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1~ August, 1996 

To: Tiern 

from: NAS Jacksonville Tier I PartneriDg Team 

RB: OU 1 Remedial Design-lRemedial Action 

NAS JacksanviUe PartDering learn is in the process of preparing a Record of Decision (ROD) for 
Operable Unit 1 which consists of the Old Main Registered 1Bdu5trial Landfill and the PCB 
TraosfQnner Storage Area. At this time. tbe state of Florida's Ja~"IYef6 ha7;eJJmi taken the 
position they will not concu:r M with RODs without legal documentation of land use 
restrlctiunsiosft_i9ft8d e9Blfeis lJeiBg addtess.a te meet tbeif' eeaeems. 1hls is an issue which is 
beyond the power of Tier I to resolve and ~ PRSeIlt1y being handled by the Navy's legal 
department. 

The team'slJfe&llem: is IBM we would like to proceed with the remedial design (RD) and the 
remedial action (RA) !;hould the ROD, wmeh ilwJades is5&Ris9Ml e8lHrsiB.1Je held up 
concurrence he delgyM 

The question to Tier II is: "Can we proceed with the lID and RA without having the ROD 
concuaed on by USEPA and FDEP?" 

The team would like to present the following reasons why we feel the an and RA should 
proceed as soon as possible: 

1. The team would like to proceed with the RD and the RA without waiting for the resolution of 
the institutional controls issues of the ROD. If not allowed to proceed at this time, there will 
be a delay in the RDIRA. 

2. The team. has agreed to the technical adequacy of the remedy. 

3. The team feel! neither the technical adequacy oCthe RO nor the accomplishment of the RA 
ore effected by the iB5tihiti8B8:J eeatlels Jhi.&Jegal issue. 

4. The team docs not anticipate rejection of the remedy by the public. 

S. There is the potential for loss of trust by the public should the team not proceed with (be 

remedy. 

6. The land me at this site is olready restricted by fences and signs. 

7. Tftere iB the need tEl pret8Gt the ileaIUi aftJ:aes& wile AlsiiMI ill llw i&'eiti ~ase OOUSHlg. A 
portion of the remedy is to excavate soil outside the fenced landfill rcducin~ risk to those 
who reside in the adjacent base housing. The team feels this should not he delayM . 
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8. Tbis issue cannot be solved at the Tier I level dMpite all attempts. The resolution of 1bi3..Hte 
issue hits heeD iftEltlwt is considered to be a management level decision. 

9. The hase semmarwler .!Qrnmandin2 Officer wants to proceed with the remedy to maintain 
his credibility which could be damaged. If the remedy is not implemenu,u exp~dienlly . ..This 
bas aJrrndy become an isaue at another site. 

10. The Community RestcnatiOD Advisory Board has agreed with the remedy. 

11. The public perception ofpartnering could be impacted should the implementation of the 
remedy not be expc:dimt. 

12. The institutional controls~will have DO e~on the astyaJ remedy design and 
OOTISUUctiQD of the selected remedy. 

13. Eundioa may be impacted with a delay in the implementation of the RPIRA, 
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