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October 8, 1997

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

Re:  Draft Final Work Plan and Sampling and Analysis Plan Lower Subase Remedial
Investigation and the Final Work Plan and Sampling and Analysis Plan

Dear Mr. Evans:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the responses to EPA’s comments on the Draft Final
Work Plan and Sampling and Analysis Plan Lower Subase Remedial Investigation, dated
September 10, 1997 and the Final Work Plan and Sampling and Analysis Plan, dated September
1997. The majority of EPA’s comments have been adequately addressed. The Work Plan
requires only two minor revisions. These revisions are discussed in Attachment A.

I look forward to working with you and the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection
toward the cleanup of the Lower Subase. Please do not hesitate to contact me at (617) 573-5777
should you have any questions.

Kymhberlee Keckler, Remedial Project Manager
Fedgral Facilities Superfund Section

Attachment

cc: Mark Lewis, CTDEP, Hartford, CT
Andy Stackpole, NSBNL, Groton, CT
Patti Lynne Tyler, USEPA, Lexington, MA
Ken Finkelstein, NOAA, Boston, MA
Jennifer Hayes, Gannett Fleming, Harrisburg, PA
Corey Rich, Brown & Root, Pittsburgh, PA
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Appendix F
§ 2.0, page 1, Equation
at bottom of page

Appendix F
§ 2.0, page 2, 92

ATTACHMENT A
Comment

This equation is incorrect as written. The equation should be
rewritten as follows:
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' This paragraph presents the ranges of 1-o and U evaluated in this

Appendix. The range of 1-a evaluated was 0.80 to 0.95, not 0.80
to 0.90 as stated in the text. The range of U evaluated was (1.10 *
AL) to (2.00 *AL), not (1.5*AL) to (3.0*AL) as stated in the text.
The ranges actually evaluated were appropriate. However, the text
should be corrected to correspond with the supporting
spreadsheets.
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