






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































activities. Please revise the cost estimate to incorporate 
clearly all relevant site features, including the concrete 
pads and the control tower footing. 

14 Table 5-7 The table states that the institutional controls alternative Comment acknowledged. Table 5-7 has been corrected 

complies with ARARs, contradicting Table 5-4 according to comment #11 above. This takes care of the 

(Summary of Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate contradiction stated in this comment. 

Requirements and To Be Considered Guidance for 
Remedial Alternatives for Site 57, Andersen AFB, 
Guam). The table states that the institutional controls 
alternative "complies with location specific ARARs." 
However, Table 2-4 states that the Endangered Species 
Act and the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act "would 
not be met" under the institutional controls alternative. 

15 Table 5-7 The table states that the institutional controls alternative Comment acknowledged. Table changed to read: 

achieves RAOs, contradicting Section 5.3 (Remedial 
Not effective. RA Os are not completely achieved in the short-Action Objectives). The table states that this alternative 
term because ecological risks to the yellow bittern are not 

is "most effective" for the balancing criteria "Short- addressed with LUCs. 
Term Effectiveness" because "RAOs achieved 
quickly." However, the RAOs as stated in Section 5.3 
include "prevent exposure of avian receptors (yellow 
bittern) to copper in surface soil at concentrations 
greater than its RG (2,890 mg/kg)." 

16 Page 6-7 Section 6.6.2 The text does not mention industrial receptors in the Comment acknowledged. Text changed to read: 

discussion of the threshold criterion "Overall Protection 
of Human Health and the Environment." The text The Land Use Controls alternative would be protective of 

states that "the Land Use Controls alternative would be 
human health as it would eliminate exposure to industrial 
and residential receptors by preventing any industrial use 

protective of human health as it would eliminate or residential development on or adjacent to the site. This 
exposure to residential receptors by preventing any alternative would not remove or reduce the volume of COC-

industrial use or residential development on or adjacent impacted soil exceeding the RGs. 

to the site." Since PAHs exist at Site 76 which generate 
incremental cancer risk greater than 10-4 in site 
workers, industrial workers should be included in the 
discussion of receptors protected. Please revise the text 
to include industrial workers as receptors. 

17 Figure 6-1 The significance of mounded areas is not clear. It is not The features on the figures are to show the layout of the site. 
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clear whether these mounds will affect the remedial 
technologies considered in any way. Also, the legend 
for the proposed surface soil cleanup area does not 
match those used for delineating the cleanup area. 
Please revise the figure, or the text, to clarify the 
significance of the mounded areas and correct the 
legend of the figure. 
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