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¥r. Ken Barnes
. Remedial Activities Branch

Department of the Navy - Southern Division
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7155 Eagle Dr., P.0. Box 10068
Charleston, South Carolina 29411-0068

Ret Tocused Feasibility Study, Operable Unit 7
Source Control Remedial Alternatives,
at Naval Alr Station Cecil Fileld, Jacksonville, Floxida

Dear Mr. Barnes: -

‘. The: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received and
‘eviewed the Focused Féasibility Study, Operable Unit 7, Source. .
ontrol Remedial Alternatives, at Naval Aixr Station Cecil Fileld, : !
acksonville, Florida and EPA’s comment ‘s are enclosed. ' The. :
mments are divided into general and “specific comments, =
Youndwater specific comments will pe forwarded to you within: ten:

10y  days.

;ﬁ‘ycu have any questions or concerns about tﬁe réferén&ed
comments ox concexns about other matters, please contact me at
the above address or call me at (404) 347-7603.

- Sincerely,

 James W. Hudson

Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Branch

Enclosure

ce; Eric Nuzie, FDE?P
David Criswell, SOUTHDIVNAVFACENGCOM
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY, OPERABLE.UNIT 7
SQURCE CONTROIL REMEDIAL AL TERNATIVES
NAVAL AIR STATION CECIL FIELD
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA

GENERAL CQMMENTS

The FFS Report assumes that either all or none of the

contaminated soil to be excavated from CU'7 will be subject to

LDRg. As a result, each of the four alternatives propo&es 2 ba]57
single management scheme for the contaminated soil., There is a JD
gocd probability that some of the legg~contaminated soils will ﬁﬁ07 ke
ngE;Eg%faﬂﬁﬁgnggljiﬁg. 2 review of the cost estimates for the gagﬂ%
f3Ur alternatives indicates that the Navy 1is planning to collect

only one soil sample for Toxicity Characteristic Leaching

Procedure (TCLP) analysis to determine whether the contaminated

coil will be subject to LDRs. A single sample can not be
representative of the 950 cubic yarda of soil that the Navy plans < 7%

to excavate. Furthermore, Alternative 1 cannot be gsafely /7%1
‘solected on the basis of a single TCLP sample analysis unless the-z-
- sample is collected from the most grossly contaminated soil, gu47f~

It:is likely that a significant cost savings can be achieved if fpééfj
Alternatives 2 and 3 incorporate more exténsive TCLP sampling 80 L
that the resulting TCLP analyses will indicate which portion of

he: contaminated soil meets LDR standards and can be disposed

fagite in a Subtitle C landfil)l without prior pretreatment.

The unbulked volume cap of 950 cubic yaxds proposed in the FFS
Report is based on the quantity of soil at OU 7 believed to
contain greater than 1,000 microgrems per kilogram (ug/kg) of
TCE. The Navy chose 1,000 ug/kg of TCE as the action level for
. .- 7the FFS based on engineering and economic considerations, The
¢ 2w determination of action levels (Appendix C of the FFS) was to be
.. - - -based on risks to health., Although the Navy's salection of the
1,000 ug/kg action level for TCE may seem conservative because it
{8 well below the EPA risk-based action level for soils (60,000
ug/kg, as listed in the RCRA Propcsed Subpart S Rule: Corrective
Action), this number (60,000 ug/kg) represents EPA'S risk-based
action level for direct contact - ingestion only. To be //74%
/fprotective of the oroundwater, & number of 3 ug/kg_is required. -~
As such, the selection of the 1,000-ug/kg action level for soil ~7 -

] AT
45[WQL5 excavation/source control measures is not protective of the /ﬂpym
groundwatexr. The FFS Report states that TCE contamination ajaf/
Wh remaining in the =oil after the FFS will be addressed during the éwﬁf/
- FS. Thig will not be sufficient to totally protect further g
A contamination to the groundwater from the souxce of the /QSL/
/ﬁ g ~gontamination (the soils) in an IROD. Therefore, the Navy should
ﬂ ;e—calculate the unbulked volume cap of 950 cubic yards proposed 17
L ‘k/, in the FFS.
~NS o/ L
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,;Es;v Page 2-15, Figure 2-1 -~ The relationship between soil volume
“and TCE concentration presented in this figure was derived from 4@
‘calculations presented in Appendix E. However, these éznﬁv 7.
'

SPECIFIC COMMENTS / (())‘

1. Page 1-9, Paragraph 8 - In reporting the results of the

Remedial Investigation (RI), a brief summary of the geology and 7
hydrostratigraphy of the area should be included. This paragraph i -
refers to surficial and secondary artisan aquifers which are not
described or defined in the FFS Report. The nature of the m&
surficial materials to be excavated and the depth to bedrock are ﬂ
relevant parameters which should be discussed in the FFS Report. Q@U

"~
|Z ‘

2, Page 2-6, Table 2-2 - The entry for RCRA LDRs states that
the solls are FO005 wastes, and that TCLP test results must be
compared to Table CCCW of the LDR rule tc determine if treatment
is required prior to land disposal. The FF3 Report states in

numercous other places that the soils are wastes. The Letter

of Agreement (LOA) between EPA, FDEP and the Navy included in - ///VD
Appendix C also states that the soils are considered F001 wastes.® o
The TCLP test results for TCE should be compared to Table CCWE to ?””'
determine if LDRs will apply to excavated soils. Please correct

these discrepancies.

153§” Pages 2-13 and 2-15 - The order of the figures presented on

these pages has been reversed.

. Page 2-14, Paraqreph 3 - This paragraph discusses the choice ‘
n action level for soils at OU 7 below which no remediation1*¢g1Q
‘equired during the FFS. Referring to Figure 2-1, the Navy RN
ates that "from an engineering standpoint, it is most m*”x>
conomical to excavate to the concentration at which the
sat/concentration curve slope change is greatest; this point is
at’approximately 1,000 ug/kg of TCE in soil." Risk-based action
‘leveles were to be the determining factor in the LOA (Appendix C).

Ag: satated in the general comment section above, the use of 1,000
ug/kg is not sufficient to protective of the groundwater.

—

calculations begin with dimensions of the area to be excavated ,f

for each action level and do not decument how these dimensions 55 S
wore determined. This information is critical to the FFS because 7kg&i
it 18 the basis of the volume cap presented on page 2-16. The 52 L
FFS Report should include more details on how the soil volumes ﬂiﬂ'j
were determined. A
0)”% w§la
g: dPace 3—3L%Table 3=-1 - This table fails to include thied
lsadvantage of employing onsite thermal treatment of (am
contaminated soils, (thATEH&JQ

Ag in the case of offsite incineration (see page 3-2), the
treatment by-products must be disposed at a Subtitle C landfill,
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/1. Pages 3-6 and 3-7, Table 3-3 - This table gshould list
olements for more than one alternative wherever they apply. For
51

example, "site clearing and layout for implementation of
alternative" should be listed under all four alternatives, and a
permit may be reguired for both alternatives 2 and 3. 1In
addition, the type of landfill (Subtitle C or D) should be f
spacified for gach alternative.

8. page 4-2, Parsgraph 2 - This paragraph states that soil Cyiggjé)
samples will be collected prior to excavation for TCLP analysis

to determine if the solls are subject to LDRs. XNowever, in the
cost estimates for the alternatives presented in Appendix F, only CﬂA\/,
one TCLP sample is budgeted. A single sample can not be

considered representative of the 950 cubic yards of soils the

Navy plans to excavate, therefore one sample will not be DY
gufficient if when this number is increased. The collection of ,(5\0 0D
maltiple soil samples for TCLP analysis is recommended, It is

probable that some of the contaminated soil will Dbe subject to 'b&sﬂ%fa
LPRe and require pretreatment while some soil can be disposed

directly in a: Subtitle C landfill.

~presented in Appendix A document TCE concentrations greater than
the action level of 1,000 ug/kg in two borings (AGSS-16-44 and "
AGSS-16-45) located near the firepipe main north of Building 313 ¥
dfdieast of the piping leading to the holding tank. This area is| W
Rot? included in the mapped limits of the planned excavaticns at \V

fot
J%7. In addition, this area may not have been included in tge
6lume cap calculations, o (belpusd cad e zenl., o

9. Page 4-4; Figure 4-2 - The 1993 soil sampling results bkﬁﬁgu

v

105" Page 4-5, Paregraph 6 - This paragraph (and several othex »VL/.;;
places within the FFS Report) states that the depth to O RN
‘groundwater at OU 7 is seasonally as high as approximately 8 feet

belew land surface (bls). This is not in agreement with the data
pragented on page 1-14 or the estimate on page 2-8. Please make

" £ha estimate of the depth to groundwater consistent throughout

 f*tbé-FFS Report. il Cand

11, Page 4-7, Paracraph 4 - This paragraph states that solls

will be placed directly into rolloffs. Some description of the , Fﬁ;
areas at which rolloffs will be staged during filling, and how O
spille will be contained, should be included in this section of

the FFS Re -~ T{ there will be TCLP testing of samples .
_eollected during excavation activities, an area must be set aside

for staging full rolloff boxes while awaiting analytical results'bw/
NG

12. page 4-3, Parsgreph 3 - Accoxding to this paragraph, the
Navy assumes that the residuals from blasting of the debris would
be subject to the same LDR requirements as the contaminated soil.
This assumption is not warranted, and a separate TCLP test needs
to be performed on a semple of the blasting residuals.

LU‘\—Q'Q Mbm ' \6/ '
oo UL
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™ © 13. pPage 4-14, Paragraph 3 - The text discusses reducing /*

< mobility, toxicity and-the volume of contaminants through Yy »5
incineration. ©Proper incineration will destroy TCE and other ¥C)}/
organic contaminants in the soil, but will not destroy the

inorganic contaminants, such as lead and chromium, which are also QD/
present at OU 7. This section should discuss whether further . af(
treatment would be necessary to reduce:the mobility of 1norganicV¥vJ§
contaminants ard what treatment method would be applied. This

concern applies equally to Alternative 3, which includes onsite . X
thermal treatment of the contaminated soils. (om abd LoMSENLL — 2SN 2285

Rigk Ascesament Comments

The engineering and economic considerations are presented in this
document as the basis for remedial action; resulting in action
levels which are not protective of groundwater,

4/._

The rationale presented in Section 2.2.2.4 for the selection of ' DA/

1,000 ug/kg TCE as the action level in soils does not meet the 00S
objective of this interim remedial action. The objective of this/f{/L
interim remedjal action is to remove the source of groundwater \
contamination to protect groundwater from contamination above the f ‘PbWTD
ARAR level; however the soil action level of 5 ug/kg for

. protection of groundwater was considered infeasible due to its \{£2"

-~ high cost. Therefore, there is no health basis for the selected
“TCE- action level of 1:000 ug/kg. Om*duifia

Theé; terms removal and interim remeai;inac fon are used
‘interchangeably in this document, This should be considered a
interim remedial action since the alternatives propose treatment
and disposal of the soll; a removal usually leaves the soil
onsite for treatment or disposal during the remedial action.

S , it

The proposed future work foxr this site incorporates only///
‘groundwater., If this is to be the case, soil action levels gﬂi}A‘
should be developed for all compounds not just TCE. This JQV/
-7. " document seems to ignore all classes of compounds except volatile ji/e :

- organics, Additionally, it should be noted that the baseline isr TR
rigsk assessment must address all media at the site that pose wt )
current and/or future complete exposure pathways. Care should beaJd&E@h¢

.

taken to make sure that the post-removal soil sampling is .baﬁﬂ£kqp@3
adequate to support the soll component of the baseline risk fadeq 7o Lofhyy
assessment. ' s g

l4. §Bection 1.1, The Comprehensive Environmental ResSponge,
‘Compensation, and Liebility Act R Feagibilit tudy (F
Process, pages 1-1 and 1-3 - This section or an adjacent section
should detail how the Remedial Investigation and Baseline Risk
Asgessment processes will be incorporated at this site. Since
this is an Interim Remedial Action, details on the final
dispcesition or actions at this site should be addressed.

o Additionally, this section indicates that this action is proposed
N to "reduce risks." This document should detail what "risks" will
be reduced. A review of the information included in this

document indicates that there i{s relatively little risk from
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“~ . direct contact at the site, however, it does not indicate if the
‘ groundwater is currently being used as a potable water source orx
if future use is a concern. An "g" should be added to
valternative" in the second sentence of the paragraph between the
two sets of bullets on page 1-3. L

15. Section 1,2, Purpose and Scope of-the’ Focused Feasgibllity
study for (FFSY Opersble Unit (QU) 7, page:1-3 - This section
indicates that the remedial action objectives were developed
based on the contaminants of concern and the pathways for which
exposure to contaminations is probable. Thig document does not

discuss selection of contaminants of concern and the discusgil .-
of pathways is inadequate.bx4hﬁ> ? Ay £ TC&?'vamq-’om»ieiﬁbhfulz;ngw

16. Sec. 1.3ijﬂ;;_E;; - Paragraph 2 states that a drainage ?:{<;~

swala located east of Building 313 may serve as a surface water
runcff pathway to the scuth of the Site, yet no swale area is
shown in Figure 1-2., Expand the description of this swale and
nearby areas. (For exemple, is the swale covered with grass?
- Does it lead to the stormwater sewer system, or is it Jjust a low
area that retains water?) Indicate whether any surface soil
_samples were collected in the swale to determine whether it is a
‘contaminant migration pathway. odd ®

717+ Sec. 1.3.3, pp, 1-4 and 1-6 - According to the site history,
liquid wastes from this Site could have entered the stormwater
drainage system .by being pumped directly from the concrete
holding tank or by overflowing from the seepage pit and entering
theiclay discharge pips. Paragraph 2 on page 1-6 states that
this: stormwater drainage system "eventually discharges to a
series of open ditches that empty into Sal Taylor Creek." Since
this: represents a possible historic (pre-1880) contaminant =
migration pathway to a surface water body, state the approximate J‘J/
distance from QU7 to Sal Taylor Creek via the stormwater drainage j
-system/open ditch pathway. This is especially important since '
= the® single sediment sample collected from the discharge pipe ‘kdgj
“Zcontained low levels of 1l,1,1l-trichloroethane and lead (Section
71.3.4.2, page 1-7). uﬁ;Qé»AA d}EtERLQ

'18. Table 1-1, page 1-10 - This teble should include background /0
. ¢ . ¢
data o ooduet ebﬂmdw/ MM%W

19, Table 1-2, page 1~11 ~ This table should include background
data.,

50. Takle 1~3, page 1-13 - This table should include background
ata.

21, Section 2.2, Remedial Action Objectives and Soil Action
Level Calculations, page 2-8 ~ This section indicates that the (L/
response objectives are identified to protect human health and | 9 :
the environment and are based on the contaminant(s) of concern, * '

. exposure route(s) and receptor(s). This document dces not detail
how these parameters were considered in the development of the

remedial action objective, Ckﬂdf6134¢¥ /bdﬁL/J:Léj
AR
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29, Section 2.2.1, Remedial Action objectives, page 2~8 -~ This
section states that the agreement between USEPA, FDEP, and the
Navy is that the action levels will be pased on direct contact’
exposure Or leaching to groundwater. Thesa values are presented
and rejected in this document in favor of engineering and M%P4tb
economics. ' :

53, Section 2.2.2, Soil Action Levels, page 2-9 - The symopsis Uyo D
of chemical-specific ARARS provided in Appendix B should include 4
only compounds detected on site. This list appears to include
all chemicals with a listed ARAR. 1t is agreed that TCE is cne

of the primary chemicalg of concexrn at this site and if it is theﬁlﬂkmni
desire of the Navy to éﬂgﬁorm only ona remedial action for soils ~ faden
at OU7, soil action levels for all chemicals of concern should be
developed for this site. It is unclear from the following
astatement in paragraph ¢ what data the baseline risk assessment
will be based on: "Once the RI has peen completsd for OU7, the
baseline risk assessment will establish risk-based criteria fo
all organic and inorganic COCs." The post removal sanpling
should be sufficient. to support a paseline risk assessment
including full scan analysis. whee e have AfARo Leok,

77 2{,' Section 2.2.2.1, Action Levels Based on Direct contact LS VTR
. Exposure, page 2-10 - The soil action levels based on direct enggguﬁ g'

contact should be based on incidental ingestion of soill,

nhalation of volatiles and soil particles, in addition to derﬁéﬁfﬁn
sntact exposures, It is inappropriate to pase the calculation
offsoil action levels on only dermal contact. also, harzard index--:
{sZused incorzrectly in the first complete paragraph on page 2-10
Hazard index is the sum of more than one hazard guotient ox the |
@egm’used when only one contaminant and one pathway exist;
throughout this document hazard index {s often used when hazard

éﬁéﬁient {s the corraﬂ:term.~¢amq5uniﬂcﬁ4th;c¢

- 25 - Table 2-3, page 9.10 -~ The values in this table should be

-.ichanged relative to the comment on Section 2.2,2.1. e
: '+ Concentrations of chemicals should not be pxesented in scienti :
: . - rotation. W ' i

'96. Section 2.2.2.2, Action levels Based on Leaching to ?
Groundwater, page 2-10 - This section should be reviewed by the ‘i
Gﬁgé?dwater Technology Support Unit, GUW.D | AR

27, Section 2.2.2.4, Bummary of Action Level Calcueaéggns for
¢oil at Ou?7, pages 2-12 and 2-14 - The rationale presented in
chis section for the selection of 1,000 ug/kg TCE &8 the action
ljevel in =oils does not meet the ocbjective of this interim
remedial action. Any deviation from the calculated soil action-
level of 5 ug/kg for protection of groundwater should be
justified from a health protection standpoint in the interim
remedial action at this site. f%}»ifﬁ ‘
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28. Appendix B -~ This list appears to include all chenicals with
a listed ARAR; it should include only compounds detected on site.
The acronyms and abbreviations list should be edited to include a

space batween the acron or abbreviation and itg definition.
PACLaad é;»¢.EIIJﬂL qu&gj;hm

29, Appendix D - This appendix appeara to be lifted from another
report. The section numbers do not follow any presented in the
report and theéZreferenced tables do not exist. Without this
information a proper review of this document 'is not possible,
Section 2.3.1.1, paragraph 2, seem to contradict the report
Section 2.2,2.1 though it is not entirely cleaxr without the
presentation of the nonexistent tables (Table 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, and
3-4), Qﬂanip,Jmmijler\#ﬂi5 '

The all tables and figures in this document should be included in
the pagination.




