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ERRC UNIT ID:404-562-8518 MRR 03'98 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC 
REGION 4 

4WD-FFB 

Commanding Officer 
Attn: David Porter 
Department ofth~ Navy 
Southern DivisiQll 
Mail Code l8B2 
P.O. Box 190010 

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET, SW 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-890£ 

March 2, 1998 

North Charleston, South Cal'olilla 20419-9010 

Subject: NAS Cecil Field, JackNollville. Florida 
Draft Proposed Plan, Operable Unit 6 

Dear Mr. Porter: 

NAS Cecil Field Administrative Record 
Document Index Number 

32215-006 
04.08.06.0003 

i ~ 
~ 
ffi 
VI 

! 
~ 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4 has completed the review of the subject 
document. Enclosed are comments received by the various reviewers. ~ In addition to the attached 
comments, my primary concern with the draft proposed plan is the lack of information regarding 
a contingency Record of Decision ,tS was discussed during the Fcbruaury ],998, neT meeting. If 
you have any questions or COllcems please contact me at 404/562-8539. 

Enclosllre 

cc: Mike Deli7.:, FL DEP 

Sincerely, 

{)kLa4L¥ 
Deborah A. Vauglm-Wright 
Remedial Project Manager 

Mark Davidson, SOUTIINAVFACENGCOM, mail code 1879 
Eric Blomberg, AnD 
Dave Knlziki, NAS Cecil Field, Enviromnelltal Offiee 
Mark Speranza, Tetra Tech NUS . 
Dale Obenauer. BEl 

ReoVOlecllRK~"" • Ptlntecf wllh VegeIsbts 011 Bllsoc:I Inke on 100% AKYc;IOCI Paper (40% PostOOn6Umar) 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

4WO-OTS 

MEMQRANP.1IM 

REGION 4 

61 Forsyth Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-3104 

Febru8I}' 24, 1998 

SUBJECT: Operable Unit 6, Site 11, NAS Cecil Field, lacksonvil1e, Floridu. 

FROM: William N. O'Steen, Environmental Scientist /./ ~ 
Office of Technical Services. Waste Manage~~bi"Ji\fon 

TO: Deborah A. VaUghn-Wright. Remedial Project Manager 
BRACTeam . 

This memorandum responds to your request for a review of tile draft Proposed Plan for Site 11, 
Operable Unit 6, at NAS Cedi 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 Wlalysis of ground-water alternatives which indicaacs 
that the preferred alternative is only slightly less costly (±1O% to 15% difference) than several of 
the active remedial alternatives, but is anticipate4 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 notwith.~tanding, this cost versus remedial time frame comparison makes the limited 
action alternative u.ppear unfavorable, when viewed from the EPA's perspective of the l'Cmcdial 
action needing to " ..• utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or 
resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable ..... (40 CPR Part 300, Section 
300.430(t)(ii)(E). In order to justify the lesser degree of treatment in tlus Proposed Plan, 1 would 
l'ecommendthat the discussion on page 5, or perhaps under the heading "Why is Cleanup 
Needed?" on page 1 include a very brief discussion oftbe magnitude oftbe ground-water 
contamination problem from a spatial perspective (estimated Si7..e and depth of plume), This 
consideration may still not be adequate to justify the limited action remedial alternative, but thal is 
a matter for project-mana.gement staff to decide. 

On page 9, the discussion of Alternative GW-2 indicates it was selected " ... because site 
contaminants do not appear to be pre.~t in the groundwater at levels significantly exceeding 

: i II. 
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MCLs." The table on page 5 indicates othelWise,", 'As. the reported ground-water DBCP 
concentration is OVe!' 40x the cleanup level (the FC"deraJ. MCL), one cannot make the claim that 
contaminant concentrations do not significantly ex'ceed MCLs. As stated in the previous 
paragraph, more justification is needed to support selection of the limited action altemative 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 ,,28645. 

", ..... ,I 
~. '... 
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4EAD 

MEMORANDUM 

ID:404-562-8518 MAR 03'98 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4 

ATLANTAFEDERALC~TER 
61 FORSYTH STREEl SW 

ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8909 

DA TF..: March 1, 1998 

8:23 No.003 P.04 

SUBJECT: RAD Comments Oil Draft Proposed Plan, Operable Unit 6, Site 11. 
Naval Air Station Cecil Field. Jacksonville. 1'"lorida 

FROM: Karol L. Smith, Assistant Regional Counsc] 

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

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

General Comments: 

The Introductory section does 1101 clearly identify the Navy and EPA a.') Jead and SllPP0l1 
agencies, respectively, for the remedial act jon: I sugge~t identifying the partnCIing leam. 1 also 
suggest specifying that NAS Cecil Field is on the Natiollal Priorities List and that thc Proposed 
Plan is being issued to fulfill CERCLA 117(a). 

Recausc the Proposed Plan is written with a view towards eliciting conunents from the 
public. I suggest spelling out acronyms used lor first time. e.g., volatile organic chemicals 
(VOCs), semi·volatilc organic chemicals, (SVOCs), maximum containment levels (MCLs). 

The Plan must idcntify the major ARARs associated with each option. It should be clear 
that the chosen altel1latives meellhe ARARs. or justify circumstances for a waiver. 

The risks must bc clearly identified ,md related to the levels of cleanup being uudertaken, 

I suggest adding a statement of the plan's purpose, i.e., identifying the preferred 
alternative for remedial action ,md reasons tor the prefercnce; describing other remedial options 
considered ill detail in the RIfFS reporl; soliciting public comments on all alternatives; and 
providing infonnation on how the public can he involved in the remedy selection process. 

Speeifie Comments: 

I sugge!\t expanding the introductory pm1ion to explain that the tlrst bullet under "Why is 
Cleanup Needed'?" concerns soil left ailer the earlier rcmow.\l. 1 suggest three headings. e.g., 
"soil" "groundwater," and "effect of '96 removal". Explain that the earlier removal cleaned 

AK~ledlRMJOI.""· Printed wilt! Vegetable Oil Saled Inka on 100" Recycled Peper (40" POItCOlliumer) 
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some soil. but not entirely, and that soil rt:ITloval will diminish the SOurce of chemicals in the 
groundwat.er. 

1 suggest that the site description and history on page 2 include a brief summary of Cecil 
Field as an NPL site, describing where and how OU 6, Site 1 I fits into the clcanup.as a whole. 
(See p. 2~8 of Plan Review guidance.) 

There nceds to be a rational presentation of the problem in a scclion swnmarizing site 
risks. The last bullet on page 2 needs to be expanded con:-;iderably to give more details fi'om the 
RIIFS report regarding the source and quantification of the risks. If there is not a sufficicnt ri~k, 
it would bc reasonable t.o say "no action" will be taken. It is not clear lrom dlis Proposed Plan 
whether there arc suJlicient risks to justify action ,?r not. The section summari;.dng site risks 
should inclttde factors identifying thc extent of contamination at the site aud risks posed to 

human health and the environment, using intbnnatiol1 developed during the remedial 
investigation. Other factors that should be discussed include a description of exposure pathways. 
potentially exposed populath)n, environmental risks, and a description of how current risks 
compare to remediatiun goals. Though there is a table , ing ranges of detection and cleanup 
levels fOf arsenic in surface and subsurface soil, nncp' groundwater, and phenol in 
groundwater, there is no discussion uf the carcinogenic I k levels present. if any. Nor for 
noncarcinogenic eITects is there a discussion ofhuw the zard quotient cxcecds the protective 
exposure level for thc particular chemica1s present.. 

Furthennore, there should be a conclusion at the d of the abovc~referenced section 011 

site risks, dlat "factual or threatened releases of hazar do substances from this· site, jf not 
addressed by the preferred altemative or one ufthe other' Clive meaSUfes considered, may 
present a current or potential thrcallo public health, w. eJfi~. re, or the environment." (See Proposed 
Plan guidance at pp. 2~9 and 2~ I 0). We view the absenc of information on the amount of risk 
present and how goals for remediation will improve the tuatiol1 as a significant flaw in the 
Proposed Plan which needs to be rectified before the Pil is issued to the public. 

The discussionsLlmmarizing alternatives on page ,6 should be expanded to include more 
inf(>nllation on the treatment technologies, engineering cqntrols and quantities of waste being 
handled, where applicable. There must be a discussion o{ lhe major applicable or relevant and 
appropriate requirement.s (ARARs) associated with each alternative. The Plan should be ealled 
an Interim Plan if there is w1certainty as to whether ARA~s will be met, and a Final Plan only if 
ARARs will be attained. There js 110 identification ofthclspccific AI{ARs associated with any 
alternatives. 

The plan states a.~ iLl) preferred alternative for groundwater cleanup "limited action" 
which is really natural attcnl.ll\lion. It would be more appropriate to describe it as that. 1'11C 
chosen groundwater alternative illdicate:-; that monitoring will bc dOlle to ~ee d1at natural 
attenuation achieves remedial action gouts. "Monitoring" is not acceptable ns a remedy. It is all 
acceptclhle interim action. The choson alternative has tu meets ARARs. therefore, the Plan needs 
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to say so (or justify a waiver). If the altcmativc is for natural attenuatiolll0 achieve goals, the 
alternative should be identified as such, and should state that (»lee the contalDinant~ are removed 
or reduced to acceptable levels via natura] attenuation, the alternative will meet ARARs, if this is 
the case. 

The "Comparison of Soil and Groundwater Clc~mup Alternatives" chart OIl page 8 
indicates that all alternatives, with the exception of "no action" meet 1ederal and stale 
requirements. lfthis is an assertion that all alternatives mect ARARs, it should be stated as 
such. 

I suggest adding a narrative section evaluating alternatives which: identifies the preferred 
alternatives; cvaluates the two prefem~d alternatives against the nine criteria; alld briefly 
compares the other alternatives with the prcfen'ed alternatives to explain the rationale for the 
preference. (See Proposed Plan guidance, p. 2-10) (This comment takcs into account that this is 
a Draft Proposed Plan, and recognizes that alternatives requiring cvaluation of "state agency 
acceptance" and "community acceptance" will be evaluated aUer the public COllunent period. 
The Draft Proposed Plan should state whether these criteria will bc evaluated in the ROD.) 

The proposed groundwater ,lllem3tive, OW-2 costs $404,000 and will take thhty years to 
reach the cleanup goal. 1 suggest a brief discussion comparing this chosen altel1lative to 
alternative GW-S, air ::oparging, 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 discllssed in these cOl1lments, please feel 
tree to call me at x29563. 
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