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United States Navy

The Proposed Cleanup

After careful study of the Glenview Landfill (Site 26) and in
accordance with federal and state laws, the Navy has
identified its preferred cleanup approach consisting of the
following:

e Excavate, transport and dispose of all waste and
contaminated soil to a permitted landfill;

e Conduct confirmation samples to ensure all waste
and contaminated media are removed;

e Reuse on-site soils as fill if determined to be
clean; and

e Restore the site by filling with clean soil, seeding
with native plants, and extend the nearby solil
mound.

This action would render the site clean and suitable

for residential uses.

ABOUT THIS DOCUMENT

This Proposed Plan provides information on the Navy’s
preferred cleanup plan for the Glenview Landfill
(Site 26)**. This Plan has been prepared to inform the
community of the Navy's strategy for the proposed
cleanup approach, and to encourage community input
on the Proposed Plan and overall environmental
cleanup process for Site 26. A glossary of terms is
provided on page 10.

Federal and state environmental laws govern cleanup
activities at federal facilities. A federal law called the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compen-
sation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), better known as
“Superfund,” provides procedures for investigating and
cleaning up impacts from releases of hazardous
materials to the environment. The Navy is the lead
agency for all investigation and cleanup programs
ongoing at Naval Station Great Lakes (NSGL). Since
NSGL is not on the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency's (EPA's) National Priority List (NPL), they are
not directly involved and only the state regulatory
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Let Us Know What You Think
Mark Your Calendar!

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD:
May 7 to June 6, 2018

The Navy will accept comments on the Site 26 Proposed
Plan during this period. Send written comments
postmarked/dated no later than June 6, 2018 to:

Email: pao.navstaglakes@navy.mil

Dept. of the Navy, Naval Station Great Lakes

Attn: John L. Sheppard, Public Affairs Office
2601E Paul Jones Street
Great Lakes, IL 60088

PUBLIC MEETING:
May 30, 2018; 2:00 PM to 6:30 PM
Glenview Community Center
2400 Chestnut Ave, Glenview, IL 60026

The Navy will hold a public meeting to provide
information about this Proposed Plan. Stop by any time
between 2:00 PM to 6:30 PM to meet with the Navy
and lllinois EPA representatives. The Navy will explain
the proposed cleanup and answer questions. Copies of
the Proposed Plan will be available and a poster board
will present the planned site cleanup. Written comments
will received during this Public Meeting.

The Navy will provide formal written responses to all
written comments received during the public comment
period. The formal written responses will be in the
Responsiveness Summary which will be included as
part of the final Record of Decision (ROD) for this site.

agency, the lllinois EPA, provides direct regulatory
support to the Navy. All restoration/remediation
investigations are conducted under the Navy's
environmental restoration/cleanup program to restore
the environmental condition of the property in
accordance with provisions of CERCLA. The Navy and
the lllinois EPA work closely together to achieve the
objectives of the restoration program.

**NOTE: This landfill was previously investigated under the former Naval Air Station in Glenview, lllinois (NAS Glenview) as part of the
Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) program in the mid-1990s. The site nhame was previously identified as Site 027, Western
Landfill or Southwest Dump Area, due to the uncertainty of the buried waste location within the NAS Glenview. Since the NAS
Glenview closed, site investigations for this landfill are conducted under the environmental restoration program for the Naval Station in
Great Lakes (NSGL), lllinois and the site is identified as Site 26. However, for ease, Site 26 is also referred to as the Glenview Landfill
throughout this document since physically it is located within Glenview.

. _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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Table 1: History of Environmental Investigations

Investigation

Date

Activities

Final Gray
Sites Phase |l
Report

1995 to
1996

As part of actions mandated by the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Act, sampling occurred at
NAS Glenview to assess whether contamination occurred from past disposal practices. Site 26 was
referred to as the “Site S027, Southwest Dump Area” and served as the earliest known base dump. The
investigation included trenching, sampling of soil beneath and around the waste and groundwater in the
waste. The waste disposal area was determined to occur in two main areas; Areas A and B. The waste
reportedly averaged 8 feet thick and was typically covered with 3 feet of soil cover which was found to
extend beyond the waste. A risk assessment indicated that migration of contaminants from the waste
had not occurred. However, the site was recommended for further action since the waste remained in

place.

Engineering
Evaluation/
Cost Analysis
(EE/CA)
Report

1998 to
1999

The EE/CA identified and evaluated remedial action alternatives and recommended a preferred
alternative. Soil samples collected in 1998 as part of this investigation indicated contaminant
concentrations above background concentrations and modified risk-based concentrations in surface
soil. The chemicals of concern were found to be within acceptable risk limits; however, the
calculated risk values were not approved by the lllinois EPA. Together, the Navy and lllinois EPA
agreed to conduct an interim remedial action that consisted of constructing a clay cap and installing
a fence with land-use controls to be implemented later when the Record of Decision would be
signed.

Interim
Remedial
Actions (IRA),
Activity
Completion
Report

1999 to
2000

Based on the EE/CA of 1999, a clay cap was installed to limit potential exposure to buried waste
and to reduce infiltration of rain water, thus minimizing leaching of contaminants to the groundwater.
The cap was constructed over the waste areas and consisted of 3 feet of compacted clay and 6
inches of topsoil. Seeded topsoil was placed over the entire site and a chain-link fence was
constructed around the site.

Phase |
Environmental
Site
Assessment
(ESA) Report

2005

The Phase | ESA consisted of sampling surface and sub-surface soil. At Site 26, some polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) were found at concentrations that exceeded the lllinois Tiered Approach
to Corrective Actions (TACO) Tier 1 remediation objectives for residential properties. Therefore, further
investigation of this area was determined to be warranted.

Phase I
ESA Report

2005

The Phase Il ESA consisted of additional soil and gas vents sampling at seven new locations. Results
indicated no measurable methane gas over time. Benzo(a)pyrene was the only PAH compound
detected in one soil sample that exceeded the TACO Tier 1 residential soil remediation objective,
which is the most conservative criteria. The report recommended that a risk assessment be
completed to determine the potential effects of leaving the waste in place and if access should be
restricted by maintaining a secure fence around the perimeter of the site.

Phase | ESA
Update Report

2007

Housing privatization of the former NAS Glenview was evaluated for potential property reuse, therefore,
no investigations concerning contaminations or sampling was completed. The report acknowledged the
findings of the 2005 Phase Il ESA (Navy, 2005), and the recommendation for further sampling remained
an action item.

Remedial
Investigation/
Focused
Feasibility
Study
(RI/FFS)
Report

2013 to
2018

A field investigation in 2013 confirmed background conditions, confirmed the location of waste in two
areas, extent of waste, soil cap integrity, and the lack of potential for leachate and methane gas
generation. The Navy’s investigation included sampling and analysis of surface soil, subsurface soil/
waste, groundwater, and leachate (groundwater in waste). Tier | screenings were conducted to assess
potential risk posed by site media (i.e. soil and groundwater) to human health. Results of the
investigation are summarized under the Nature and Extent of Contamination and Summary of Site
Risks sections, which follow.

What Does Site 26 Look Like Today?

are light industrial and commercial buildings with parking
lots; and, immediately to the west is the Chicago and
Northwestern commuter railroad. A tall mound extends

As shown on Figure 1, Site 26 is 2.2-acre and currently
secured within a fence to limit access and is overgrown
with vegetation. Immediately to the north and east of
Site 26 are residential homes; immediately to the south

northward from the northeast corner along Buccaneer
Drive. The middle of the site is at a higher grade than the
drainage swales located on the west and south
boundaries. Currently, the site is not being maintained or
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This Plan discusses the cleanup alternatives the Navy is
considering and summarizes the Navy’s recommended
cleanup alternative. The recommended cleanup
alternative removes the buried waste and contaminated
soils and disposes of it off-site to allow the area to be
restored for potential future residential or recreational use.
The remedy also includes reusing any site soils or clay
determined clean as backfill.

The Navy is accepting formal public comments on this
Proposed Plan and, with input from lllinois EPA, will make
a final remedy selection after reviewing and addressing
the public’'s comments. You don’t have to be a technical
expert to comment. If you have a concern, question,
suggestion, or preference, the Navy and lllinois EPA want
to hear it before making a final decision on future
management of the landfill property. The Navy may
select a remedy other than the Preferred Alternative
based on public comment.

INTRODUCTION

The following sections of this Plan summarize the
background and characteristics of Site 26, explain the
findings of human health and ecological risk evaluations,
present the cleanup objectives, and evaluate the remedial
alternatives and the rationale for supporting the selected
Preferred Alternative. The Proposed Plan highlights key
information from the final Remedial Investigation (RI) /
Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) Report (Navy, 2018).
See page 10 of this document (Commitment To The
Public) for information on how to obtain detailed site
information and site reports.

SITE BACKGROUND & CHARACTERISTICS
Where is the Site?

The location of Site 26 is shown on Figure 1. Site 26 is
located in Glenview, lllinois, approximately 20 miles north
of Chicago and 5 miles west of Lake Michigan. Site 26
was located on the west side of the former NAS
Glenview.

What Caused the Contamination at Site 26?

At Site 26, waste from the base was buried or burned in
the mid-1950s. It was closed and covered in the late
1950s to early 1960s. The waste areas comprise only
0.67 acres of the site. The disposed and burned wastes
include base-generated refuse from offices, household-
type garbage, and construction debris. Oils, fuels, and
solvents may have also been disposed of at the landfill.
Numerous investigations and assessments have been
completed at Site 26 since the mid-1990s, and are
summarized in Table 1. The two areas where waste was
buried (Areas A and B) are shown on Figure 2, along with
historical sample locations.

Figure 1: Site Location Map

What Are the Investigation Results?

The Navy's investigations (Table 1) found waste was in
two areas and labeled these as Areas A and B. The
waste is covered with 3 feet of clay and 6 inches of
topsoil, which together are considered the 3.5-foot thick
clay cap. A soil layer (about 1.5 feet thick) was usually
found below the clay cap and above the waste. Waste
thickness averages 5 feet, but was found to vary more
than a few feet. The bottom of waste averages 10 feet
below ground surface (bgs), but was found between 6 to
12 feet bgs because of the variances in waste thickness.
A cross section of a waste area and a conceptual site
model are illustrated on Figure 3.
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The Navy's 2013 investigation has shown that
contamination is limited to within the extents of waste,
with one exception near monitoring well location MW-4.
The potential of methane gas production from the landfill
was determined to be low and therefore, gas monitoring
was not pursued. Groundwater sampling within the waste
determined leachate production from the landfill, however,
this is expected to be low because of the existing clay cap
and limited occurrence of groundwater. Chemicals of
Potential Concern (COPCs) were found in subsurface
soil, and groundwater and are discussed in the next
section, Summary of Site Risk. Details of the 2013 RI
results are addressed in the RI report and summarized in
the FFS report; both reports were combined and issued in
2018.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

As part of the RI, a risk-based screening evaluation was
conducted using CERCLA methodologies. The Navy
evaluated the potential effects of site contaminants on
human health under future hypothetical (residential) land
use scenarios.

How Were Human Health Risks Evaluated?

A Tier 1 risk-based screening evaluation was
conducted to qualitatively assess the potential risk to
human health. Figure 3 presents the conceptual site
model for Site 26. To qualitatively evaluate the
potential risk to human health, a three-step process
was used:

Step 1: Identify Chemicals of Potential Concern

COPCs were defined as chemicals at Site 26 with a
maximum concentration that exceeded lllinois default
Tiered Approach to Corrective Action Objectives
(TACO) residential and industrial soil remediation
objectives or EPA residential and industrial Regional
Screening Levels (RSLs), and background values (if
applicable). Some of the chemicals detected in soil
and groundwater were considered to be naturally
occurring or present as a result of the site's urban
setting, and are defined as “background conditions.”
Under CERCLA, concentrations of chemicals at a site
that are representative of background conditions
cannot be remediated. Therefore, at CERCLA sites,
background conditions must be understood to ensure
the proposed cleanup does not try to remediate natural/
background conditions.

Soil, for example, naturally contains various metals
such as arsenic and lead and groundwater can
naturally contain such metals as iron and manganese.
Depending on the location, these natural substances
can be found at high levels and still are considered
background conditions. For Site 26, using state data
and site-specific data, the Navy determined what the

background values were for some chemicals and used
this to identify COPCs.

In general, if a chemical is detected at a concentration
below the screening level and its applicable
background value, no additional evaluation is required.
If a chemical is detected at a concentration above a
screening level and background value, it does not
mean that exposure to the chemical may cause
adverse health effects, but it does suggest that further
evaluation of that chemical may be warranted

COPCs at Site 26 included the following:

Surface Soil - All detected chemicals in surface
soil had concentrations below their screening levels

and/or background values. Consequently, no
COPCs were identified in surface soil.

e Subsurface Soil (waste or soil) - One
Polynuclear Aromatic  Hydrocarbons (PAH),

pesticides, and total Polychlorinated Biphenyls
(PCBs) (sum of Aroclors).

e Groundwater (outside the waste area) - One
metal.

e Leachate (groundwater inside the waste) -
Various PAHs, metals, and one Semivolatile
Organic Compound (SVOC).

Step 2: Develop Conceptual Site Model

A conceptual site model (Figure 3) is a graphic
depiction of the way humans could come into contact
with (be exposed to) the identified COPCs. Both
current and reasonably foreseeable future exposure
scenarios were considered as part of this step.
Currently, the fence and clay cap limit human
exposure to waste and soils. Human exposure to
groundwater and leachate is considered insignificant
because of the limited occurrence of groundwater and
the restriction of its use as a potable water source per
the NSGL station-wide restriction on potable use of
groundwater. For Site 26, potential exposure to
COPCs include:

e Hypothetical future residents who could come into
contact with site soil through dermal contact,
ingestion and inhalation of particulates (dust), and

e Hypothetical future residents who could come into
contact with contaminated groundwater (e.g.,
leachate) through dermal contact, ingestion or
vapor inhalation.

Currently, the site is vacant and the Navy has no
planned residential uses for the site. Note that a
hypothetical future resident would be exposed to soil
only if the clay cap that currently covers contaminated
material was removed due to site grading, allowing
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exposure of human receptors to contaminated
material. The hypothetical future residential use is
evaluated as a conservative measure to provide the
basis for a need for evaluation of site risks.

Step 3: Estimate Remediation Goals for Each
COPC

COPCs were mapped to identify and evaluate areas of
the site that may require further evaluation.
Remediation goals based on hypothetical future
residential use of the site were estimated for each
COPC to assist in the development of remedies for
site reuse.

How Were Ecological Risks Evaluated?

Currently, the clay cap covering the landfill material
eliminates exposure of ecological receptors to site
contamination. Other factors considered were: the
small size of the site; surrounding land use which
includes residential homes, industrial/commercial
properties and a railroad; and, no threatened or
endangered species or sensitive habitats are known to
be present. Consequently, an evaluation of potential
risks to ecological receptors at the site was not
required.

WHY IS REMEDIAL ACTION NEEDED?

Remedial action is needed when there is a potentially
unacceptable risk to human receptors or natural
environment based on exposure to site-related
contaminants.  The Navy's evaluation at Site 26
concluded that, as a result of past activities, some
chemicals are present in subsurface waste, waste-
impacted soils, and groundwater that exceed screening
levels. Groundwater samples from wells screened within
the waste contained contaminants that exceeded
screening levels, TACO and background conditions and
these wells are often referred to as leachate wells. Since
only a screening risk assessment was performed, the
conservative assumption is that exposure to these
COPCs could result in potential unacceptable human
health risk under a hypothetical future residential use
scenario only. No risks to ecological receptors were
found during the qualitative evaluation, because a current
pathway to waste material is not present due to the
presence of the previously installed cap. In response to
the potential for future unacceptable human health
exposures, the Navy has developed and evaluated
cleanup options (known as Remedial Alternatives) to
address potential human health and groundwater quality
risks associated with the landfill.

CLEANUP OBJECTIVES

Remedial Action Objectives (or cleanup objectives)
provide a general description of what the cleanup will
accomplish. The following objectives were developed for
Site 26:

Objective 1: Eliminate the potential exposure of future
site users, including hypothetical residential, industrial/
commercial and construction worker receptors, to buried
waste or contamination through direct contact, ingestion

or inhalation.

Objective 2: Eliminate or severely reduce leachate
generation to prevent migration of contaminants to
groundwater and degradation of groundwater quality.

Objective 3: Restore the site for potential future
residential or recreational use.

The site will be restored for residential use; however,
there are no current plans to construct new housing on
the parcel.

SUMMARY OF CLEANUP ALTERNATIVES

Remedial alternatives were developed and evaluated in
the Site 26 FFS report. The alternatives, briefly described
below, were developed to meet the cleanup objectives
listed above. Full details of these alternatives can be
found within the RI/FFS report, which is included in the

Aerial Photograph of Site 26 in 2017
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Administrative Record (see page 10). Based on the
evaluation of various technologies, the following four
cleanup options (Alternative 1 through Alternative 4) were
identified for Site 26 and are summarized in Table 2.

Alternative 1 - No Action: The No Action alternative
assumes the site would be left in its current state. Waste
would be left in place without additional actions; no
monitoring or maintenance would be performed. The
existing cap and fence do provide some protection, but
without Land Use Controls (LUCs) to maintain and
monitor them, they would not remain protective of human
health and the environment over the long-term. This
alternative is a baseline comparison against which the
identified remedial options can be compared as required
by CERCLA.

Alternative 2 - Land Use Controls: Alternative 2 would
leave the waste, the clay cap and site fence in place in its
current condition, but would implement additional LUCs
such as adding this site to the NSGL Master Plan and
upkeep of clay cap and fence to ensure potential
exposure from direct contact with waste and/or
contaminated soils are eliminated. This alternative also
includes yearly site inspections and conducting Five Year
Reviews (FYRs). This alternative assumes the waste is
fully covered and, therefore, groundwater monitoring [(i.e.,
Long-Term Monitoring (LTM)] is not necessary. The
existing cap and fence, in combination with other LUCs
such as upkeep, site inspections and FYRs, provide some
protection. However, without conducting LTM of the
groundwater, there would be no way of monitoring the
long-term protectiveness and effectiveness of this
alternative. Future site use would be limited for years
since the waste would remain in place.

Alternative 3 - Landfill Cap Improvements, LUCs,
Operations and Maintenance (O&M), and LTM: This
alternative assumes that all the waste is potentially not
covered by a proper landfill cap and, therefore, includes
repairing the existing clay cap to ensure full waste cover.
This alternative would require removing the existing clay
cap to find the waste limits and reinstalling the cap to
extend several feet past the waste limits. The final landfill
cap would be 1.5 feet of common fill, 3 feet of clay, and
6 inches of topsoil that would be grass seeded and
maintained. The existing clay would be reused as much
as possible, provided it is clean. This landfill cap would
prevent contact with contaminated subsurface soils and
waste, as well as resist environmental forces, such as
erosion.

The existing fence would be eliminated and the site would
be used for non-residential public uses, such as a
recreational area. Since waste remains, CERCLA
regulations require LUCs, LTM, and FYRs for at least
30 years. Similar to Alternative 2, LUCs include
institutional controls to restrict future site use (non-

residential), restrict intrusive activities that could disturb or
expose the waste, and require annual inspections. LTM
would include groundwater monitoring and O&M of the
landfill cap.

Alternative 4 — Waste and Contaminated Soil
Excavation, Off-Site Disposal, Restoration for
Reuse, No LUCs, No LTM, and No FYRs: The goal of
this alternative is full removal and off-site disposal of all
waste material and impacted soils to eliminate future
exposure to waste, waste-impacted soils and leachate.
Waste removal and off-site landfill disposal is the only
alternative evaluated that would allow for unlimited use
and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE) upon completion.

This alternative includes removing the existing clay cap
to confirm the waste limits. All of the waste and
contaminated soils would be excavated, plus an
automatic 2-foot over-excavation, for off-site disposal. If
waste is still visible, excavation would continue in 2-foot
increments until no waste is encountered. Soil
confirmation samples would be taken from the sidewalls
and floor of the excavation to confirm no contaminated
soils remain. An additional 2-foot over-excavation
would be completed for any soil confirmation sample
that exceeded the remediation goals.

Once excavations are complete, the hole would be
backfilled with clean soil from off-site and any reusable
site soils or clay determined clean. The site would be
graded and extend into the existing mound along
Buccaneer Drive. Six inches of topsoil would be placed,
seeded and vegetated with low maintenance bushes and
trees. The existing fence would be eliminated and the site
can be used for any purpose. Since all waste and
contaminated soils were removed, LUCs, LTM, FYRs,
and yearly site inspections are not needed.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

EPA has established nine criteria for use in comparing the
advantages/disadvantages of each cleanup alternative.
These criteria fall into three groups. (1) “threshold criteria”
that any selected alternative must meet; (2)
primary balancing criteria” that are used to differentiate
between alternatives; and (3) “modifying criteria” that may
be used to modify the recommended remedy. In the FFS,
each alternative identified above was individually
analyzed with respect to the established criteria. Next,
the alternatives were compared against each other with
respect to each criterion. Table 2 (page 8) provides a
summary of these comparisons.
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Table 2: Detailed Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1 | Alternative2 | Alternative 3 Altemative 4

. . Waste and
EVALUATION CRITERIA No Action Land Use Laiilllcar: Contaminated Soil
Controls Improvements, E ti Off-Sit
LUCs, O&M, & .xcava ion, Off- |.e
LTM Disposal, Restoration

for Reuse, No LUCs,
No LTM, and No FYRs

Threshold Criteria

Protects human health and the environment
Will it protect you and plant and animal life on and o o ) [
near the site? Is the protection permanent?

Meets federal and state regulations
Does the alternative meet federal and state o o

environmental statutes, regulations, &
requirements?

Primary Balancing Criteria

Provides short-term protection

How soon will the site risks be reduced? Longer
construction time? Are there hazards to workers, o o (o] o
residents, or the environment that could occur
during cleanup?

Provides long-term effectiveness and is
permanent. Will the effects of the cleanup last?

Reduces mobility, toxicity, and volume of
contaminants through treatment -Are the
harmful effects of the contaminants, their ability to ) ) ) )
spread, and the amount of contaminated material
reduced? Are treatment alternatives considered?

Implementability
Can it be implemented? Is the alternative

technically feasible? Are the goods and services L L ] L
necessary to implement the alternative readily

available?

Cost (See Note #2) Capital Cost (initial costs) $0 $54,000 $223,000 $1,318,000
O&M Cost (Annual Cost) $0 $22,000 $58,000 $0
Total Present Worth Cost $0 $397,000 $1,082,000 $1,581,000
Time for Construction N/A N/A 2 months 5 months
Time to achieve cleanup objectives N/A 30+ years 31+ years 1 year
Modifying Criteria

Regulatory Agency Acceptance

Does lllinois EPA agree with the Navy’s To be determined for all Alternatives following the public comment period.
recommendation?

Community Acceptance

What objections, suggestions, or modifications To be determined for all Alternatives following the public comment period.
does the public offer during the comment period?

Notes: 1) Gray shaded column indicates the preferred alternative.
2) Total cost over duration of alternative in today’s dollars. Actual total costs may be higher. Cost are rounded to the nearest $1,000
3) Relative comparison of the nine balancing criteria & alternative: @ -Meets O -Partially Meets © -Does not Meet
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Evaluation Criteria for Remedial Alternatives

Threshold Criteria:

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the
Environment: Will it protect human health
and the plant and animal life on and near the
site? The Navy will not choose a plan that
does not meet this basic criterion.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs): Does
the alternative meet all federal environmental,
state environmental, and facility siting statutes,
regulations, and requirements? ARARs were
determined and presented in the FFS. The
chosen cleanup plan must meet this criterion.

Primary Balancing Criteria:

3. Short-Term Effectiveness: How soon will site
risks be adequately reduced? Could the
cleanup cause short-term hazards to workers,
residents, or the environment?

4. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence:
Will the effects of the cleanup plan last or could
contamination cause future risk?

5. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume
Through Treatment: Using treatment, does
the alternative reduce the harmful effects of the
contaminants, the spread of contaminants, or
the amount of contaminated material?

6. Implementability: Is the alternative technically
feasible? Are the right goods and services
(e.g., treatment machinery) available for the
plan?

7. Cost: What is the total cost of an alternative
over time? The Navy must find a plan that
gives necessary protection for a reasonable
cost.

Modifying Criteria:
8. Regulatory Agency Acceptance: Does the
state agree with the proposal?

9. Community Acceptance: What objections,
suggestions, or modifications do the public
offer during the comment period?

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

In summary, the Navy is proposing Alternative 4, Waste
and Contaminated Soil Excavation, Off-Site Disposal,
Restoration for Reuse, No LUCs, No LTM, and No FYRs,
as the Preferred Alternative for Site 26. Alternative 4
includes the full removal and off-site disposal of all
waste material and impacted soils to eliminate future
exposure to waste, waste-impacted soils and leachate.
The cross section in Figure 3 illustrates the waste and soil
cover which will be removed during excavation including
the minimum of 2 feet of over-excavation in every
direction. Alternative 4 will reduce impacts to acceptable
levels within the waste areas and remove waste
responsible for generating leachate, such that the site will
achieve a condition of UU/UE.

After implementing the preferred remedy, the Navy
expects there will be no site-related contaminants present
in the groundwater. To ensure this, the Navy will conduct
at least 1 additional well sampling effort within a year of
completing the cleanup. LUCs, LTM, and FYRs are not
expected to be required since the alternative removes all
of the waste responsible for impacts to the groundwater.

Based on information currently available, the Navy
believes that the Preferred Alternative would meet the
threshold criteria and provide the best balance of
tradeoffs among the other alternatives with respect to the
balancing and modifying criteria, as listed on Table 2,
Detailed Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives. When
completed, Alternative 4 will: 1) be protective of human
health and the environment; (2) comply with ARARs;
(3) provide long-term effectiveness; and (4) provide a cost
-effective action that can be easily implemented using
proven technology.

Unlike Alternative 4, neither Alternative 1 (No Action) nor
Alternative 2 (LUCs) would meet both of the threshold
criteria  that must be met to be selected for
implementation. Alternative 3 is viable, but unlike
Alternative 4, it does not remove contamination and would
limit the use of the site to public recreational use.
Although Alternative 4 costs more than the other
alternatives due to transport and disposal of the waste
and contaminated soils, the Navy considers the additional
cost of approximately $500,000 over Alternative 3 to be
worth it to achieve the cleanup objectives within 1 year as
compared to 31+ years if Alternative 3 is chosen. For
purposes of cost estimation, all O&M costs represent 30-
year timeframes, the additional 1 year represents the year
of construction and the “+” represents that the LUCs,
O&M, & LTM efforts continue indefinitely.

Similar to the other alternatives, Alternative 4 does not
meet the treatment criteria since treatment is not
considered to address site contamination, but Alternative
4 does provide the greatest reduction in toxicity, mobility,
and volume of contamination as compared to the other
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alternatives evaluated. Although the Preferred Alternative
ranks moderate in providing short-term protection to site-
workers and the community due to waste removal and
handling, due to of the potential to mobilize COCs
through excavation activities, these potential exposures
will be mitigated through 1) adherence to standard health
and safety procedures (e.g., air monitoring, health and
safety plans) to minimize exposure to the workers and 2)
controls (e.g., fenced work zones and signage) to reduce
construction risks to the community.

In addition, the construction zone will be secured within a
locked gate and the contractor will implement dust
suppression activities, such as watering of haul roads and
stock piles, to control observed dust emissions.
Construction time to complete the preferred alternative is
estimated at 15 weeks. Trucks will be hauling material for
about 10 weeks at a rate of around 20 to 25 trucks per
day. The remaining construction time includes mobilizing,
plantings, restoration and demobilizing. Work hours will
be limited from 7:00 a.m. until 5:00 p.m. and truck traffic is
anticipated to end around 3:00 p.m.

COMMITMENT TO THE PUBLIC

The Navy is committed to keeping the public informed on
the environmental cleanup program at NSGL and has
established an electronic Administrative Record that is
available to the public 24/7 online at http:/
go.usa.gov/3SNHA. Here you can find the reports listed
in Table 1. For the public that has no internet access
and/or no personal computer, the Navy established
Information Repositories at two local libraries (North
Chicago and Glenview Libraries) and on base at NSGL'’s
Public Affairs Office for base personnel. The information
repositories consist of at least one binder that holds

Photograph of Site 26, Monitoring well (black casing)
firom 2013 investigation

hardcopy descriptions of the sites and their environmental
history, a list of the documents that are in the
Administrative Record File, and a CD with all the finalized
reports for the Administrative Record File. This binder is
referred to as the Admin Record CD Binder for NSGL.
Note, however, that the information repositories are
updated only yearly so to get the most up-to-date
information, the public must access the online webpage.

As required by CERCLA, the Navy has notified the public
of its restoration activities at NSGL by publishing notices
in local newspapers. For NSGL, the two newspapers
used are the Daily Herald and the Chicago Tribune. For
the on-base community at NSGL we post in the Great
Lakes Bulletin. For the Glenview Landfill, the Navy
included posting notices at the Glenview Community
Center and will hold the public meeting there as well.

WHAT’S NEXT

Community consideration of this Proposed Plan is the
next step in the cleanup process for Site 26. The Navy
encourages the public to review the Proposed Plan and
submit comments to the Navy. The Navy, together with
the lllinois EPA, will consider and address all formal
written comments/questions received and will formally
respond to these comments/questions in a document
called the Responsiveness Summary that will be issued
together with the Final Record of Decision which is
expected to be in June 2018.

GLOSSARY

This glossary defines the terms used in this Proposed
Plan. The definitions in this glossary apply specifically to
this Proposed Plan and may have other meanings when
used in different circumstances.

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Require-
ments (ARARs): The federal, state, and local
environmental rules, regulations, and criteria that must
be met by the selected cleanup action under CERCLA.

Contaminants of Concern (COCs): Chemicals identified
in risk assessments as the primary drivers of
unacceptable risks.

Chemical of Potential Concern (COPC): A chemical
that is potentially site-related and detected at a
concentration that exceeds its screening level and
background value, if applicable.

Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA): Also
known as Superfund, CERCLA is the federal law that
regulates the environmental investigation and cleanup of
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sites that could endanger public health, welfare, or the
environment.

Five-Year Reviews: Documents prepared by EPA to
evaluate the implementation and performance of site
remedies to determine if they remain protective of
human health and the environment.

Human Health Risk Screening: Conservative
evaluation and estimation of current and future potential
for adverse human health effects from exposure to
chemicals.

Land Use Controls (LUCs): Engineered and non-
engineered measures formulated and enforced to
regulate current and future land use options.
Engineered measures can include fencing and posting.
Non-engineered measures typically consist of
administrative deed restrictions that prohibit residential
development and/or construction restrictions.

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs): A group of toxic,
persistent chemicals used in electrical transformers and
capacitors for insulating purposes and in gas pipeline
systems as lubricant. The sale and new use of these
chemicals, also known as PCBs, were banned by law
in 1979.

Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs): High
molecular weight, relatively immobile, and moderately
toxic solid organic chemicals that feature multiple
benzenic rings in their chemical formulas. PAHs are
typically formed during incomplete combustion of coal,
oil, gas, garbage, or other organic substances.

Receptor: An individual, either human, plant, or animal,
which may be exposed to a chemical present at the
site.

Record of Decision (ROD): An official document that
describes the selected remedy for a specific site. The
ROD documents the remedy selection process and is
issued by the Navy, with concurrence of the lllinois
EPA, following the public comment period.

Remedial Action Objective (RAO): The RAOs are
medium-specific goals that define the objectives of
conducting cleanups to protect receptors that are at risk
from contaminated media.

Remedial Investigation (RI): Mechanism for data
collection to characterize site conditions and determine
the nature and extent of contamination.

Semivolatile Organic Compound (SVOC): An
organic compound with a boiling point higher than
water that may vaporize when exposed to
temperatures above room temperature. SVOCs include
phenols and PAHSs.

Tiered Approach to Corrective Action Objectives
(TACO): Remediation objectives for contaminated soil
and groundwater developed by the lllinois EPA.
These remediation objectives protect human health
and take into account site conditions and land use.
Remediation objectives generated by TACO are risk-
based and site-specific.

Volatile Organic Compound (VOC): Any organic
compound that has a high tendency to pass from the
solid or liquid state to the vapor state under typical
environmental conditions.
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What is a Formal Comment?

Public comments are used to improve the decision-making process. The Navy will hold
a 30-day comment period for receiving written comments. All written comments,
received during the public comment period (emailed and/or mailed) and Public Meeting
will become part of the official public record. The Navy will respond to all these
comments in writing. See page 13 of this Proposed Plan for information on how to
submit a comment to the Navy.

Dept. of the Navy, Naval Station Great Lakes
Attn: John L. Sheppard, Public Affairs Office
2601E Paul Jones Street
Great Lakes, IL 60088

Email: pao.navstaglakes@navy.mil

Public comments and the Navy's responses will be issued in a document called a
Responsiveness Summary that will accompany the Record of Decision (cleanup plan)
for Site 26. Copies of the Responsiveness Summary will be mailed or emailed to
everyone who gave comment(s). The Navy will consider all comments in making the
final decision for the Site. The Navy will announce the final decision through the local
newspapers

The public is encouraged to participate during this period as your thoughts and opinions

will help in making the final decision. You do not have to be a technical expert to take
part in the process.

For More Information

For any questions about how to make a written comment, please call the Naval Station
Great Lakes Public Affairs Officer at 847-688-2430.

For any general questions about the Navy’s Environmental Restoration Program,
please call the Navy Remedial Project Manager at 787-265-0856.

For any general questions about lllinois EPA’s regulatory involvement, please call the
lllinois EPA Remedial Project Manager at 217-557-8155.




——————————————————————————————————————— Site 26, Glenview Landfill

COMMENT SHEET
Proposed Plan for Site 26, Glenview Landfill, NSGL

Use This Space to Write Your Comments

This form is provided for your convenience. You can use the form below to send written comments on
the Proposed Plan for Site 26, Glenview Landfill. If you have questions about how to comment, please
contact the Navy’'s Public Affairs Office (Mr. John Sheppard).

Please mail or email written comments, postmarked no later than June 6, 2018, to the address shown
below:

Dept. of the Navy, Naval Station Great Lakes
Attn: John L. Sheppard, Public Affairs Office
2601E Paul Jones Street
Great Lakes, IL 60088

Email: pao.navstaglakes@navy.mil

Comments submitted by:
Address:

(Attach additional sheets as needed)
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