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SOBJEC1': 

--- .... -----_ .... ,"""-... _------------------
As pre l'nised, here al~ll!I my conunents on the above referenced 

documf ,nt. I look farrlard to discussing them next week. 

1. ~ ~ CM~ is an I~h'l"ineering' document. The Fnal r~vision 
shoulc( ~e s~gned a~.~ ~ealed ~y a state of Flor~da reqlstered 
eng-in! ~er with resP9nsible charqe for its preparation. 

2 • : ,trovide alan -u$e map which shows tha location of the 

resid ~ntial seenar~lo outside of the SWMtr. 

3, Uternative 2 !:asswnes that sed.iments are not RCRA 

hazar ious wastes bJ!/ listiJ.'l9' or characteristic. The Navy 

must Lnsure that a~,l portJ.ons of the RCRA HSWA process are 

addre ssed before s</,lectinq an alternative. Make this very 

clear in the :t'epor,~. 

4. rhe economic ii~c'mparative analysis for Alternative 2 

consj a,ers the expe~u,e of the Interim Action at SWMU 1 as a 

"sum oost". This i li~ay inadvertently misrepresent the true 

cost of this alterrlCLtive. I suggest you explore the 

follc wing method: 111~;ethe actual capital ccts of the IRA 

amor1 i~ed at curreifl1~ government borrowinq rate over the 

proj, cted life of r~he alternative (30 yrs under ReRA permit 

requ:;rements). T~ll!; approach assumes 100% utilization of 

the} Irevious and dll:Crent SQUI]HDIV budget for NAS Key West; 

othe~ 'wise, the mod,ay spent on the IRA will indeed represent 

a "S1 ~nk cost". Ii 

5. D .sousa briefly the DQO levels achieved for data (for all 

mediL) and any si~nificant validation issues faced by both 
Brow 1 & Root and Ej,echtel. 

6. A very import/ant fact is that groundwater is impacted 

with , vinyl Chlorid~e" a DElP Primary standard. Any 

calo llations done I/t,o estimate the volume of affected 

qro'J ~dwater? I, 

'I . I. 

7. ' Since RCRA r~U.e~ the process at this site, need to 

estj /nate the time'!1 f!rame to reduce VC to MCLs which is the 

ONL~ criteria con~~j.dered by RCRA for clean closure of the 

sitE (~~ivalent \li~C) a No Further Action) . 
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8 • BE sed on the mO!,ifal results lit appears that a VC 

qrounci\ ater concentrl~1:'ion of 116 uqlL at the site is 

p:rotec1 iva of ground,~;!lter at the residential well. This 

level , :ccordinq to t!hl~ text is ba~ed in "that soil in the 

source area was reme}li:i.ated" Please be more specific, has all 

tbe SOl lree area beel1' :t"emediated? If any remains, were VC and 

metals TCLP analysi1 done on soil? 

9. S ~ate that the !ico/iilts estimates are for comparative 
purpos~s, however, ~·m under the impre~sion they are 

incomp Lete. :lou shQlulc;l try to also estimate the RCRA 

raquir !!ments portio~\ ot the process that is, permit 

modifi :::ations for cl;elan closure, ReM reportinq 
requir aments I conti ~grency fees for handling these and 

anythi nq else that j,j,ll carry the site for ReRA closure and 
eventt: 13.1 permit c3.elrt~ion. This will provide SOIV managers 

with a more cQtnplet'. picture of what it takes to achieve 

cloSUJ: e of the site', " 
i 

10. J suggest you i~]~end some text on the fact that while 

the s; te I s qw e>::ces/',1 A.RARs, advection, diffusion, a.nd 

dilSpel sion in combitllfltion with your model indicate that 

there s no foresee~:jOle threat to residents from the qw. 
, 

ll. ::'m under the '/ i:mpression that EPA's equations are only 

valid for soils wi~h Toe content greater than 0.1%, The 

soils in KW may haVe ~OC levels lower than 0.1% thus 

resul~inq in Ka values different than those of Table 1 page 
11 of Appendix B. ~/ake sure you utilize actual Toe values or 

clari Ey that the o~ 't,ained values are estimates only. 

, II 
12. ~*te~native NO.2 implies that groundwater, with prOper 

insti I;utional cont~;c)la, Will undergo natut'al attenuation to 

react. MCLs, howeve~tl I'm under the impression that to date 

no sol te specific a~'d focused assessment confirming natural 

atter uation or 1nt~ti~nsic remediation has been performed and, 

therE fore r are not/l>resented in the document. Reasonable 

astir atss to aChie,'IITf! MCLs will have to be computed in order 

to c( mply with app~:tca):)le State and Federal requirements. 

Unle~ s tbe ~rpv of /l\.:Lternative 2 includes such calculations 

you 1 i~Y want ~o O~LrlIS~der. comput~ng. the ~"PV of alte~natives 

that lnclude l.nt~:U ln,sl.C bl.oremedl.atl.on vs. more actl.ve g\v 

remediation. :Rem~ltI\:ber, groundwater in spite of baing 

claslified as Cla~s , III st111 IS an important part of this 

site (more so Wit~ 'people accessing it down t ,he road) and 

curr~nt statutes '01 not provide the Navy with much relief 

for iaivers and S loh. 
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