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SOUTHERN DIVISION 

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERINC COMMAND 
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CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Ms. Michel le  M. Glenn 
Environmental Protect ion Agency 
Region I V  
Hazardous Waste/Federal F a c i l i t i e s  
345 Court1 and S t ree t  
Atlanta, GA 30365 

Dear Ms. Glenn: 

Based on l e t t e r s  from EPA: 
12 February 1991, and discussions he ld  between the FFA par t ies  on 
14 January 1991, 30 January 1991, and 13, 14 February 1991, there i s  s t i l l  a 
l ack  o f  understanding between the pa r t i es  w i t h  regards t o  how and when the  
Navy sha l l  respond t o  FFA der ived review comments from EPA & FDER. To erase 
t h i s  confusion, the Navy proposes and intends t o  implement the fol lowing: 

and as appropriate, provide one s ing le  revised document f o r  fur ther  
consi deration. 

two dated 28 January 1991, and one dated 

0 
1. The Navy sha l l  respond t o  a l l  FFA derived review comments a t  one time, 

2. The Navy considers the commencement o f  i t s  own review and comment 
per iod  as the date of r ece ip t  of the l a s t  set  o f  review comnents from e i t h e r  
party. 

The Navy's pos i t i on  i s  founded i n  language from Par t  VIII.G.2 o f  the FFA and 
the  p r a c t i c a l i t i e s  o f  meeting the stated obl igations. The Navy i s  required t o  
"...give f u l l  considerat ion t o  a l l  w r i t t e n  comments ... submitted during the 
comment period.'' The basis o f  E t -s  t o  provide f o r  both EPA and FDER 
t o  review and comment on Navy generated primary and seconda-A documents. 
I n  order f o r  the Navy t o  g ive f u l l  considerat ion o f  FFA derived review 
comnents, the Navy must f i r s t  obta in  those comments from both part ies.  This 
w i l l  insure t h a t  the Navy's response i s  coordinated, and t h a t  any resu l t i ng  
document r ev i s i on  sha l l  address the f u l l  range o f  concerns as expressed by 
both part ies.  

Th is  subject f i r s t  came t o  l i g h t  dur ing the par t ies  review and comment of the 
Navy's i n i t i a l  submittal o f  the 1991-1992 S i t e  Management Plan. This mat ter  
was discussed a t  a 27 December 1990 meeting a t  EPA, Region IV ' s  o f f i c e  i n  
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Atlanta, GA, and a t  a 4 January 1991, meeting a t  FDER's Tallahassee, FL 
o f f i ce .  The r e s u l t  o f  those discussions was t h a t  the t ime for  the Navy's 
response s ta r ted  when comments from both EPA and FDER were received. To 
insure t h a t  the t ime between the pa r t i es  response i s  kept  t o  a minimum, the 
Navy intends t o  keep each par ty  aware of i t s  rece ip t  of the other pa r t y ' s  
review comments. 

I f  you have any questions regarding t h i s  matter, please c a l l  M r  Joel G. Murphy, 
Code 18213, a t  (803) 743-0577. 

Sincerely , 

J .  B. MALONE, JR., P.E. 
Manager, I R  East 

copy to:  
NAS Ceci l  F i e l d  
NAS Jacksonv i l le  (Code 184IR) 
NAS Pensacola 




