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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 4 

EMAIL & US MAIL 

4WD-FFB' 

BRACPMOSE 
Attn: Mark Davidson 
4130 Faber Place Drive 
Suite 202 
North Charleston, SC 29405 

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANT A. GEORGIA 30303-8960 

January 30, 2007 
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SUBJ: Operable Unit 5, Site 15 Blue 10 Ordnance Disposal Area, Draft Feasibility Study 
Naval Air StatioJ},Cecil Field, Florida ' ' 

Dear Mr. Davidson: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the subject document and offers the enclosed comments. 'Concurrent with the transmission of this Feasibility Study (FS) was the transmission oftheProposed Plan and Record of Decision (ROD). EPA is deferring comment 
, , ~-90 ,the Proposed Phin and~OD until theFS has been revised to address EPA's comments. EPA , , reql:l~~~sth<l~t9~s~ ~COtnments be carried forward into the Proposed Plan and ROD. If you have any'q4~stioiis~ pl~~se c~ll me at (404) 562-8549~ , . . ' . 

Sincerely, 

Doyle , 
Senior Remedial Project Manager 

, ' 

Enc. 

cc: David Grabka, FDEP 
Mar~ ~peran;za, TTNUS 
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Environmental Protection Agency Comments on the 
OU 5, Site 15 Blue 10 Ordnance Disposal Area Feasibility Study 

Comments 

1. Section E.l, i nd paragraph, Page. ES-l - Overall this paragraph reads poorly and ' 
incorrectly states that elevated levels of arsenic have been detected in groundwater at only 
one location. Later in this document there is mention of two groundwater monitoring 
wells that consistently have reported arsenic levels exceeding the current EPA SD W A 
MCL [Ref pages ES-2 and 1-10]. Accordingly, this paragraph should be rewritten to 
better acknowledge that the groundwater is contaminated with arsenic above the EPA 

. MCL,and:th~refore requires remedi(~.tion~:"-: :' ' ''' . '.' ' _ . . 

The EPA currently does not support many of the conclusionsin.theTechnical 
Memorandum (and the Addendum) and therefore it should not be included in this Section 
of the FS. These documents can be referenced later in the Groundwater or Sites . . . . . . 
Investigation Section. The statements in the Addendum about No Further Action are 
incorrect and unacceptable to EPA .. One groundwater sample afterthe ar~enic 
contaminated soil is excavated is not determinative of whether the groundwater remains 
contaminated and requires remedial action. Consequently, as described in more detail 
. below, the Navy must take remedial action for the arsenic and cannot simply monitor. . . . 

2. Section E.3,2ndparagraph, Page ES-2- Overall this paragraph reads poorly, . 
oversimplifies the investigative results for contaminated groundwater, and is misleading 
sincea response action under CERCLA is required for the groundwater. Suggest that the 
paragraph be rewritten tostate that: ' . 

"Initial investigations and limited sampling of the groundwater beneath'Site 15. 
did not find concentrations of chemicals that would be of concern or present an 
unacceptable risk to human health based upon existing regulatory requirements. 
While the remedial inve$tigationforSite 15 was still underway, the EPA revised 
its Maximum Contaminant Level under the Safe Drinking Water Act regulations 
at 40 CFR Part 141 for arsenic from a concentration level of 50ppm to lOppin. As 
a result of the revised MCL, arsenic became a chemical--of"concern(COC) in Site 
15 groundwater based upon samples exceeding theMCL at two monitoring well 
locations. ,; . . 

3. Section E.4, RAOs, fourth bullet, Page ES:"2 - The EPA. questions the need to include 
this RAO considering that any reasonably anticipated land uses should be evaluated as 
part of the overall cleanup process for this site and specifically used in development of 

. preliminary remediation goals. Both CERCLA and the NCP require reIllediation of the 
siteto attain the cleanup levels and meet RAOs. It is not appropriate to condition the 
remediation on not adversely irnpacting the site in terms of its future land use. In other 

. words, successful r~mediation of the site would mean that the cleanup levels are achieved 
and consequently, the site can be used for its anticipated land use, which in this case is 
Recreational. The extent of the excavation and land disturbing activities to address CoCs 
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in soil should not be driven be aesthetics or other factors that are not related to protection 
of human health and the enviroruilent. Please explain and defend this RAO. 

4. Section E.4.l Soillstparagrapb, Page ES-3 -Please explain the term 'pickup values' 
in this paragraph or earlier in the document and how the concept relates to cleanup levels 
for COCs in soil. 

5. Section E.4.2 Groundwater, lSt paragraph, Page ES-4 - Overall this paragraph reads , 
poorly and incorrectly states that elevated levels of ars"enichave been detected in 
groundwater at only one location. Need to reference both well locations and 
concentrations in this paragraph. In addition, the FS should recognize that the cleanup 
leveJ for arsenic contaminat¢dgroUndwater is'basedupdn the EPA MCL; \vhich isa " 
,chemical-specific ARAR., and not the FDEP GCTL since it is not more stringent that the 
federal MCL. Please revise this paragraph and anyothei'parts of the FSaccordingly. 

6. Section E.4.2Gro.nndwater, 2nd paragraph, Page ES-5 - Does this estiinated area 
include the projected plume based upon both monitoring wells that have exceeded the 
arsenic MeL? If it does not, then the Navy must recalculate the area of arsenic impacted 
groundwater. Also, given the limited number of monitoring wells the EPA is not 
confident that the Navy has adequately characterized the extent of arsenic contamination 

, , 'in this area of Site 15. Consequently, us,e ofthisestimatedarea figure may not be an -
accurate r~present~tion of the groundwater contamination. Co~sider revising and include 
a ~entence with a caveat that this estimation is based upon limited data. from only two 
wells. 

7. SectionE.5.2 Groundwater GRAs - The Navy's inclusion of only one real alternative 
for groundwater is insufficient for purposes of determining which remedial approach 
would meet the EPA's expectations for developing remedial alternatives 'and considering 
the requirements of CERCLAand the NCP [See excerpt ,below from EPA Rules of 
Thumb for Remedy Selection OSWER 9355.0-69, August 1997]. 
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Exhibit 1 ' 

Superfund PI'ogl'am Goal ~lIld :Expec:tatiom 

Program Goal (40 CFR 300.430(aXl)(i») 

,The national goal ofthe'remedys.e1ection proce;;,~ is to :;elect remedies th .. lt are protecti-,e ofh'l1lh11l 
health and the enviro1llllent, that m.lintain protection over time, and that mmiwize uot1'eated wa~te, 

Program :Expectation~ (40 eFR 300,430(a)(1)(iii)(A-F)) 

EPA genemlly shall consider the fcllo'\ •• 1ng expectation'> in developing appt'opriate remedial 
altetnative&: '" ,' '," , . , . ' , " 

EPA ~;:. to use treatment te addre;;" the principal threats. posed by a ,~ite, \'tiherever practicable, 

, . EPA expect,s to use engineeringcontl'ols, such a,~ contaiument; fcr wa,~te that poses a H!latjvely low 
long-:teml threat 01' \,\:'here treatment is impt'acticable, ' 

EPA eA"}'eCts to use a combination of metliods, as appropriate, to achieve protection of hUUl.11l health 
and the enV1r01llllent 

EPA e:q>ects to u.se institutionalcontt'ols"such as watet" 'Use and deed 1'estnction", te supp1emeut 
engineet"ing controls as appropriate for short- and 10llg-tetm manag.ement te pre\'ellt or limit 

. exposmeto ba~,\1'(iom substances,pollmanrs or cOnta~s, 

EPA expects to comider llsing WnO".'lltive tecbnologywhen wch technology offers the potential for 
cOwpaiable or supetlcr tl'eaiment pelf'Oflll3ru:e or implementability, fewer or lesser ad'.:"el:se impacts 
than other available approaches, or lower cost" for similar levels , of perfollnance tbandemow.tmted 
technologie~, , ' 

EPA e.'''pects to return usable gl'ouud waters to their ~nefieia1 uses whel'e~.'el' practicabie, within a 
tim~frame~t is reasonable giTenthe pm1icu131' cU'Ct1UlStanc:es of the site, 

There should be alternatives in this FS that include some type of in-situ or ex-'situ 
,treatment of the groundwater designed to meet cleanup levels. In addition, the "Limited 
Action:' LUes and Monitoring: Alternative GW -2 does not appear to include a remedial 
component that would attain the chemical-specific ARAR. Monitoring is not a remedial 
action designed to restore groundwater and is an unacceptable as a remedial alternative. If 
the Navy is considering Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA), then it must be stated in 
this Section (as well as any other Sections of the FS that describes this Alternative for 
groundwater) and explained thoroughly is this document. This document would need to , 
summarize the technical analysis of how the arsenic concentrations would decreaSe over. 
time and eventually attain the cleanup level. Reference the EPA Directive belqw,and cited 
guidance documents therein. 
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aEPA DIRECTIVE NUMBER: 9200A-17P 

TITLE: Use of Ivlonitored Nantral Attenuation at SllperftUld, RCRA 

Corrective Aetion.. . and Underground Storage Tank Siter; 

APPROVAL DATE: Apri12L 1999 

s. Section E.6 Alternative GW2, Page ES-S - As stated above, this alternative is not 

· ·acceptable:becausemonitoring alone is not a remedial action and'doesnot'meet EPA ' .. ", 

expectations for restoring groundwater to its beneficial use. 

9. Section E.S~2.1 Alternative GW2,Page ES-ll - The d~cument states that this 

alternative "would be protective." Please describe the underlying factors or basis for that 

conclusion and include such reasoning in the document. As stated above, this alternative 

is not acceptable because monitoring alone is not a remedial action and does not meet . 

EPA expectations for restoring groundwater to its beneficial use. Consequently, it is EPA. 

position that monitoring with LUCs alone cannot be deemed protective. Alternatives that 

do not meet the two threshold criteria of CERCLA cannot be carried forwarded ' to the 

Proposed Plan as the preferred alternative. 

10. Section E.S~2.2Altetnative GW2, Page 'ES-11 '-Please elaborate how GW2 would 

attain ARARs. For example a timeframe. for how long to meet cleanup levels should be 

provided and location where the cleanup levels would be met (i.e., throughout the plum eO 

should be provided. 
. ' 

. 

11.·Section E.S.2.3 Alternative GW2,Page ·ES-l1- Please elaborate how GW2 would 

altain ARARs and be effective in the long term, especially since monitoring alone is not 

considered by EPA as a remedial action . . 

12. SectionE.S.2.4 Alternative GW2, Page ES-ll- Please explain how arsenic would 

. decreaSe over time due to attenuation. Are there modeling results or studies to support 

this statement? Reference EPA Directive and guidance on MNA to ascertain whether 

MNA is a viable alternative for the Site 15 groundwater contamination. . 

1~. Section E.S.2.S Alternative GW2, Page ES-12 - Please elaborate how GW2 would be 

effective in the short term, especially since monitoring alone is considered a remedial' 

action and there is no explanation of how the cleanup levels are going to be met through 

either active treatment or MNA. Also, only the RAOrelated to exposure could be me 

through application ofthe LUCs provided these were implemented in atimelyfashion 

after the ROD is signed . 
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14. Section 1.2.3.3 Groundwater, Page 1-4 - The document states that only surficial aquifer 

was investigated. What was the rationale for this limited scope and the shallow 

monitoring wells? 

15. Section 1.5.2 Groundwater, Page l .. 20 - Please include a referenceto the EPA MCL 

when comparing arsenic levels to the FDEP GCTL. [See Comment 5 above.] 

16. Section 2.1.1 RAO for Groundwater, Page 2-2 - Please include a reference to the EPA 

MCL when comparing arsenic levels to the FDEP GCTL. [See Comment 15 above.] 

17 •. Section 2.1.2 ARARS andTBC, Page 2-2 - Please rewrite the entire second full 

", paragraph to better reflect that compliance with'ARARs is requitedbyCERCbA 121(d) 

and the NCP, See example language below. 

CERCLA Section 12l( d), specifies in part, that remedial actions for cleanup of 

hazardous substances must comply with requirements and standards under federal 

or morestriilgent state environmental laws and. regulations that are applicable or 

relevant and appropriate (i.e., ARARs) to the hazardous substances or particular . 

circumstances at a site or obtain a waiver [see also 40 Code of Federal 

Regulations (CFR) 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(B)]. Applicable or relevant and appropriate 

requirement (ARARs) include only federal and state environmental or facility .. 

siting laws/regulations and do not include occupational safety or worker 

protection requirements. In addition, per 40 CFR 300.405(g)(3)~ other advisories, 

criteria, or guidance may be considered in determining remedies (so-called To-Be­

Considered [TBC] guidance category. 

18. Section 2.1.2 ARARS and TBC, Page 2-3 - Please delete the language (including the 

. bullets}related to ARAR waivers since none of the alternatives involve the U!:;e of one of 

the waivers. 

19.5ection2.1.3 Media of Concern, 1St. paragraph, Page 2-5 - Please state that there are '.' 

two monitoring wells that have consistently exceeded the MCL. [ReferenceColl1ments 1 

and 5 above] 

20. Section 2.1.3TechnicalMemo for Groundwater, 2nd paragraph, Page 2-5 - As stated 

earlier in Comment #1, the EPA does not agree with the statements that monitoring alone 

is sufficient to address the arsenic contaminated groundwater nor is one sample sufficient 

to demonstrate that source control soil removal remedied that situation. This entire 

paragraph must be rewritten to reflect an approach that meets EPA expectations and 

accurately describes that a remedial action will be taken for the groundwater such as 

MNA with LUes. There will not ,be an NF A decision approved by EPA for contaminated 

groundwater. Rather once the arsenic levels reach their cleanup levels consistently in all 

wells for a sufficient period then that portion of the remedial action will be deemed 

successful and docqmented in the first CERCLA 5 Year Review Report. . 
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21. Section 2.2.2 Groundwater Cleanup Goals, 1st paragraph, Page 2:.12 - One sentence 

for this Section of the FS is insufficient and must be revisedto add more details about 

how the MCL for arsenic is expected to be achieved through the remedial action. Also, 

arsenic concentrations have been exceeded in two wells. 

22. Sectioil2.3.1 Groundwater GRAs, 1st paragraph alid bullets,Page 2-13 - As stated 

above, the Limited Action: LUes and Monitoring alternative is not acceptable because 

monitoring alone is not a remedial action and does not meet EP A expectations for 

restoring groundwater to its beneficial use. There should be other alternatives as well that 

include ~ active treatment or removal option in addition to this faulty alternative that 

demonstrates the Navy fully considered remedial options for addressing ar~enic 

contaminatedgroundwater. ··?· ,--" ,~ ,,- " .:" " " 

23. Section 2.4.2 Groundwater Volume, 1 st paragraph and 'buUets, Page 2-14 - As stated 

earlier in Comment #6, the estimated volume of contaminated groundwater should 

inclu.dedata from both wells. Also, EPA questions the validity of these estimates 

considering that there are only two wells. The Additional down-gradient wells could be 

useful iIi deteimining the extent of the arsenic contaminated groundwater plume which 

could be much larger than assumed by the data of one welL 

24. Table2-2 State Chemical-sp~cific ARARs, Page 6· of 7 - The entry for F AC 62-780 

should be deleted from the table since these regulations do not provide any applicable 

requirements for the remedial alternatives that must be developed and docUID,ented in this 

FS.'As stated in previous e~mail from the EPA Attorney, the Risk Management Option II 

does not provide ARARs compliant with CERCLAimd therefore will not he utilized. 
. . 

25. Table 2-5 Federal Action-specific ARARs,Page 2 of 7 ~ The entry for CERCLA 

Offsite Rule and theNCP is not ARAR: The NCP.is never considered ail ARAR. Delete 

this entry from the table. Discussion ofthe Off-site Rule should be included in those 

portions oftheFS (and subsequent CERCLAdocuments such as the Proposed Plan and 

ROD) when describing how offsite shipments of hazardous wastes to an approved TSD 

facility must comply with the CERCLA and NCP Off-site Rule,provisions. . 

. '26. Table 2-5 Federal Action.specific ARARs, Page 2 of 7 - The entry for the ReRA 

. . FFCA is notARAR. The implementing regulations could be ARAR. However, this 

exclusion not relevant for any aspect of the remedial alternatives and therefore should be 

.. ' deleted from the table. 

27. Table 2-5 Federal Action-specific ARARs, Page 4 of 7 - All of the entries for the 

. OSHA regulations should deleted from the table since these are not ARARs under 

CERCLA.ARARs are the requirements of environmental and facility sitIng laws only. 

Independent of ARARs, on-site activities also must comply with requirements of non-

. environmental laws including building codes and safety requirements such as . 

Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements. These 

requirements w(l1 apply independently to the active constfilction activities undertaken as . 

part of the CERCLAaction. 
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28. Table 2-5 Federal Action .... specific ARARs, Page 4 of 7 - Delete the RCRA 
Contingency Plan regulations entry from the table. Under CERCLA 121(e) on-s.ite 
actions are required to comply with only the substantive aspects of environmental laws 
and regulations. See excerpt below from EPA's CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws 
ManualDraftFinal (August1988). 

Ir., ·;p,er..·~r.al,. '"=m-~' ~ t ·. jl.-:;;i ,pn • . p .. .'~d ·:-,0rnp '7: Jl q~l~. ",,; t ·t t}a:· . 'gb-.";;it·e .j ·"!;C ;,~a;~-rt, .... -If 

~t r'~it: . wi~h ;h·e ' l=·i)r=e~3="~_ndir.,q ::dmi!ti.5t,= .. t· i"~'e re'qui,:"em:nt.~ .. 'rh_~ .i~ .• . p ,e=m:..t 
~piPli,= .. t..i ~:'.n~. ~r..d, ether ,a-cbini -~, t.r.a1jiv~ p,~oced· .. :.e~' f =11'::1:. i::~.' :'&cini:5t!."'~ti":o"l'e' ::re' ... ~l-e~·~ .nd. 

reporting ;!'. :l =ecc . .rdk:~e?inq reGu,ire:rr.ent, ~ ,. ;re nc·e c:·:.n!!idered ;"',,-~, £·:·,r ;l,=:;ion!! 
;:o:nd~.=ted e!:"t.:'ze!.!l or....;.~ ,ite. Bo~·'e.~~rl -:;i" ... -e 

" ', .; ,:-: , .. " 

29. Table 2-5 Federal Action-specific ARAR, Page 6 of 7 - Delete the RCRA 
Preparedness and Prevention regulations entry from the table. Under CERCLA 121(e) 
on-site actions are required to comply with only the substantive aspects of environmental 
laws ~md·regulations. See Comment #28 above. 

30. Table 2-5 Federal Action-specific ARARs, Page 6 of7 - Delete the RCRA Subpart F 
standards unless there is a RCRA regulated unit being addressed by the CERCLA 
process. If there is not a RCRAunit buUhese reguJations are deemed relevant and 
appropriate, then presumably the groundwater monitoring requirements would be utilized. 
The FS descriptIon of groundwater monitoring would not comply with these ARARs 
which are very prescriptive and additional wells would b(f needed as part of the CERCLA 
action, 

31. Table 2-5 Federal Action-specific ARARs, Page 7 of 7 - Delete the Ecological Risk 
Guidance as TBC since this document wou,ld be utilized earlier in the CERCLA process 
and do~s not provide prescriptive contaminant levels for the remedial action. 

32. Section 3.0 and 3.3 Screening of Technologies, Pages3-1, 3-14 thru 3-16 - As 
previously mentioned in several Comments above, the Navy has failed to include 
acceptable alternatives for addressing the ar~enic contaminated groUndwater. 
Consequently, this Section ofthe FS in particular Section 3.3 must be redone to include 
acceptable alternativdi.,There should be alternatives 'and a discussion in the FS of in-situ 
or ex-situ treatment technolqgies, andlorcontainmentactions for the groundwater as well 
as a discussion on MNA. Again, monitoring is not an acceptable remedial action much 
less a "technology" for addressing the arsenic contamination. 

33. The Navy has identified and considered si~ different alternatives for contaminated soil 
but only two for groundwater. Ofthese six alternatives for soil, it is likely that at least 
one will be acceptable for attaining Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) and be 
reasonably cost-wise. However, only two alternatives have been identified for 
contaminated groundwater of which only one involves any form of action. EPA requests 
that the Navy identify various RAOs . for contaminated groundwater as was done for the 
soiL Then, consider additional Remedial Action alternatives for contaminated' 
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groundwater to attain those RAOs and attain MCLs within some projected timeframe. 
EPA does not agree with the Remedial Alternatives identified. 

In saying this, EPA is fully aware of the Navy's plans to excavate soils at hotspots 
thereby to achieve acceptableRAOs, i.e., do hot-spot removals, which is fully explained 
in the FS. However, EPAis also aware of the Navy's plans to over-excavate the site 
where there is groundwater contamination which is not reflected in the FS. The purpose 
for the over-excavation is to remove the source of contamination contributing to the 
groundwater contamination. EPA is also aware ofthe Navy's plans to do confirmatory 
samplingofthe soil and groundwater after excavation, and to do groundwater modeling 
to demonstrate attainment of standards within some yet to be identified timeframe during 
which Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA)wouldoccur: "Pleaseinc1ude those'plans in 
this FS and include ' at leaSt one~~~e~Pb~di~g RemedIal Alternative in the FS that will ' 
achieveRAOs for groundwater. These plans have been discussed in detail during BCT 
Meetings, teleconferences, and emails. However, they just need to be contained within 
this FS. 
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