').
:':_: .. \ " :/,:.-: ~ ;i;.~~·, :.~,; ~,,' " .~ .JL;' J ' - ~. ";""

3:' :t.';:. :·Page: 1; IntrODuction, Secohd BuH~et: "Revise 'to 'react"Explai~ th6' prefe~~d remedial
altem~tive'the Nirvylla~ proposed for SIte 9!'.·'· '.J"; '..... , . ... .
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4. Page 3, The Proposed Remedial Action:

t •• ~.( '. "~:';"l~' " "_' ...._.. _~'~~_'~.f: '~._:!,: ., .. 2

a. - See-q,~~ralC~m,m,~ll:t~o.:La.;.;". ,~' '::. ;: .. :\:'t~'.: ;':"!!,>K:"C ,::,.-:"!i',-::;

" ".' ,po., " , Hiss~ggested thatJht:;illt!Rd)lctgry sentef.}.ce .be,r~plaG~9 with: '~T:h:e Navy;s
. recommendation for'natural attenuatlon-_with)of.lg-t~rmmonitoring and

implementation of instit.utionaI controls is based upon the following: ...". This will
focus the public's atteritio,n on the primary component ofthe.proposed remedy,
natural attenuation.

c. In its Response to EPA Comments (Navy Response), the Navy stated that.it would
revise the fourth bullet, and proposed specific language for this revision; however,
that proposed language is not in the draft final Plan. Plt~ase explain.

" " ~ , r

d.

',',';,' '

EPA co.r;nmented as follows on the paragraph about the interim ROD in this
section: "In the paragraph discussing the requirements of the interim ROQ, it
would be useful here to explain the connection between the interim remedy and the
preferred final remedial alternative ...". In response, the Navy substituted language
about the protectiveness of the interim ROD's requirements. See Navy Response
No. 3.f. This language alone is not a sufficient response to EPA's comment. '''','

. R~t1}~!, the Plan ,mu~t.stateclearly here that the interim remedy in place at Site 9 ,/
'. and tl~~;preferredfinaJreP1edialalternative presentec;l in this Plan for groundwater.

·,are ,e~se~ti,ally!t~e,~~m~,.~ ¥ore()yer,:'the PlahJn~.ed~ ~o explain h~~e' t~a,~' thi.~ is V·
because (a) the InterIm,ROD focused on groundwatef'aft,er,:6eld,InvestlgatlOns "
failed to idel)tify.,,!~y distinct source areas at the site, and (b) additional

• inyestigations req'uire<{by the interim ROD also failed to identify any distinct '
source areas at the site, making the interim remedy an appropriate final remedy for
Site 9.

5.

6.

Page 4, Site History: The Building 201 paragraph should discuss the septic system that
was suspected to be a source of contamination. Also, the Navy proposed to add certain
language to this paragraph (see Navy Response No. 4.e). The language was not added to
the Pian ,and should not be, as it is difficult to understand (how do his.toricai .inforn1alion
and aerial photographs indicate groundwater contamination?).' .

Page 4, Summary of Investigations, Remedial Investigations:

a, In order to make the discussion about the septic system investigation clear for the'
public, it is suggested that the paragraph about the Technical Memorandum be (i)
moved to after the' bul,l~te,d. list of "activi~ies';,at .th~ site, and (ii), revised to read as
follows: "In addition,' the Navy'determined in a Technical Memorandum (ABB-ES

, I L _ ,,1 ?94b) that,t,h;~.~~p!ic,sy~~~rp)Q~at~d;east ,ofBuildi,ng 2,n~ ,~fl,s,nq:longer ap acti~e,

:;" ..' :.'..::, souice 'of vinyl chlo'ridein the.grQundwateta'(Slte' 9 buf~9jifd)iaye',beeri: ~~
< ' '.. ~'. - ••1 ~ • ~ _ ... • _" '" • -. • • •
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historical source".

It is suggested that "These activities detennined the followirig:~' be replaced with
"The Remedial Inves~igation and Supplemental Remedial Investigation indicated

)e'fOllOWing:"."":':' 'C, "., • .':.. ' . ,.:,~"." :. ""~,~".,,, c.",

v/ ~~l~~basi;Of~~e~i~CC~inm~~i~.a,~~:s~~n~~~ll~l(a:OUl the septic

d. The bulleted paragraph about PAH at the inactive ash landfill should be revised to
read: "Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAD) were present in the ash at the
inactive ash landfill but not present in the groundwater downgradient from this
location".

.'

7.

The Plan should state whether the "elevated" concentrations of inorganic
contaminants in the groundwater downgradient ofthe inactive ash landfill (fourth
bullet) were above Federal and State drinking water standards. It should do the
same for the concentrations of inorganics and PAH in the groundwater seep and
sediment from the unnamed streams (fifth bullet).

V IdentitY the primary inorganics present in the groundwaterseep and unnameQ......-'l~
" .'. 'streams. See General Comment No.·1-. -Also, replace "attnbuted" WIth
. " ',' "attributable~?"' .~

;<·V·'W~~t':b~~tr~Sults~f'any inv~stig~tionsof surf~ce water contcill1i'riation at Site 9?

:" . See General Comment No. 1. ~ ~CV~ GOofl-'w:"" (J~~
. aD->,

Pages 4-5, Summary ofInvestigations, Interim Record of Decision: EPA previously
commented that this section should "state that the remediation goals in the Interim ROD
were based on MCLs and MEGs". The Navy responded by adding certain proposed
language to the Plan (see Navy Response No. 7.b.). This proposed language is awkwardly
phrased. Moreover, the section as a whole does not provide sufficient infonnation about
the interim ROD. To address all the media at Site 9 and spell out the requirements of the

. Interim ROD clearly for the public (using CERCLAterrriiriology), it is suggested that this
section be deleted and replaced with the following:

The Interim Record of Decision was developed by the Navy and
approved by EPA and MEDEP in September 1994 to require the
Navy to monitor the groundwater contamination at Site 9 while
conducting additional source investigations.

",; 1 :Spe~lfically, the 'inte~im remed)?c'o~sisted'Of gro~ndwater ' . j.
remediation thtOligh ~atura'l 'attenliationto~ tontafuinailt' ::' ';. ' i'

concentrations below federal Maximum Contaminant Levels and

US EPA Region 1
Comments to Draft Final Proposed Remedial Action Plan
Site 9
Naval Air Station Brunswick, Maine
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state Maximum Exposure Guidelines. The Interim Record of
Decision also required the Navy to (a) develop a Long-Term

. , .Monitoring Plan and ,conduct plqnitoring of groundwater and., '"
,. ",>, sUrface' water-qualitY. (to 'm'~asur~ the'effediv~:ness ofn~tural~ ~ :":'l,
:.4t~l~·":"'V·': -,' .•'-.... _~_l··""j., _', ..... I_ .... \., .. ·•. :~,I ..... ·ij ... ',' .' ••• J~.~.'J.

attenuation) and contaminant concentrations in the surfacewater,.~:
" .. : .... ', l,1.-'.' "'''_

soil and sediment at Site 9 (to evaluate the impact of g'roundwater
discharge to. the streams), (b).implement institutional-contro~~~to \' ';
prevent human c'oritactWith the ground~~t~r the~~, ~d '(~)' -, .
undertake five-year site reviews as required by CERCLA.

The Interim Record of Decision stated that the interim remedy did
not address the source of the groundwater contamination, and that
the results of the Navy's additional source investigations were to be
used in developing a final Record of Decision for Site 9.

"

8. Page 5, Summary of Investigations, Source Investigation:

a. / This section should be entitled "Source Investigation~":. , 2
b.~The Plan must state that the primary focus of the additional source investigations ~~

was to identify potential sources ofVOCs in the groundwater at Site 9,~~ Ij!!i

the r:esl!lts of !imited sampling thqt was done for SVO~sjn $oil didJWrchange the
previous understanding of the dIstnbutIOn of PAH In tlW sO,I1,at the"'inactlve ash
landfill. Clarify in the Plan whether these 'investigations provided any additional

", t:"jnfop,p,ation ()ninorg~nJ<;si~1.s.ite,grQund.w~ter.Ol'.PAkI:<)'l1djnorganicsin sit~ I

sediments or groundwater seep. If they d.id nqt,. or ,wer~,not intended tq, this ~ :'.,
should be made clear to the reader. See General Comment No.1. ":,

, ,

c. ~s suggested that the introductory sentence be reworded to state that "As a r~~~i.t, '....
V of the source investigations conducted in 1995-1991 the Navy reached the ,,'

foHowing conclusions: ...". I( 'r

It is sugg~.sted ~hat the third bullet ~Iso state that.a.definitivesource was not found
for the VQCs in th~. site groundwa~er.

• • I '.' I
, I

'--._,~:- With regard to the ~d state explicitly that the
"'fec ation to continue the long-term monitoring program referred to

groundwater monitoring for VOCs only. See General Comment No. I.

9.

US ERA Reglon·1 ' " ' ' ,.. ' , _ __ .
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b. Where is the discussion of human health and ecological risks (or the lack thereof)
from the soil, surface water and sediments at Site 9? See General Comment Nos.
I and 2. This section must provide-an overview of the baseline risk assessment

.' :,( ";1 '(and,any other risk a'ssessments that have'been done for Site 9) and specifically
, ',~, -' describe:each contamimtted meditirh' (not justg't6uridwater); the-GOCs in each

medium, and - most important - the current and future baseline exposure scenarios
" -"', :,: and: current and potential site risks (including' both carcinogenic and

, noncarcinogenic threats) for each medium. Moreover, this section must conclude
for each medium that there is or is not an unacceptable risk to human health or the

J envi~onment based on the identified current ~d ~tur~ baseline expos~~e s.cenarios,
and It ffi\:lst state-wH€ther-a-GER€I::;A-remedial-actmn IS necessary (WnlclT"IS true

./ fOLgI:Olll1dwater and soil) or No F\:lrther CERCLA Action is necessary~hich
app~arrtoiJefrue tor surface-water and-s€diments,..as they wi II be ,addn;:ssea-un,der
the ~-:~WflESpei1lili) (see Interim Final Guidance on Preparing Superfund

: Decision Documents, OSWER Directive 9355.3-02, Section 9.1.2 and Exhibit 9­
3). See General Comment Nos. I and 2.

". J It is particularly important that this section address the risks posed by the soil at
Site 9. Otherwise, there is no support either for implementing institutional
controls to prevent access to soil, as the preferred alternative proposes, or for the
excavation that Alternative 3 would involve.

.10. .Pages 5-6;' Summary of Remedial Alternatives: , ,
" ,

"

This section is written with a primary focus on the groundwater 'contamination at
Site 9. For the reasons discussed above, it must also address how the Navy
intends to address the contaminants in the other media at the site and why it is
doing to (i.e., to address only human health risks or ecological risks as well?). See
General Comment Nos. I and 2. For example, the introductory sentence must
state more than that the primary objective of the proposed remedy for the site is to .
prevent human exposure to groundwater.

In Navy Response No. II.d, the Navy agreed to add certain language to this
section. This language was not added to the Plan and should be..

The narrative description of Alternatives 2 and 3 must include information about
all of the following: engineering and treatment components (including remediation
goals), estimated present-worth cost, implementation time, and the major ARARs
associated with the alternative. The ARARs discussion is particularly important
for Alternative 3, for which there has been no analysis by Feasibility Study.

';' ': .. -- ~d:: Jt. -'i' Iii-'tlle:Altema:iive 2 sectioh~ 'it iS'suggested that the' Plan state;(i) that this
:! ~~, :;,~,:,;~,~,,;; ..:,,( ~~ f.:.:·a~.t,~m~tive:i~ci~~~~ :'i'eIiimce-upo~" ,n?t "use ,of", "nattmil biolOWcal and
.:.1: I~\:>: ,.', .:" '" " mechaIiicril'systems", and (ii) tHai- natural atteimatioii..':degrade[s]-chemical

US EPA Region 1
Comments to Draft Final Proposed Remedial AcllOn Plan
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,..

,)contaminants III grOUndWa;er" (as the average reader may not know that
.monitored natural attenuation addresses only groundwater). Also, what are
."natm:al .;. mechanical.systems"? Because th~ l)1ei1!1il)g ofJhet~rp1 "mechanical"

.; ·."-'C' 511 thi.s,~ol).text:P1a.Y pe unclear tQJh~.pul:>lj9,j!is:~ugg~s~ed.~haq4is phrase be
':. 'l . ;" rewordeci to_r~a.d "~~tural}biologic~l'}'!r:d ~'~2£~ disp~s~~tems".

,,:'.?~~: _;' or> \ ::-": ."{'- "-.:' ': :#~~:~.:. ~,~ : ....::t .:'_:. .; ....-::~:.,.~~~ -;:;~O:!i'~ ... ;;-:.~: ~f: 'f;;1. -,1 ~

e. . The'description of ~lt~.matiy:~2;~ institutioni;ll. control~ .9Qmponent is redundant
. and therefore confusing. It is suggested that the Plan clearly state that Alternative

2 involves two sets of institutional controls: (i) while the Site 9 property belongs to
the Navy, a notification or notice (pick one of these terms) in the base Master Plan
to prevent human contact with groundwater at Site 9, human contact with soil in
the inactive ash landfill area, and excavation of that soil; and (ii) when the Site 9
property is transferred from Navy ownership ~, upon base closure), enforceable
land use Eestr~ctions that would be imposed through the. inclusion of appropriate
restrictions (~, restrictive covenants and/or easemenf~) in aU de~ds or other
transfer documents relating to that property, and that would restrict human contact
with groundwater at Site 9, human contact with soil in the inactive ash landfill
area, and excavation of that soil.

It is suggested that the second paragraph ofthe Alternative 2 section begin as
follows: "These institutional controls would apply to ...".

g. The Plan s uld state atAlt.ematjve..2jncludes':No Further..CFRc(A A:'~o!~or
. ' , •. ,..' "~~ SUf

S
;:c:ater, :~ sedi~ent,~t~i~h~S~~il\~SSund~base's

/ h.

11. Page 6, Nine CERCLA Evaluation Criteria:

In the second sentence of the introductory paragraph, replace "complying with
environmental laws and regulations" to-':comp.4'inR-with applicable or relevan~nd
appropJ,iate re.q.uiI:ements-ef-federal-anchnore-s-tringenLs.tgte envirgnmental laws

a~:

In No.. 2, delete "or other federal or state environmental statutes".

12. Page 8, The Navy's Proposed Remedy:

a. This section of the Plan must state and explain the Navy's belief that the preferred
alternative would satisfy all the CERCLA Section 121 findings (including a

'.. ;; ., ....di~cu~sion or~he prefer~l1:c~:fo! .trei;ltm.~l!t· apq ~by :it,!~~ ':l~ceptable that t~e
'.'- : " :},pr~ferred:~l!erpatiye 9ges ppt ):~~luge.,~t:ea~~,en~),.i ,._~((~;.Interim Final Guidance on

:.,. : ',' '.::: _:Pr~paring Superfund- Decision DocuI?ents,pS.WER-,Dif.~9!~:Y;\(',2~?5.3-02, Section

US EPA Regiolf1 -_.
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2.3.6, Pages 2-11 and 2-14.

b. Revise this section in accordance with General C6~ment'No.1. At present, this
focuses only on groundwater contamination, and does in insufficient detail.

13. Page 9, Glossary: The h~nTI'''hazardo~s substance facility" is confusing, especially when
used with the term "site" in the same sentence. Please reword.

14. Page 9, References: Why are.there two references to the Interim Record of Decision?

. IT.
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