APPENDIX A

Fifth Five-Year Review—Community Interviews



This page intentionally left blank.



Fifth Five Year Review
Community Interviews Summary Report

1. What do you know about the Rocky Mountain Arsenal (RMA)?

All respondents knew of RMA as a former environmental cleanup site that had become a
national wildlife refuge. Most respondents had extensive understanding of the history of
military and agricultural manufacturing at RMA,; its designation as a Superfund site; the
passage of the Refuge Act; and the remediation undertaken to transform RMA into a national
wildlife refuge. They learned of the site from living in the immediate vicinity, working in
government, being involved with the development of nearby residential communities, or
serving or volunteering with community organizations or environmental advocacy groups.

2. Were you in the area during the cleanup?
Most respondents lived in the surrounding communities during the cleanup.

a. Are you aware of the cleanup? **asked if not in area during cleanup
The three respondents who lived elsewhere knew of the cleanup through their
professional activities or environmental advocacy work.

3. Do you have any personal concerns about the cleanup?
Most respondents had no concerns about the cleanup. Several said that refuge visitation and
wildlife health gave them confidence in the protectiveness of the remedy.

Three respondents voiced concerns about the current state of the cleanup. One expressed
uncertainty about whether RMA is a source of perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl substances
(PFAS) in local groundwater. The second noted that the respondent’s comments had been
documented in the past through written and verbal communication. In particular, the
respondent said that ongoing community involvement was inadequate. The same respondent
expressed concern about the maintenance of institutional controls, groundwater
contamination in the areas north and northwest of the site and the decision to eliminate
kestrels from the biomonitoring program.

A third respondent expressed concern about whether airborne and water contamination could
be migrating onto RMA from other sources in the community. The respondent noted that
residents have been alerted about air and water contamination from other community sources
in the past five years, and the respondent worried that the remedy or wildlife health could be
compromised from off-site contamination coming onto RMA.

Several other respondents said they had no concerns about the protectiveness of the remedy
today and had confidence in RMA management. At the same time, the respondents expressed
a desire to learn more about long-term operation and maintenance plans for the landfills,
waste consolidation areas and groundwater treatment facilities to ensure they remained
protective of human health and the environment for decades to come.
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Fifth Five Year Review - Community Interviews
Summary Report (Continued)

4. Are you aware of any community concerns about the cleanup?

Most respondents said they had not heard of any community concerns about the cleanup,
although three noted there were some concerns about environmental health in Commerce
City unrelated to RMA. Several respondents expressed appreciation for the refuge, calling it
a local gem and an educational asset.

Four respondents said there were some community concerns about potential hydraulic
fracking near RMA.. Those residents question whether fracking would disrupt the remedy,
impact RMA-related groundwater plumes or disturb refuge wildlife.

Two respondents cited DIMP groundwater plumes as a community concern. They noted that
concerns have lessened in recent years due to the progress of the groundwater remediation
program.

Another respondent mentioned that some residents living south of the site were concerned
about the prairie dog plague outbreak and the possibility it could recur.

5. How do you think the overall remedy is functioning?

Most respondents expressed a high level of confidence in the remedy and in the parties
responsible for its management and oversight. Several noted that they receive regular
briefings from site managers or have other opportunities to get updates and ask questions.
They expressed appreciation for the ongoing communication and coordination with both
RMA and refuge managers.

One respondent said the commitments made to the community through the Records of
Decision had been implemented well and as promised.

Another respondent said the remedy was functioning as well as current technologies allow
but wondered if future advancements might enable stored waste to be destroyed, rather than
permanently maintained in place.

6. Do you have any additional comments, questions or suggestions regarding the
cleanup?
Several respondents said they felt they knew more about RMA than most community
members, especially residents who have recently moved into the surrounding communities.
The respondents said new residents have limited understanding of RMA’s history as a former
environmental cleanup site. Although they rarely hear community questions about RMA, the
respondents encouraged RMA to conduct additional outreach to educate residents about the
remediation and its ongoing operation and maintenance, as well as educational and
recreational opportunities at the refuge.

Two respondents who work closely with Spanish-speaking residents made similar comments.
One of those respondents said the Spanish-speaking community would be more likely to trust
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Fifth Five Year Review - Community Interviews
Summary Report (Continued)

information if it were shared through a known community partner, rather than directly from a
government agency.

Another respondent noted that institutional memory within local governing bodies was being
lost, as elected officials involved with the former community advisory boards left office. The
respondent said that educating new elected officials about RMA was important so they could
effectively communicate with their constituents about community safety and the
protectiveness of the remedy.

Additionally, several respondents reiterated the importance of the long-term maintenance of
the landfills and waste consolidation areas.

Respondents asked questions about the following topics: the expected length of the
groundwater remediation program; the size and location of the groundwater plumes; whether
flood water or stormwater events in the surrounding community were causing community
pollutants to flow onto RMA; and the relative benefit to public and environmental health of
remediating contaminants to lower and lower levels as detection technologies improve.

7. Do you have any other information that could call into question the protectiveness of
the cleanup program?

No respondents had additional information that could call into question the protectiveness of
the remedy.

Three respondents restated the importance of keeping the community informed and seeking
their input on decision-making.

8. How would you like to receive your information about RMA?
Several respondents said that phone calls or in-person briefings were their preferred ways to

receive information. Other respondents cited email or text messages as the best way to share
information.

Several respondents suggested ways to improve or expand RMA’s existing communication
with the larger community. Those suggestions included:

e Adding a Spanish-language translation option to RMA’s website, as well as adding an
online comment submittal form and a more prominent link on the home page to the
online library of RMA documents and reports

e Offering Spanish-language translations or close-captioning options for RMA videos,
presentations or print materials

e Hosting an annual meeting or videoconference with the U.S. Army to provide an
update on the remedy and an opportunity to ask questions

e Publishing an annual or bi-annual email communication summarizing major activities
at RMA and the refuge

e Recording a webinar on the overall environmental cleanup that residents could view
on demand on the RMA website
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SITE SPECIFIC ADVISORY BOARD OF THE ROCKY MOUNTAIN ARSENAL, INC.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS:

July 23, 2021

Re: Public Comments Submitted by the Site Specific Advisory Board (SSAB) of the Rocky
Mountain Arsenal (RMA) Regarding the RMA 2020 Five-Year Review Report (FYRR)

1. Background:
Site Specific Advisory Board of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Inc.

In 1994, citizens concerned with the “clean-up” of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal
presented a 300-signature-petition to Colorado Governor Roy Romer, requesting that a citizen
advisory group be established based on the Report of the Federal Facilities Environmental
Restoration Dialogue Committee (FFERDC). In response to that petition, the Site Specific
Advisory Board of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal was formed in early 1994 by the State of
Colorado and EPA Region VIII, as the first Site Specific Advisory Board (SSAB) established at
a Department of Defense (DOD) “clean-up” site.

The Site Specific Advisory Board of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal has met regularly since its
inception. Its meetings are open to the public and its programs often include presentations from,
and discussions with, the Army, Shell Oil Company, EPA, the State of Colorado, the US Fish
and Wildlife Service, and Tri-County Health. The Site Specific Advisory Board of the Rocky
Mountain Arsenal incorporated in December 2000 as a not-for-profit corporation. Regular
attendees also serve, or have served, on other RMA-related or RMA-interested boards including,
but not limited to, the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), the Citizen Advisory Board (CAB),
the Medical Monitoring Advisory Group (MMAG), the Sierra Club RMA subcommittee, the
National Caucus of RAB Community members, Montebello community groups, the Northern
Coalition, and the City Council of Commerce City.
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The Rocky Mountain Arsenal is one of the largest and most expensive “clean-up” projects to
date in the United States. At the completion of “clean-up”, land was transferred to the Rocky
Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, which is intended to attract national and
international visitors. As such, the RMA affects citizens and communities bordering RMA, as
well as those of the Denver-metropolitan area, the State of Colorado, the United States and
potentially the entire planet. It is for this reason the Site Specific Advisory Board of the RM A
seeks and encourages the involvement of all citizens and interested persons. The Site Specific
Advisory Board of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Inc. received a Technical Advisory Grant from
the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)in 2001. Without this grant, meaningful and
substantive public participation would be difficult, if not impossible. We thank the EPA for their
continued support of meaningful public participation.

The members of the RMA SSAB have remained involved in the oversight of the “Clean-up” of
the Rocky Mountain Arsenal for as many as 35 years. This is an amazing commitment from
community members that is often overlooked, and even dismissed, by the many involved in the
long-term Operations and Maintenance at RMA.

Why are we so committed to this citizen oversight process at RMA? The Polluters chose a
cap-and-cover remedy (rather than removal or treatment of the thousands of tons of
contamination at RMA). The RMA hasn’t been “cleaned-up” as advertised: it has been
“covered-up”. The integrity of a cap-and-cover system is completely reliant on diligent, timely,
pro-active, and effective long-term Operations and Maintenance at RMA. We believe that only
the public and the regulators can ensure the integrity of this remedy and we bring tremendous
historical knowledge and memory to this process, as well as a deep and abiding commitment.

We remember that the “clean-up” at RMA was designed to be minimally protective. By this we
mean that the remedy is designed to protect the public to a level of 10 (-4). It means that after
the RMA “clean-up” is complete, exposure to the contamination left at RMA will provide
additional cancer risk to one in ten thousand people (this is in addition to the current cancer rates
in the United States: one-in-two men will have cancer and one-in-three women will have cancer
during their lifetimes). This is the minimum level of “clean-up” allowed by law and, at the time
this remedy was selected, the standard level of “clean-up” was 10 (-6) or a one-in-one-million
increase in the cancer risk.

The SSAB objected to a minimal “clean-up” at RMA, and has tried to be diligent in its oversight
of the RMA “clean-up” precisely because a minimum “clean-up’ will only remain protective of
human health and the environment if the assumptions underlying the remedies are valid, if the
“clean-up” is designed and performed at the highest possible level, and if long-term operations
and monitoring are effective. If every step taken at RMA is as minimalized and compromised as
the choice of the RMA remedy was, the community surrounding and visiting the RMA will be
harmed and the State of Colorado will pay a huge price to try to correct the problems.

The Five Year Review process was designed to provide regular and continuing review of a

remedy, both in terms of current project operations and, most importantly, in review of the
ongoing effectiveness of the operations and maintenance of remedy projects that have been
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finished, in order to insure protection of public health and the environment. Such a review is of
highest importance at a site like the RMA where thousands of tons of highly contaminated soils
have been left in place in the ground and the contaminated groundwater will need to be treated
for hundreds of years into the future. (The Natural Resource Damages Assessment Plan
concludes that Shell Oil released an estimated 150,112 tons of contaminants into Colorado’s
environment. The Army is alleged to be responsible for another 26,405 tons. Some of the
contaminated soils were placed in the Enhanced Hazardous Waste Landfill and /or the
Hazardous Waste Landfill, and remaining contaminated soils were left in place with mere soil
caps and covers.)

We call this a “cap-and-cover” remedy because the Polluters chose to leave soil contamination in
place rather than treat or remove the contaminates even though there is also groundwater
treatment, which is necessitated in perpetuity due to the fact that contaminated soils were left in
place.

The Polluters made a promise to the public — that they would maintain the quality and integrity
of the caps-and-covers “the containment system” and provide timely and high quality review of
the effectiveness of their ‘containment’ remedy — when they fought for (and sued for) a remedy
that would leave thousands of tons of contaminated waste at the RMA rather than to actually
clean up, or remove, the contamination. They must be held accountable for this minimalized
remedy. Ifthey had chosen to remove and/or treat the contamination they wouldn’t have such a
difficult and important job of safe-guarding the public and the environment from this extremely
contaminated site.

General Comments

1. General Comment 1 — The SSAB is disappointed in the Army’s lack of community
involvement relating to its review of this document. The FYR process does not follow
the EPA 2001 Five Year Guidance (EPA 2001). This guidance was used by the Army
throughout the FYR 2020, but the 2020 FYR fails to acknowledge many of the policies in
Appendix A Community Involvement. Examples include:

a. The Army should have notified the SSAB about the most appropriate methods for
notifying and involving the community in the five-year process;

b. The Army should have worked with the SSAB during the initial planning stages of
the five-year review to determine the appropriate level of community involvement;

c. During the review, the Army should have provided the SSAB information on where
to find written documentation about the review (the SSAB insists this should have

included access to all reference material identified in Section 12 of the FYR 2020);

d. The SSAB should have been involved in decisions regarding community involvement
and appropriate activities.
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e. We hereby formally request at least one, 3-hour public meeting regarding the 2025
Five-Year Review, where community members can ask questions and discuss their
concerns. Sending us to the Army’s presentation to the Commerce City Council
meeting is not adequate since public participation is not allowed.

f. The 2020 FYR included more than 1,000 pages of report and data, and covers the
activities and data collection of a five-year period of time. While we appreciate the
extension of the public comment period this year by an additional two weeks, given
the length of the Five-Year Review (including hundreds of supporting and reference
documentation) and importance of the RMA Five-Year Review, the public should be
allowed an extensive period of time to provide comment, but not less than 90
days — as we requested in our public comments to the 2005-2010 Five-Year
Review and the 2015 Five-Year Review.

g. Please provide all of the tables, reference materials, and supporting documents to the
future Five-Year Reviews by placing them on the Army website or on a storage site
such as Dropbox. These could be made available before the Five-Year Review is
released to the public for comment.

2. General Comment 2: The “Protectiveness Statements” in Section 10 of the 2020 FYR
attempt to thwart regulatory agencies and the public by creating an illusion or false
impression that the current state of the On-Post and Off-Post Operable Units (OUs) are
effective and in compliance with the two Records of Decision (RODs), the Federal
Facilities Agreement, EPA guidance, and CERCLA. If a reader were to limit their RMA
2020 FYR review strictly to Section 10, one would conclude that the remedy is safe,
sound, and protective at RMA. However, if the reader were to read the entire 2020 FYR
(approximately 600 pages), one would be alarmed at numerous new remedial problems,
along with bewilderment as to why issues identified in prior RMA Five-Year Reviews
remain unresolved.

Section 10 of the 2020 FYR states, “The remedy for the On-Post OU currently protects
human health and the environment because remedial activities completed to date have
adequately addressed all exposure pathways that could result in unacceptable risks.”
Eliminating unacceptable risks from exposure pathways are not from remedial activities,
but from institutional controls (ICs) defined prior to remediation and in effect today. If
there were no Institutional Controls incorporated into the current remedy at RMA, risks
from exposure to contamination from the current remedy would be dangerously high to
human health both On-Post and Off-Post. The remedy chosen at RMA was a cap-and-
cover system, where the most contaminated soils were contained in two hazardous waste
landfills, and the remainder of the thousands of tons of contaminated soils were left in
place and covered by less contaminated soil. Consolidating and covering contaminated
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soils On-Post is beneficial to human health exposure, but the overall remedy is not
responsible for eliminating exposures.

In addition, the SSAB disagrees with the Army’s conclusion that the current remedy
protects human health and the environment. Addressing exposure pathways does nothing
to protect the environment, particularly groundwater. Throughout the 2020 FYR, the
claim of protectiveness is concealed behind “human health protectiveness” (claiming that
humans are not exposed to the on-going contamination at RMA) , while knowingly
allowing toxic RMA contamination to be released into groundwater both On-Post and
Off-Post. The Army relies on boundary groundwater treatment systems to conclude that
the failure of the On-Post treatment system is acceptable since groundwater
contamination will be treated at the North Boundary Containment System (NBCS) and/or
North West Boundary Containment System (NWBCS). However, these systems continue
to degrade the environment via, 1) ineffective treatment, 2) inability to capture
groundwater plumes, and 3) allowing RMA groundwater to be discharged into off-post
without treatment. On-Post treatment systems have been ineffective in capturing and
treating groundwater and most, if not all, are allowing discharges that exceed Colorado
Basic Standards for Groundwater (CBSGs) and continue to degrade the environment.

EPA guidance regarding the contents of Five-Year Reviews (FYR) states, “all issues that
currently prevent the response action from being protective or may do so in the future
should be documented as FYR issues in the FYRR. Such issues are to be documented
along with follow-up actions needed to ensure the proper management of the remedy.”
Throughout the 2020 FYR, the Army instead punts many protective and corrective
actions and instead relies on additional groundwater monitoring and/or installation of
new groundwater monitoring wells to remediate failures. This results in continued
damage to the environment while monitoring data is collected and evaluated, at times
taking years.

EPA guidance also states, “...the FYR should identify early indicators of potential
remedy failures.” Instead of providing what would be considered “early indicators”, the
2020 FYR identifies early indicators of potential remedy as “Recommendations and
Follow-Up Actions” and states the recommendations “may improve remedy operations,
management of O&M or completeness of the site file, but do not affect current and/or
future protectiveness.” By calling “early indicators” of remedy failure
“Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions”, it implies that the goal is to improve a well-
functioning remedy instead of admitting that there are remedial breaches. Clearly this is
not the intent of EPA guidance.

The SSAB has identified remedial actions that either currently “prevent the response
action from being protective or may do so in the future” and/or are “early indicators of
potential remedy failure.” Our review concluded:
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NWBS and NWBCS are currently not protective of human health and the
environment. RMA contaminants such as dieldrin, NDMA 1,4 dioxane, and

PAFS are bypassing systems and/or are not being treated. This concern was
included in the SSAB’s 2015 comments;

Basin F Wastepile and Principal Threat area are currently not protective of the
environment. RMA contamination above Contaminant System Remediation
Goals (CSRGs) has been detected in downgradient monitoring wells and in the
confined flow system beneath the Former Basin F area. In addition, the
vegetative cover continues to not be adequate. This concern was included in the
SSAB’s 2015 comments;

The Hazardous Waste Landfill (HWL)and Enhanced Hazardous Waste Landfill
(FLF) show indications of potential remedy failure. Additional groundwater
investigations are ongoing to identify contamination downgradient of the landfills.
In addition, the Army has identified RMA contaminants in both the HWL and
ELF’s leak detection system (LDS).? This concern was included in the SSAB’s
2015 comments;

Basin A has indicators of potential remedy failure. Contaminated groundwater is
increasing from the former source area. Additional groundwater monitoring is
necessary to determine environmental protectiveness;

Off-Post groundwater and treatment systems currently are not protective of
human health and the environment. There is a gap in Off-Post extraction wells,
exceedances of RMA contaminants downgradient of treatment systems, and
DIMP has been detected above standards in a private well;

The Biomonitoring Program identifies early indicators of potential remedy
failures as it is completely ineffective in determining health effects on RMA
wildlife. The current testing protocol addresses only soil contamination and not
the actual effects on wildlife. This concern was included in the SSAB’s 2015
comments;

The Biomonitoring Program was abandoned in 2013 and a new Biomonitoring
program has been delayed because the Army has cut funding to the EPA, which
has interfered with the ability of EPA to provide oversight and concurrence. This
is an insidious ploy to minimize the efficacy and protectiveness of this “cover-up’

2

remedy; Until EPA concurs with the current Bio Monitoring Plan, the
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protectiveness of the RMA remedy cannot be considered protective.

h. Land Use Controls, which are an essential part of the cap-and-cover remedy, have
indicators of potential remedy failure. USFWS is attempting to allow RMA bison
to be transported Off-Post and consumed. Commerce City is evaluating
residual/commercial land uses on property previously part of RMA and integrated
into RMA ICs. The Army appears to have little or no control over the Land Use
Controls;

1. On-Post groundwater treatment systems such as the Basin A Neck and Bedrock
Ridge are not protective of the environment. Both systems are currently
discharging RMA contamination above CSRGs. This concern was included in the
SSAB’s 2015 comments;

j.  Previous On-Post source areas such as the South Plants, Lime Basins, and Sand
Creek Lateral are not protective of the environment. Contaminant plumes above
CBSGs are migrating from these former source areas;

k. Emerging contaminants such as 1,4 dioxane, NDPA, and PAFs have been
detected On-Post. No treatment of 1,4 dioxane and PAFs exists at the boundary
systems and On-Post and Off-Post treatment systems. The NDMA concern was
included in the SSAB’s 2015 comments. The milestone for investigating NDMA
and its potential remedy failure was August 31, 2017. The 1,4 dioxane concern
was included in the SSAB’s 2015 comments, with a milestone for investigating
this potential remedy failure on June 30, 2017.
and,

1. Surface water is not protective of the environment and possibly individual
wildlife species. Additional toxicological studies are needed as elevated RMA
contaminants have been detected in the North Plants and Basin E pond. This
concern was included in the SSAB’s 2015 comments.

The current RMA remedy is not protective of human health and the environment.
Numerous statements and conclusions in the 2020 FYR are indefensible or misleading. A
majority of current remedial failures identified in the 2020 FYR were previously
identified by the SSAB and regulatory agencies in past Five-Year Reviews. Therefore,
the current remedial problems are likely to remain through the 2025 FYR, while more
excuses for remedial breaches are promoted as “protectiveness”. Aggressive correction
actions are required to reduce continued damage to the environment and to maintain the
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integrity of a cap-and-cover system that is completely reliant on diligent, timely, pro-
active, and effective long-term Operations and Maintenance at RMA.

ad

General Comment 3: FYRR, The issue of d fracking and its impact at RMA is of high
concern in all of the communities surrounding RMA. WE are concerned about the
potential impact of fracking on the contamination remaining at RMA and/or the impact
on the geological formations that are relied on to contain contamination. Fracking could
result in RMA contamination migrating into deeper aquafers and could actually influence
the migration of contaminate plumes On-Post. This issue has still not been adequately
addressed (other than an unsubstantiated denial) and was not even addressed in the 2020
FYRR.

e

General Comment 4: The 2015 FYRR stated, “...prior to remedy completion the RVO
has committed to provide the USFWS with military munitions awareness training. This
training is intended to heighten USFWS personnel awareness of military munitions-
related hazards and to inform the USFWS of the Army notification process, if potential
military munitions are encountered by Refuge employees/patrons after remedy

completion. The Army-provided awareness training is not intended to grant the USFWS
or its representative authorization to perform any action on potential military munitions,
but to ensure notification and response by trained Army representatives.”

a. What is the status of this military munitions awareness training?

b. There is nothing on the Rocky Mountain Arsenal Wildlife Refuge website
regarding the possible of existence of munitions at the refuge or on RMA, there
are no warnings, and no emergency plans. This was not addressed in the 2020
FYRR.

e

General Comment 5: The 2015 FYRR stated, “As components of the remedy have
been completed and the land deleted from the NPL, administrative jurisdiction has been
transferred to the USFWS or other parties purchasing the land, except for the property
and facilities continuing to be used for response actions (e.g., landfills and groundwater
treatment systems).”

a. The FYRR should describe exactly what is entailed in USFWS’s “administrative
jurisdiction”.

b. In addition, the FYRR needs to explain what is meant by “other parties
purchasing the land.”
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c. All communications related to efforts to transfer land, as well as land transfers,
should be included in the FYRR. The FFA prohibits other non-federal
government parties from purchasing RMA property. This issue was not addressed
in the 2020 FYRR.

6. General Comment 6: The SSAB opposes any and all modifications to the reduction of
RMA Land Use Controls (LUCs) because the entire CERCLA process, including the
remedial investigation (RI), risk assessment (RA), feasibility study (FS) and Record of
Decision (ROD) were developed and implemented based on the numerous — and clearly
stated - restricted land uses. (Although more restrictions, such as the public will never be
allowed access to any current or former RMA land, would be acceptable.) The review
and development of comments from regulatory agencies and the public on hundreds of
CERCLA documents were based on these land use restrictions and the resulting
CERCLA process.

Unfortunately, the SSAB has witnessed these critical LUCs being challenged through
inane interpretations of what each of the LUCs allegedly restrict. It is the position of the
SSAB that any attempt to modify RMA’s LUCs will require a reassessment of the entire
CERCLA process at RMA, starting with the RI and continuing through the ROD. This
reassessment will include additional soil and water sampling as necessary to investigate
all medium and contamination on RMA impacted by any change in LUCs. A modified
and updated risk assessment will be needed to better define exposure scenarios not
included in the original assessment, and the feasibility study must include additional
remedial alternatives that were not evaluated. Finally, the ROD would need to be re-
published with active public participation. The Cap and Cover remedy implemented at
RMA was specifically designed based on the land use controls. The SSAB is bewildered
as to why the Army would ever consider re-opening a billion-dollar remedy merely to
remove LUCs and will make every attempt to stop modifications of LUCs from
proceeding.

|~

General Comment 7: As we noted in our comments on the 2015 FYR, the Army had
already begun the process of reducing their financial contributions to the EPA for
regulatory oversight and staffs had been significantly reduced over the prior three years.
The failure to provide funding to the EPA, and related funding disputes, have continued
during the past five years. These actions by the Army constitute an insidious attempt to
minimize the “clean-up” of RMA by avoiding accountability for effective long-term
Operations and Maintenance of this barely adequate cap-and-cover remedy, and to avoid
enforcement of t