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SUBJECT: Review of OU 17 - Site 42 Draft Proposed Plan
Naval Air Station - Pensacola

FROM: Judy K. Marshall
Assistant Regional Counsel
Office of RCRA and Federal Facilities Legal Support

THRU: V. Anne Heard, Chief

Office of RCRA and Federal Facilities Legal Support
TO: Gena Townsend

Senior Project Manager

DOD Remedial Section

The Office of RCRA and Federal Facilities Legal Support has reviewed the draft Proposed
Plan for Operable Unit 17 - Site 42 dated September 1997, submitted by the U.S. Navy for the
Naval Air Station in Pensacola, Florida, and has the following comments. The comments are
based on OSWER Directive 9355.3-02 and the National Contingency Plan, and the information
requested is deemed necessary to provide a reasonable explanation of the proposed plan and
alternative proposals considered, as required by CERCLA § 117(a).

The “Site Background” section must include a history of the wastes generated and
disposed of at OU 17 - Site 42, and must describe the major contaminants of concern, the
contaminated media, and the extent of contamination. (State: why this area was investigated)

There is no discussion on the scope and role of OU 17 - Site 42. This section must
summarize the overall strategy for remediating the entire NAS site and describe how the action
(or non-action) being considered in the Proposed Plan for OU 17 - Site 42 fits into that overall
strategy. The purpose of each operable unit and their sequence should also be described, or at a
minimum, referenced to a document in the Administrative Record. [Add the following and
reference the SMP for the purpose of each OU, (example language: Operable Unit Number
17 is one of __ Operable units within NAS Pensacola and consist of site 42, )]



The summary of the Final Remedial Investigation Report in the “Remedial Investigation
Findings” and “Risk” sections is insufficient. The summary must identify all contaminated media
and contaminants of concern. Also, it is not clear what is meant by the last sentence on page 2 of
the Proposed Plan: “The areas of contamination are surrounded by non detects in all directions.”
Because this document is for public review, please expand on this point as nontechnically as
possible (Explain “non detects.” What is the extent of contamination? At what pointdo “non _
detects” occur?). The exposure levels, associated risks and hazard indexes must be described and
compared to remediation goals for carcinogens and non-carcinogens. What are the cancer risks?
What is the hazard index? The risk numbers must be presented in the Proposed Plan, (SEE
ATTACHMENT 1) accompanied by a discussion that explains what the risks mean if the site is
not cleaned up. This is especially important when a “no further action” alternative is proposed.

The proposed plan is also missing some basic statutory requirements which are required to
be in such plans if the exposure levels are outside the acceptable risk range or hazard index as
specified at 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(e)(2)(1)(A). Specifically, the proposed plan does not contain a
summary of site risks, a summary of alternatives, an evaluation of the alternatives, a discussion for
each alternative of the nine evaluation criteria, and a discussion of ARARs.

The proposed “No Action” alternative must be supported by the administrative record,
and should be summarized in the Proposed Plan. The Proposed Plan should state that the “No
Action” alternative takes into account both the current and reasonable maximum exposure
scenarios, and allows for unrestricted use of, or unlimited access to, the area, or describes pre-
existing institutional controls that are in place to ensure that no unacceptable exposures will
occur.
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TABLE 2

TOTAL SITE INCREMENTAL LIFETIME CANCER RISK AND
HAZARD INDICES
OPERABLE UNIT NO 4 - SITES 41 AND 74
PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN
MCB CAMP LEJEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA

Site 41  Site 74
Receptors Total ICR HI Total ICR HI
Current Military Personnel 6E-07 0.02 8E-08 <0.01
Child Resident (Future)
Adult Resident (Future) =
Construction Worker (Future) 1E-07 0.2 2E-08 <0.01

Notes: ICR: Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risk
HI: Hazard Index

Shaded areas indicate that risk level exceeds acceptable levels.
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