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EMAIL REGARDING U S EPA REGION IV COMMENTS ON PROPOSED INTERIM REMEDIAL
ACTION AT SITE 45 DRY CLEANING FACILITY SPILL AREA MCRD PARRIS ISLAND SC

12/17/2007
U S EPA REGION IV



From: Koroma-Llamas.Lila@epamail.epa.gov
To: Cook, Charles CIV NAVFAC SE
Cc: meredith amick; Sanford, Art F CIV NAVFAC SE; sommer barker; heber pittman; Stewart, Kathryn A CIV

NAVFAC SE; kelly taylor; Sladic, Mark; Singletary, Michael A CIV NAVFAC SE; mac mcrae
Subject: RE: 10 December MCRD PI conference call
Date: Monday, December 17, 2007 12:37:05 PM
Attachments: newsView B THERMAL.pdf
Importance: High

Hi folks,

Did some research back here, and asked around.  Here's what I found:

      Although I was not feeling well that Monday, as I recall, on the
conference call MCRD/NAVY proposed an interim action at Site 45 for the
primary source zone contamination.  The following possible actions were
thrown on the table for consideration:  In-Situ Thermal Treatment, Dig &
Haul (Backhoe and Caisson Drill), as well as Air Sparging.  To proceed
with an Interim REMOVAL action we would be o.k. to look at Thermal, as
well as Dig & Haul (both ways above w/Treatment) as proposed, but not
Air Sparging.  Air Sparging is a much slower process and could not
really be justified as a quick removal.  It would have to be looked at
as a remedial action through the remedial process.   For the sake of
evaluating Air Sparging, if Navy/MCRD desire, they may include Air
Sparging as an alternative in preparation of an EE/CA, however, if
indicated as preferred, the process will need to revert to a remedial
action and follow our current remedial pathforward.

      AGAIN, as a qualifier, and as discussed at our last meeting,
approval for a Removal action pathforward is contingent upon following
the Removal process document trail, and doing this in a timely manner
WITH FULL REGULATORY involvement and approval, and PRIOR TO activities
commencing in the field.  EPA understands the main justification for the
request to utilize a removal action process as opposed to a remedial
action process is due to availability of funds.

I am still waiting for information from Kings Bay.  Any news yet?

If you have questions, let me know.

Thanks,
Lila

                                                                       
             "Cook, Charles                                            
             CIV NAVFAC SE"                                            
             <charles.cook2@n                                        To
             avy.mil>                 "Sladic, Mark"                   
                                      <Mark.Sladic@tetratech.com>,     
             12/10/2007 02:26         "heber pittman"                  
             PM                       <darrel.pittman@usmc.mil>, "kelly
                                      taylor" <Kelly.Taylor2@ch2m.com>,
                                      Lila                             
                                      Koroma-Llamas/R4/USEPA/US@EPA,   
                                      "mac mcrae"                      
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In Situ Electric Resistance Heating at Former Dry Cleaning Facility 
NS Great Lakes, Illinois 


 
A successful application of Electric Resistance Heating (ERH) treatment technology at Site 22, Naval Station (NS) 
Great Lakes, Illinois was recently completed. The ERH system reduced chlorinated volatile organic compound 
(cVOC) concentrations in the low permeability soil by more than 99 percent. 
 
ERH utilizes current passed into the subsurface via steel electrodes with graphite and steel shot to heat the soil and 
groundwater. As the temperature of the subsurface reaches the boiling point of the cVOC/water mixture, steam is 
created. This steam is laden with cVOC vapors, and is recovered by a vapor recovery system. At the surface, water 
is condensed from the stream, and the vapor is treated via conventional treatment technologies and discharged to the 
atmosphere under permit. 


Project Background 
Building 105 at Site 22 was constructed in 1939 
and was utilized as a dry cleaning facility until 
1993/94. It is postulated that the soil and 
groundwater cVOC contamination is from the dry 
cleaner operations. 
 
The Great Lakes Project Team decided after the 
Feasibility Study that ERH was the most effective 
way to treat the cVOC contamination in the low 
permeability soil at the site. Supplemental soil 
samples were collected throughout the site to 
determine the location and depth required for the 
ERH treatment. The goal of the treatment approach 
was to reduce the average cVOC concentration of 
tetrachloroethene (PCE) in soil to below the Illinois 
Tiered Approach to Corrective Action Objectives 
criteria for industrial use sites of 20 milligrams per 
kilogram (mg/kg). 
 
To accomplish the remediation goals, Tetra Tech 
NUS, Inc. (TtNUS) worked with ERH 
subcontractor Thermal Remediation Systems, 
Inc. (TRS) to design and operate the ERH 
system. The system consisted of 16 wells that 
functioned as electrodes, vapor recovery, and 
drip irrigation; a power control unit; and 
associated vapor treatment equipment. The 
ERH treatment was conducted in a 2,400 
square foot area near the southeast corner of 
the site. Inside this area, three distinct 
treatment zones were planned to depths of 25 
feet, 18 feet, and 8 feet (Figure 1). 
 
The system was installed by TtNUS and TRS 
in April and May 2006 (Figure 2) with testing 
and system start-up occurring on 24 May 
2006. Four rounds of performance/ 
confirmatory soil sampling were conducted 
between July and September 2006. 
Demobilization of the ERH equipment was 
completed in October 2006. 
 
 
 


Figure 1. Treatment Area and Layout for the In Situ Electric Resistance 
Heating System. 


Figure 2. ERH system and related components during operation. 







 Spring  ’07 RPM News 3 


Average cVOC Concentrations During Treatment
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In order to track the effectiveness of the ERH treatment, a baseline sample set of 15 soil samples within the 
treatment area was chosen. The baseline samples ranged with cVOC concentrations from 16.9 mg/kg to 1,500 
mg/kg, with an average concentration of 445 mg/kg. The performance/confirmatory samples were collected from the 
same approximate location and depths as the baseline samples. A steady decline in the average cVOC concentration 
in the soil throughout this monitoring period (Figure 3) was observed culminating in a greater than 99 percent 
reduction in the final sampling event. Following treatment, the average cVOC concentration in the site soil was less 
than 5 mg/kg. 


Regulatory Requirements/Community Involvement 
Meetings were held with the Illinois EPA (IEPA) 
during project planning and implementation to 
determine and assess the project goals and chart a 
path toward site closure. The IEPA was brought in 
to review decisions made at critical junctures 
throughout the remediation to confirm decisions 
and progress. 
 
Visitors to Site 22 included Alex Beehler (Figure 
4), the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense (Environment, Safety and Occupational 
Health), and the newly installed Commanding 
Officer of NAVFAC Midwest. These dignitaries 
were given tours of the system, a brief description 
of the technology, and the overall project goals. 


Challenges 
The low permeability soil matrix at the site posed 
the greatest technical challenge for most remedial alternatives. ERH is a proven treatment technology that has 
effectively removed cVOCs from clay soil. Additionally, the safety of the pedestrians passing by or through the area 
was a significant concern. Safety was addressed by routine voltage checks throughout the area, most importantly 
near the two electrodes in the street. The use of wooden fencing and di-electric coating on certain electrode 
coverings eliminated voltage and safety concerns. Noise concerns 
were also addressed prior to system operation with the strategic 
placement of equipment, use of sound-proof barriers, and significant 
noise monitoring during system start-up. 


Cost Avoidance Measures 
The original remediation plan called for excavation of three isolated 
historical soil hot spots in addition to the ERH treatment system. The 
hot spots were eliminated by optimization of the treatment area and 
follow-up sampling. These reductions in remediation area and volume 
resulted in substantial cost avoidance to the project. 
 
As interim data indicated that cVOC concentrations in certain areas of 
the site had been reduced to below the project goals, electrodes were 
disconnected in those areas, thereby reducing energy costs. This 
system was further optimized following each new set of interim data. 


Project Successes 
The most significant project success was the removal of over 1,200 
pounds of cVOCs from the subsurface and reducing average 
concentrations by over 99 percent, surpassing the project goal of 95.5 
percent reduction. 
 
 


Figure 4. Alex Beehler and Executive Officer 
of NAVFAC Midwest Tony Edmonds visit Site 
22 for technology presentation. 


Figure 3. Graphical representation of cVOC concentration decrease and 
overall effectiveness from the baseline sampling event to end of treatment. 
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Communication and coordination were also critical to the project success. Regulatory, Navy, and TtNUS/TRS 
personnel worked together to design and execute a remedial action that satisfied the regulatory agencies yet did not 
adversely affect the mission of NS Great Lakes. 


Lessons Learned 
The remediation of a low permeability soil matrix, similar to the subsurface conditions present at Site 22, poses a 
significant challenge to most technologies. When implementing the ERH technology, the installation of additional 
vapor recovery points should be considered to provide faster, more effective removal of the vapors created through 
the soil heating effort, and possibly decrease the overall remediation time. 


Points of Contact 
Anthony Robinson 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southeast 
2155 Eagle Drive 
North Charleston, SC 29406 
(843) 820-7339 
 
Howard Hickey 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Midwest 
Building 1A, Floor B 
Room 25 
201 Decatur Ave. 
Great Lakes, IL  60088-2801 
(847) 688-5999, Ext. 148 
 
Robert Davis 
Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. 
661 Andersen Drive 
Pittsburgh, PA  15220 
(412) 921-7251 
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                                      <mmcrae@TechLawInc.com>,         
                                      "meredith amick"                 
                                      <amickMS@dhec.sc.gov>, "sommer   
                                      barker" <barkerjs@dhec.sc.gov>   
                                                                     cc
                                      "Sanford, Art F CIV NAVFAC SE"   
                                      <art.sanford@navy.mil>,          
                                      "Singletary, Michael A CIV NAVFAC
                                      SE"                              
                                      <michael.a.singletary@navy.mil>, 
                                      "Stewart, Kathryn A CIV NAVFAC   
                                      SE" <kathryn.stewart@navy.mil>   
                                                                Subject
                                      RE: 10 December MCRD PI          
                                      conference call                  
                                                                       
                                                                       
                                                                       
                                                                       
                                                                       
                                                                       

Fyi ,
Good information on Tetra Tech Project, similar to site 45 .
V/R
Charles Cook

-----Original Message-----
From: Sladic, Mark [mailto:Mark.Sladic@tetratech.com]
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2007 8:22
To: Sladic, Mark; Cook, Charles CIV NAVFAC SE; heber pittman; kelly
taylor; Lila Llamas; mac mcrae; meredith amick; sommer barker
Subject: RE: 10 December MCRD PI conference call

Good Morning Everyone - I have not yet heard from Heber, but Tim will
participate.  Kelly has a conflict, but all others on this list are
available.  I have a favor to ask - Can we start at 10:30 instead - I've
had something come up for 10:00 that I'd like to attend to. Thanks.  MS

________________________________

From: Sladic, Mark
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2007 1:10 PM
To: 'charles.cook2@navy.mil'; 'heber pittman'; 'kelly taylor'; 'Lila
Llamas'; 'mac mcrae'; 'meredith amick'; 'sommer barker'
Subject: 10 December MCRD PI conference call

Hi everyone. At our last MCRD Parris Island Team meeting, we talked
briefly about a conference call on the dates we previously had reserved
for our December meeting.  I had conflicts with 12 December, and I think
SCDHEC had conflicts with 11 December. Therefore, I believe we
considered 10 December.  I don't believe we have since confirmed this
tentative date or discussed an agenda.  Should the Team agree, we can
discuss the following at 10 AM, 10 December.  Please advise if you will
be participating and we will confirm by email sometime before 10:00
whether we have critical mass to proceed. thanks.

mailto:Mark.Sladic@tetratech.com


1) site 45 path forward/alternatives evaluation status update

2) USGS Workplan in progress - discuss scope

3) site 27, vapor intrusion update

4)  anything else

517 308 3572;   code 6215594#  is what we'll use if we proceed. thanks.

Mark Sladic, P.E.| Project Manager

Direct: 412.921.8216 | Main: 412.921.7090 | Fax: 412.921.4040

mark.sladic@ttnus.com

Tetra Tech NUS, Inc

661 Andersen Drive Foster Plaza 7 | Pittsburgh, PA 15220 | www.ttnus.com

PLEASE NOTE:  This message, including any attachments, may include
privileged, confidential and/or inside information. Any distribution or
use of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is
strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended
recipient, please notify the sender by replying to this message and then
delete it from your system.

(See attached file: newsView B THERMAL.pdf)


