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Dear Mr. Porter:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 has completed the review of the subject
document. Enclosed are comments reccived by the various reviewers. ' In addition to the attached
comments, my primary concern with the draft proposcd plan is the lack of information regarding
a contingency Record of Decision as was discussed during the Februaury 1998, BCT meeting, If
you have any questions or concerns pleasc contact me at 404/562-8539.

Sincerely,

Obctathyle 4%

Dcborah A. Vaughn-Wright
Remedial Project Manager

Enclosure

ec: Mike Deliz, FLL DEP
Mark Davidson, SOUTIINAVFACENGCOM, mail code’ 1879

Eric Blomberg, ABB
Dave Kruziki, NAS Cecil I'icld, Environmental Office

Mark Speranza, Tctra Tech NUS
Dale Obenauer, BLL
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

PN - REGION 4
M § 61 Forsyth Street
s Atlanta, Georgia 30303-3104

February 24, 1998

4WD-OTS

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:  Operable Unit 6, Site 11, NAS Cecil Field, Jacksonville, Florida

FROM: William N. O'Steen, Environmental Scientist /ﬁg@/
Office of Technical Services, Waste Management Divisfon

TO: Deborah A. Vaughn-Wright, Remedial Project M anager |

BRAC Team -

This memorandum responds to your request for a review of the draft Proposed Plan for Site 11
Operable Unit 6, at NAS Cecil Field. For your convenience, comments are referenced to
specific sections or pages of the plan, as applicable.

»

The table on page 8 presents a comparative analysis of ground-water alternatives which indicates
that the preferred altemative is only slightly less costly (10% to 15% difference) than several of
the active remedial alternatives, but is anticipated to achieve remedial objectives (cleanup goal)
over a much longer time period (30+ years versus 2 to 2.5 years). The availability of institutional
controls notwithstanding, this cost versus remedial time frame comparison makes the limited
action alternative appear unfavarable, when viewed from the EPA’s perspective of the remedial
action needing to “...utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or
resource recovery technologics to the maximum cxtént practicable...” (40 CFR Part 300, Section
300.430(f)(ii)(E). In order to justify the lesser degree of treatment in this Proposed Plan, 1 would
recommend that the discussion on page 5, or perhaps under the heading “Why is Cleanup
Needed?” on page 1 include a very bricf discussion of the magnitude of the ground-water
contamination problem from a spatial perspective (estimated size and depth of plume). This
consideration may still not be adequate 1o justify the limited action remedial alternative, but that is
a matter for project-management staff to decide.

On page 9, the discussion of Alternative GW-2 indicates it was sclected “...because site
contaminants do not appear to be present in the groundwater at levels significantly exceeding
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MCLs.” The table on page S indicates otherwise, '‘As:the reported ground-water DBCP
concentration is over 40x the cleanup level (the Federal MCL), one cannot make the claim that
contaminant concentrations do not significantly exceed MCLs. As stated in the previous
paragraph, more justification is necded to support selection of the limited action alternative over a
more effective alternative involving some type of active remediation of the ground water.

If you have questions concerning this memorandum or need additional technical assistance, please
contact me at x28645.
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 1, 1998

SUBJECT: EAD Comments on Draft Proposed Plan, Operable Unit 6, Site 11,
Naval Air Station Cecil Field, Jacksonville, I'lorida

FROM: Karol L. Smith, Assistant Regional Counscl

TO: Deborah A. Vaughn-Wright, RPM
Base Realignment and Closurc Team

This responds to your request for comments on the Draft Proposed Plan for the above-
referenced site: :

General Comments:

The Introductory scction does not clearly identify the Navy and EPA as Jead and support
agencies, respectively, for the remedial action: I suggest identifying the partnering team. 1 also
suggest specifying that NAS Cecil Field is on the National Priorities List and that the Proposed
Plan is being issued to fulfill CERCLA 117(a).

Becausc the Proposed Plan is written with a view towards cliciting comments from the
public, I suggest spelling out acronyms used for first time, c.g., volatile organic chemicals
(VOCs), semi-volatile organic chemicals, (SVOCs), maximum containment levels (MCLs).

The Plan must identify the major ARARs associated with each option, It should be clear
that the chosen alternatives mect the ARARSs, or justify circumstances for a waiver.

The risks must be clearly identificd and related to the levels of cleanup being undcrtaken.

I suggest adding a statement of the plan’s purpose, i.e., identifying the preferred
alternative for remedial action and reasons for the prefercnce; describing other remedial options
considered in detail in the RI/IF'S report; soliciting public comments on all alternatives; and
providing information on how the public can be involved in the remedy sclection process.

Specific Commcents:
I suggest expanding the introductory pbrtion to cxplain that the first bullet under “Why is

Cleanup Needed?” concerns soil left afier the earlier removal. 1 suggest three headings, c.g.,
“soil” “groundwater,” and “effcct of ‘96 removal”. Explain that the earlier removal cleaned
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some soil, but not entirely, and that soil removal will diminish the source of chemicals in the
groundwatcr. '

1 suggest that the site description and history on page 2 include a bricf summary of Cecil
Ficld as an NPL site, describing where and how OU 6, Site 11 fits into the clcanup as a whole.
(Sec p. 2-8 of Plan Review guidance.)

There nceds to be a rational presentation of the problem in a scction summarizing site
risks. The last bullet on page 2 needs to be expanded considerably to give morc details from the
RVI'S report regarding the source and quantification of the risks. If there is not a sufficicnt risk,
it would be reasonable to say “no action” will be taken. It is not clear from this Proposed Plan
whether there arc sullicient risks to justify action or not. The section summarizing site risks
should include factors identifying the extent of contamination at the site and risks posed to
human health and the environment, using information devcloped during the remedial
investigation. Other factors that should be discussed include a description of cxposure pathways,
potentially cxposed population, environmental risks, and a description of how current tisks
compare to remediation goals. Though therc is a table cjting ranges of detection and cleanup
levels for arsenic in surfacc and subsurface soil, DIBCP i groundwater, and phenol in
groundwater, there is no discussion of the carcinogenic rgsk levels present, if any. Nor for
noncarcinogenic effects is there a discussion of how the ffazard quotient cxceeds the protective
exposurc level for the particular chemicals present. 1

Furthermore, there should be a conclusion at the dnd of the above-referenced section on
site risks, that “[actual or thrcatened releascs of hazardoys substances from this site, if not
addressed by the preferred alternative or one of the other ictive measures considered, may
present a current or potential threat to public health, welfare, or the environment.” (See Proposed
Plan guidance at pp. 2-9 and 2-10). We view the absencelof information on the amount of risk
present and how goals for remediation will improve the sftuation as a significant flaw in the

Proposed Plan which needs to be rectified before the Plaw is issued to the public.

‘The discussion summarizing altcrnatives on page '6 should be cxpanded to include more
information on the treatment technologies, engineering cantrols and quantities of waste being
handled, where applicable. There must be a discussion of the major applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARYS) associated with each alternative. The Plan should be called
an Interim Plan if there is uncertainty as to whether ARARs will be met, and a Final Plan only if
ARARs will be attained. There is no identification of thcispeciﬁc ARARs associated with any

alternatives.

The plan statcs as its preferred alternative for groundwater cleanup “limited action”
which is rcally natural attcnuation. It would be more appropriate to describe it as that. The
chosen groundwater altemative indicates that monitoring will be donc to see that natural
attenuation achicves remedial action goals. “Monitoring™ is not acceplable as a remedy. 1t is an
acceptable interim action. ‘The chosen alternative has to meets ARARs, therefore, the Plan needs
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to say so (or justify a waivcr). If the altemative is for natural attenuation to achieve goals, the
altcrnative should be identified as such, and should statc that once the contaminants are removed
or reduced to acceptable levels via natural allenuation, the altcrnative will meet ARARs, if this is
the case.

The “Comparison of Soil and Groundwater Cleanup Altcrnatives” chart on page 8
indicates that all alternatives, with the exception of “no action” mect federal and state
requirements. If this is an assertion that all alternatives mect ARAREs, it should be stated as
such.

I suggest adding a narrative section evaluating alternatives which: identifies the preferrcd
alternatives; cvaluates the two preferred alternatives against the nine criteria; and briefly
compares the other alternatives with the preferred alternatives to cxplain the rationale for the
preference. (Sce Proposed Plan guidance, p. 2-10) (This comment takes into account that this is
a Draft Proposed Plan, and recognives that alternatives rcquiring cvaluation of “state agency
acceptance” and “community acceptance” will be evaluated after the public comment period.
The Draft Proposed Plan should state whether these criteria will be cvaluated in the ROD.)

The proposed groundwatcr alternative, GW-2 costs $404,000 and will take thirty ycars to
rcach the cleanup goal. 1 suggest a bricf discussion comparing this choscn alternative to
alternative GW-5, air sparging, which costs slightly more ($449,000), yet will attain the cleanup
goal in significantly lcss time (two and one half years).

Should you have additional questions on matters discussed in these comments, please feel
[ree to call me at x29563.
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