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BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02114-2023 

Mark Evans, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Department of the Navy 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Northern Division 
10 Industrial Highway 
Code 1823, Mail Stop 82 
Lester, PA 19113-2090 
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Re: Basewide Groundwater Operable Unit Remedial Investigation 
UpdatelFeasibility Study Report for the Naval Submarine Base - New London 
Superfund Site 

Dear Mr. Evans: 

EPA reviewed the Basewide Groundwater Operable Unit Remedial Investigation 
Update/Feasibility Study Report dated October 2003 for the Naval Submarine Base 
New London, in Groton, Connec:ticut. Our review checked for revision of the draft 
document in accordance with the Navy response to. comments and discussion at the 
September 9,2003 meeting plus adherence to the National Contingency Plan (NCP), 
consistency with EPA guidance and generally accepted practice for preparation and 
content for FS documents. Overall, the majority of EPA's earlier comments have been 
acceptably resolved with appropriate revision to the report. A few relatively minor 
issues remain that may \yarrant additional revision of the document. Detailed 
comments are provided in Attachment A. 

Since no federal risk has been identified either for theTPH issues at Site 3, nor for 
soils at any of the other sites; no federal "NCP analysis is applicable. The remediation 
of these media should be analyzed based on State standards only. 

Please search of the entire document and tables and remove all mention of "natural 
attenuation" and "attenuation" since no analysis of natural attenuation as a remedial 
action under EPA guidance has been conducted. Depending on the context, the term 
can be replaced with terms such as "natural biological, chemical, and physical 
processes" and "expected biological, chemical, and physical degradation." 

Toll Free .1-888-372-7341 
Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov/region1 

RecycledlRecyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer) 



I look forward to working with you and the Connecticut Department of Environmental 
Protection to protect the groundwater resources of the base. Please do not hesitate to 
contaCt me at (617) 918-1385 should you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Attachment 

cc: Mark Lewis, CTDEP, Hartford, CT 
Melissa Griffin, NSBNL, Groton, CT 
David Peterson, USEP A, Boston, MA 
Bart Hos~ins, USEP A, Boston, MA 
Chau Vu, USEPA, Boston, MA 
Jennifer Stump, Gannett Fleming, Harrisburg, PA 
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p. ES-16, §ES.4.1 

ATTACHMENT A 

Comment 

Remove the reference to ARARS and To Be Considered (TBC), since 
these are CERCLA requirements. Since no CERCLA action is required 
for the Site 3 soil remedy the Navy should refer to applicable CT 
Remediation Standards. 

p. ES-18, §ES.4.1.4.1 Since there is no CERCLA action, five year reviews are not required 
under federal standards. The site is already protective of human health 
and the environment under federal standards, because no risks have 
been identified. The Navy should cite the standard required under State 
standards. 

p. ES-19, §ES.4.1.5 Since there is no CERCLA action, no analysis of the alternatives under 
the nine criteria of the NCP is applicable (there is no federal risk, so no 
protectiveness finding is needed, there are no ARARS, etc.). The 
applicable analysis of the alternatives under State standards should be 
used. 

p. ES-24, §ES.4.1.6 The Comparative Analysis section should be based on State standards, 
since the federal NCP is not applicable. . 

p. ES-25, §ES.4.2.4 Please discuss why no treatment alternative was retained in the 
al ternati ves anal ysi s. 

p. ES-26, §ES.4.2.4.2 This alternative cannot be called a natural attenuation remedy unless 
EPA standards for implementing a natural attenuation remedy are 
analyzed and discussed in the document. 

Insert a new third sentence: "The NSB-NLON Site Use Restrictions 
would be the primary mechanism for documenting and controlling 
activities at the site. In the event of property transfer and with 
confirmation that contaminated groundwater remain at the site, a deed 
notification would be used to prohibit the use of groundwater. If as a 
result of natural degradation, residual contamination, as determined by 
a comparison of new site date with PRGs, does not remain at the site, a 
deed notification would not be required." 

l The last sentence of the section is not accurate since the restriction on 
using the groundwater is a land use restriction. It is more accurate to 
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p. ES-26, 
§ES.4.2.S.1, Cj[l 

p. ES-27, <][3 

state that either future commercial or residential land use would be 
permitted as long as institutional controls are maintained. 

In the second sentence change "natural attenuation" to "natural, 
biological, chemical, and physical processes." 

Replace the first two sentences with: "The No-Action Alternative does 
not com~ly with chemical-specific ARARS, since it does not prevent 
use of the contaminated groundwater in violation of applicable State 
Class GB standards. 

p. ES-28, §ES.4.2.S.2 This alternative cannot be called a natural attenuation remedy unless 
EPA standards for implementing a natural attenuation remedy are 
analyzed and discussed in the document. 

p. ES-29, <][2 

p. ES-29, <][4 

First paragraph, second sentence of the section change "natural 
attenuation" to "natural biological, chemical, and physical processes." 

Second paragraph, first sentence of the section change "natural 
~ttenuation" to "expected biological, chemical, and physical 
degradation." 

In the fourth paragraph, replace the last four sentences with: "Currently 
contaminants in the groundwater meet the State Class GB groundwater 
standards, but exceed State Class A standards. Institution controls will 
prevent usage in violation of applicable State Class GB groundwater 
standards. In the future, it is expected that biological, chemical, and 
physical processes will improve groundwater quality so that Class A 
standards may be attained. Action-specific ARARS address the 
handling of contaminated groundwater during well installation and 
monitoring. No location-specific ARARS are applicable to this 
alternative." 

In the last sentence of the fifth paragraph, change "of contaminated 
groundwater as a potable water supply" to "and exposure to 
contaminated groundwater" [restrictions are not limited to potable use 
of the groundwater]. 

In the first sentence change "attenuation" to "degradation." 

Change the sentence to: "Monitoring activities will not pose any short
term risks to the community, workers, or environment." 
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p. ES-29, ~[6 Replace "Because no remedial action is occurring, this alternative 
would" with "Monitoring activities and impler:nenting institutional 
controls will." 

p. ES-29, ~7 What will monitoring costs be beyond year 4? If a risk still exists that 
requires 5-year reviews, then monitoring needs to be continued for the 
entire period of the risk. 

p. ES-29, §ES.4.2.6 Add a new third sentence: "OWl is not compliant with ARARS since it 
does not include institutional controls that would prevent violations of 
State Class OB groundwater standards." 

p. ES-30, Table Remove in the second alternative title: "Natural Attenuation with" and 
calculate monitoring costs for the entire period that a groundwater risk 
will be present at the site. 

p. ES-30, §ES.5 ,Insert a new fourth sentence (based on the findings presented in §ES-
3.2.4): "Risks based on federal standards were only identified for site 
groundwater, but additional risks under State standards were identified 
for migration from soil to groundwater and groundwater migration to 
surface water." 

p. ES-30,. §ES.5.1 Change the sentence to: "PROs were selected for Site 7 soil based on 
state standards for risk and regulatory requirements. PROs were 
selected for Site 7 groundwater based on federal risk assessment, 
ARARS, and TBCs." 

I 

p. ES-34, §ES.5.4 Since there is no CERCLA action for soil because no federal risk was 
identified, no analysis of the alternatives under the nine criteria of the 
NCP is applicable (there is no federal risk, so no protectiveness finding 
is needed, there are no ARARS, etc.). The applicable analysis of the 
alternatives under State standards should be used. 

p. ES-34, §ES.5.4.1 First paragraph, since there is no CERCLA action, five year reviews are 
not required under federal standards. The site is already protyctive of 
human health and the environment under federal standards, because no 
risks have been identified. The Navy should cite the State standard 
requirements. 

p. ES-35, §ES.5.4.2 In the first paragraph, at the end of the third sentence change: "it could 
potentially be used in the future as a potable water. supply" to "the 
alternative does not include instit~tional controls' that would prevent 
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p. ES-36, §ES.5.5 

p. ES-37, <][3 

p. ES-37, <][5 

p. ES-37, <][6 

p. ES-38, §ES.5.6 

) 

violations of State Class GB groundwater standards from improper use 
or exposure to the contaminated groundwater." 

In the second paragraph remove·"Natural Attenuation with" in Title 
(see previous comments under § ES.4.2.4.2). Also, discuss monitoring 
in the paragraph. 

In analyzing the Site-Wide Alternative the soil component only needs 
to be addressed under State standards (federal NCP criteria are not 
applicable), while the groundwater component does have to be analyzed 
under the NCP criteria. . 

In the Table, in the title to Alternative GW2 remove "Natural 
Attenuation with." 

In the second paragraph, no 5-year review for soil is required. 

In the third paragraph in the title to Alternative GW2, remove "Natural 
Attenuation with." 

In the second sentence, change "natural attenuation" to "natural 
de grada ti on. " 

Monitoring every five years after the first five years is not adequate. 
Please revise the groundwater sampling plan. 

Clarify that the five year reviews will be only for groundwater. 

The analysis under the NCP should be for the groundwater component 
only (not applicable to soil because no federal risk). The soil 
alternatives need to be ~valuated under State standards only. 

In the second paragraph change the first sentence [pertaining to 
groundwater only] to: "Alternative 3 is the most protective alternative 

. since contamination will be removed from the site. Alternative 2 will 
be less protective since it relies on institutional controls to prevent use 
and exposure to contaminated groundwater. Alternative 1 is the least 
protective because in contains no controls on use or exposure to 
contaminated groundwater." 
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p. ES-39, <][3 

p. ES-39, <][5 

p. ES-40, <][<][1&2 

In the second sentence, change "prevent groundwater from naturally 
attenuating" to "preventing contaminated groundwater from 
degrading. " 

Remove "Natural Attenuation with." 

There are no ARARS for soil. Soil is to be addressed under State 
standards only. 

p. ES-42, Table Remove "Natural Attenuation with" from the title of Alternative 2. 

p. 4-1, §4.0 Since there are no federal risks from soils, the only ARARS/TBCs 
pertain to groundwater. Remove all mention of soil ARARS 
throughout this section. As a separate discussion outside of this section 
there should be a description of how soil and TPH will be addressed 
under State 'standards. The State regulations do not use the term 
"ARARS." 

p. 4-1, last bullet All CW A A WQCs are promUlgated. 

p. 4-3, <][1 There is no need to discuss CW A A WQCs for surface water because no 
federal risk to groundwater was identified. 

p. 4-3, <][2 The SDW A is a chemical-specific ARAR for the extraction and off-site 
discharge alternative and an action-specific ARAR for the monitoring 

/ and institutional control alternati ve (since there is no treatment 
component). 

p. 4-4, <][3 The CT WQSs are action-specific ARARs since they pertain to 
monitoring and institutional controls. They would only be chemical
specific ARARs if there was a treatment remedy that was using them as 
a cleanup level. 

p. 4-7, <][3 The discussion of RCRA Subtitle C should not discuss soils but should 
instead discuss any potential standards that would apply to installing 
wells, monitoring and other contact with pot~ntially contaminated 
groundwater. Standards that apply to the extraction and off-site 
discharge of contaminated groundwater also should be cited. 

As a specific matter transportation requirements, land disposal 
restrictions, and corrective action standards are not ARARs. 
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Tables 4-1, 4-2, 
&4-3 

Table 4-1 

Table 4-3 

Table4-3, p.1 

p. 5-1, §5.1 

p. 5-6, §5.2.4 

p. 5-7, §5.2.4.2 

p. 5-12, §5.2.5 

(-

Since CT is a delegated RCRA state"at many sites only the general 
RCRA Subtitle C Citation is_ used and the specific requirements are 
cited under the delegated state hazardous waste regulations (seeLpage 4-
9). 

All references to soils should be removed (e.g., under the CT 
remediation regulations) because there is no federal soil risk, there are 
no soil ARARs. There is no need to cite general ARARs that have no 
relevance to the actual site (the tables are not meant to describe all 
ARARs that pertain to the entire base - only those that pertain to the 
specific OU). Specifically, ARARs that pertain to the Thames River, 
which is not within or adjacent to the OU should be removed, including 
citations for the protection of endangered fish and interference with 
navigation. 

Move CWA (AWQC) and CT Water Quality Standards to the action
specific ARARs table, pertaining to monitoring and institutional 
controls. 

Action-specific ARARs that pertain to well installation and monitoring 
(particularly handling potentially contaminated groun\dwater) should be 
discussep in the "Evaluation/Action to be Taken" sections. In addition, ' 
standards that will be used for monitoring and determi~ing whether 
institution controls are still warranted should be also discussed (MCLs; 
A WQCs, CT groundwater remediation standards). 

Under the CW A Section 402 and 403 "Evaluation/Action to be Taken" 
sewer relocations are mentioned. These should be removed unless they 
pertain to some remedial activity at the Ou. 

Change "Based on the ARARs ... " to "Based on the ARARs (for 
groundwater only) ... " 

The screening should be based on applicable State standards not from 
federal standards under the NCP or CERCLA (Does the State require 
an evaluation of a No Action option?). 

If a No Action Evaluation is retained remove the last sentence since no 
5-year review is required under CERCLA. ~ 

Since there is no federal risk identified from soils the analysis and 
assembly of soil alternatIves should be based on applicable State 
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p. 5-16, §5.2.5.2 

p. 5-17, ~[3 

p. 5-17, §5.2.5.3 

p. 5-18,~4 

p. 5-19,~3 

p. 5-19, ~7 

p. 5-20, ~[3 

p. 5-20, ~[4 

p. 5-21, ~[6 

p. 5-22, ~[2 

p. 5-23, §5.2.5.4 

p. 5-24, ~6 

p. 5-25,~2 

p. 5-26, ~3 

p. 5-31, ~2 

criteria not from federal standards under the NCP or CERCLA. The 
nine criteria under the NCP are not applicable (as an example, there are 
no ARARs). / 

If a No Action Alternative is retained remove the reference to 5-year 
reviews, these are only required under CERCLA., 

In the first sentence replace "Natural attenuation" with "Natural 
degradation." In the second sentence, replace "attenuation" with 
"degradation." 

The soil alternatives should be evaluated under State criteria, not the 
NCP seven criteria. 

There are no ARARs for soil, since no CERCLA action. 

There,-care no five-year review costs. 

In the first sentence replace "Natural attenuation" with "Natural 
degradation." Remove th~ last sentence since no five-year review is 
required. 

Replace "attenuating" with "degrading." 

There are noARARs for soil, since no CERCLA action. 

There are no five-year review costs. 

There are no ARARs for soil, since no CERCLA action. 

The soil alternatives should be evaluated under State criteria, not the 
NCP seven criteria. 

There are no ARARs for soil, since no CERCLA action. 

In the first sentence replace "natural attenuation" with "natural 
degradation. " 

There are no five-year review costs (see also Table). 

In'the third sentence change "attenuate" to "degrade." 
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p.5-31,~[4 

p. 5-31, ~8 

p. 5-33, ~4 

p. 5-34, §5.3.5.1 

p. 5-35, ~(1 

p. 5-35, ~(4 

'p. 5-35, ~7 

p. 5-36, ~9 

p. 5-37, ~2 

p. 5-37, ~5 

p.5-37, ~8 

p. 5-38, ~2 

Also add that there 'would be some cost for five-year reviews. 

No permits are required if the extraction is part of the CERCLA 
remedy. 

Remove second sentence since no analysis of natural attenuation has 
been conducted. 

In the title of the second alternative remove "Natural Attenuation with." 

In the paragraph, describe monitoring. 

Add a new sentence: "In the event of property transfer and with 
confirmation that contaminated groundwater remains at the site, a deed 
notification would be used to prohibit the use of groundwater." 

In the second sentence change "natural attenuation" to "natural 
degradation. " 

Replace the second and third sentences with: "The No-Action 
Alternative does not comply with chemical-specific ARARS, since it 
does not prevent use of the contaminated groundwater in violation of 
applicable State Class GB standards. 

Remove "Natural Attenuation with" from the title and remove "natural 
attenuation of site contaminants with" from the first sentence (there has 
been no analysis under EPA guidelines for calling this a natural 
attenuation remedy). 

At the end of the third sentence add: "in the event of a property transfer 
and with confirmation that contaminated groundwater remain at the 
site, a deed notification would be used to prohibit the use of 
groundwater. " 

In the first sentence, change "attenuation" to "degradation." 

In the first sentence, change "attenuation" to "degradation.~' 

In the second sentence, change, "attenuation" to "degradation." 

In the first sentence, change "attenuation" to "degradation." 
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p. 5-38, Cj[4 

p. 5-38, Cj[7 

p. 5-39, Cj[3 

p. 5-39, Cj[5 

p. 5-40, Cj[2 

p. 5-40, Cj[3 

p. 5-40, Cj[6 

p. 5-41, Cj[3 

Add at the end of the second sentence, "that were used to identify 
groundwater risks." 

Replace the last three sentences with: "Action-specific ARARs address 
state water quality standards for monitoring contaminant levels and 
federal and State hazardous waste standards for the handling of 
contaminated groundwater during well installation and monitoring. No . 
location-specific 'ARARs are applicable to this alternative." 

In the first sentence, change "attenuation" to "degradation." '-

Change the sentence to: "Monitoring activities will not pose any short-
term risks to the community, workers, or environment." ,~ 

/ 

Replace "Because no remedial action is occurring, this alternative 
would" with "Monitoring activities and implementing institutional 
controls will." 

, 
Change the name of Alternative GW2 to "Monitoring and Institutional 
Controls." 

Change the last three sentences of the paragraph to: "Alternative GWI 
does not comply with chemical-specific ARARS, since it doesn't 
prevent us~ of the contaminated groundwater in violation of applicable 
State Class GB standards. Alternative GW~ complies with all chemical
specific ARARs. There are no action-specific ARARs for Alternative 

, GWl, but-Alternative GW does comply with action-specific ARARs 
that address using federal MCLs and State water quality standards for 
monitOling contaminant levels and federal' and State hazardous waste 
standards for the handling of contaminated groundwater during well 
installation and monitoring. No location-specific ARARs are 
applicable to either Alternatives GWI or GW2." 

Replace the second sentence with: "Ultimately, it is expected that 
improvement of gn?undwater would occur, but it would depend on 
relatively slow natural chemical, biological, and physical processes." 

Change the text to: "Alternative GW 1 would not present any short term 
risks to the community, workers, or environment since no active 
remedial action would take place .. Alternative GW2 remedial actions, 

. \ 

including well installation and monitoring, along with implementation 
of institutional controls, would pose no short term risks as long as 
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p. 5-41, <JI4 

p. 5-42, Table 

Table 5-2 

proper worker safety precautions were made when handling potentially 
contaminated groundwater during monitoring." 

In the third sentence, change "attenuation" to "degradation." 

Remove "Natural Attenuation with" from the title of Alternative OW2. 

EPA agrees that groundwater under Site 3 should be considered along 
with Si'te 7 groundwater. Oiven this approach, it is confusing to have 
two separate groundwater ,PRO tables. The revised FS includes Table 
5-2 for sites 3 and 7 plus Table 6-2 for site 7 with TCE and 
hexachlorobenzene in common between the tables. 

In response to an earlier EPA comment on this, Navy explained that' 
chemicals such as trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, and 
hexachlorobenzene found at site 7 are of regional concern and will be 

, addressed with the Site 3 groundwater. To reduce ambiguity, EPA 
recommends creating a comprehensive list of PROs for COCs in the 
combined site 3 and 7 groundwater. I recognize that monitoring for the 
entire COClist throughout the sites 3 and 7 groundwater area may not 
be necessary. This concern could be,addressed through design of a 
monitoring program with well specific analyte lists. 

Tables 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, Delete these tables because there are no ARARs (soil regulated under 
& 5-8 State standards only). 

Table 5-9 (renumber after eliminating the earlier three tables) - Should 
add federal Cancer Slope Factors (CSF) and Reference Dose (RID) as 
TBCs because they were used to determine risks'from groundwater. 

For the CT Remediation Standard Regulations change the 
"Evaluation/Action to be Taken" text'to: ,"The Alternative does not 
comply with the standards because no action would be taken to prevent 
improper use of groundwater in violation of the standards." 

Table 5,-10 (renumber after eliminating the earlier three tables) -
Remove "Natural Attenuation With" from the table's title. 

Add federal Cancer Slope Factors (CSF) and Reference Dose (RID) as 
TBCs because they were used to determine risks from groundwater. 
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, Move CT .Remediation Standard Regulations to the new Action
specific Table (see below), since they apply to monitoring and 
institutional controls. 

New Table 5-11 (renumber after eliminating the earlier three tables) -
Action-specific ARARs for Alternative GW2 - Should include (see 
Table 4 for specific citations): 

Federal 

Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs as relevant and appropriate if used for 
monitoring. 

CW A Section 402 and 403 are applicable if any groundwater removed 
during well installation or monitoring is either discharged in a sur1:'ace 
water body or disposed to a POTW. 

RCRA, Subtitle C as applicable pertaining to the handling and disposal 
of contaminated groundwater during well installation and monitoring 
(cite the specific CT hazardous waste regulations for the applicable 
sections - Identification and Generator Standards 

Remediation Standard Regulations are applicable since they apply to 
monitoring and institutional controls for groundwater. 

Water Quality Standards as applicable if-used for monitoring. 

Hazardous Waste Management as applicable pertaining to the handling 
and disposal of contaminated groundwater during well installation and 
monitoring (see RCRA Subtitle C, above). 

List Water Pollution Control as applicable if any groundwater removed 
during well installation or monitoring is discharged to a surface water 
body. 

Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control are TBC pertaining 
to well installation. 
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p. 6-1, §6.0 

p. 6-1, §6.1 

p. 6-7, §6.2.4 

p. 6-7, §6.2.4.2 

p. 6-8, <][1 

p. 6-8, q[5 

p. 6-13, §6.2.5 

p. 6-14, <][2 

p. 6-14, <][3 

p. 6-17, §6.2.5.2 

Add a new third sentence: "Contaminated soils were determined to only 
pose a risk based on State standards. Groundwater was determined to 
pose a risk based on f~deral standards under CERCLA and the NCP." 

In the fourth sentence insert after "are developed": "based on State 
standards for soils and for federal standards for groundwater." 

In the first sentence after "Section 4" insert "(for groundwater only)." 

The screening criteria must meet State standards, rather than federal 
standards under CERCLA and the NCP. 

Remove the last sentence since no five-year reviews would be required 
(not a CERCLA action).· 

The last sentence implies that a federal risk is present that has not been 
identified elsewhere in the text (see § ES.3.2.4, including table). If ' J 

.fl 
there is a federal risk then the comments for this section pertain to only 
State criteria applying to soil is not accurate and federal standards under 

. CERCLA and theNCP would be applicable. 

No five year review is applicable (not a CERCLA action), so there are 
no costs. 

The analysis and assembly should be based on State standards, not 
federal standards (i.e., the NCP). Therefore the nine criteria under the 
NCP are not the proper criteria for analyzing the options. 

In particular, there are no ARARS for the options. , 

In the last sentence, remove compliance with ARARS. 

Remove this paragraph, since there are no ARARS. 

In the first sentence of the second paragraph, remove "other than 
mandatory five-year reviews." 

In the third paragraph, change the title of Alternative S2 to: 
"Monitoring and Institutional Controls with Permeable Cover." 

In the fourth paragraph, add a new second sentence: "In the event of a 
property transfer and with confirmation that contaminated soil remains 
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p. 6-18, §6.2.S.3 

p. 6-19, CJ[2 

p. 6-19, CJ[9 

p. 6-20, CJ[2 

p. 6-20, CJ[4 

p. 6-21, CJ[1 

p. 6-21, CJ[2 

p. 6-22, CJ[1 

p. 6-22, CJ[2 

p. 6-22, CJ[S 

p. 6-27, CJ[3 

p. 6-27, CJ[4 

p. 6-28, CJ[S 

p. 6-33, §6.3.S.1 

p. 6-34, CJ[4 

at the site, a deed notification would be used to prohibit exposure to 
contaminated soil." 

In the fifth paragraph, replace "Natural attenuation" with "Natural 
degradation." , ' 

In the second paragraph, change the first sentence to: "No activities 
would be conducted for this site." 

Remove the paragraph since there are no ARARs. 

There will be no S-year review costs. 

Change title to: "Monitoring and Institutional Controls with Permeable 
Cover." 

In the first sentence, change "attenuation" to "degradation." 

Review the last sentence regarding S-year reviews. 

Change "attenuating" to "degrading." 

Remove the paragraph since there are no ARARS.' 

Change the first sentence to: "This alternative would be easy tg 
implement." 

There are no S-year review costs for this alternative since it is being 
remediated under State standards. 

Remove this subsection since there are no ARARs. 

Replace "attenuation" with ',:degradation." 

Replace "attenuate" with "degrade." 

Replace "attenuate" with "degrade." 

In the title of Alternative GW2 remove "Natural Attenuation With." 

In the second sentence change "natural attenuation" to "natural 
degradation. " 
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p. 6-34, <][5 

p. 6-35, <][1 

p. 6-35, <][9 

p. 6-36, <][4 

p. 6-36, ~[8 

p. 6-37, <][2 

p .. 6-37, <][4 

Replace "attenuate" with "degrade." 

Replace the second and third sentences' with: "Alternative OWl does 
not comply with chemical-specific ARARs, since it does not prevent 
use of the contaminated groundwater in violation of applicable State 
Class OB standards." 

In the title of Alternative OW2 remove "Natural Attenuation With." 
I 

In the first sentence, change "natural attenuation" to "natural 
degradation." 

In the third sentence, change "natural attenuation" to "natural 
degradation." 

In the second sentence, change "natural attenuation" to "natural 
degradation.;' 

In the second sentence, change "natural attenuation" to "natural 
degradation." 

In the forth sentence, change "natural attenuation" to "natural 
c:iegradation." 

Replace the last sentence with: "Alternative OW2 does comply with 
action-specific ARARs thglt address using federal MCLs and State 
water quality standards for monitoting of contaminant levels and 
federal and State hazardous waste standards for the handling of 
contaminated groundwater during well installation and monitOIing. No 
location-specific ARARs are applicable to Alternative OW2." 

p. 6-38, <][3 Change the sentence to: ·"Monitoring activities will not pose any short
term risks to the community, workers, or environment." 

p. 6-38, <][5 Replace "Because no remedial action is occurring, this alternative 
would" with "Monitoring activities and implementing institutional 
controls will." 

p. 6-40, §6.4 Table For the title of Alternative Sl add "Monitoring and" and for the title of 
OW2 remove "Natural Attenuation with." 

p. 6-41, §6.4.1 In the second title remove "Natural Attenuation with." 
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I 
/ 

p. 6-41, §6.4.l 

p. 6-41, bullet 4 

p. 6-42, '][1 

p. 6-42, bullet 2 

p. 6-43, ~§6.4.2 

p. 6-44, '][3 

p. 6-45, '][4 

p. 6-46, §6.4.2.7 

p. 6-47, Table 

Tables 6-4, 6-5, 

In the second paragraph after "Alternative S2-" add "MonitOling, " and 
remove "Natural Attenuation with" after "Alternative OW2." 

In the second sentence of the third bullet, replace "natural attenuation" 
with "n,atural degradation." 

The plan for soil monitoring needs to comply with State remediation 
standards. 

In the first sentence, replace "natural attenuation" with "natural 
degradation." 

Add at. the end "for groundwater contamination only." 

For the Comparative Analysis, soil remediation alternatives need to be 
compared using State remediation criteria, while groundwater 
alternatives need to be assessed under federal NCP criteria. 

The subsections as written pertaining to the NCP criteria need to be 
revised to pertain to groundwater only. New subsections need to be 
developed that discuss soil remediation complianee with State 
standards (for example - there is no ARARs evaluation for soils). 

Remove "Natural Attenuation with." 

In the first sentence, replace "natural attenuation" with "natural 
degradation." 

The Navy's rationale for listing the annual O&M costs is reasonable 
because this table presents a summary of costs that are a compilation of 
costs listed separately in Appendix E. However, based on the rationale 
expressed in the response to EPA comment, consideration might be 
given to adding text in Section 6.4.2.7 to explain that the annual O&M 
costs presented are estimates based on present dollars and do not 
account for inflation or the future- value of money. Also, please check 
capital cost for Alternative 3. It appears that this should be $1,458,900 
rather than $1,458,200. 

Remove "Natural Attenuation with" from the title of Alternative 2. 

Remove, since there are,no ARARs, for soils (State standards only). 
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6-6, & 6-7 
Table 6-9 (renumber after eliminating the earlier three tables) - Should 
add federal Cancer Slope Factors (CSF) and Reference Dose (RID) as 
TBCs because they were used to determine risks from groundwater. 

For the CT Remediation Standard Regulations change the 
"Evaluation/Action to be Taken" text to: "The Alternative does not 
comply with the standards because no' action would be taken to prevent 
improper use of groundwater in violation of the standards." 

Table 6-10 (renumber after eliminating the earlier three tables) -
Remove "Natural Attenuation With" from the table's title. 

Should add federal Cancer Slope Factors (CSF) and Reference Dose 
(RID) as TBCs i( used to determine risks from groundwater. 

Move CT Remediation Standard Regulations to the new Action
specific Table (see below), since they apply to monitoring and 
institutional controls. ' 

New Table 6-11 (renumber after eliminating the earlier three tables) -
Action-specific ARARS for Alternative GW2 - Should include (see 
Table 4 for specific citations): 

Federal 

Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs as relevant and appropriate if used for 
, monitoring. 

List CW A Section 402 and 403 as applicable if any groundwater 
removed during well installation or monitoring is either discharged in a 
surface water body or disposed to a POTW. 

List RCRA, Subtitle C as applicable pertaining to the handling find 
disposal of contaminated groundwater during well installation and 
monitoring (cite the specific CT hazardous waste regulations for the 
applicable sections - Identification and Generator Standards 

'-

List Remediation Standard Regulations as applicable since they apply 
to monitoring and institutional controls for groundwater.' 
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List Water Quality Standards as applicable if used for monitoring. 

List Hazardous Waste Management as applicable pertaining to the 
handling and disposal of contaminated groundwater during well 
installation and monitoring (see RCRA Subtitle C, above). 

List Water Pollution Control as applicable if any groundwater removed 
during well installation or monitoring is discharged in a surface water 
body. 

List the Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control as TBC ' 
pertaining to well installation. 

New Table 6~12 - Chemical-specific ARARs for Alternative GW-3 -
Should included Cancer Slope Factors and Reference Dose as TBC and 
cite how extraction and off-site discharge will be compliant. 

Change Table 6-11 in the draft to 6-13 (but then need to renumber after 
eliminating the earlier three tables) - Action-specific ARARs for 
Alternative GW3 - Should include (see Table 4 for specific citations): 

Federal 

Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs is relevant and appropriate if used for 
monitoring. 

RCRA, Subtitle C is applicable pertaining to the handling and disposal 
of contaminated groundwater during extraction, well installation and 
monitoring (cite the specific CT hazardous waste regulations for the 
applicable sections - Identification and Generator Standards 

Remediation Standard Regulations are applicable since they apply to 
extracting and treating groundwater. 

Water Quality Standards are applicable if used for monitoring. 

List Hazardous Waste Management as applicable pertaining to the 
handling and disposal of contaminated groundwater during extraction, 
well installation and monitoring (see RCRA Subtitle,C, above). 
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Appendix C, 
Table C-3 

List the Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control as TBC 
pertaining to well installation and extraction activities. 

The CRSRnumbers for residential soil PRGs were selected. While the 
CRSR numbers fall within the EPA risk range, they result in a lOE-05 
orJOE-04 risk. As discussed previously, the NCP requires PRGs 
associated with the 10E-06 risk as the point of departure for risk 
management. This approach should be used to account for the additive 
risks from several COCs that could result in the total risk exceeding 
lOE-04. Please estimate volumes and costs based on different PRGs 
for different targeted risks;:instead of selecting one PRG based on the 
RSRs and calculated volume/costs based on that PRG. 

Appendix D, Site 3 Revisions based on an earlier EPA comment are acceptable with the 
exception of the following: 
• Figure S-1 should be Figure D-l in the revised document. 
• Contrary to the response, the distances between sections as 

presented in the calculations for the draft document have not 
been retained as the correct distances. However, the area of 
contamination has been revised based on TPH contamination 
only so it is now smaller and the previous section locations have 
been revised accordingly. The revised document has distances 
between sections that are consistent in the figure and the 
calculations. Therefore, the res'ult is acceptable. 

• 

• 

• 

Figure D-2, which is now Figure D-6 in the revised document, 
has not been revised in accordance with the response. The 
information depicted in the figure has not changed and neither 
has the title of the figure. Please review the figure and their 
response and make appropriate corrections. 
The assumption in the calculations in Section 1.3.2 on page 2 of 
7 that only 18 gallons of petroleum is in the soil does not appear 
to be consistent with Figure D-6, which shows a potential area 
of free petroleum contamination. Please review and make -J' 

,appropriate corrections. 
In the calculations in Section 2.3.3 on page 3 of 7, ,the mass of 
contamination calculated appears too low based on the assumed 
concentration of 10 j.lgIL combined for all contaminants. Also, 
the final mass calculation should include the contaminant 
density, which for chlorinated solvents is generally 1.5 times the 
density of water (i.e., 12, not 8.34, pounds per gallon). Please 
review and make appropriate corrections. 
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