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Response to Comments
Feasibility Study
Operable Unit 2

Naval Air Station Cecil Field
Jacksonville, Florida

Florida Department of Environmental Protection Comments

Michael J. Deliz, P.G.

1-1 Page 1-6, st sentence. It appears from this sentence that free product is present at
both Site 5 and Site 17.

RESPONSE: Free product has been observed at Site 5 only. The sentence will be
modified to clarify this. .

1-2 Page 1-7, last paragraph. The Florida following Jacksonville is redundant. Please
Omit.

RESPONSE: The Florida will be removed.

1-3 Page 1-9, 1st paragraph. The Florida following Jacksonville and Villages of Argyle
is redundant. Please Omit.

RESPONSE: The Florida will be removed.

1-4 Page 1-10, 3rd paragraph. It is stated that remedial response activities are currently
underway at Site 4. What are these activities?

RESPONSE: The text will be revised to indicate remedial response activities currently
underway at Site 4 are investigatory. The site was included in a workplan prepared to
address PSC sites for which a decision has not been made that no further action was
needed or that a Remedial Investigation is necessary. The workplan, submitted March
1995 to USEPA, FDEP, and Navy, includes installation of several monitoring wells and
collection of surface and subsurface soil and groundwater samples for target analyte list
(TAL) and target compound list (TCL) chemical analyses.

1-5 Page 1-10, last paragraph. It is stated that several parcels have been identified as
having insufficient information to determine their status. I question the use of the
word "several”” when the number of parcels exceed 200 in number.

RESPONSE: "several" will be changed to "over 200."

1-6 Page 1-11, 1st sentence. change "...sites currently under consideration ..." to
"...sites currently under evaluation...".

RESPONSE: Change will be made as suggested.
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1-8

19

1-10

1-11

1-12

Page 1-12, Figure 1-3. There are too many layers on this CAD Figure and it is hard
to interpret.

RESPONSE: The figure will be modified to have a larger contour interval. Only the
74, 70, 66, and 62-foot contours will be shown.

Page 1-13, 2nd paragraph. As stated in my Remedial Investigation (RI) comments
for OU-2 dated December 21, 1994, the data gap in aerial photos from 1960 through
1969 should be further investigated. There probably are aerial photes available
from this period that was not investigated.

RESPONSE: A search for aerial photographs was conducted using the following
sources:

National Archives

USDA Soil Conservation Service

Florida Department of Transportation

City of Jacksonville-Duval County Property Appraiser
NAS Cecil Field records.

Photographs from the following years are available in the 1960’s: 1960, 1968, and 1969.
The 1968 aerial is available as a blueline.

Page 2-9, Figure 2-4. Why did the scale in this figure, 1''=120’ change from Figure
2-2, which had a scale of 1"=100’? For comparison, scale on figures should remain
constant throughout a given report, if logistically possible.

RESPONSE: The scale of Figure 2-4 will be changed to 1 inch equals 100 feet.
Page 2-12, Figure 2-6. See comment 9.
RESPONSE: The scale of Figure 2-6 will be changed to 1 inch equals 100 feet.

Page 2-14, Figure 2-8. See comment 9. In addition, a figure similar to this should
have been included in the RI for OU-2.

RESPONSE: The scale of Figure 2-8 will be changed to 1 inch equals 100 feet. See
response to comment 1-12,

Page 2-15, Figure 2-9. A figure similar to this should have been included in the RI
for OU-2.

RESPONSE: Information presented in this figure is derived from the RI and was
prepared specifically for the FS. A similar figure was not included in the RI because the
individual chemical distribution figures were believed to present the information in a
simple and clean manner. ‘



1-13

1-14

1-15

1-16

1-17

Page 2-17, Figure 2-10. The surface water and sediment sample collected south of
Site S is not numbered. Please correct.

RESPONSE: The sample identifier will be added to the figure.

Page 2-19, 6th bullet. Was not the estimated volume of contaminated groundwater
calculated during the RI for Site 172 If so, it should be included in this discussion,
if not it should be calculated.

RESPONSE: The volume was estimated in the RI and will be added to the section. In
general, Subsections 2.2.7 and 2.2.8 will be updated to be more consistent with the RI.

Page 5-18, Table 5-S. The Florida Groundwater Concentrations issued in June 1994
should be included in this Table. The proposed Target Cleanup Levels vary
significantly from those published values for Acetone, 4-Methylphenol, Naphthalene,
2,4-Dimethylphenol, 2-Methylphenol, Phenol, and Vanadium. The Florida Primary,
Secondary and minimum criteria or "free from" water Quality Standards (Chapters
62-520 and 62-550, Florida Administrative Code, [F.A.C.]) are ARARs because they
are promulgated rules. The updated 1994 Florida Ground Water Guidance
Concentrations booklet contains the Maximum Concentration Limits (MCLs) which
are numerical interpretations by Departmental toxicologists of the promulgated
narrative minimum criteria standard. The Primary and Secondary Drinking Water
Standards are established in Chapter 62-550, F.A.C., and promulgated as
groundwater standards in Chapter 62-520, F.A.C. For those constituents in the
booklet that do not have Primary or Secondary Drinking Water Standards, the
Department considers them minimum criteria and trigger/screening values for
assessment purposes. Furthermore, the Department would consider the cleanup
levels unless alternate ones are approved by the Department. Therefore, many of
the proposed Target Cleanup Levels are unacceptable.

RESPONSE: The table will be revised to include the values issued in June 1994. Target
cleanup levels will be modified accordingly.

Page 6-19, Table 6-6. It is interesting to note that one of the disadvantages listed for
the effectiveness of Onsite Biological Treatment for sediment is that the treatment
may not bring all contamination levels down to action levels. However, biological
treatment was the selected alternative for the surface and subsurface soil, which had
much greater concentrations of contamination.

RESPONSE: As expressed by the State in comments on previous reports, there is a
possibility that action levels will not be met by biological treatment. Consequently, this
disadvantage was added. The Navy does not expect this circumstance to occur for the
IRA soil treatment nor does it expect it to occur for sediment treatment. Therefore, this
technology was selected for retention in the OU 2 FS despite the potential disadvantage
for the IRA.

Page 6-27, Table 6-14. This treatment alternative may have been prematurely
eliminated, especially since this was a proposed method that was seriously considered
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1-18

1-19

when we were planning to dewater Site 17, in order to conduct the planned soil
excavation.

RESPONSE: Use of the FOTW as a long-term discharge option presents a different
consideration than the short-term discharge required for dewatering. With the base
scheduled for closure within the next 24 years the long-term operational status of the
FOTW is unknown. However, the primary reason the Navy eliminated the FOTW
discharge option was due to the cost of installing a pipe line to the FOTW. Because of
the remote location of these two sites, the Navy believes that an onsite recharge gallery
is currently the preferred discharge option. Table 6-14 will be updated to reflect this.
Also, with the base closing the long term operational status of the WWTP is unknown.

Page 7-10, paragraph below TCLP table, last sentence. Add the letter p to "...ppm;
however...".

RESPONSE: Change will be made as suggested.

Page 7-23, Alternative GW-3 Air Sparging. Will this alternative work efficiently
with a shallower groundwater table? It is stated that groundwater elevations
fluctuate from approximately 8 feet below land surface (bls) to 2 feet bls, however
as recently as a month ago, groundwater elevations at Site 17 were measured at 6
inches bls.

RESPONSE: Higher groundwater elevations would not affect the injection of air into the
groundwater; however, it would affect the ability to collect vapors released from the
groundwater as air bubbles rise to the surface. Based on the recent information showing
higher groundwater, this alternative will be modified to include construction of a cap
above the site for collection of vapors. The vapor collection system would then only be
affected by flood conditions.

Greg Brown, P.E.

2-A

It has not been resolved if poor monitoring well installations, poor groundwater
sampling techniques, or other systematic errors are responsible for the observed non
filtered concentrations of inorganic contaminants.

RESPONSE: Inorganics data from unfiltered samples is interpreted as not being
representative of true groundwater conditions. As part of the groundwater alternatives,
additional groundwater samples will be included using low-flow sampling methods to
minimize turbidity and verify the interpretation that filter groundwater data from the RI
are representative of true groundwater conditions. The text will be modified to clarify
this. If samples collected as part of the selected groundwater alternative do not verify
this interpretation, the Navy understands that it may be necessary to reevaluate the
selection of an alternative for groundwater remediation.



2-B

2-2

The FS provides insufficient analysis to support technology and alternatives selection
relative to site and contaminant characteristics.

RESPONSE: Site and contaminant characteristics data will be incorporated into the FS
and presented in a clear and logical manner. The following data will be added: vertical
gradients, subsurface cross-section locations, general soil and groundwater characteristics,
and volumes of contaminated media.

Executive Summary.

Summarize contaminants of concern and give volume estimates for the affected
media.

RESPONSE: Contaminants of concern and volume estimates of affected media will be
included in the Executive Summary.

RAOs are too generic. Please request the Navy to specify the media, contaminants,
exposure pathways, and specific goals.

RESPONSE: RAOs will be reevaluated to include media, contaminants, exposure
pathways, and specific goals. Actual numerical values will continue to be presented after
the development of RAOs in the target cleanup level section.

The proposed revised RAOs are:

RAO 1: Protect human health from ingestion of groundwater that contains
concentrations of VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, and inorganics above
drinking water based ARARSs or risk assessment RGOs.

RAO 2: Protect ecological receptors from exposure to sediments that contain
concentrations of PCBs above guidance concentrations and TRPH that
are demonstrated to pose a toxic effect at the site.

General/Chapters 1, 2, & 3. The FS attempts to summarize the RI and BRA in the
first three chapters. Although the intent is commendable, the realization is lacking.
Many unanswered questions were raised during my review of these chapters that
required reviewing the RI and BRA directly.

Since I had to refer back to the source documents to answer the questions raised in
review of FS Chapters 1, 2, and 3, I recommend the following strategy to the Navy
for future FS’s:

Follow the guidance FS outline, Table 6-5, in EPA’s "Guidance for Conducting
Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA". This outline puts
background information from the RI into a single succinct chapter and reduces
repetitive, reiterative, and repeating redundancies. '



24

25

Summarize contaminant and site-specific information that supports the FS
analysis and leave collateral information in the source documents. Too much
information that does not directly support the FS’s analysis and conclusions
can create questions not relevant to remedial alternatives analysis.

Report RI and BRA facts, findings, and conclusions without repeating their
analyses.

It is much more difficult to provide a good, complete summary than it is to cut and
paste from source documents developed for slightly different purposes. A good
RI/BRA summary would show a complete understanding of the relevant facts
supporting the FS and present them in a coherent manner. The result would be a
document that would weather regulatory review and the scrutiny of the public. This
could be very important at BRAC bases where transfers of real property may occur.

RESPONSE: Chapters 1.0, and 2.0 will be revised to reduce redundancy and to limit
the RI information provided to that which is used in the FS process. In Chapter 1.0
historical information about the two sites will be condensed to the extent possible. In
Chapter 2.0, information about the two sites will be presented quantitatively within a
framework of our conceptual understanding of site conditions including hydrogeology,
type of contamination and its distribution, and contaminant transport processes. Based
on comment 2-20 Chapter 3.0 will not be revised.

Chapter 1. ‘'development, screening, and evaluation of potential remedial
alternatives..." is repeated at least four times in this section adding no value to the
narrative. This is just one example of unnecessary redundancy discussed above.

RESPONSE: As described above in response to Comment 2-2, this redundancy will be
eliminated.

Page 1-3, paragraph 1. Report the status of the RI/BRA as of the draft FS writing.
If they are not final and approved, then the FS reader should be aware of that.

RESPONSE: The draft FS report is prepared in the context of a final report. It is
assumed that the related RI and BRA will be available as final reports. In the future, the
transmittal letter for the draft FS will clearly indicate the draft and approval status of the
RI and BRA, as well as the FS.

Page 1-3, Section 1.2. More boiler-plate redundancy. Paragraph 2 on page 1-1
describes the FS standards ostensibly followed by the Navy and is sufficient. If a
description of the FS process is believed to be needed for the general public, place
it in an appendix or issue a community relations fact sheet.

RESPONSE: While redundancies will be eliminated, the document is written for the
general public and the information provided in the text is considered important for this
audience.



2-6

2-7

2-8

29

2-10

2-11

Page 1-7. Suggest dropping narrative on adjacent land use and just show on site
location map.

RESPONSE: The narrative will be edited to focus on the FS; however, to accurately
show land use around the base divided among forestry, agriculture, ranching, and
residence would require evaluation of current aerial photographs and potentially site
visits. Given the location and nature of the sites discussed in this report, that level of
detail is not required. To only include those communities and details mentioned in the
text would convey a false impression of the accuracy of the site location map with respect
to adjacent land use.

Page 1-10, paragraph 3. What happened to sites 6, 9, 12, 18, and 19? (These sites
are probably not relevant to the FS for OU 2, but begs the question).

RESPONSE: Sites 6, 9, 12, 18, and 19 are to be evaluated based on a preliminary
sampling and analysis program to be conducted in 1995. A decision will then be made
for each site as to whether no further action is needed or if an RI/FS is necessary. This
information will be provided in the revised Chapter 1.0.

Page 1-11, paragraph 2. Why was Site 3 made OU 8? (Again, it is probably not
relevant to the FS for OU 2, but begs the question).

RESPONSE: Based on the information collected at each of the three sites initially
grouped as OU 2, sufficient information was available on Sites 5 and 17 to proceed with
the BRA and FS. However, additional information was needed at Site 3 to describe the
extent of contamination. To avoid unnecessary delay of remedial activities at Sites 5 and
17 and to proceed with additional site investigative activities at Site 3, the USEPA,
FDEP, and Navy placed Site 3 into a separate OU. This information will be presented
in the revised Chapter 1.0.

Section 2.0. State briefly DQO levels achieved for data and any significant
validation issues, if any, that may affect the credibility of the reported data.

Table 2-1 for previous investigative findings is very good and illustrates the type of
summary information recommended in item 2 above.

RESPONSE: A discussion of DQO levels achieved and significant validation issues will
be added.

Page 2-5, Section 2.2.1. Any vertical gradients, if they exist or not, were not
reported. This would be a relevant site characteristic to consider during alternatives
analysis.

RESPONSE: A discussion of vertical gradients will be added to Chapter 2.0.
Figure 2-1. The cross-section is not identified on any Site 17 site map in the FS. In

addition, no deep wells are shown on figure 2-3 so that it is impossible to see where
the cross section was made. Is this cross section typical of Site 5 too? If not, where

7
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is Site 5’s typical cross section. Soil structure and stratigraphy are relevant site
characteristics that should be summarized in an FS to support the alternatives

analysis.

RESPONSE: Figures and discussion of soil structure and stratigraphy will be modified
to show cross sections for each site and the plan view location of the cross sections.

2-12  The stream is identified as a groundwater discharge point, so that one could assume
that the stream surface reflected groundwater elevation at that point, assuming dry
weather flow. Were the contours passing the stream gauged from surface water
elevations or are they guesses? It would be easy to shoot a few water surface
elevations at the same time monitoring wells are gauged to provide additional
evidence of groundwater discharge to surface water, at least at the time of
measurement. Seasonal variations should also be discussed to the extent possible.
These are relevant site characteristics that should be summarized in an FS to
support the alternatives analysis. .

RESPONSE: The text will be modified to indicate that surface water elevations were not
collected or used in the depiction of the water table surface. The text will also include
a discussion of seasonal effects based on the water table measurements collected over
approximately 1 year. In the absence of surface water elevations, streambed elevations
obtained at the surface water, sediment, and biological sampling locations were used in
developing water table elevation contours.

2-13  Page 2-11, Section 2.2.2. What are the volumes of affected surface soil? What are
the characteristics of the soil that may affect remedial alternatives selection?

RESPONSE: General soil characteristics and the volume of affected surface soil will be
added to Section 2.2.2.

2-14  Page 2-11, Section 2.2.3. What are the volumes of affected subsurface soil? What
are the characteristics of the soil that may affect remedial alternatives selection?

RESPONSE: General soil characteristics and the volume of affected subsurface soil will
be added to Section 2.2.3.

2-15  Page 2-11, Section 2.2.4. What are the volumes of affected groundwater? What are
the characteristics of the groundwater that may affect remedial alternatives
selection?

RESPONSE: General groundwater characteristics and the volume of affected
groundwater will be added to Section 2.2.3.

2-16 Figure 2-8, Site 5. No monitoring wells are shown in the figure so it is impossible
to assess the postulated plume horizontal extent relative to the monitoring well net-
work. The scales between Figures 2-2 and 2-8 are different making manual
transposition of monitoring well locations difficult.



2-17

2-18

2-19

2-20

2-21

RESPONSE: Monitoring well locations will be added to Figure 2-8. Scales will be
adjusted to be consistent at 1 inch equals 100 feet.

Figure 2-9, Site 17. See comment 16. Scales are OK.
RESPONSE: Monitoring well locations will be added to Figure 2-9.

Page 2-19, Section 2.2.8. An achilles heel of this document is the "inorganic
contamination in groundwater’' question. The remedial alternatives for groundwater
assumed that inorganic chemicals were not contaminants of concern. If the
measured inorganic chemicals in ground-water are due to poor monitoring well
construction or sampling techniques and are not representative of ground-water
quality, the Navy should address this data gap soon and resolve it. Otherwise, the
RI is incomplete and the FS will not be "approvable'.

RESPONSE: See response to comment 2-A.

Page 2-20, 2nd bullet. Is there a new site at Site 17? "'Because contaminant
transport migration speeds are demonstrated to be too slow for these contaminants
to have reached the wetland, the contaminants are interpreted to be from sources
other than the disposal pit." Is the OU 2 FS addressing this new source? It’s not
explicit from the narrative. Again, this may be a "cut and paste”" disconnect
between the RI and the FS. If the Navy focused on the germane data needed to
support the FS, irrelevant questions could be minimized.

RESPONSE: The conclusions, data limitations, and recommendations from the RI will
be summarized to present the information relevant to the FS.

Section 3.0. This section, in general, is a good example of a succinct summary
suggested in comment 2. Something similar for the RI would be nice, at least in
future FS’s.

One question, however: Were the groundwater risks for inorganic chemicals
calculated on filtered and/or unfiltered samples?

RESPONSE: Groundwater risks presented in the FS were calculated using unfiltered
groundwater. This will be clearly stated in the FS. Groundwater risks based on filtered
chemical analysis results were also calculated in the BRA for discussion, although
unfiltered samples are the accepted values according to guidance.

Section 5.1. More boiler-plate redundancy. Do without or put in Appendices. Keep
the tables, though. Add State Groundwater Guidance Concentrations and Soil
Cleanup Goals.

RESPONSE: The document was written for the general public and the definition of the

different types of ARARSs is considered important for this audience. State groundwater
guidance concentrations and soil cleanup levels will be added.

9



2-22

2-23

Section 5.0. RAOs are too generic. See comment 1.

RESPONSE: RAbs will be revised as indicated in response to comment 2-1.
What are the volumes of contaminated media? See comments 13, 14, and 15.
RESPONSE: Volumes of contaminated media will be added to Chapter 5.0.

Need to explicitly state that inorganic chemicals in groundwater are not considered
in RAOs (at this time).

RESPONSE: Inorganic chemicals in groundwater will be considered in the revised
RAO:s.

Section 6.0, general. Although the FS is primarily a document designed to comply
with the NCP, important engineering decisions should be supported by an analysis
of available site and contaminant specific characteristics relative to technology
requirements to the extent needed to assess feasibility.

This FS, in general, has little engineering analysis of this type and this is an
important weakness of the document. Decision makers are essentially left to accept
the engineering decisions in the FS without any quantitative support.

How can technologies be screened or alternatives be developed without considering
volumes of contaminated media? (Post script: volumes are reported, but are
scattered throughout the report, primarily in Section 7.0. Volume estimates should
be presented earlier in the report. Few calculations to support volume estimates
were given.)

RESPONSE: Calculations to support volume estimations, air sparging remediation time,
and groundwater extraction rates will be added to the Appendices.

More in-situ groundwater treatment technologies should have been considered.
Pump and treat technologies are proving to be of limited effectiveness beyond
hydraulic control. Possible combinations of in-situ treatment with hydraulic controls
should have been considered. .

RESPONSE: In-situ biological groundwater treatment is not well demonstrated for
chlorinated organics however, two alternatives include in-situ treatment; natural
attenuation and air sparging. In-sifu air sparging was included as a representative of air
stripping technologies. If warranted, during detail design, a similar in-situ technology
that combines airlift pumping and air stripping may be substituted.

Hydraulic controls were considered; however, both plumes are believed to be in

biological equilibrium. Therefore, there is no compelling reason to provide containment
of the plumes given the size of the plumes 20 years or more after disposal activities.

10
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2-24  Table 6-2. Biological Treatment: Please explain: "Microorganisms are subject to
toxic shock from high concentrations of heavy metals of certain organics."

RESPONSE: This was a typo. The last "of" will be changed to "or".

A number of esoteric technologies with limited applicability are taking up space in
the table (e.g., wet air oxidation, supercritical oxidation, cross flow pervaporation,
etc.). These could be edited out without detracting from the FS.

RESPONSE: The Navy agrees that the technologies mentioned could be removed from
the table without detracting from the FS. However, their inclusion in the table was
intended to show the public that a range of technologies were evaluated.

2-25  Section 6.2.1.2, Section 7.2.1. What is the final disposition of the treated soil? .

RESPONSE: Once the cleanup criteria have been met, the soil can be used as fill
material for industrial applications. The descriptions will be modified to clarify this.

2-26 Reserved

2-27  Section 6.2.2. Explicitly state that inorganic contaminants are not considered in the
technology and alternative screening.

RESPONSE: The RAO discussion will be modified to discuss the inorganics issue as
described in response to comment 2-A. Based on that discussion, inorganic treatment
will not be considered and it will not be necessary to restate in Chapter 6.0 that inorganic
treatment technologies are not included.

2-28  Section 6.2.2.6. How far is the nearest sanitary sewer connection. Considering the
relatively low levels of organic contaminants likely to be in the influent and the low
flows (30 gpm, again, no calculations to support this number), direct discharge to
the POTW may be possible.

RESPONSE: From Site 5 to the FOTW it is approximately 8,000 feet. From Site 17
to the FOTW it is approximately 6,000 feet.

2-29 Table 6-3. It would be helpful to have the sites identified where the proposed
alternatives may apply.

RESPONSE: The proposed sediment alternatives apply to Site 5 only. The proposed

groundwater alternatives apply to both sites. This information will be added to the media
headings.
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2-30

2-31

2-32

2-33

2-34

2-35

Page 7-1, Section 7.0. The criteria are repeated in Table 7-1. Redundant.

RESPONSE: The text lists the nine evaluation factors required by the RI/FS guidance.
Table 7-1 presents the criteria for seven of the nine factors described later in Chapter
7.0. All criteria will be listed once in Table 7-1.

Cost estimates for FSs are for comparative purposes and should achieve an accuracy
of minus 30-percent to plus 50-percent. The cost estimates in this FS appear
excessively "'conservative', that is, high.

RESPONSE: The cost estimates will be reevaluated; however, the higher than expected
costs are partially due to the fact that there are two sites requiring remediation, they are
separated by about 3,500 feet, and no utilities are available at the sites (e.g.,
approximately $300,000 is required for extending power lines to the sites).

Page 7-2, Section 7.1.1. Sampling and analysis proposed for no action includes wide
spectrum methods. Is there a rationale for not limiting the target analytes to the
known contaminants of concern particularly for Site 172 How would that affect the
cost estimate?

RESPONSE: The Navy will look at limiting the analytical methods to cover only the
target analytes of concern and reevaluate the cost estimate.

Page 7-17, Table 7-4. Why is $50,000 needed for engineering and construction
services for dig and haul?

RESPONSE: The $50,000 is intended to cover all design, oversight, documentation,
reporting, and administrative costs to the Navy for implementing this alternative.

Page 7-22, Section 7.5.2. Need to estimate "time frame to reduce groundwater
contamination to acceptable levels" for GW-2. If time to cleanup is not estimated,
how can comparisons with other alternatives be made?

RESPONSE: Time frame will be estimated.

Page 7-26, Section 7.6.1. Soil vapor extraction may be difficult at Sites 5 or 17 due
to the high groundwater table. Depth to groundwater is an important site
characteristic that should be considered during technology and alternatives analysis.
RESPONSE: See response to comment 1-19.

Table 7-7. FYI: A design for an SVE/AS system at a site with similar conditions,
but a larger plume with higher concentrations of VOAs and SOAs, was recently

submitted to the Bureau for review. It had an estimated life cycle cost of less than
$200,000.

Does this cost estimate include Site 5 as well as Site 17?

12



2-36

2-37

RESPONSE: The cost estimate includes Site 5 and Site 17. The "Site 17" will be
removed from the total cost line of the table. The high costs for this alternative are due
to the required power line extension and the treatment time. The treatment time will be

reevaluated.

Page 7-30, Section 7.7. Experience is showing pump and treat to be very limited as
a groundwater remediation strategy. I believe it is best applied when containment
is needed to prevent plume migration in combination with other source control
technologies. I would like to see alternatives along those lines if applicable.

May wish to consider strategically located upgradient injection wells or infiltration
galleries to enhance hydraulic controls for pump & treat.

The cost estimates should be reconsidered. They seem excessively high.

RESPONSE: The limitations of groundwater pump and treat remediation center on the
ability to achieve cleanup requirements. As mentioned in the comment, pump and treat
can be effective for containment. In addition, pump and treat can be effective for the
removal of a significant mass of contamination. Pump and treat has been shown in some
cases to be less effective at achieving cleanup concentrations because extracted
groundwater concentrations frequently level off above the cleanup criteria or the criteria
are reached, but ground-water concentrations rise again after the pump and treat system
is shut down. The source of the groundwater remediation is being addressed as part of
the IRAs for both sites, and the groundwater extraction and treatment alternatives will
contain the plume. The relatively homogeneous sandy aquifer at the site presents
conditions where it may be possible to achieve cleanup criteria by pump and treat;
however, if this is not accomplished, source control and containment will still have been
achieved.

More detailed placement of the discharge location to optimize hydraulic control of the
sites is an important consideration and would be addressed in a remedial design.

The cost estimates will be reevaluated as discussed in response to comment No. 2-30.
Section 8.0. Boiler plate in the front. Redundant. )

RESPONSE: This boiler plate is necessary to present the relevance of the categorization
of the criteria into three groups. Although comparative analysis process information in
the front of Chapter 8.0 may not be necessary for the Navy, the regulators, and other
parties familiar with the RI/FS process, the information is expected to be useful to the
public for understanding the process. Without this information the question would be
raised as to why "threshold criteria” and "primary balancing criteria™ are discussed later
in this chapter.
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John Mitchell, Natural Resource Trustee

31

32

Section 3.2.1 As stated in our previous comment No. 7 for the Remedial
Investigation for OU 2, we disagree that future groundwater discharge to the
drainage ditch does not pose any ecological risk. Certain areas of the ditch sediment
were shown to be toxic to benthic organisms. If the sediment was remediated,
continued discharge of contaminated groundwater through the sediment into the
ditch would continue to contaminate the sediment via absorption. As the
groundwater poses a risk for continued contamination of the sediment, it therefore
poses a risk to the benthic community. It is also possible that the pore water of the
sediment provides ecological risk.

RESPONSE: The ecological assessment identified a risk to ecological receptors exposed
to detected concentrations of PCB, 4,4’-DDT, and TRPH in sediment of the Site §
drainage ditch. Of these compounds, only TRPH is detected in groundwater migrating
from the disposal pit (maximum TRPH of 21 mg/f, or an average of detected TRPH of
9 mg/€). Evaluation of the extent to which the migrating TRPH will partition and
concentrate onto the sediment of the drainage ditch indicates that sediment concentrations
would be less than the level considered to be of ecological concern. For this reason, and
the fact that other ecological risk contaminants were not detected in groundwater, long-
term discharge of groundwater from the disposal pit to the drainage ditch is not expected
to pose an ecological risk. The text will be modified to include the above evaluation and
calculations will be appended to the RI report.

Section 8.2 In Table 8-1, under the Short-term effectiveness criterion for
environmental effects from Alternative SD-1 (No Action), it states "no adverse
environmental effects would be caused.” This is true in that active remedial action
would cause environmental impacts. However, no action leaves on-going
environmental effects to the benthic community. This should be noted under this
portion of the Table.

Also, we disagree that Alternative GW-2 (Natural Attenuation) is totally protective
of the environment based upon our reasoning in comment No. 1.

RESPONSE: The short-term effectiveness evaluation criterion is intended to assess the
effects as a result of remedial activities. For alternatives such as excavation and disposal,
this can include potential air emissions, traffic disruption, or other effects that are a direct
result of implementation of the alternative. Longterm effectiveness addresses the
evaluation of remaining human or ecological risk after the alternative has been
implemented. Consequently the effects to the benthic community are evaluated under the
longterm effectiveness criterion.

Based upon the response to comment 3-1, we believe alternative GW-2 is protective of
the environment.
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NAS Cecil Field Comments

4-1 Page 1-9, Section 1.4.2, Facility History, 5th bullet, change to: "...a master Jjet base;
three runways are expanded to 8,000 feet in length and the fourth runway is
expanded to a length of 12,500 feet."

RESPONSE: Changes will be made as suggested.
4-2 Page 5-8, first paragraph, last sentence, Appendix A does not refer to ARARs.
RESPONSE: The appendix will be added and the reference corrected.

4.3 Page 7-6, Table 7-2, if annual O&M costs are $10,000, present worth of annual
O&M costs for 30 years would be greater than $300,000.

RESPONSE: Present worth O&M costs are calculated assuming that the annual cost will
remain constant at $10,000 per year over the 30-year period. Inflation is not typically
accounted for in present-worth cost calculations; therefore, the annual O&M cost in year
30 is still $10,000. The present worth calculations predict how much money is required
in today’s dollars to cover annual O&M over the 30-year period. Given interest
payments on today’s dollars (assumed 5 percent), less than $10,000 is required today to
have $10,000 in year 30. Therefore, the present worth of annual O&M costs should be
less than $300,000. The limitations of this type of analysis are that it does not account
for inflation; however, this is consistent with the industry standard methods for
construction cost estimating.

4-4 Page 7-20, Table 7-5, if annual O&M costs are $10,000, present worth of annual
O&M costs for 30 years would be greater than $300,000.

RESPONSE: See response to comment 4-3.

4.5 Page 7-24, Table 7-6, if annual O&M costs are $19,000, present worth of annual
O&M costs for 30 years would be greater than $570,000.

RESPONSE: See response to comment 4-3.

4-6 Page 7-29, Table 7-7, if annual O&M costs are $145,000, present worth of annual
O&M costs for 5 years would be greater than $725,000.

RESPONSE: See response to comment 4-3

4-7 Page 7-33, 2nd paragraph, if iron might cause problems with air stripping, why not
place the iron filter ahead of the air stripper?

RESPONSE: Iron causes problems because, when it oxidizes, it precipitates and causes
potential clogging of air strippers. With packed-tower air strippers this typically
necessitates the removal of iron prior to the air stripper. With low-profile tray air
strippers some iron precipitation can be handled by the stripper; however, iron must still
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4-8

4-9

be removed to allow discharge to an infiltration basin. The advantage of placing the iron
removal filter after the stripper is that it takes advantage of the oxidation of iron by air
added to the stripper. If iron removal is placed before the air stripper, it becomes
necessary to have an additional oxidation step by air or chemical addition prior to the
filter. The system presented in the FS represents a cost savings by eliminating the extra
oxidation step. This cost savings can be achieved as long as iron concentrations are not
high enough to cause clogging of the low-profile tray air stripper.

Page 7-36, Table 7-8, if annual O&M costs are $279,000, present worth of annual
O&M costs for 6 years would be greater than $1,674,000.

RESPONSE: See response to comment 4-3

Page 7-40, Table 7-9, if annual O&M costs are $243,000, present worth of annual
O&M costs for 6 years would be greater than $1,358,000.

RESPONSE: See response to comment 4-3

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Comments
Bart Reedy, SRPM

51

52

Recalculation of RGOs. Table 5-5, the Summary of the Target Cleanup Levels for
groundwater is incomplete. EPA comments on the BRA indicated that lead should
be included as a COC. In addition, the EPA had reservations about the calculation
of inhalation exposure to VOCs during showering. Finally, RGOs in the risk
assessment were calculated for each chemical rather than for each use scenario.

The reviewer anticipated that the RGOs will be recalculated when the risk
assessment is rewritten. These new RGOs should be used to formulate the Remedial
Action Objectives.

RESPONSE: Recalculated RGOs from the BRA will be incorporated into the FS and
used to formulate RAOs.

Discussion of Timing. The reviewer feels that the FS and subsequent documents
need an explicit statement of the time period for which the risk assessment and its
various aspects are applicable. Because of the IRAs, the soil risks will be reduced,
presumably to levels considered protective, before the completion of the groundwater
and sediment remediation. For this reason, surface soil is not considered in the BRA
or the FS. Both the risk assessment and the FS are applicable to the time when the
IRAs are completed. A statement of this is needed. Probably the clearest way to
present the expected timecourse of the site remediation and the pertinence of the
BRA is with a timeline chart.

RESPONSE: A discussion on the timing of the BRA and the FS in relation to the

implementation of the IRAs will be provide in Chapter 1.0 of the FS. A discussion of
why no RAOs were developed for soil will be included in Chapter 5.0.
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54

5-5

5-6

004687

1. The discussion under the Compliance with ARARs portion of Section 7.6.2 on
page 7-27 states that the remedial action objectives may be met before all target
cleanup levels have been reached; therefore chemicals-specific ARARs may not be
attained. This language is confusing, or erroneous, because chemical-specific
ARARSs are either based on concerns about human health, or if not solely based on
human health concerns, should be attained before an exclusively human-health based
concentration would be attained.

RESPONSE: The text will be changed to state that ARARs will be attained before RAOs
are met.

In Section 7.7.1 Location of Treatment System on page 7-33, the text states that
combined treatment of water from both OU2 sites would not affect the discharge
criteria. The discussion of discharge criteria in the previous paragraph presents an
estimated area for an infiltration basin which is apparently based on the volume of
water which would be extracted at each site. If treatment of water from both sites
is combined, it would be reasonable that discharge of water from both sites would
be combined, and thus the dimensions of the infiltration basin would change. The
discussion of discharge in the preceding paragraph should be revised to define the
approximate discharge specifications if treatment from both sites is combined.

RESPONSE: The infiltration basin will be resized to accept flow from both sites and the
appropriate changes to the text will be made.

Section 7 does not present a detailed analyses of the selected ground water discharge
alternative. Other potential discharge alternatives were screened out in Section 6
because of concerns about their implementability. However, the feasibility of
utilizing an infiltration basin discharge option in the hydrogeologic setting of the site
has not been evaluated in the FS Report. There should be some assurance in the FS
Report that the infiltration basin discharge option is implementable, and the basis
for the approximate sizing of such an infiltration basin, or basins, should be
presented.

RESPONSE: Infiltration basin design calculation will be included as an Appendix to the
FS.

In Table 8.2, page 8-8, for Alternative GW-2, the discussion of reliability of controls
states that no controls are implemented, whereas the discussion of adequacy of
controls indicates that there would be controls on the use of ground water for this
alternative.

RESPONSE: The table will be changed to indicate controls are implemented.
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